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NOTES FROM THE DIRECTOR: THE PROCESS OF RE-ENTRY
BISH SANYAL, 
FORD INTERNATIONAL PROFESSOR, URBAN STUDIES AND PLANNING 
DIRECTOR, SPURS/HUMPHREY PROGRAM

There was a time, not long ago, when 
mid-career Fellows from develop-
ing nations traveled to MIT solely 
to learn how to foster technological 
innovations for economic develop-
ment. This model of learning was a 
one-way street: the Fellows were to 
transfer technical know-how learned 
at MIT to their own nations, which 
needed new technologies to increase 
productivity and rapidly industrial-
ize. At that time, the SPURS Program 
(started in 1967) was designed to fa-
cilitate one-way learning: mid-career 
Fellows enrolled in courses at MIT 
offered by internationally known 
scholars; they attended weekly semi-
nars featuring development experts 
from international institutions who 
shared their knowledge of the in-
dustrialization process; and the Fel-
lows learned about U.S. culture and 
social norms by participating in 
events such as Thanksgiving, Christ-
mas, and the Boston Marathon.

We live in a different world now. The 
United States is grappling with severe 
economic problems as well as stiff 
competition from abroad, and de-
veloping nations are facing unprece-
dented pressures for democratization 
and rapid urbanization that are chal-
lenging conventional views of eco-
nomic and political modernization. 
The two trends may appear discon-
nected, but a look at the Arab Spring 
in the Middle East and the Occupy 
Wall Street movement in the United 
States reveals some commonalities.  

Both emerged from questioning con-
ventional approaches to economic 
growth, and both have raised ques-
tions about the relationship between 
formal political processes and equi-
table economic development. Both 
“movements”—if we can use that 
term—have questioned the efficacy 
of governance by political elites and 
have drawn attention to the neglect-
ed needs of individuals and com-
munities marginalized in the formal 
political and economic processes. 
In a way, there is some similarity 
between these events and the social 
upheavals of the 1960s, when low-
income urban communities in the 
United States organized against ur-
ban renewal and demanded civil 
rights for all. The current protests 
in both settings are demanding the 
empowerment of marginalized peo-
ple and communities, changes that 
would require new rules for civic, 
political, and economic engage-
ments. And while the two move-
ments have flourished in very dif-
ferent settings, they are part of the 
same world—one that is now more 
integrated than ever before, eco-
nomically, technologically, culturally, 
and even politically. As the protesters 
shout “The world is watching you!” 
governments everywhere recognize 
that their actions can no longer be 
justified simply by trotting out old 
notions of territorial sovereignty.
 
The SPURS/Humphrey Program at 
MIT acknowledges that the world 
is very different now than it was in 
1967 when the one-way learning 
model was formulated. As we rethink 
what should be our model today for 
educating mid-career professionals 
from developing countries, we have 
benefited from an institutional ini-
tiative formulated by the Hubert H. 
Humphrey Fellowship Program. This 
initiative—titled Associate Campus 
Partnership Program (ACPP)—was 
created relatively recently to extend 
the benefits of the Humphrey Pro-

gram beyond the campuses of es-
tablished universities that currently 
host Humphrey Fellows. ACPP’s 
purpose is to encourage Humphrey 
Fellows to interact professionally 
as well as personally with students 
from different and smaller colleges 
than those at which the Fellows 
are based. This contact spreads the 
knowledge and professional connec-
tions the Fellows bring from across 
the world beyond the confines of the 
host campuses to community and 
regional colleges, which are eager 
to internationalize their curricula.

MIT applauds this initiative and 
wants to build on it to create a two-
way flow of knowledge by develop-
ing new local-global linkages. MIT’s 
partner in this new effort will be 
Roxbury Community College (RCC) 
in Boston, an institution with a long 
history of serving an area of Boston 
that is low-income and culturally di-
verse. Well-known for institutional 
innovation, RCC emerged out of a 
struggle between the community and 
the city in the late 1960s to stop the 
construction of an interstate highway 
that would have bifurcated the com-
munity. Currently, RCC serves a pre-
dominantly black student population 
(52%) from Roxbury, Mattapan, and 
North Dorchester. In addition, 14% 
of RCC students are Latinos, while 
Asians, White, and other groups—
all typically low-income—constitute 
28% of the student body. This diverse 
student body is currently served by 
faculty members who share a deep 
commitment to Roxbury and its citi-
zens. By partnering with the SPURS/
Humphrey Program at MIT, RCC can 
further cultivate among its students 
the confidence that they can contrib-
ute to the betterment of the world 
beyond their immediate neighbor-
hood—and that they are not alone in 
their struggles. Getting to know the 
Humphrey Fellows promises to give 
RCC students new perspective on 
how common societal problems are 
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tackled around the world, while providing Fellows an inside look at Roxbury 
and its historical struggles—a two-way learning street.

With this scenario in mind, the Humphrey Program at MIT is moving for-
ward to create an associate partnership with RCC. Our goals can be summa-
rized as follows:

1 Expose the MIT Fellows to innovative grassroots community develop-
ment practices in Roxbury so they may learn how some low-income neigh-
borhoods in the United States have successfully mobilized resources and 
built physical infrastructure and social networks. These lessons will be very 
useful for the Fellows to take home, since the majority of the world’s ur-
ban populations live in communities with very limited financial resources.

2 Extend the international reach of the SPURS/Humphrey Program be-
yond Cambridge, Mass., where the Fellows usually reside while at MIT. True, 
Cambridge is a cosmopolitan city, but Fellows can contribute even more by 
also sharing their international views in Roxbury—a community vastly dif-
ferent from Cambridge. In the process, the Fellows can help RCC students 
gain an understanding of urban development issues around the world and 
help them develop an interest in learning new languages and traveling abroad.

3 Create an intellectual and institutional pathway to attract RCC stu-
dents to enroll in degree programs at MIT. The link with MIT may 
also open the institutional doorway for RCC students to enter oth-
er elite academic institutions and to compete successfully for jobs. 

We are witnessing a new phase in the relationship between the Unit-
ed States and the world—a phase no longer marked by a one-way flow 
of knowledge, power, and finance. This new phase will be a two-way 
flow of mutual and reciprocal learning that ideally will lead to coopera-
tive problem-solving. MIT’s associate partnership with RCC is a step in 
that direction, and we are grateful for the support of the Hubert H. Hum-
phrey Fellowship Program as we begin this new experiment in learning.

MIT’ Special Program for Urban and Regional Studies (SPURS) 
Awarded Support from the Institute of International Education (IIE)

The Institute for International Education (IIE), which administers the Hu-
bert H. Humphrey Fellowship Program, has selected the Special Program for 
Urban and Regional Studies (SPURS), a part of MIT’s Department of Urban 
Studies and Planning (DUSP) to  continue receiving funding for the next five 
years. In a highly competitive process, SPURS was the only program in the 
United States to be part of a Planning school to have been selected. Since 1979, 
SPURS has maintained a strong collaboration with IIE and has welcomed 
more than 150 Humphrey Fellows from Latin America, Asia, Africa, the Mid-
dle East, and Eastern and Central Europe, and continues to be a driving force 
within the DUSP community. 



American Planning Seminars

Drawing from their diverse experiences, speakers discuss the institutional, social, financial, 
and political agendas of urban planning.

The American Planning Seminar 
Series was offered to the SPURS/
Humphrey Fellows again last fall, 
organized for the third year in a row 
by Ralph Gakenheimer, professor of 
urban planning. Taking into account 
feedback from previous Fellows, 
this year the series used a more in-
formal format to encourage Fellows 
to ask questions and to bring their 
own knowledge and experience to 
the topics on the agenda. Speakers 
began their sessions with brief intro-
ductions followed by discussions of 
successes and failures in their past or 
current projects. These discussions 
generated a great deal of interest and 
provided Fellows with a forum for 
talking about issues they were con-
fronting in their work back home.

Introduction to American 
Planning

Speaker: Ezra Glenn, former direc-
tor of planning for Somerville, MA, 
assistant to the chair of DUSP; Com-
ments: Professors Ralph Gakenhe-
imer, James Buckley, and Bish Sanyal.
Ezra Glenn talked about making the 
transition from sociologist to urban 
planner and shared his experience 

working as a planner for the city of 
Somerville and his views on local 
planning issues in the United States. 

Urban Revitalization and                         
Redevelopment
Speakers: George Proakis, director 
of planning for Somerville, MA, and 
Andrew Grace, urban designer for 
the Boston Redevelopment Author-
ity (BRA). While Boston has been 
successful in maintaining its urban 
prosperity, just two miles north of 
Boston, Somerville has experienced 
economic decline. 
Pragmatism in American  
Planning

Speaker: Charles Hoch, professor of 
planning, University of Illinois, Chi-
cago. Focusing on what knowledge 
planning education contributes to 
practice, Charles Hoch shared his 
findings from a 2007 survey of plan-
ners in the United States. 

Planning Process, Politics and 
Finance of Housing in Boston
Speakers: Louise Elving, principal, 
VIVA Consulting, and Noah Maslan, 
director of real estate, the Urban Edge

Louise Elving and Noah Maslan 
talked about affordable housing in 
Boston and Cambridge with an em-
phasis on the planning process, poli-
tics and finance, and the public-pri-
vate relationship. 

Land Use Regulation and 
Property Rights
Speakers: Edith Netter, Edith Net-
ter and Associates, and Gregor I. 
McGregor, Greg McGregor and Asso-
ciates. Lawyers in the private sector, 
Edith Netter and Gregor I. McGregor 
presented the power of zoning, the 
space of negotiation for rezoning, 
and rigidity of environmental regula-
tions for brownfield redevelopment.  

Intergovernmental  Relation-
ships in American Planning
Speakers: Frederick Salvucci, MIT 
Center for Transportation and Lo-
gistics, former Secretary of Trans-
portation for the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts. Drawing from his 
own experience, Frederick Salvucci 
gave an overarching introduction to 
the struggles of megaproject plan-
ning. He said political party transi-
tion, changes of leadership, resource 
scarcity, or any other minor incident 
could easily delay or dismantle a 
megaproject like Boston’s Big Dig. 

Federal, State, Local   
Participation in Transportation
Speakers: Katherine Fichter, Massa-
chusetts Department of Transporta-
tion, and Eric Plosky, Volpe Center 
of the US Department of Transpor-
tation, Cambridge, MA. This session 
generated an engaging discussion on 
issues of political, fiscal, economic, 
and social relationships among the 
three levels of government, using a 
high-speed rail initiative and regional 
transit upgrades as examples.
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Negotiation Workshops
Last fall, Lawrence E. Susskind, pro-
fessor of urban and environmental 
planning at MIT, held two work-
shops on “Distributional Disputes” 
and on “Mutual Gains Approach to 
Negotiation,” targeted toward the 
SPURS/Humphrey Fellows who, as 
midcareer professionals from dif-
ferent countries, share a sense of 
frustration because there are al-
ways people opposing their efforts 
or dissatisfied with their decisions. 
Often, work conflicts center on the 
allocation of funds, the setting of 
standards, or the siting of facili-
ties—what Susskind calls “distribu-
tional disputes.” The Fellows learned 
that there are better ways to resolve 
public disputes; that is, distributional 
disputes can transfer from win-lose 
disputes to all-gain agreements if 
the parties are willing to sit together 
and emphasize the cooperative as-
pects of their relationship, rather 
than simply compete for resources. 

In the second talk the Fellows learned 
that the Mutual Gains Approach 
(MGA) is highly valuable in situa-

tions where many stakeholders are 
negotiating a complex set of issues. 
The MGA is an important tool for 
preparing and conducting negotia-
tions. The four phases of the mutual 
gains process include preparation, 
creating value, distributing value, 
and follow-through.  

The third talk took place on February 
22, 2012 with the participation of the 
Cornell Humphrey Fellows. The dis-
cussion also included a short negotia-
tion activity called “The Three Party 
Coalition Exercise.”

Leadership Workshops
An effective leader has the ability to 
get a group of diverse and talented 
people to work together toward a 
common goal. Although this sounds 
easy in principle, inspiring individu-
als to work collaboratively can be 
quite a challenge. Generally, lead-
ers—many of whom have strong per-
sonalities—find ways to affect oth-
ers in a positive way; they use their 
strength to the benefit of others and 
have a lasting and determining in-
fluence on peoples’ performance. 
In order to succeed as a talented 
leader, one needs everyone on the 

team to contribute and perform each 
individual duty and responsibility 
at a very high level of proficiency.

To help Fellows hone their leader-
ship skills, the SPURS/Humphrey 
Program organized a three-session 
Leadership Workshop, which was 
conducted by Stuart Krusell, associ-
ate director of the MIT Leadership 
Center. With vast experience in in-
ternational development issues, Kru-
sell worked closely with the Fellows 
and introduced them to the “Four 
Capabilities Leadership Framework,” 
which uses case studies and group 
work to establish that four capabilities 
are central to effective leadership: vi-
sioning, sense-making, relating, and 
inventing new ways of organizing.

This capability framework was de-
veloped over a four-year period by 
MIT faculty at the Sloan School of 
Management, and tested in diverse, 
real-world settings. The discussion 
of these capabilities sparked a lively 
conversation among the Fellows, who 
used their own values and experienc-
es to debate the effectiveness of “com-
mand and control” leadership versus 
a model of  “cultivate and coordinate.”

“Today, in a world where technol-
ogy has created a truly global society, 
where the pace of change is constantly 
accelerating and where complex en-
vironment and economic problems 
abound, how we think about leader-
ship may be more critical than ever,” 
Krusell said during the introductory 
session of the workshop.

During the first and second sessions, 
Krusell praised what he referred to as 
the “incomplete leader”: he made the 
case with the Fellows that no leader 
is perfect, and that the best ones do 
not try to be. Instead, incomplete 
leaders concentrate on honing their 
strengths and on finding others who 
can make up for their limitations.
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The leadership workshop will finish in 
the spring, when the Fellows will re-
sume their discussion and have more 
opportunities to explore both indi-
vidual and collective leadership cases 
in the context of planning decision-
making processes in the public realm.

Team Building Workshop
Given the constant need to retool 
and reflect on their policy-making, 
planning, and leadership skills, the 
Fellows attended a one-day team-
building workshop on how to use 
negotiation to build, participate in, 
and manage effective teams. Natalie 
Sanchez, a negotiation analysis con-
sultant and research fellow of the 
Harvard Center for International 
Development, conducted the work-
shop. The seminar was intended to 
help the Fellows build a foundation 
of skills they can use to interact with 
and engage with one another over 
the course of the program. Using a 
negotiation framework, Fellows were 

exposed to a methodology that seeks 
to explain the ways in which com-
munication between individuals and 
teams takes place and how it can be 
shaped to better meet the objectives 
of both the individual and the team. 

This workshop was designed to ex-
pose Fellows to major tensions that 
are inherent to successful team build-
ing. Through simulated negotiation 

Professional Site Visits

To compliment the wealth of classes 
the Fellows take at MIT, the SPURS/
Humphrey Program arranges a 
number of professional visits to 
leading planning institutions in the 
Boston area, where officials of the 
agencies and organizations give lec-

tures and presentations. Last fall, 
the Fellows took advantage of four 
local professional visits, where a 
variety of issues of interest to the 
Fellows were discussed at length.

The Massachusetts Bay Transporta-

tion Authority (MBTA) was the first 
agency to welcome the Fellows at 
their headquarters. In a stimulating 
exchange, the Fellows heard James 
Rust, MBTA’s director of financial 
planning, describe how Boston’s 
rail and transit system is managed, 
as well as the Authority’s legal and 
financial structure and fiscal chal-
lenges. In addition, Andrew Bren-
nan, MBTA’s director of environ-
mental affairs, outlined the agency’s 
sustainability initiatives. The Fellows 
were engaged in a lively discussion 
on the benefits and challenges of 
having a cleaner and more efficient 
vehicle fleet, as well as an increased 
focus on energy management and 
on making continuous improve-
ments to systems and infrastructure. 

The Fellows had the chance to meet 
with the top management of the 
Boston Redevelopment Author-
ity’s (BRA) policy planning branch. 
Andrew Grace, BRA’s senior plan-
ner, hosted the Fellows at City Hall, 

Leaders experienced in local public finance, sustainability, 
economic development, and regional planning agencies meet 
with the Fellows to share their insight.

scenarios, a short negotiation skill 
lecture, and a conflict management 
tool for understanding and resolving 
disputes, the Fellows learned ways 
to create a balanced mix of analyti-
cal and interpersonal skills that can 
enhance their powers of communi-
cation, persuasion, and influence.  
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presented a few of the ongoing 
initiatives, and shared his views on 
how the BRA is shaping both the 
aesthetics and economy of Boston’s 
neighborhoods and downtown. 
The Fellows were interested in the 
city’s transition from labor-intensive 
manufacturing to technology and 
service jobs. In a thought-provoking 
conversation, the Fellows analyzed 
the consequences of the economic 
dichotomy of Boston’s industrial de-
velopment, with its urban economy 
specialized in the financial, business, 
professional services, educational, 
and medical sectors, while its sub-
urban economy is more specialized 
in high technology and defense.

In a third professional visit organized 
by Professor Ralph Gakenheimer, 
the Fellows visited the Metropolitan 
Area Planning Council (MAPC), a 
regional planning agency serving the 
101 towns of metropolitan Boston. 
Joel Barrera, MAPC’s deputy direc-
tor, along with three members of his 
staff, detailed the many activities that 
MAPC oversees, including sound 
municipal management, sustain-
able land use, protection of natural 
resources, efficient and affordable 
transportation, a diverse housing 
stock, public safety, economic devel-
opment, an informed public, and eq-
uity and opportunity among people 
of all backgrounds. The MAPC staff 
was very impressed with the Fellows’ 
analysis of regional planning govern-
ance in the United States as com-
pared to that in their home countries. 
So many Fellows were engaged with 

MAPC’s mission to advance equity 
and development that Barrera in-
vited them to join future sessions.

The Fellows also visited the Massa-
chusetts State House and observed 
the Senate in session. Finally, they 
were hosted by World Bank officials 
during their Global Leadership Fo-
rum in Washington, DC. Ani Das-
gupta, director of the Reform Sec-
retariat, along with his colleagues 
Sumila Gulyani, Julia Bucknall, and 
Aleem Walji discussed with the Fel-
lows about the functional scope of the 
World Bank and how it differs from a 
traditional commercial bank. Asked 
about how the World Bank deals with 
so many diverse economies, Dasgup-
ta told the Fellows that development 
strategies vary significantly from case 
to case based on the direct require-
ments of each particular country.

One interesting discussion centered 
on the growing role of the World 
Bank in dealing with global issues, 
e.g. climate change, Millennium De-
velopment Goals, and other matters 
relating to global governance and 
the joint cause of global community. 
Although it is highly challenging 
for the World Bank to seek consen-
sus on these issues across different 
countries with divergent interests, 
the Bank seems to have taken on a 
remarkable role in serving its agen-
da of development against all odds. 

There are three more professional 
visits in store for the Fellows this 
April, when they will be hosted 
by the UN Development Pro-
gramme, World Economic Forum, 
and the New York City Depart-
ment of City Planning Authorities.
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SPURS & DUSP Connections
Through their own initiative, the 
SPURS/Humphrey Fellows organ-
ized a discussion series that further 
deepened interdepartmental collabo-
ration with undergraduate, master’s, 
and doctoral students. 

The SPURS Discussion Series is de-
signed to focus on critical issues for 
international development practi-
tioners, ranging from natural disas-
ter recovery and urban upgrading 
projects to regional planning chal-
lenges, democracy, and governance. 
All SPURS/Humphrey Fellows will 
present their own work to the De-
partment of Urban Studies and Plan-
ning (DUSP) faculty and students. 
Two sessions took place during the 
fall 2011 term, and three are planned 
for the spring 2012 semester.

Harvard Loeb/SPURS        
Fellows Collaborations
The Loeb Fellows at Harvard’s 
Graduate School of Design (GSD) 
hosted the fall joint seminar with the 
SPURS/Humphrey Fellows. Invited 
speaker Michael Hooper, GSD as-
sistant professor of urban planning, 
talked about housing development 
projects for slum dwellers in Afri-
can countries. This topic triggered 
an engaging discussion about equity, 
project management, and poverty 
among the Loeb/SPURS Fellows.

On February 29, the SPURS/Hum-
phrey Program hosted the Loeb Fel-
lows for a talk on “Senseable Cities” 
by Carlo Ratti, associate professor 
of the practice of urban studies and 
planning at MIT, as well as director 
of the Senseable City Laboratory. 
Ratti’s research focuses on studying 
and predicting how digital technol-
ogy is changing the way we describe, 
design, and occupy cities.

Connecting with Others
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SPURS/Humphrey Program Establishes 
Campus Partnership with Roxbury    
Community College  

Inspired by the Hubert H. Humphrey 
Program’s vision to extend its alli-
ances to a larger number of US citi-
zens, particularly those residing in 
significant minority populations, the 
MIT SPURS/Humphrey Program es-
tablished a partnership with Roxbury 
Community College (RCC), a college 
in the Roxbury Crossing neighbor-
hood of Boston, MA. 

In 2011, MIT began cultivating a re-
lationship with RCC, beginning with 
a meeting with RCC President Ter-
rence Gomez and Vice President of 
Academic Affairs Brenda Williams. 
Two additional meetings with RCC 

faculty and students as well as MIT 
faculty and Fellows confirmed mu-
tual interests in sharing knowledge, 
programs, and activities. 

In the fall term, the partnership 
started off on September 28, 2011, 
with an eventful meeting with RCC 
faculty and students and a cohort of 
MIT faculty who specialize in com-
munity development. Participating 
MIT faculty included Amy Glas-
meier, Xav Briggs, Phil Thompson, 
Karl Seidman, Ceasar L. McDow-
ell, and Christopher M. Jones. The 
Fellows exchanged ideas with RCC 
students and faculty regarding in-

novative grassroots community 
development practices in Roxbury 
and how low-income neighbor-
hoods in the United States mobilize 
scarce resources to build physical 
infrastructure and social networks. 

Through the leadership of Jose Ali-
cea, RCC associate dean of graduate 
students, the second joint seminar 
was held at the RCC campus with 
the talk “A Community Response 
Leading to the Stopping of I-95.” 
The Roxbury community played an 
essential role in successfully stop-
ping a plan to construct I-95 right 
through downtown Boston. Karilyn 
Crockett, a doctoral candidate at 
Tufts University, presented the re-
search questions and findings of her 
dissertation study into this historical 
process and event, followed by com-
mentaries of DUSP Professors Mel 
King and Tunny Lee, who person-
ally witnessed, participated in, and 
influenced the grassroots movement. 

Two more events are planned for the 
spring term. The first event was held 
on February 16, 2012, and focused 
on income inequality with a discus-
sion on the “Occupy Wall Street 
Movement.” Jan Wampler, MIT pro-
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fessor of Architecture, talked  about 
his involvement in the design of the 
winterized housing for “Occupy 
Boston.” He spoke about how to ad-
dress the problem of creating a safe, 
cheap, and effective structure for 
winter encampments. Atul Pokharel, 
DUSP doctoral candidate, talked 
about his paper on  “The Occupy 
Movement.” The peaceful and con-
tinuous occupation of urban space 
in the economic heart of the city that 
begun to pose difficult dilemmas 
for city governments, residents, and 

other institutions.  RCC faculty and 
students had a chance with MIT fa-
cuty and Fellows to engage in discus-
sion of the future of the movement.

The second spring event will engage 
the Fellows and RCC students in a 
community service project. RCC has 
a long history of activism and engag-
ing its students in service learning 
projects that range from small com-
munity gardening projects to expan-
sive economic development plans 
that are designed to receive state and 

Maine Retreat
Retreats provide an excellent op-
portunity for participants to discuss 
issues while getting to know one an-
other better in a more relaxed envi-
ronment. Last September, the SPURS/
Humphrey Program sponsored a re-
treat at the Maine Houses in Bryant 
Pond, Maine. Located in the Western 
Maine Mountains, it was the perfect 
place for the Fellows to interact and 
unwind after the bustling frenzy of 
adjusting to MIT and settling down 
in their new homes in Cambridge.

Department of Urban Studies and 
Planning (DUSP) faculty, staff, and 
Fellows enjoyed the opportunity to 
discuss and share their first experi-
ences in the United States. Having 
already spent a few days together, 
the Fellows talked about the group 
activities they had enjoyed and dis-
cussed what they looked forward to 
for the rest of their fellowship year.

federal financial support. The goal is 
for the Fellows to participate in one of 
two community service events sched-
uled from April 20 through April 22, 
2012. We expect the event to last an 
entire day so that the Fellows and the 
RCC students have time to reconnect 
with one another and explore the 
community in Roxbury as they work 
toward completing their projects. 
This final meeting will mark our 
first year of partnership with RCC.
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For many Fellows, studying abroad 
is one of the most intellectually en-
riching experiences of their lives: 
it broadens perspectives, generates 
new ideas, fosters tolerance, and of-
ten leads to better understanding of 
new cultures and different beliefs, 
dispelling cultural stereotypes. While 
most of those who leave their home 
countries are aware of the kinds of 
challenges they are likely to face in 
their host country—even long be-
fore beginning the experience—few 
anticipate the reacclimatization 
struggle that often occurs when one 
returns home after spending a con-
siderable time in the United States. 

Many of the current SPURS/Hum-
phrey Fellows will encounter “reverse 
culture shock” after completing their 
fellowship program at MIT, mak-
ing this a good time to reflect on the 
challenges previous Fellows have 
faced in their work and at home after 
returning to their countries of origin. 

Other Humphrey campuses are 
also addressing this issue. An arti-
cle by  Gary Weaver, a professor at 
the American University School of 
International Service, on the “Pro-
cess of Reentry” was forwarded to 
us by University of California at Da-
vis coordinator Dr. Gwynn Benner. 
In this article, Weaver reveals that 
reentry may be even more difficult 
than adjusting to the sociocultural 
institutions of an unfamiliar country. 
Weaver states that this is so in part 
because: 1) most foresee no prob-
lems in readapting to their native cul-
tures, 2) at home, everyone expects 
the returnee to fit in quickly, and 3) 
the increased global-mindedness 
(of the Fellows) is sometimes ac-
companied by increased intolerance 
of parochialism in those at home.

Weaver writes that “sojourners often 
assume that the journey ends when 
one arrives home. In truth, the psy-

chological sojourn does not end until 
one has successfully overcome re-
verse culture shock.” This resonated 
with those of us who work with the 
SPURS/Humphrey Fellows, because 
every year we hear from former 
colleagues about how difficult this 
readjustment process is and how 
important orientation for reentry 
is for them. With this in mind, we 
contacted SPURS/Humphrey alums 
dating back to the 2000 cohort, and 
collected some of their comments. 

We hope their insights and sugges-
tions are valuable for Fellows who 
are now preparing for this transition. 

On reentry challenges
“The first difficulty I encountered was 
the lack of facilities. I was compelled 
to work in a not very congenial at-
mosphere, with an intermittent sup-
ply of electricity and an inefficient In-
ternet connection. My country’s time 
management ethics and lack of work 
culture were challenging too. I used 
to be nostalgic of my MIT days.”
—Ananda Bhattarai, Court of Ap-
peal Judge, Nepal, Humphrey Fellow 
2002.  

“After returning home, no Humphrey 
Fellow fully fits into her/his former 
space in their previous social, fam-
ily, and working environment any-
more. This is the first unavoidable 

issue every Humphrey Fellow faces 
after the fellowship year. Every Hum-
phrey Fellow should be aware of this 
issue. I think this is the best first step 
to face it successfully in the future.”
—Eva Balasova, Senior Urban Plan-
ner, City of Bratislava, Slovak Repub-
lic, Humphrey Fellow 2010.

“The main challenge I had to deal 
with after the fellowship was to re-
locate myself in what I socially 
assumed was my own space. To 
promote a new idea might not be 
welcomed all of a sudden, no mat-
ter how enthusiastic you are about 
it. In that sense, I realized that hum-
bleness is a great asset to start over, 
no matter where you come from.”
—Emil Rodríguez Garabot, Consult-
ant and Project Coordinator, Atebey 
Coordination Center, Dominican 
Republic, Humphrey Fellow 2010.  

“For me, my main challenge con-
sisted of rearranging my normal 
life in Colombia again. It meant 
having less time for the multiple 
commitments that I have in my 
personal and professional lives.”
—Paula Moreno, President of Vis-
ible Hands Corp. and Senior Ad-
visor of International Agencies 
and Los Andes University, Co-
lombia, Humphrey Fellow 2010.

“After a couple of weeks, I realized 
that my lifestyle in the United States 
completely changed the way I see the 
world in many ways. For one, people 
placed great expectations on me. Also, 
many gaps and misunderstandings in 
communication arose when it came 
to discussing any sort of issue. I felt 
I was like a man from another world. 
I lost easy access to many services 
which were part of my daily life in the 
US: journals, newspapers, the MIT li-
brary, and even Pandora and Netflix. 
Not to mention the exasperatingly 
slow Internet connection back home.”
—Fuad Jafarli, Director, Center for 

How do Fellows cope with reverse culture shock?

The Process of Reentry
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Urban Studies and City Scope Ltd., 
Azerbaijan, Humphrey Fellow 2010.

“When I was at MIT studying the 
technologies of sustainability, I 
learned to think globally, with stra-
tegic plans, interacting with nature, 
taking on considerations of the en-
vironment, the urban pressures, and 
respecting the Earth’s system. In my 
country, these issues are still not be-
ing discussed and are not part of my 
country’s national interests. Until 
very recently, people here didn’t un-
derstand the importance of green in-
frastructure techniques that I strongly 
advocate for and wrote my thesis on.”
—Zaynab Abaas, Architect & Ur-
ban Planner, Instructor, University 
of Baghdad, Iraq, Humphrey Fellow 
2010.

“It was challenging for me to get 
hold of my kids because they were 
out of control, but now they are 
behaving. At my work place, of-
ficial politics did play its role and 
it was difficult  for me to readjust 
in my old position. I am still strug-
gling and hope to get over it soon.”
—Syeda Shabnum Najaf, Sr. Urban 
Planner, Government of Punjab, 
Pakistan, Humphrey Fellow 2010.

On readjustment strategies
“One of the challenges that ap-
plied to me was a question of scale 
in returning to my home country. 
Given the plethora of opportuni-
ties that are available in the US, the 
opportunities available in an island 
economy appeared restrictive in 
various dimensions including size 
and resources. One of the best ways 
to handle these challenges is to have 
the proper mindset and cultivate 
the right frame of mind for change. 
Having a flexible approach starting 
from oneself is the best way to ad-
dress this paradox. In my case, it was 
also helpful to maintain the valuable 
link with other Fellows and keep in 
touch with them. One of the items 
that serve to provide this link is the 
online community available upon 

joining the State Alumni (alumni.
state.gov). Fellows can learn a lot 
from peers at that level. Also, the idea 
of mentoring Fellows that followed 
us at MIT was beneficial as it allowed 
us to share our experiences to help 
the new Fellow adapt. I managed to 
meet up with the Fellow when she 
came to my home country for a 
seminar after she herself returned to 
her home country. It proved to be a 
great experience, and MIT was very 
much at the heart of our discussions.” 
—Sanjai Bissessur, Officer in Charge 
IT Security Unit, Ministry  of ICT, 
Mauritius, Humphrey Fellow 2006.

“There were many challenges on re-
turning home, but once you are em-
powered with knowledge and experi-
ence you can translate challenges into 
opportunities through positive think-
ing and innovativeness. I am now sta-
bly settled at work and I think making 
a big difference in the private sector 
than if I were in the public sector. You 
know what gives me strength is when 
you design a project and implement 
it. The results will be visible by having 
a social or an economic impact on the 
communities thus making a change.” 
—Fred Kalema, Land Use Planner/
Managing Director, Rwanda, Hum-
phrey Fellow 2006. 

“It seems to me that I started this pro-
cess already during my Humphrey 
year. Working on my individual ca-
reer statement was very helpful. I 
began to share my US experience 
and my goals with people that were 
important to me. The objective was 
to open a window on the professional 
I was becoming before going back 
home. This helped my colleagues 
in my country gain a better under-
standing of the renewal process I was 
going through. I needed to adjust, 
but I also needed them to adjust.”
—Adam Pinto,  Urban Planner Con-
sultant, ATEPE (Dakar, Senagal), Be-
nin, Humphrey Fellow 2008.

“While at MIT, I never would have 
thought that my return would have 

been such a difficult one. My town 
didn’t have too much to offer, espe-
cially in professional matters, so I 
found myself unemployed for the 
next 10 months. During this time, 
I relied on my family. My father ad-
vised me, gave me hope, and made 
me understand that life’s disappoint-
ments make us braver and stronger.” 
—Beatrice Lajci, Urban/Spatial 
Planning Officer for UN Habitat, 
Kosovo, Humphrey Fellow 2008.  

“I relied a great deal on the vast net-
work of contacts I developed dur-
ing the SPURS/Humphrey year at 
MIT. The practical experience of 
professional development encour-
aged me to run for the first Capital 
City mayoral elections in Bhutan. 
Though I narrowly lost the elec-
tion in this instance, I remain opti-
mistic for opportunities of improv-
ing the urban domain in Bhutan 
as a result of my experience with 
the SPURS/Humphrey Program.”
—Karma Wangchuk, Team Leader, 
United Consultancy, Bhutan, Hum-
phrey Fellow 2007.

On MIT as a transition 
facilitator
“The SPURS/Humphrey Program 
provided an environment for me to 
broaden my horizons. There is no way 
to experience MIT and not catch “the 
bug”—this desire to transform. Solu-
tions at MIT are constructed in a col-
lective process through discussion, re-
flection, and practice. Through many 
conferences, lectures, workshops, 
technical visits, discussion groups, 
meetings, and visits to organizations, 
I have not only gotten to know my 
country better, but I have a more pro-
found understanding of the world.”
—Jane Silva, Fund Manager, Grants 
and Co-financing Management Unit, 
IDB, Brazil, Humphrey Fellow 2007.

“MIT helped me a lot both in terms 
of getting my new job, but also in 
doing my work better. The reason is 
fourfold. First is persistence. During 
my fellowship year, I met many ob-

cont’d  on page 15
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Leadership in Times of Crisis and 
Transition

I share your feelings at having had 
an opportunity to be in this wonder-
ful program under the aegis of very 
capable academic leaders. Twenty-
one years ago, I was involved in the 
program in different capacities and 
I still cherish those moments. I in-
teracted with wonderful midcareer 
professionals from different coun-
tries, and we have remained in close 
contact. The program is uniquely 
placed to bring together participants 
like you to share experiences and to 
be enriched by the invaluable truth-
seekers at MIT and in other institu-
tions around this “Benares of the 
West”—the Greater Boston area.  

Every moment you have spent here 
has contributed to your ability to 
see and understand things differ-
ently. I too have felt that every mo-
ment at this institution has helped 
build my capacity to face and lead 
my world differently.  As years pass 
by and you forget the details, there 
will remain certain “mantras” and 
“sutras” that these gurus have given 
to you that will guide you as you 
engage yourself in your “Karma,” or 

work; that, at least, has been my ex-
perience in professional life. When 
you are facing the difficult choices in 
your “Karma Bhumi” (workplace), 
often under stress and confusion, 
the words of wisdom that you have 
heard and acquired from these gu-
rus will provide you the light and 
guidance to stand, act, and win—
like the words of Krishna to Arjuna 
in the epic war of the Mahabharata.   

All this knowledge and wisdom to-
gether will make you feel a kind of 
completeness in knowing and do-
ing things. This feeling has enabled 
me to engage myself in my Karma 
Bhumi, Nepal, over the years in both 
crises and normal situations. I have 
moved confidently with hope and 
courage while charting a middle 
path between the overtly competing 
extreme tendencies in the country.

I recall all those lectures by world-
renowned academicians and prac-
titioners who spoke very simply but 
left an unforgettable impression on 
me. I would like to convey my high-

est regard and respect to these think-
ers for sharing moments with us.

The usefulness of the thinking tool of 
Donald Schön, the legendary philoso-
pher-planner in the department, was 
perhaps the most frequently referred 
to when giving shape to planning 
processes in the recurring political 
transitions in which I had to perform. 
For thinking, doing, and delivering 
in a politically unstable context, “Be-
yond the Stable State” became a man-
tra. I am sure many of us who come 
from developing and democratizing 
nations where political stability is 
too precious an assumption to make 
find his guidance invaluable. How to 
think, act, and deliver in a perpetually 
unstable context is what most of you 
would like to take home when you 
go to your respective destinations.

Over the two decades after my re-
turn I witnessed two major cri-
ses and turning points in the po-
litical history of my country. These 
changes and crises gave me an op-
portunity to test the knowledge and 
skills that I had acquired at MIT.

The first period began with the post-
democratic changes of 1990s and 
ended with the intensifying conflict 
[that marked] the beginning of new 
millennium. We experienced an al-
most mesmerizing effect of freedom 
and people’s power. At this time, I 
served on commissions and as an 
advisor in order to learn more about 
Nepal, having just returned from 
abroad. During this period, I was 
engaged in the country’s policy mak-
ing from outside government, and 
did not occupy an official position 
although several were offered to me.

by Jagadish C. Pokharel, former Vice Chairman of National Planning Commission, Government of 
Nepal, PhD, MIT Department of Urban Studies and Planning 

The following is an excerpt from the speech delivered at the 2011 SPURS/Humphrey Program graudation ceremony. 
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This was a period where growth 
and equity moved together at a very 
memorable speed and with relative 
harmony. I was involved as an inde-
pendent professional in the begin-
ning. Later, I became involved as a 
national-level planner—a member 
of the planning commission. The 
state was no longer the only ac-
tor. It was transforming to play the 
role of facilitator, referee, guardian, 
and regulator. Nepal adopted major 
economic reforms and the inter-
national donor communities were 
largely pleased with the progress.

Regular, fair, and participatory elec-
tions made decentralized governance 
possible and helped link people with 
state affairs through their representa-
tives. This was a period when people 
felt a rare kind of political stability. 
Later, it became clear that there were 
strong undercurrents working against 
the seemingly stable state, and within 
a few years the country plunged into 
major armed conflict. As the con-
flict gained prominence in the mid-
1990s, I joined the National Planning 
Commission as a member respon-
sible for transport, local develop-
ment, governance, and environment.  

In hindsight, I feel that we planners 
had to be partly blamed for not see-
ing this trend toward conflict. Con-
sequently, we were not innovative 
or bold enough in our approach to 
take timely action to arrest the pos-
sibility of these dramatic changes. We 
had based our plans on the assump-
tion of “equal playing field” as well as 
the “same level of development ” for 
everyone. The reality was different. 
In countries like mine, there were 
areas and communities separated 
by more than two or three hundred 
years of development. We did try to 
reform governance to decentralize 
and devolve power and resources to 
the lower levels of government and 
community to address these varia-
tions. Our effort to devolve power, 
however, was not without resistance. 
First was the resistance of the bureau-
cracy, which engaged in “selective 
neglect.” And second were powerful 

politicians at the center who thought 
decentralization of power and re-
sources to the local bodies would 
weaken their control. Thus, even 
our assumption that regular elec-
tions would redistribute resources 
and power was not entirely valid.

We were gradually sliding into con-
flict, and for the first time in the 
history of Nepal we faced a violent 
conflict waged by armed Maoist re-
bels. At the same time, the far right 
and royalists also used this oppor-
tunity to attack the liberal democ-
racy that began in the 1990s. The 
nation saw the brutal face of vio-
lence and terror for the first time in 
the nearly 250 years of its existence.

National planners did not have many 
prescriptions for this period of con-
flict. The assumption of stability was 
invalid and the state was becoming 
more concerned with meeting vio-
lence with violence. Political parties 
were displaced from their constitu-
encies. There was no new investment 
and investors left the country. The 
majority of youth either joined the 
rebels or left the country for employ-
ment. Civil society and non-govern-
ment organizations concentrated 
their activities in the cities, district 
headquarters, and other safe places. 
The state apparatus was systemati-
cally destroyed and displaced—phys-
ically and mentally. Office buildings 
were destroyed and people who 
tried to maintain relations with state 
agencies were punished. In most 
rural areas, the state disintegrated.

In these difficult years, national plan-
ners had to change their plans and 
implementation strategies. We tried 
to integrate security and development 
by focusing on the construction of 
large infrastructure projects, such as 
roads and hydropower projects, using 
the army. We also planned small com-
munity works such as schools, health 
posts, and drinking water facilities 
in rural areas in order to reestablish 
the link between the state and people.

As the conflict intensified, our strat-

egy began to fail. The entrenched 
structural disparity was unlikely to 
be lessened by incremental, tech-
nocratic approaches. Gradually, 
security took first priority over de-
velopment works.   Our strategy to 
“win the hearts and minds of peo-
ple” in conflict did not work, and 
after the king again took power at 
the turn of the century, I resigned. 

In 2006, we entered a new politi-
cal context. The Far Left rebels and 
Democrats had joined hands and 
defeated the Far Right, symbolized 
by the king. An interim constitution 
was jointly promulgated to guide 
policy until a new constitution was 
drafted by the constituent assembly. 
With this the country officially en-
tered a new peaceful phase, the third, 
of post-conflict political transition 
through negotiations and dialogue.

I was chosen to lead the National 
Planning Commission during this 
critical transition. I suspect I was ac-
ceptable to my own political party 
because I had demonstrated my po-
litical allegiance by resigning when 
the king took power. And I was 
perhaps acceptable to the other par-
ties in part from my reputation as a 
professional who could work togeth-
er with others and get things done. 

Nepal’s transition required a different 
approach from that taken in other 
post-conflict transition countries. In 
Nepal, neither side had won: it was 
a negotiated settlement. Therefore, 
the concept of “consensus” became 
the most powerful mantra for the 
transition. We implicitly suggested 
the same model for development 
works as well. Thus, I had members 
in the planning commission from all 
over the political spectrum. Manag-
ing this diversity and getting a plan 
for transition was the challenge.

For this post-conflict period we de-
signed a three-year interim plan 
with the goal of supporting the rees-
tablishment of the state through the 
reconstruction of destroyed physi-
cal infrastructure, rehabilitation of 
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displaced people, and by generating 
employment. We also made a point 
to demonstrate that excluded com-
munities would receive special at-
tention through basic services. Road 
construction in remote areas became 
a national movement. This focused 
strategy was relatively more successful 
than others. The moral of this was that 
in crisis and transition, institutions 
like ours had to be proactive and see 
to it that its plans were implemented.

The story did not have the same hap-
py ending as the opening of the roads, 
however. Every time political allianc-
es changed and a new government 
was formed, my team and I resigned 
and made way for a new team. When 
asked whether this was necessary, my 
answer has always been the same: 
development plans follow the theo-
ries and ideologies guiding a govern-
ment. If you have different ones, then 
it is better for you to leave and give a 
chance to the others to test their ideas.  

Overall, the most intense, engag-
ing, and interesting things hap-
pened when I had to make the 
annual budgetary allocations for 
the projects and programs in these 
plans. It was interesting to find 
how little interest political lead-
ers showed in the macro planning 
process and overall national de-
velopment, yet how intensely they 
watched and tried to influence 
resource allocation to the project 
and programs related to their dis-
tricts and constituencies. Interest-
ingly, once I was kept hostage for 
about five hours in my own office!  

In political transition, planners do 
not have the protective cover of pro-
fessionalism or other rules. One has 
to be prepared to directly face the 
people. Institutional barriers and 
processes are broken and things hap-
pen as peer pressures and power. 
Once the prospective beneficiaries 
realize that there is no process or 
institutional arrangement to protect 
the decision maker, they apply even 
more pressure. The formal planning 
process is then broken, and resource 

allocation becomes questionable.

Political economy in transition gets 
special meaning. You need to be sen-
sitive to who is benefiting from your 
decisions because the most influential 
and powerful tend to benefit more. 
It is not uncommon to be pressured 
to allocate resources that you would 
not otherwise allocate. We should be 
prepared for such moral dilemmas to 
be passed on to the planners and bu-
reaucrats—especially at times when 
there are no rules, or when strong en-
forcement of existing rules is absent.

In summary, 1) working in evolving 
political contexts requires delivering 
in a continuously changing context. 
Stability is a privilege and an excep-
tion. We should be ready to work 
in instability and be able to target 
and shoot while the ship is moving 
or shaking; 2) in crisis and transi-
tion you have many choices but suc-
ceed only if you focus on a few im-
portant ones; 3) in the post-conflict 
transition from a popular uprising, 
people have unrealistically high ex-
pectations from the change; they 
want many things to happen fast. 
How you deliver while keeping their 
hopes alive is the major challenge.

Finally, congratulations. As you re-
turn to your own countries and as-
sume leadership positions, I wish 
you success.  I know some of you will 
be working in more stable situations 
than others, but remember, we should 
constantly be thinking beyond what 
looks stable in a particular moment. 

stacles—language for instance—that 
I had to overcome. Second is encour-
agement. At MIT, the most impor-
tant factor that helped me face many 
obstacles was that no one would 
ever tell me ‘no, you can’t.’ On the 
contrary, I was always encouraged 
to try. Third is observation. As I in-
teracted with people from many dif-
ferent countries, I learned their cul-
tures, religions, and traditions, and 
acquired a more global perspective. 
Finally, new academic knowledge. A 
month ago, I was invited to have an 
interview with a US professor, and 
the discussion went very well. He 
felt that he could have more fruitful 
conversations with me because I had 
more knowledge and a more solid 
background than my colleagues.”
—Fan Tu, Associate Professor, Zhe-
jang University of Technology, Zhe-
jiang, China, Humphrey Fellow 2010.

“My Humphrey Program fellowship 
gave me an opportunity to find a bet-
ter position when I returned home. 
When I returned to work, everything 
was the same. At home, everybody 
was happy with my return. About the 
preparation to return home, I think 
that every case is different. For me, 
it was easy but I know that in some 
cases there were problems in their 
adaptation. One suggestion could be 
to work with some people who are 
knowledgeable with this kind of situ-
ation and offer it at the end of the year.”
—Christian Asinelli, Under-
secretary of States for Interna-
tional Project Evaluation, Ar-
gentina, Humphrey Fellow 2010.

cont’d  from page 12
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