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Introduction
This is written after the event, so let me start by recording the enjoyment I had over the two days of the conference. It was a delight to share in an event with so many people committed to improving learning and doing so by sharing their own learning. It is also flattering to follow last year’s contributors – Lewis Elton and John Cowan – friends and colleagues whom I hold in high regard.
My contribution was mainly to put forward some devices to frame the analysis of the environment, internal and external, of the university as a community of learners. In the opening session, I presented the findings from a survey of Salford staff based on scenario statements of the policy environment in ten years’ time. These were linked to a model of strategic planning where I urged more attention to analysis of such factors, as part of an approach to internal planning of learning. My view is that there is a disposition to action in many situations, without sufficient analysis to inform that action. But whereas analysis without action may be sterile, action without analysis may be futile. There is a parallel Japanese proverb that says vision without action is a daydream; action without vision is a nightmare.
The model [Appendix 1, McNay, 2003b] has several levels of analysis: 
·	of PEST[LE] factors: political, economic, social, technological [environmental, legal]. Some use STEP as the acronym;
·	of CARS factors: curriculum, access, resources, structures/processes and the inter-relationships between them;
·	SWOT, where many of the opportunities and threats may have been identified from the previous level;
·	5 P factors: the principles that inform the sense of identity of the institution; staff perceptions of the future; the present position; the possibilities and preferences for the future; the priorities for decisions and implementation.
Only after work at these levels should there be decisions to develop and deliver initiatives.
My first section concentrated on CARS factors and perceptions of the future. I used responses from 40 staff to a set of 26 statements (figure 1) in a survey organised by Nicola Coates, to whom many thanks. The second, brief element, in the presentation looked at the process of the relationship between government and institution and the possible impact on the internal environment as illustrated by a model [Appendix 2, McNay, 1995a, 1999, 2002] of four ‘cultures’, labelled:
·	collegium;
·	bureaucracy;
·	corporation;
·	enterprise.
The concern was to resist any ‘drift’ towards the corporate bureaucracy which is system oriented and encourages low risk approaches in a context of central control, compliance and conformity. While I recognise that some elements of both cultures are needed, and at times are ‘fit for purpose’, the evidence [Clark, 1998, Shattock, 2003] suggests that the best universities have a positive imbalance towards the collegial enterprise, which is service and student oriented, allowing diversity and development in a devolved organisation.
Figure 1: Statements Included in Questionnaire
In ten year’s time…
1.	There will be over 250,000 more home undergraduate students;
2.	That growth will be almost exclusively in Foundation Degrees;
3.	Established universities will not grow their home undergraduate student numbers, but concentrate on postgrads and international students;
4.	Overall, there will be fewer international students in the system;
5.	Education Maintenance Allowances will increase the staying on rate until 18, and so increase the proportion of an age group getting HE entry qualifications;
6.	The numbers studying maths and science at A level will continue to fall;
7.	By 2014, 65% of undergraduate students will be women;
8.	By 2014, 25% of undergraduates will be from minority ethnic groups;
9.	Study will be more flexible with regard to intensity and to levels of attendance required;
10.	A personal laptop will be essential to HE study;
11.	Most students will study at least 25% of their course through packaged/independent learning;
12.	Universities will prune the range of courses offered by any one institution;
13.	Use of final written exams will reduce significantly;
14.	Degree classifications will go, and be replaced by ‘skills profiles’;
15.	The unit of funding for teaching from HEFCE will fall after top-up fees are introduced;
16.	The cap on fees will be removed after 2010;
17.	More than 90% of full-time HE based undergraduate degrees will charge £3000 after 2006;
18.	Foundation degrees will have earmarked funding to allow lower fees to be set, as part of a WP strategy;
19.	More HE funding will be conditional upon completion rates;
20.	Fees will be fragmented, and related to service levels: by module, by use of library, by use of computer facilities; by package, learner support, assessment;
21.	Research funding from state agencies will be restricted to an elite of 12-20 institutions;
22.	Academic staff will be appointed to posts that are teaching based or research based, with fewer having both roles;
23.	Casualisation of the work force will increase;
24.	Funding of HE and FE will come under a single body;
25.	There will be many more mergers, within HE and across the HE/FE sectors;
26.	Strategic planning for FE and HE will be done at regional level, co-ordinated by the regional development agencies.

Scenario Development
The summary of the responses from Salford staff is included as Appendix 3. The main issue to arise is: so what? If 70% is taken as a confidence threshold, the raft of statements that satisfy that criterion can be a basis for planning. If there are some scores that indicate a future that is not wanted, then what action can be taken to change the factors? As George Bernard Shaw said:
People are always blaming their circumstances for what they are. I don’t believe in circumstances. The people who get on in this world are the people who get up and look for the circumstances they want, and if they can't find them, they make them.
The same applies to institutions.
I do not wish to comment on them all. I select some. Others may have other responses to the responses. I take them in rank order of perceived probability of the lead item in a cluster.
More than 90% of full time HE based undergraduate degrees will charge £3000 after 2006 (Item 17)
Linked to item 16, which also falls in the top group. The work by Claire Callender has shown that debt aversion is highest among the more disadvantaged socio-economic groups. Government has resisted recognising her research even though they commissioned it. Note that the size of the 18-year-old cohort peaks in 2011 – an issue few seem to be talking about. So, how will applications be affected? The participation rate has started to fall in the poorer London Boroughs [at both 16 and 18], which runs directly counter to the alleged objective of government in terms of the social equity agenda. In Scotland, last year, there was a drop of over 2.5% in the entry rate, mainly in HE in FE colleges; that may be a statistical glitch. How, though, for the new times, does Salford position itself as ‘value for money’? That question also underlies the next set of responses.
Study will be more flexible with regard to intensity and to levels of attendance required (Item 9)
Linked to 11 and 10. There is a problem when this is linked to student support. In the UK we have only two forms of student – full-time and part-time. Which you are, whatever mode, affects fees and access to financial support. In reality, many part-time students, have more contact than some full-timers, particularly where the full-timers also work for money. At least one university has removed an attendance requirement for full-timers, and replaced it by ‘satisfactory participation’ evidenced by submission of course work, even though the learning was in the library in unsocial hours rather than by presence in the classroom. We may move to fees related to credit points studied, which will allow a spectrum of charges, but there remains the issue of student support for different intensities of study, when the simple polarities of ft/pt are redundant. Access to the hardware for independent study is unevenly distributed by class, though this may be diminishing. There is also a gender issue about women’s preference for group work and the social aspects of classroom contact.
Research funding from state agencies will be restricted to an elite of 12-20 institutions (Item 21)
Linked to 22 and 23. This is close to the de facto situation. In England, 4 institutions get 25% of government R funding; 24 get 75%. Salford is not in either group. In 2001, only about 40,000 of 140,000 academic staff got QR funding through the RAE. A strategy that links research to other missions is needed, and the diversity of activities may need to be reflected in a diversity of contracts. Casualisation should go in to reverse when new EU regulations come into force [against the wishes of the government, and main opposition party, it should be noted].
The unit of funding for teaching from HEFCE will fall after top-up fees are introduced (Item 15)
Linked to 16, 19 and 20. The government denies any intention of removing the ‘additionality’ to funds. But…it happened when fees were re-introduced after the Dearing Report. Any intention to introduce top up fees was also denied. We seem to have lost trust! The fragmentation of fees may be one way of allowing the emergence of ‘EasyUni’. The OU had some courses where this applied – buy the pack, then pay an assessment fee, opt in to tutorial support. In the USA, there are fee reductions for courses scheduled for unsocial hours – defined as after 3-30 pm. Here it may be before that time! HEFCE payments are already linked to survival to end-of-year assessment; not yet to passing. But, payment by results may not be far away. What effect might that have on standards? Note the Middlesex decision to have course work only assessment at the end of the first year. Will the leniency applied to prestige universities over access benchmarks also be applied to completion rates in ‘access’ universities?
There will be many more mergers, within HE and across the HE/FE sectors (Item 25)
Linked to 24 and 26. I saw these responses as inconsistent. If there are mergers, such as that at Salford some years ago, there will be more institutions with an FE/HE mix. It makes sense to have a single funding body, and the 2003 White Paper defines 26 as policy.
The first 8 statements drew low ratings, but 3 is already policy in several Russell Group universities, and links to 12, also already happening in, for example, chemistry, which makes the regional strategic co-ordination [above] all the more likely. On 4, note that numbers of EU students have fallen by over 20% in the last 5 years. Across the world there is more competition for the international student market and the UK share is falling. This year, visa controls led to a reduction in numbers. Some EU countries where there are no fees now teach some HE courses in English. The China boom may end with indigenisation and control of study permits. 2 and 5 are keystones of government policy. 18 was also, but has now been modified. Staff at the session had different knowledge about the demography of the HE market. This was also evident in the range of scores in the survey responses. They are not alone: the fall in the size of the 18+ age group after 2010 has hardly been mentioned in national debates. There is a need for further work to inform understanding of trends particular to Salford.
Finally, 13 and 14. The Burgess Group report, due in November, will recommend the second. The first is in your hands and…puhleeese! Final exams serve only one purpose – to allow a security check that other assessments were the work of the student. So, two as a maximum. Go back to John Cowan’s comments last year. If we push for constructive alignment between learning outcomes, design and delivery of learning opportunities, and assessment of learning achieved, where do exams fit? Pen and paper in the age of the word processor? Need for intensive and extensive memory in the age of the web and search engines? Dashed off desperation instead of constructive consideration? The exam load may have been decreased. More needs doing. Any remaining need rigorous scrutiny as to their fitness for purpose.
The State/Institute Boundary and the Internal Process
If that gives some perception of the policy context in terms of content, there are also process issues. Clark [1983] identified three major elements in national HE systems: the state, the market, and the academic oligarchy. He identified two elements in the state – policy making and regulatory control. I therefore developed a quadrilateral model, which maps on to four ‘cultures’ within HEIs. There is permeability across the institutional boundary, so that the collegium relates to the academic oligarchy with change deriving from research, or developments in pedagogy. The bureaucracy responds to new laws [e.g. SENDA] or regulatory regimes [QAA, RAE, OFFA]; Howard Davies, now Director of LSE claims that regulation has displaced policy, and certainly much legislation since 1980 has been about structures and processes.  The corporation adopts new policy initiatives [of which there are many: Frank Coffield has claimed that government has 101 initiatives and no strategy]. Often there is no strategic filter, so that the internal agenda is set by external initiatives and vice-chancellors and SMTs become corporate managers of implementation of government ‘policy’ and not leaders of their institutions. The enterprise responds to shifts in the market and focuses on service quality to promote repeat business. There is also a commitment to innovation.
Each of these has a management style and organisation ‘culture’ associated with it – individual autonomy, collective democracy, power-based small executive, project teams with devolved budgets. Clark has four values that also map on to the quadrants: freedom, equity, loyalty, competence.
All I did was pose the question as to whether Salford had got the balance right, and the right ‘fit’ with function as it appeared to have striven to do in a previous re-organisation. The ability to respond to a turbulent environment may depend on getting that right. The key is about change and leadership. A leader gets the right balance between preserving the internal inheritance and responding to external change. Leaders make a change wanted; managers make it happen; all of us make it work [or not]. The involvement of the third group, from the start of any process, is essential to effective change.
Key Themes from Two Days
I am grateful to chairs of sessions for feeding back from those sessions I could not attend.
I imported two more ‘models’ to the final review. One emphasised the links – evident in many of the presentations – among Boyer’s [1990] four scholarships:
·	of discovery [basic research];
·	of integration [across disciplines, or theory/practice];
·	of transmission [but not just by didactic formality];
·	of application [essential to a university that sees its mission as ‘employability’, and a component of Mode 2 research].
My congratulations on blending these elements in much of your work.
The second model (Appendix 4) was one developed for the ILT of blessed memory. It uses Venn diagrams of the learner and teacher to emphasise integration again. Both bring the personal to learning and teaching – their values, histories and preferences. If the ‘product’ is knowledge, both are developing it – organising, absorbing, adapting, adopting to a personal ownership – using the personal elements as a frame for critique and scrutiny. The processes involved are complex, but will be conditioned both by the nature of the subject [product] and the personal preferences and styles. The partnership in learning assumes a constant iteration between the two actors in each of these three domains as well as an interdependence among them in the teacher and the learner. Again, many of the presentations made these points, exemplified from case studies of activities.
My own selection of sessions and reports from others, led me to four ‘headings’ to review the two days.
Individual/Collective
The student arrives as an individual with a sense of their identity [perhaps not yet fully formed]. I liked the ‘stranger/sojourner’ metaphor. Students arrive through different routes and with different histories and hinterlands. In a mass system, there is a risk of losing that. Then we have an ethical issue: do we smooth the transition, keeping students in their comfort zones? Or is the process one of transformation through challenge? If we have removed them from their community of origin, do we help them find another [I never have], or do they continue as sojourners in successive contexts? How intrusive can we be? If a student chooses isolation as a lifestyle, is that necessarily a negative? The dilemma kept cropping up and terms such as homogeneity and uniformity sat alongside diversity and differentiation. Where, when, and how did team work fit? Group identity? Sharing and exchange in peer networks, including internationally? Some was done through IT mechanisms. The resolution of the paradox cannot be delegated to IT tools. One element I envied was the attention to the student voice and the views of service users, epitomised by the CATS group.
Boundary Crossing
If individuals step beyond their personal boundaries in groups, there was also strong positive evidence of structured boundary crossing in curriculum organisation. Collaborations, partnerships, networks were prominent features of sessions. These could cross disciplines [no mean feat], market segments, national political boundaries and the industry-university bridge as recommended by the Lambert review for the Chancellor of the Exchequer. Those links have to be made by the staff involved, though other factors are also crucial [McNay, 1995b, 2003a]. Perhaps we are moving, ever so slowly, to a borderless learning community?
Theory/Practice
Those partnerships contributed to bridging this historic divide, though Kurt Lewin claimed that there is nothing so practical as a good theory. The Boyer scholarships, above, aimed at integration; Mode 2 research [Gibbons et al, 1994] is striving for equal recognition for practice driven work with theory driven approaches. The RAE in Hong Kong uses all of Boyer’s classifications in judging outputs [not considered by the Roberts review of the RAE, I think]. The University’s emphasis on employability as a unique selling point was evidenced by sessions on skills, projects, practice placements, business links, and so on. Is that an agreed institutional identity?
Assessment/Excellence
This is, for me, an area for further work, and perhaps fuller policy framing. There were sessions on outcomes and, indeed, on external examiners. Three things remain with me. First the need to improve use of IT. Many screen pages used in sessions were simply illegible. In trying to serve two purposes, they failed to make adjustment to group work from individual engagement with a close up screen. Those who know my IT skills may see this as simply a grumpy curmudgeon view. Please do not. Second, I am not convinced that there is yet alignment between assessment and other elements of the curriculum process, a point made above and by John Cowan last year. Third, the action research approaches used are excellent for their purpose, but… I had also been asked for advice on planning for the 2008 RAE. I have to say that such work was not rated highly last time [McNay, 2003a]. We strove to get recognition for small projects with impact on practice, particularly recognising the need to feed research into teaching. We failed. Start now to get a different approach by lobbying. The omens are not good when Education will be judged in a main panel alongside psychology and sports related studies. Our work is not about formation in schools, which that grouping implies – a healthy mind in a healthy body – but about transformation, working with older learners. The paradigms are different.
Finally, finally, comes the issue of organisational learning [Pedler et al, 1996, Garratt, 2000]. The positive I will cherish is of a critical mass of enthusiastic, committed individuals, ‘hooked on learning’. That needs hard work to disseminate throughout the university. I saw positive evidence that there is strong commitment from senior management. The links, then, between policy and practice, and between individuals and the collective, that Pedler et al see as the learning system, are in place. They need constant vigilance and effort to maintain. 
I wish you well!
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Appendix Three
Summary of Responses
Below is a summation of the scores: a ‘perceived probability rating’ [PPP], which is the mean of the returns submitted [most items had 40 responses; the lowest was 38], expressed as a percentage; a rank order of the item, and an indication of the range of scores given. 
I take a score of 70 or over as strongly predictive. There are 11 items satisfying that criterion. Any planning of teaching and learning might take those as ‘givens’ and look at their consequences for the way learning opportunities and teaching provision are organised.
Note that some items given low scores are stated government policy!
Statement
PPP
Rank
Range
1.	There will be over 250,000 more home undergraduate students.
51
23=
1 - 10
2.	That growth will be almost exclusively in Foundation degrees.
51
23=
1 - 9
3.	Established universities will not grow their home undergraduate student numbers, but concentrate on postgrads and international students.
65
15
2 - 9
4.	Overall, there will be fewer international students in the system.
41
26
1 - 8
5.	Education Maintenance Allowances will increase the staying on rate until 18, and so increase the proportion of an age group getting HE entry qualifications.
54
21
2 - 9
6.	The numbers studying maths and science at A level will continue to fall.
68
13
2 - 10
7.	By 2014, 65% of undergraduate students will be women.
64
17
2 - 10
8.	By 2014, 25% of undergraduates will be from minority ethnic groups.
61
18
1 - 10
9.	Study will be more flexible with regard to intensity and to levels of attendance required.
82
 2
4 - 10
10.	A personal laptop will be essential to HE study.
70
 8=
1 - 10
11.	Most students will study at least 25% of their course through packaged/independent learning.
76
 3
3 - 10
12.	Universities will prune the range of courses offered by any one institution.
69
12
2 - 10
13.	Use of final written exams will reduce significantly.
64
16
2 - 10
14.	Degree classifications will go, and be replaced by ‘skills profiles’.
43
25
1 - 10
15.	The unit of funding for teaching from HEFCE will fall after top-up fees are introduced.
73
 5
3 - 10
16.	The cap on fees will be removed after 2010.
70
8=
1 - 10
17.	More than 90% of full-time HE based undergraduate degrees will charge £3000 after 2006.
85
1
 3 - 10
18.	Foundation Degrees will have earmarked funding to allow lower fees to be set, as part of a WAP strategy.
66
14
5 - 10
19.	More HE funding will be conditional upon completion rates.
71
7
 5 - 10
20.	Fees will be fragmented, and related to service levels: by module, by use of library, computer facilities; by package, learner support, assessment.
54
22
1 - 9
21.	Research funding from state agencies will be restricted to an elite of 12-20 institutions.
74
 4
1 - 10
22.	Academic staff will be appointed to posts that are teaching based or research based, with fewer having both roles.
70
11
1 - 10
23.	Casualisation of the work force will increase.
72 
6
3 - 10
24.	Funding of HE and FE will come under a single body.
56
19
1 - 10
25.	There will be many more mergers, within HE and across the HE/FE sectors.
70
 8=
3 - 10
26.	Strategic planning for FE and HE will be done at regional level, co-ordinated by the regional development agencies.
55
20
1 - 10
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Locating the ‘Scholarship of Teaching’

