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ABSTRACT
Global partnerships offer opportunities for academic 
departments in the health sciences to achieve mutual 
benefits. However, they are often challenged by inequities 
in power, privilege and finances between partners 
that have plagued the discipline of global health since 
its founding. In this article, a group of global health 
practitioners in academic medicine offer a pragmatic 
framework and practical examples for designing 
more ethical, equitable and effective collaborative 
global relationships between academic health science 
departments, building on the principles laid out by the 
coalition Advocacy for Global Health Partnerships in the 
Brocher declaration.

BACKGROUND
Global health is a discipline with troublesome 
roots. Emerging from the ‘tropical’ or ‘colo-
nial’ medicine movements of the late 1800s, 
the field was founded in a desire to both 
ensure the success of colonial aspirations and 
provide a humanising face to those efforts.1 2 
In the first quarter of the 20th century, trop-
ical medicine merged into ‘international 
health’, but remained haunted by the same 
sentiments of paternalism and racism that 
motivated the field’s founders.3 More than 
a century later, neocolonial and deficit-
based thinking continues to plague modern 
academic global health partnerships.4

Patterns of inequity persist in which part-
ners from wealthier, more high-resourced 
settings have a dominant role at every level 
of partnership design and implementation. 
Parties outside the regions where research 
and project implementation occur frequently 
direct the development of research ques-
tions and project proposals.5 Discrepancies 
in which researchers are awarded project 
funding and manuscript authorship reveal 
similar trends.6–9

Similar patterns impact academic partner-
ships characterised by learner exchanges.10 11 
Academicians are often eager to set up short-
term international learning experiences for 
trainees, motivated by a desire to improve 
their learners’ understanding of global 
health systems and care of the underserved, 
to improve recruitment to their training 
programmes, and even for purposes of 
promotion and to have an opportunity to 
travel.12 13 However, the movement of trainees 
and faculty is commonly unidirectional, as 
only those with sufficient resources are able 
to pay for travel and benefit from the expe-
rience. Simultaneously, some participants 
may not have adequate language or cultural 
training to appropriately engage in these 
experiences. Although participants often 
report positive feelings reflecting on their 
travel, the impact on patient outcomes, host 
colleagues and health systems is undervalued 
and understudied.14

Addressing inequities is critical, as equitably 
designed partnerships in global health benefit 
all academic collaborators and their commu-
nities. Partnerships focused on exchange of 
learners and faculty, for example, may garner 
for all participants new knowledge about 
comparative health systems and healing 
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practices, clinical references, and methods of teaching 
and training. Overall, they may facilitate an exchange 
of learning and resources with mutual and global bene-
fits.15–17 Hence, it is preferable to intentionally seek to 
pursue global health activities thoughtfully and equitably, 
rather than disengage completely from opportunities for 
global collaboration.

Over the last decade, a growing sentiment has emerged 
regarding the need to uproot institutionalised vestiges of 
neocolonial, imperialistic and white supremacist thinking 
in global health, as well as the systems of economic 
subjugation and other coercive pathologies of power 
that reinforce these approaches.18 Several groups have 
published ideas regarding both the need for and possible 
approaches to reforming specific aspects of global health 
partnerships, from funding and design of research to 
authorship of joint findings.19–22 Several position papers 
offer recommendations around ethical practices, ranging 
from challenging the implicit biases and assumptions of 
individual participants to modifying systems for academic 
promotion and research.23–28 Some offer direction on 
how to connect ethical frameworks to implementation in 
focused areas of practice. For example, guidelines exist 
for groups providing short-term training experiences 
to learners in global health and for large-scale twinning 
partnerships between clinical service delivery centres in 
different regions.29–31

Authors from a wide range of nationalities and back-
grounds have contributed to these calls for action, and 
some authors from lower-income and middle-income 
countries (LMICs) have specifically suggested that 
successful reform demands the active engagement of 
colleagues at all income and resource levels. The liter-
ature holds an implicit challenge for researchers from 
LMIC contexts to ensure local stakeholder contributions 
at every phase of global health projects, from design to 
implementation, data collection and evaluation.32

The term academic health sciences (AHS) encom-
passes the clinical care, research and education of health 
professionals within a variety of health-related disciplines, 
including medicine and nursing. Despite a long history of 
global engagement in AHS, no ethical frameworks offer 
pragmatic approaches for AHS departments to engage in 
more responsible partnerships that seek in their design 
to address systemic biases, inequities and oppression that 
linger in the global health field. In addition, previous 
guidelines have often taken a unidirectional focus, 
offering guidance for academic health centres in high-
income countries as they look to partner with colleagues 
in AHS in lower income countries. The authors propose 
a set of principles to guide AHS departments around the 
world in developing more responsible, ethical and equi-
table partnerships true to the philosophies, values and 
unique traits of AHS, and offer examples of what these 
principles may look like in practice. This approach may 
be used in any AHS partnership, regardless of the loca-
tion of the partners involved.

It is important to note that direct interactions between 
AHS partners are impacted by complex layers of influ-
ences, from interpersonal to institutional factors, cultural 
and economic considerations, and larger aspects of 
global politics and the global economy.33 Donors and 
funders, for example, influence global health partner-
ships through their choice of which projects to support 
monetarily and what types of grants and funding awards 
to offer. As other authors have written extensively about 
needed reforms by donors and funders in global health 
partnerships, this manuscript will focus instead on how 
funding and other factors may be approached practi-
cally between AHS partners.34 In addition, interactions 
are impacted not only by inequities among partners and 
donors, but also by complex local gradients of power that 
exist between AHS and community members. Factors 
such as class, tribe, race locally cannot be generalised 
across LMICs, and therefore, will not be a focus of this 
manuscript but must be mentioned as important consid-
erations for partnerships.

Eight AHS faculty came together to jointly engage in 
this work. The authors represent five countries across 
Africa, North America and South America, and a range 
of high-income, middle-income and low-income settings. 
Each has at least 10 years of experience with interna-
tional collaborations. All have either currently or previ-
ously engaged in the design and/or implementation of 
multinational global health partnerships in the AHS.

The authors performed a literature review to identify 
existing publications and guidelines relevant to concerns 
around the equity and ethics in global health partner-
ships, and proposals for new systems and structured 
approaches. Key manuscripts are referenced throughout 
this paper. Following this, the authors drafted by 
consensus a summary of key human elements/princi-
ples of global partnership through group discussion, 
informed by both literature review and the experiences 
of representative academicians and their institutions, 
with consensus agreement on final approach. This article 
applies these principles to hypothetical ‘exemplars’, 
drawn from the experiences of members of the group 
and literature review, and relating to technical aspects of 
an AHS department’s functions, to demonstrate how they 
may be applied in practice.

KEY PRINCIPLES OF AHS GLOBAL HEALTH PARTNERSHIPS
AHS departments’ core activities include caring for 
people, teaching and creating knowledge.35 Health 
sciences are ever evolving, with new knowledge frame-
works and new challenges, and there is a need for AHS 
departments to be system integrators and bridge trans-
lational gaps in the local and global spheres.36 While 
individual disciplines within health sciences have various 
technical skills, collaborations and partnerships between 
AHS across countries, in global health, advances the 
understanding of health and health services.37
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The authors propose a model of five key principles, 
grounded in those outlined in the Brocher declaration 
developed by the coalition Advocacy for Global Health 
Partnerships,29 and provide examples of how these may 
be applied in global AHS partnerships (see table 1).

Solidarity
Rationale
Solidarity within global health partnerships compels 
collaboration with the goal of designing a mutually bene-
ficial model of engagement characterised by bidirec-
tional investments, gains and learning.

Key to this principle is a focus on collaborative design 
from the outset, in which all partners are equally empow-
ered to define the needs and activities of the partnership.

Challenges to implementation
There are multifold challenges to implementing a part-
nership built on the principles of solidarity. Inequity 
in available funding for research and/or travel often 
prompts academic departments to develop partnerships 
from a unidirectional perspective, resulting in disparities 
in which partners are able to engage directly in research 
and travel, and leading to benefits accruing dispropor-
tionately to academicians from more highly resourced 
settings. Bidirectionality, as an extension of solidarity, 
emphasises that all partners should be able to engage in 
mutual benefits and learning. Historically, a misunder-
standing of what is truly gained or given by each partner 
has challenged many partnerships in developing true 
bidirectionality. For example, bidirectionality is not truly 

Table 1  Pragmatic applications of key principles in academic health sciences global health partnerships

Key principle Definition Pragmatic applications

Solidarity Solidarity entails collaboration 
with the goal of ensuring mutual 
benefits characterised by 
bidirectional investments, gains 
and learning.

	► Ensure bidirectionality of learner and faculty exchanges
	► Recognise the value of the diverse investments and contributions of all partners 
(knowledge, human resources, etc)

	► Provide funding to support travel if there is inequity in access to financial resources 
between partners

Humility, 
cultural 
sensitivity and 
mutual respect

True partnership begins with 
a shared sense of humanity, 
demonstrated in practices of 
humility and respect among 
members of diverse populations 
and partnerships.

	► Make a commitment to ongoing introspection and evaluation of implicit biases and 
goals

	► Plan for equitable authorship representation among members of the research team, 
guided by intellectual rather than financial investments of partners45

	► Solve problems using an open-ended, shared exploration of possible strategies and 
outcomes, rather than assuming a single method or solution is correct

	► Approach partnership understanding that all partners have resources to bring, rather 
than seeing the relationship as an opportunity address a perceived ‘deficit’ in another

	► Prioritise in all partnership activities the well-being of individual partners and patients, 
as well as impacted families and communities

	► Learn about power gradients existing in each AHS partner that may impact 
collaboration

Compliance 
with applicable 
laws, ethical 
standards 
and codes of 
conduct

Identification and compliance with 
applicable laws, ethical standards 
and codes of conduct in all 
partners’ localities is a pragmatic 
extension of previous principles 
related to solidarity, respect and 
humility.

	► Observe rules and restrictions on scope of clinical practice and licensure in all 
international exchanges

Sustainability 
and capacity-
building

Consider how work, once started, 
will be maintained over the long 
term. The ideal goals of a global 
health partnership should be 
to improve the capacity of all 
partners, rather than developing 
short-term solutions.

	► Emphasise capacity-building of all partners involved
	► Redesign models involving short-term learner or faculty placement to use and 
develop skills of all partners

	► Consider the knowledge and experience that each academic partner can bring 
towards capacity-building of the other

Shared 
accountability

Shared accountability involves 
codevelopment of monitoring, 
evaluation and learning 
frameworks at the outset of 
partnership which define the 
metrics used to identify success 
and include defined times and 
approaches for evaluating the 
partnership by these metrics.

	► Collaboratively develop a monitoring, evaluation and learning (MEL) framework at the 
start of the partnership

	► Ensure MEL frameworks clearly identify the overarching goal of the work and outline 
the objectives, outcomes, activities and indicators used to assess if the goal is met

	► Detail how partnership funds will be used in the partnership plan to ensure equity 
in distribution of funding and allow for monitoring of resource utilisation during 
implementation

	► Ensure that partners are aligned on how data used to assess indicators will be 
collected with what frequency

	► Determine at the start of the partnership with what frequency the success of the 
partnership will be evaluated, and how the results will be shared and reviewed to 
inform future activities

AHS, academic health science.
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embodied by a model in which a host institution in a 
comparatively lower-income setting ‘opens its doors’ or 
provides resources such as interpreters to their higher-
income colleagues.

The principle of solidarity recognises the investments 
each partner contributes that may go beyond funding. An 
institution with comparatively lesser funding may provide 
tremendous human resources, equipment and other 
non-financial contributions that are not always equally 
recognised and valued as investments in the partnership.

Pragmatic considerations
Frameworks for global health partnership often cite bidi-
rectionality as a key principle. The premise of bidirec-
tionality is for both partners to commit to a relationship 
that is grounded in continuous cooperative learning and 
investment. An example of a true bidirectional relation-
ship is that trainees and faculty from each institution 
participating in a learning exchange have an equitable 
opportunity to visit their partner for an educational expe-
rience. To address disparities that may exist in access to 
personal or institutional funds to facilitate travel, indi-
viduals from a higher-income setting might be encour-
aged to pay for their own travel, while individuals from 
the lower-income setting might receive funds to support 
their participation.

Bidirectionality also implies the development of an 
academic milieu in which each partner is recognised as 
both a learner and a teacher. For example, if the partners 
engage in collaborative didactic sessions, they take turns 
in serving as the teacher and learner. Unfortunately, in 
many situations, the default tends to be that the partner 
in the more financially resourced institution becomes the 
teacher, perpetuating a colonialist and oppressive educa-
tional environment.

Humility, cultural sensitivity and respect
Rationale
The principles of humility, cultural sensitivity and respect 
encompass the communitarianism and equity ethic that 
should be the driving force in global health. These prin-
ciples should form the core of AHS’ identity, and are key 
to successful global health partnerships.

Challenges to implementation
Commonly accepted practices for grant and research 
funding may fundamentally contradict principles of 
humility and respect. A shared commitment from the 
start of a project to discontinuing any programme that no 
longer benefits or even actively harms one partner may 
come into conflict with donor expectations and timelines 
related to completion of research or project activities. 
Similarly, pressure to claim the role of first, second, or 
senior author on research publications for the purposes of 
academic promotion may encourage inequity in claimed 
intellectual ownership of shared learnings, fuelled by 
an implicit expectation that the institution making a 

financial investment in publication fees or other research 
costs should receive priority in authorship.

Pragmatic considerations
Identifying and disengaging from ingrained and ineq-
uitable practices, approaches and behaviours requires 
ongoing introspection and effort, and is unlikely to ever 
result in a perfect outcome. Nevertheless, it is essential 
for all partners to commit to this process continually, 
especially as it relates to assessing and challenging their 
own motivations. Cultivating a practice of challenging 
internalised or even verbalised assumptions regarding 
what is a ‘right way’ to practice clinically or a ‘right solu-
tion’ to navigating research challenges helps to facilitate 
constant growth in cultural sensitivity and humility.

To achieve this, partners should approach conversa-
tions using open-ended questions to explore mutually 
ideal solutions, such as ‘how would this look if…’ rather 
than ‘is this solution acceptable?’ Using this approach in 
the spirit of appreciative inquiry would allow for partner-
ships to build based on respectful conversations.38

Developing foundational principles and approaches to 
monitoring and evaluation from the outset of a project 
facilitates multidirectional feedback and ensures early 
identification of any problematic practices or outcomes.

Critically reviewing prior patterns of engagement is also 
critical to academic departments’ success in embracing a 
decolonised approach to global health. For example, this 
might involve reconsidering learner exchange models 
focused on short-term clinical training in settings where 
learners lack the language skills, cultural training and 
licensing to provide appropriate clinical care.

Finally, it is essential to approach partnership from an 
‘assets’ rather than a deficit approach, identifying what 
all partners have to offer towards the partnership rather 
than using a more frequented deficits approach, in which 
partners from a perceived higher resourced setting see 
themselves as filling the needs of another partner.

Compliance with applicable laws, ethical standards and 
codes of conduct
Rationale
Compliance with applicable laws, ethical standards and 
codes of conduct in all partners’ localities is in essence 
an extension of previous principles related to solidarity, 
respect and humility.

Challenges to implementation
Many global health partnerships face a tension between 
tight timelines to meet travel requirements for visiting 
personnel or complete research activities, and the 
extended time perceived necessary to abide by legal and 
professional requirements for practising clinically or 
conducting research work across regional borders. Sacri-
ficing a commitment to legal compliance is often seen 
as an acceptable choice when striving for expediency in 
partnership activities. Out of a desire to meet partner-
ship objectives, goals and timelines, or even motivated by 
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a sense of good will, partners may obtain tourist rather 
than appropriate business visas, or circumvent the acqui-
sition of work permits and governmental approvals while 
engaging in academic activities. Short-term clinical 
engagements or faculty exchanges may fail to go through 
the process of applying for medical licensure in the 
locality to which they plan to travel.

Pragmatic considerations
Approaches such as those noted above pose serious legal 
risks to partners in the localities whose requirements 
are being subverted and also challenge a basic notion of 
mutual respect—if practising clinical medicine without 
an appropriate license would not be acceptable in one 
country, it should never be presumptively accepted as 
a solution in another and is illegal.39 Partners should 
commit both relationally and technically at the outset 
of the partnership to compliance with laws and ethical 
standards, allocating time to considering the influence 
on and impacts of these principles to project activities, 
and exploring and outlining the ethicolegal aspects of 
the specific work activities and how they will be met.

Rationale
An extension of solidarity and mutual respect is the 
consideration of how work, once started, will be main-
tained. The ideal goals of a global health partnership 
should be to improve the capacity of all partners, rather 
than developing short-term solutions.

Challenges to implementation
Grant-funding for both non-profit programming as well 
as academic research is almost always time-limited, which 
is a notion that comes into direct conflict with principles 
of sustainability.

The very definition of capacity may be seen in a 
conflicting light depending on which partner might 
be asked to define it, and has been the hallmark of the 
‘deficit’-based approach in global health.40 An exchange 
in which a faculty member travels from one country to 
another to provide instruction, for example, might be 
seen as capacity-building of the students they will train, 
but the investment in funding and onboarding of that 
visiting educator might also deflect resources from 
experts and knowledge that already exist locally. This 
may result in diverting investments away from local 
faculty, who might desire the ability to focus their efforts 
on teaching and training of their learners but lack the 
same resources to do so.

Pragmatic considerations
Committing to principles of sustainability and capacity-
building compels us to re-evaluate existing models for 
global engagement. For instance, abiding by principles of 
sustainability and capacity-building may require pivoting 
partnership models centred around short-term, unidi-
rectional clinical rotations by learners to focus instead 
on shared identification of training needs for existing 
healthcare personnel in both regions and consideration 

of how mutual sharing of knowledge and learning may 
be achieved. Principles of bidirectionality and mutual 
respect obligate partners to recognise that there are 
opportunities for capacity-building in all AHS centres, 
and each partner may be able to both give and receive 
experience and knowledge towards this end.

Shared accountability
Rationale
An approach that ensures all the above principles are 
met in practice is a commitment to the principle of 
shared accountability, in which monitoring, evaluation 
and learning frameworks encapsulating these principles 
are designed at the outset of partnership. These frame-
works should define the metrics used to identify success 
and include defined times and approaches for evaluating 
the partnership by these metrics.

Challenges to implementation
The objectives, outcomes and activities of partnership 
and prioritisation of these elements may be a source of 
conflict between parties and may be heavily influenced 
by the organisations, which provide the resources for 
the partnership activities, such as academic institutions, 
government funders and/or private donors.

Pragmatic considerations
Using a monitoring, evaluation and learning framework 
for every global partnership from the outset may help to 
identify differences in values and priorities and ensure 
that partners are aligned in the objectives and goals of 
the work from the start. Embodying the principles of 
humility and cultural sensitivity in action, partners should 
identify what their own motivations and the motivations 
of relevant institutional bodies and/or funders may be. 
Collaboratively working to synchronise these motivations 
through the sequential development of a shared partner-
ship goal, objectives, outcomes, activities and indicators 
may help to identify and navigate any potential areas for 
conflict. Mutually identifying the frequency and practical 
approach to evaluating how the partnership activities 
align with this framework in advance further ensures that 
expectations are consistent between partners.

CONCLUSION
Global health partnerships may offer tremendous bene-
fits to AHS departments, facilitating an exchange of 
knowledge and resources that can improve the capacity 
of all partners, from the departments themselves to the 
wider health systems and communities with whom they 
partner.

However, to achieve these benefits, it is critical to 
acknowledge the complex history of inequities both 
locally and globally that have existed since before the 
modern field of global health first began to emerge, and 
actively work to deconstruct these inequities.

AHS partnerships in global health have historically 
been for scientific, humanitarian or strategic reasons.41–43 
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There are many aspects of global health partnerships 
that are influenced by problematic systems of oppression 
and systemic inequities that exist within the world at large 
and academic departments have followed the structures 
of systematic inequities in their function.44 Historical 
political oppression or resource restriction may result in 
differential abilities of academic partners to fly to a joint 
meeting or send a learner abroad for an opportunity 
to understand how another health system works. These 
inequities may impact partnerships between members 
of the Global South as well as between the Global North 
and South. They may exist in any partnership in which 
academic institutions have access to differing levels of 
political power or financial or other resources.

This framework offers a pragmatic approach to 
achieving these principles in action. It calls for an equity-
based approach to partnerships. The goal of the move-
ment to decolonise global health systems is not to do 
away with global health activities entirely, but to prompt 
individuals and institutions to work as ethical actors for 
a higher level of mutual respect, solidarity and justice 
within partnerships.

Author affiliations
1AMPATH Kenya, Eldoret, Kenya
2Department of Family Medicine, Community Health and Medical Education, Moi 
University College of Health Sciences, Eldoret, Kenya
3Center for Research in Primary Health Care, School of Medicine, Universidad 
Peruana Cayetano Heredia, Lima, Peru
4The Wright Center National Family Medicine Residency Program at HealthPoint, 
Auburn, Washington, USA
5Department of Family Medicine, Kamuzu University of Health Sciences, Blantyre, 
Malawi
6Center for Global Health and Social Responsibility, University of Minnesota, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota, USA
7Department of Family, Community and Emergency Care, University of Cape Town, 
Rondebosch, South Africa
8Department of Family Medicine, Warren Alpert Medical School of Brown University, 
Providence, RI, USA

Twitter María Sofía Cuba-Fuentes @cuba_sofia, Esther M Johnston 
@esthermjohnston, Shailendra Prasad @shaileyprasad, Tasleem Ras @ras_
tasleem and Klaus von Pressentin @klausvon

*Contributors  All authors are equal contributors to the design, implementation, 
writing and revision of this manuscript. They are co-first authors and may list their 
name first on their CVs. Listed order is alphabetical by last name.

Funding  The authors have not declared a specific grant for this research from any 
funding agency in the public, commercial or not-for-profit sectors.

Competing interests  None declared.

Patient consent for publication  Not applicable.

Provenance and peer review  Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data availability statement  No data are available. Not applicable—no datasets 
were generated and/or analysed for this study.

Open access  This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY-NC 4.0) license, which 
permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non-commercially, 
and license their derivative works on different terms, provided the original work is 
properly cited, appropriate credit is given, any changes made indicated, and the 
use is non-commercial. See: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/.

ORCID iDs
James A Amisi http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6691-0048
María Sofía Cuba-Fuentes http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7394-7092

Esther M Johnston http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8074-1823
Martha Makwero http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8396-5056
Shailendra Prasad http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1168-5917
Tasleem Ras http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5411-9363
Daria Szkwarko http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5864-9011
Klaus von Pressentin http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5965-9721

REFERENCES
	 1	 Neill D. Chapter 1: Building networks in tropical medicine. In: Neil 

DJ, ed. Networks in tropical medicine: Internationalism, colonialism, 
and the rise of a medical specialty, 1890-1930. Stanford University 
Press, 2012: 15–20.

	 2	 Hirsch LA, Martin R. LSHTM and colonialism: A report on the 
colonial history of the London school of hygiene & tropical medicine 
(1899– C.1960). London, UK London School of Hygiene & Tropical 
Medicine; 2022. 

	 3	 Fofana MO. Decolonising global health in the time of COVID-19. 
Glob Public health 2021;16:1155–66. 

	 4	 Morgan A, Ziglio E. Revitalising the evidence base for public health 
an assets model. Promot Educ 2007;14:17–22. 

	 5	 Abimbola S. The foreign gaze: Authorship in academic global health. 
BMJ Global Health 2019;4:e002068. 

	 6	 Rees CA, Ali M, Kisenge R, et al. Where there is no local author: 
a network Bibliometric analysis of authorship Parasitism among 
research conducted in sub-Saharan Africa. BMJ Global Health 
2021;6:e006982. 

	 7	 Hedt-Gauthier BL, Jeufack HM, Neufeld NH, et al. Stuck in the 
middle: a systematic review of authorship in collaborative health 
research in Africa, 2014–2016. BMJ Glob Health 2019;4:e001853. 

	 8	 Dimitris MC, Gittings M, King NB. How global is global health 
research? A large-scale analysis of trends in authorship. BMJ Global 
Health 2021;6:e003758. 

	 9	 Erondu NA, Aniebo I, Kyobutungi C, et al. Open letter to 
international funders of science and development in Africa. Nat Med 
2021;27:742–4. 

	10	 Naro G. Ethical issues in global health education and "immersion" 
experiences. AMA Journal of Ethics 2019;21:E711–714. 

	11	 Bauer I. More harm than good? The questionable ethics of medical 
volunteering and international student placements. Trop Dis Travel 
Med Vaccines 2017;3:5. 

	12	 Bazemore AW, Henein M, Goldenhar LM, et al. The effect of offering 
International health training opportunities on family medicine 
Residency recruiting. Family Med 2007;39:255–60.

	13	 Lunt N, Horsfall D, Hanefeld J. Medical tourism: a Snapshot of 
evidence on treatment abroad. Maturitas 2016;88:37–44. 

	14	 Sykes KJ. Short-term medical service trips: a systematic review of 
the evidence. Am J Public Health 2014;104:e38–48. 

	15	 Elobu AE, Kintu A, Galukande M, et al. Evaluating International 
global health collaborations: perspectives from surgery and 
anesthesia trainees in Uganda. Surgery 2014;155:585–92. 

	16	 Hutchinson E, Kerry V, Sayeed S. What does a mutually beneficial 
global health partnership in family medicine residency look like? 
AMA Journal of Ethics 2019;21:E759–765. 

	17	 Turissini M, Mercer T, Baenziger J, et al. Developing ethical and 
sustainable global health educational exchanges for clinical trainees: 
Implementation and lessons learned from the 30-year academic 
model providing access to Healthcare (AMPATH) partnership. Ann 
Glob Health 2020;86:137. 

	18	 Büyüm AM, Kenney C, Koris A, et al. Decolonising global health: If 
not now, when BMJ Global Health 2020;5:e003394. 

	19	 Ginsbach K, Erondu N. Funding institutions perpetuate inequitable 
global health partnerships: here are three ways to stop that [Skoll 
Foundation Web site]. 2021. Available: https://skoll.org/2021/​
04/22/funding-institutions-perpetuate-inequitable-global-health-​
partnerships-here-are-three-ways-to-stop-that/ [Accessed 07 Aug 
2022].

	20	 Rees CA, Keating EM, Dearden KA, et al. Improving pediatric 
academic global health collaborative research and agenda setting: a 
mixed-methods study. Am J Trop Med Hyg 2020;102:649–57. 

	21	 Morton B, Vercueil A, Masekela R, et al. Consensus statement 
on measures to promote equitable authorship in the publication 
of research from international partnerships. Anaesthesia 
2022;77:264–76. 

	22	 Binagwaho A, Allotey P, Sangano E, et al. A call to action to reform 
academic global health partnerships. BMJ 2021;375:2658. 

	23	 Schriger SH, Binagwaho A, Keetile M, et al. Hierarchy of qualities in 
global health partnerships: a path towards equity and sustainability. 
BMJ Global Health 2021;6:e007132. 

https://twitter.com/cuba_sofia
https://twitter.com/esthermjohnston
https://twitter.com/shaileyprasad
https://twitter.com/ras_tasleem
https://twitter.com/ras_tasleem
https://twitter.com/klausvon
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6691-0048
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7394-7092
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8074-1823
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8396-5056
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1168-5917
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5411-9363
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5864-9011
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5965-9721
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17441692.2020.1864754
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/10253823070140020701x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2019-002068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2021-006982
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2019-001853
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2020-003758
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2020-003758
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41591-021-01307-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/amajethics.2019.711
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40794-017-0048-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40794-017-0048-y
http://dx.doi.org/17401769
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2016.03.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2014.301983
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2013.11.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/amajethics.2019.759
http://dx.doi.org/10.5334/aogh.2782
http://dx.doi.org/10.5334/aogh.2782
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2020-003394
https://skoll.org/2021/04/22/funding-institutions-perpetuate-inequitable-global-health-partnerships-here-are-three-ways-to-stop-that/
https://skoll.org/2021/04/22/funding-institutions-perpetuate-inequitable-global-health-partnerships-here-are-three-ways-to-stop-that/
https://skoll.org/2021/04/22/funding-institutions-perpetuate-inequitable-global-health-partnerships-here-are-three-ways-to-stop-that/
http://dx.doi.org/10.4269/ajtmh.19-0555
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/anae.15597
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n2658
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2021-007132


Amisi JA, et al. BMJ Global Health 2023;8:e011522. doi:10.1136/bmjgh-2022-011522 7

BMJ Global Health

	24	 Zaman M, Afridi G, Ohly H, et al. Equitable partnerships in global 
health research. Nat Food 2020;1:760–1. 

	25	 Chu KM, Jayaraman S, Kyamanywa P, et al. Building research 
capacity in Africa: equity and global health Collaborations. PLoS 
Med 2014;11:e1001612. 

	26	 Hedt-Gauthier B, Airhihenbuwa CO, Bawah AA, et al. Academic 
promotion policies and equity in global health Collaborations. Lancet 
2018;392:1607–9. 

	27	 Daffé ZN, Guillaume Y, Ivers LC. Anti-racism and anti-colonialism 
Praxis in global health-reflection and action for practitioners in US 
academic medical centers. Am J Trop Med Hyg 2021;105:557–60. 

	28	 Ventres W. Toward a new ethic in global health practice: 
perspectives from Central America. South Med J 2020;113:374–7. 

	29	 Prasad S, Aldrink M, Compton B, et al. Global health partnerships 
and the Brocher declaration: Principles for ethical short-term 
engagements in global health. Ann Glob Health 2022;88:31. 

	30	 Crump JA, Sugarman J, Working Group on Ethics Guidelines for 
Global Health Training (WEIGHT). Ethics and best practice guidelines 
for training experiences in global health. Am J Trop Med Hyg 
2010;83:1178–82. 

	31	 The World Health Organization. Partnership preparation package - 
a practical guide to implementing Twinning partnerships. Geneva 
World Health Organization; 2018. Available: https://www.who.int/​
publications/i/item/WHO-HIS-SDS-2018.13

	32	 Mbali M, Rucell J. African voices in global health: knowledge, 
creativity, accountability. Glob Public Health 2022;17:3993–4001. 

	33	 Prasad S, Sopdie E, Meya D, et al. Conceptual framework of 
mentoring in low-and middle-income countries to advance global 
health. Am J Trop Med Hyg 2019;100:9–14. 

	34	 Olusanya JO, Ubogu OI, Njokanma FO, et al. Transforming global 
health through equity-driven funding. Nat Med 2021;27:1136–8. 

	35	 Landefeld CS. The structure and function of departments of 
medicine. Trans Am Clin Climatol Assoc 2016;127:196–211.

	36	 Dzau VJ, Balatbat CA, Ellaissi WF. Revisiting academic health 
science systems a decade later: discovery to health to population to 
society. Lancet 2021;398:2300–4. 

	37	 Frenk J, Chen L, Bhutta ZA, et al. Health professionals for a new 
century: transforming education to strengthen health systems in an 
interdependent world. Lancet 2010;376:1923–58. 

	38	 Golembiewski RT. A positive revolution in change: appreciative 
inquiry. In: Handbook of organizational behavior, revised and 
expanded. Routledge, 2000: 633–52.

	39	 Rowthorn V, Loh L, Evert J, et al. Not above the law: a legal and 
ethical analysis of short-term experiences in global health. Ann Glob 
Health 2019;85:79. 

	40	 Bryant J, Bolt R, Botfield JR, et al. Beyond deficit:‘strengths‐based 
approaches’ in indigenous health research. Sociol Health Illn 
2021;43:1405–21. 

	41	 Institute of Medicine (US)Committee on the US Commitment 
to Global Health. The US commitment to global health: 
Recommendations for the public and private sectors. Washington 
National Academies Press (US); 2009.

	42	 Chen L, Evans T, Anand S, et al. Human resources for health: 
overcoming the crisis. Lancet 2004;364:1984–90. 

	43	 Institute of Medicine (US) Forum on Microbial Threats. Global 
health risk framework: resilient and sustainable health systems to 
respond to global infectious disease outbreaks: workshop summary. 
Washington National Academies Press (US); 2016.

	44	 Macfarlane SB, Jacobs M, Kaaya EE. In the name of global 
health: trends in academic institutions. J Public Health Policy 
2008;29:383–401. 

	45	 The International Committee of Medical Journal Editors. Defining 
the role of authors and contributors. Available: https://www.icmje.​
org/recommendations/browse/roles-and-responsibilities/defining-​
the-role-of-authors-and-contributors.html [Accessed 19 Aug 
2022].

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s43016-020-00201-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1001612
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1001612
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)32345-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.4269/ajtmh.21-0187
http://dx.doi.org/10.14423/SMJ.0000000000001126
http://dx.doi.org/10.5334/aogh.3577
http://dx.doi.org/10.4269/ajtmh.2010.10-0527
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/WHO-HIS-SDS-2018.13
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/WHO-HIS-SDS-2018.13
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17441692.2022.2139853
http://dx.doi.org/10.4269/ajtmh.18-0557
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41591-021-01422-6
http://dx.doi.org/28066053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(21)01752-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(10)61854-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.5334/aogh.2451
http://dx.doi.org/10.5334/aogh.2451
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9566.13311
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(04)17482-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/jphp.2008.25
https://www.icmje.org/recommendations/browse/roles-and-responsibilities/defining-the-role-of-authors-and-contributors.html
https://www.icmje.org/recommendations/browse/roles-and-responsibilities/defining-the-role-of-authors-and-contributors.html
https://www.icmje.org/recommendations/browse/roles-and-responsibilities/defining-the-role-of-authors-and-contributors.html

	A pragmatic approach to equitable global health partnerships in academic health sciences
	A﻿bstract﻿
	Background﻿﻿
	Key principles of AHS global health partnerships
	Solidarity
	Rationale
	Challenges to implementation
	Pragmatic considerations

	Humility, cultural sensitivity and respect
	Rationale
	Challenges to implementation
	Pragmatic considerations

	Compliance with applicable laws, ethical standards and codes of conduct
	Rationale
	Challenges to implementation
	Pragmatic considerations
	Rationale
	Challenges to implementation
	Pragmatic considerations

	Shared accountability
	Rationale
	Challenges to implementation
	Pragmatic considerations


	Conclusion
	References


