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1.
Introduction

This short chapter introduces all the chapters in this volume of the e-University Compendium. Since the remaining two chapters of the first part of the compendium are themselves of an introductory/overview nature, we felt it best to put all the introductory material into the first part.

The chapter is structured as follows. This section is a brief introduction. The second section gives an overview of the theory of virtual universities and e-universities and attempts to clarify our usage of the terms. The third section gives an overview of the chapters, in an expanded table of contents. The fourth section gives a “helicopter view” of the world of e-universities. The fifth section considers a thematic approach to the material, and links forward to sections, subsections and “objects” within the chapters. The sixth section gives an overview of the currently popular topic of Critical Success Factors for e-universities. Finally there is a short section with some suggestions for further reading. There is no appendix to this chapter.

All sections will give numerous forward references to relevant chapters and sections. To avoid clutter in this introductory chapter, there will be no use of URLs in the text (except for section 7) and the only scholarly apparatus will be a few endnotes, mainly for references.

The chapter is based on work that the author has carried out over the 2000–01 period and so comes from the same time period as the remaining reports in the compendium. Where newer material is mentioned, this will be pointed out.

2.
Virtual Universities and e-Universities

The concept of virtual university, now so ubiquitous, is in fact only around eight years old in its current usage. By the phrase virtual university, we (and most people) mean a university which carries out much of its teaching, perhaps all of it, at a distance from the learner.

Even at an early workshop on this topic, at the EdMedia/EdTelecom conference in Boston in June 1996, organised at short notice by Robin Mason and me (both then at the UK Open University), the room was packed out. There was a workshop on virtual universities at Online Educa at Berlin in November 1996 and the topic featured largely in the Sheffield conference “Flexible Learning on the Information SuperHighway” in May 1997. Since then the topic has exploded, with conferences around the world featuring the concept, sometimes to the exclusion of anything else.

In the past, virtual teaching was carried out by posting text-books to the student, who read them and sent back assignments to be marked. Communication between the student and the academic was via correspondence – hence the phrases correspondence teaching and correspondence university. This approach in fact still happens in many institutions today, especially in less developed parts of the world.

In the early 1970s, the use of television broadcasting for teaching in Universities (additional to correspondence teaching) became popular, most notably in the UK Open University – originally called the “University of the Air”. Some TV-based universities still exist, but the tale of the use of broadcast TV in universities (including open universities) has so far been one of a long broad retreat masked by a number of temporary local advances.

The paradigm of mostly correspondence and print (with perhaps a little TV) lasted many years, but from the early 1990s, under the impact of information technology in general and the Internet in particular, a new paradigm emerged. This is to use the Internet for all the teaching in a virtual university – thus courses would be “delivered” to the student with a PC at home (or at work – and sometimes in a learning centre) and the student would interact via e-mail and Web pages. Increasingly, people use the term e-university for this. In the past, many other terms were prevalent, each with their own nuancing – online university, net university, etc.

In an extreme model – pure-play, as it is called in the dot-com world – this use of the Internet would totally replace the use of text-books, correspondence teaching and television. While there are some institutions adopting this extreme view (which has the advantage of simplifying the logistics), it is most common to be blended, that is, to have a mix of old and new technologies, with the new gradually growing in importance. 

In the Gazetteer annex, which gives a list of e-universities around the world (and their Web sites), we give the following pragmatic description of e-universities:

Accredited university-level institutions delivering degree-awarding courses, with a substantial percentage delivered at a distance, with a substantial percentage of these using e-learning. If there is a face-to-face university at the core, we expect the courses delivered at a distance to come from a separately named part of the university, and to be referenced from a high level of the university Web site by such phrases as “Virtual Campus”, “Online Service” or some such.

Because of the need to fund the development of materials, and the fact that collaboration is easier and cheaper via the Internet, it became common to develop virtual university systems via consortia of universities. However, there is no firm evidence that this is a better approach in general than a single university doing the development, often called a virtual campus.

The phrase virtual campus became prominent in the UK around 1997, when various UK universities launched their versions of a virtual campus. It is often applied to a single university which has a virtual university “fringe” round a physical campus, but there are some totally virtual campuses, such as the Open University of Catalonia. Now there are at least 10 virtual campus operations in the UK and many more elsewhere. Increasingly, especially in the UK, a university may no longer use the phrase virtual campus while still in fact having one.

A number of other phrases have crept in over the years. A distance-teaching university is essentially a correspondence university. An open university is in strict terms a university which has an open admissions policy (i.e., anyone can become a student, although not anyone can graduate – students still have to pass the course) but increasingly this term is used to describe distance-teaching universities in general, and even those which are not open in this sense. It was for reasons of this sort that the European Commission theorists coined the phrase open and distance learning (ODL), basically to avoid making difficult distinctions.

And in the last few years, the phrase borderless education (rarely borderless university) has come into vogue, under influence from Australian work.

2.1
Dimensions of Virtuality

Virtuality in a university is a matter of degree, not kind. At the aforementioned EdMedia workshop in summer 1996 in Boston I proposed “five dimensions of virtuality”, and to these five I later added a sixth (at a follow-on workshop at Online Educa in December 1996):

1) To what extent are students not physically present on campus?

2) To what extent are staff used in non-conventional modes and contracts? (Part-timers, consultants, teleworkers, etc.)

3) To what extent is computer and network support outsourced?

4) To what extent has physical infrastructure begun to be reduced?

5) To what extent has the legal and institutional strength been reduced? (By use of devolution, consortia, ad-hoc collaborations, etc.)

6) To what extent has the degree structure begun to dissolve into ever-smaller modules (down to learning objects) studied in an ever more flexible pattern?

This classification may seem simplistic but has served well over the years to help understand where in the universe of possibilities each virtual university sits.

2.2
Geographic Coverage

The above model does not cover the dimension of geographic range of the virtual university. Although there is much talk from consultants and market analysts about “global learning”, most virtual universities have in fact students concentrated in one country or geographic area. The situation is rather like in baseball where the “World Series” in fact means a competition in North America. Even the UK Open University, now with 158,000 undergraduate students, has after more than 20 years of effort gained only 24,000 students outside the UK, around 12% of the total.

However, the situation is changing – some of the new alliances claim to be truly worldwide. Or are they? In reality, though they straddle continents, they rarely straddle cultural or linguistic divides. We return to this geographic issue in section 4.

3.
A Chapter Overview

The e-university compendium is divided into four main parts.

3.1
Part 1
Part 1 of the compendium is entitled “The e-University Concept”. It contains three chapters:

7) Introduction to Virtual Universities and e-Universities. This chapter.

8) Overview of the e-University Concept. The title says it all.


9) A Study on Market Issues for the Proposed e-University. This chapter covers far more than market issues (both domestic and international), also looking at quality and standards as well as pedagogy and technology.

3.2
Part 2

Part 2 is entitled “Impact of the Internet on University e-Learning”. It consists of a series of country analyses and case studies of e-universities, from Europe, North America and Australia, with forays into Asia and South America. Such a series of chapters cannot aim to be comprehensive but many key exemplars are analysed. The first chapter is an overview; then there is a group of four “not North American” chapters and then a group of six North American chapters.

10) Introduction to the “Impact of the Internet” Case Studies.

11) Impact of the Internet on Higher Education in the Netherlands. This looks in depth at two institutions key to higher education’s use of IT in the Netherlands – the SURF foundation (an analogue of JISC) and the University of Twente. It also covers, more briefly, the Dutch Open University and the Dutch Digital University.


12) Impact of the Internet on Higher Education in Finland. This looks in depth at the University of Helsinki and the Finnish Virtual University; and in less depth at the Finnish Open University.

13) Impact of the Internet on Higher Education in the Spanish-speaking World. This chapter focuses on one of the leading e-universities in the non-English-speaking world, the Open University of Catalonia. It then looks at activity fostered by this in South America, including the Virtual University of Quilmes.

14) Impact of the Internet on Higher Education in Australia and Asia. This chapter has a number of long and short case studies; including: among universities, USQOnline (the online arm of the University of Southern Queensland) and UniSAnet (the online system at the University of South Australia); among consortia, Universitas 21 and the Global University Alliance; and NextEd, an influential Australian service provider to e-universities.

15) North America and Private Sector Context. This is a brief scene-setter chapter to the remaining ones in this part, which are about US and Canadian developments.

16) Report on CANARIE. This is a case study on the Canadian analogue of JISC and its activities in e-learning.

17) Report on UNext and Cardean University. This is a case study on a leading private-sector start-up e-university.

18) Report on University of Maryland University College. This is a case study of perhaps the leading public-sector e-university in the USA.

19) Report on JSTOR. This is a case study of the leading USA-based journal archive, whose mission is “to help the scholarly community take advantage of advances in information technologies”.

20) Report on Cisco Systems. This covers Cisco corporate use of e-learning and also the well-known Cisco Network Academy.
One should point out that any such case study comes with caveats: each comes from a particular point in time, from a particular study team (whether internal or external) with their own focus, and particular access to information (and possibly in some cases, disinformation) from the institution studied, its supporters and its critics. This is likely to be more of an issue where the institution studied perceives the study team as doing “competitor research” rather than an “academic study” (an increasingly vague distinction given that many universities are now in competition). This is one reason why we provide references to other studies done by other teams, to allow the possibility of “triangulation”, i.e., correlation between studies.
3.3
Part 3
Part 3 is entitled “e-Tools for an e-University”. It covers a group of three linked technical studies commissioned in April 2000 via one tendering process, to look at the learning platforms, content and administrative systems needs of the e-university.


21) Introduction to the e-Tools Studies. This contains as an appendix the full Invitation to Tender.

22) The e-Tools (1) Report: Pedagogic, Assessment and Tutoring Tools (Learning Platforms).

23) The e-Tools (2) Report: Electronic Learning Resources.

24) The e-Tools (3) Report: Electronic Administrative Systems.

3.4
Part 4
Part 4 is entitled “Some Techno-Pedagogic Issues for the e-University”. With one exception (chapter 23) it consists of the summary report and some of the most relevant appendices to a massive technical study carried out by the Online Courseware Factory team of consultants in a rapid project done in two months, December 2000 and January 2001. These chapters are best regarded as follow-ons to the chapters in part 3.

25) Introduction to the OCF Reports. This chapter sets the context and contains as an appendix the presentation slides for a briefing to HEFCE on the conclusions of the summary report (chapter 20).

26) Learning Materials and Environments: Summary Report and Recommendations.

27) Tutorial Support Functions. This can now be regarded as a follow-on to part of chapter 16 which focussed on blended learning issues.

28) Learning Programme Management Systems. This can now be regarded as a follow-on to chapter 16.

29) Disability and Social Inclusion for the e-University. This is a wide-ranging report commissioned at the same time but separately from the e-tools studies of part 3.

3.5
Other Material

There is only one annex, the Gazetteer, which has two parts:

· A worldwide list of e-universities.

· A list of learning platforms relevant to UK HE.

The supplementary material
 includes sections as follows:

· Chronology.

· Abbreviations. This includes all abbreviations used throughout the volume which have greater than “local” significance – that is a hard judgement call, but we have made it.
· Glossary. To be accurate, this is a narrated list of pointers to other glossaries.

· Contributors. This is a list of all of our authors, editors, and other key helpers.
· A Note on House Style. This is a short note on how the editors have adapted conventional book guidelines for this work.

3.6
Guidance Note

Most of the chapters included were first written in 2000 or 2001 and must be read on that basis. They are oriented to the e-learning research, development, analyst and policy communities and should be treated with caution in terms of their unmediated use with end-users. However, all start with an up-to-date introductory section (summer 2004) and the text has been systematically annotated with footnotes to point out the key changes that have occurred since the time of writing – in many cases these are much less than analysts foresaw at the time of writing.

4.
A World Tour of e-Universities

A number of chapters look at country-wide issues, but there are a number of gaps in coverage, so that this global overview may be useful. For more on this topic see chapter 4. For Web sites of institutions mentioned see the Gazetteer. Like all “world tours” it does not claim to be comprehensive and certainly does not cover every country where there is e-university activity or interest, but we believe that we have covered many of the main institutions of global interest.

4.1
UK

Given the UK preference for rankings yet the lack of definitive public information, any list that anyone gives will invite criticism. Our ranking is based on numbers of off-campus e-learning students plus breadth of and institutional commitment to e-delivery, not on research rankings, QAA or other more usual metrics for universities.

In addition to the Open University and the London External Programme, there are around six English universities with substantial operational off-campus e-learning activity. These include Middlesex (Global Campus) and Liverpool (KIT Campus) as perhaps the largest nodes of activity. A number of members of the World Universities Network (WUN) are increasingly active in this space, in particular Manchester, Sheffield and Leeds, as is the University of Derby (in the Global University Alliance, GUA). A more specific set of courses is at the University of Portsmouth (Technology Extended Campus), some in conjunction with Pearsons (the publishers). There are also several UK members of Universitas 21 and at present most of their overt off-campus e-learning activity appears to be via that.

In Scotland, Scottish Knowledge has closed down but there is growing activity at its partial successor, the Interactive University (based largely round Heriot-Watt). A number of other Scottish Universities are also active, perhaps with Robert Gordon (Virtual Campus) in the lead.
In Wales, the University of Glamorgan (a member of GUA) is a leading player (see chapter 8 for more on GUA).

In Northern Ireland, the University of Ulster (Campus One) is the leading player.

As a matter of historical interest, the actual phrase virtual campus is (still) used in the way it is defined in this chapter at the following UK universities and colleges:

· Universities. University of Lincoln, University of London External Programme, Oxford Brookes University and Robert Gordon University. (Sheffield Hallam University used the phrase for several years but is said to feel that nowadays the phrase is insufficiently distinctive.)

· Colleges. City of Bristol College, Glenrothes College, North West Institute of Further and Higher Education (Londonderry), St Helens College, and the Western Colleges Consortium.

· NHS. The new NHS University (NHSU) and several medical schools including at Kings College London.

· Ulster University’s Campus One describes itself as a virtual campus.

· One supplier’s product is called the “Teknical Virtual Campus” (see chapter 16).

4.2
Europe Outside the UK

At present in the Republic of Ireland, there is (surprisingly) little activity except at Hibernia College, a private university start-up.

In continental Europe, the laurels are held by the Open University of Catalonia, based at Barcelona in Spain (chapter 7).

The “traditional” European open universities were slow into deployment of e-learning, except the Dutch OU (chapter 5). However, in the last few years they have been re-inventing themselves – and in particular both the Fern​Universität (Germany) and UNED (the Spanish OU) are key players.

In Nordic regions, in addition to substantial activity in the Finnish Virtual University (chapter 6) – and the separate Finnish Open University – there is also the growing Swedish Net University and some activity in Norway.

The Swiss Virtual Campus is one to watch.

France has a complex set of e-learning activities in universities and agencies but no clear national HE player with an export orientation. In Germany, apart from the Fern​Universität, there are newer players like the Bavarian Virtual University.

Many other European countries, including many in central and eastern Europe, have little recognisable systematic e-university activity as yet. The Estonians are remarkably active but as yet mainly at the study phase.

4.3
North America (USA and Canada but not Mexico)

The USA has a complex structure of HE e-learning providers including organisations offering both face-to-face and e-learning (usually blended) provision via different subsidiaries. In terms of blended/e-learning provision, the two leading players in the USA are often agreed to be:

· The University of Maryland University College (UMUC), with over 110,000 online enrolments spread over 540 distinct courses online (chapter 12).

· University of Phoenix (UOP), with over 109,000 attending via the Internet through the University’s Online Campus (out of over 213,000 students as of May 2004)

For comparison, note that the UK Open University is reported as having 60,000 online students.

There is a major applications service provider, eCollege, whose entry into the UK and other non-US markets is not unlikely in the next 12 months.

Yet the major feature of the USA is now the breadth of deployment of distance e-learning services in HE, including the beginnings of activity overseas, from literally hundreds of universities and colleges. Many leading public universities, including the US partners in the WUN consortium, such as Penn State, are increasingly active. Several of these are featured in the Gazetteer.

Canada

Many if not most Canadian universities have competence in off-campus e-learning. Several major e-learning systems past and present have come from Canada, most recently WebCT out of the University of British Columbia.

However, in recent years the Canadian political climate has been less helpful to e-learning. The main research programme (TeleLearning) was closed early; the long-standing Open Learning Agency (British Columbia) is being closed and business transferred to a new entity, and the charismatic start-up TechBC was closed and residual activity absorbed into Simon Fraser University (some details are in chapter 16).

On the other hand, Athabasca University continues to develop and thrive.

4.4
South and Central America

(For reasons to do with language, not trading zones, we have grouped Mexico with the other Spanish-speaking countries to the south.)

In Mexico, ITESM is the leader. There are some other virtual and open universities in Central America but not strongly e-oriented. 

In Spanish-speaking South America, the Virtual University of Quilmes (Argentina) gets a lot of attention (chapter 7).

In Brazil there is substantial R&D activity and a number of consortia but the regulatory climate is not helpful (see chapters 3 and 7 for brief discussions of this).

4.5
Australia and New Zealand

Most Australian universities developed substantial capability in distance learning in the 1980s and several have now migrated this to e-learning. Perhaps the best known is the University of Southern Queensland (see chapter 8 for this and others).

There is a charismatic service provider called NextEd who operates globally and in particular supports the GUA (chapter 8).

New Zealand

This was unfortunately neglected in the original reports but in the last two years activity has begun to grow, funded centrally by the government.
 The Gazetteer gives some up-to-date examples.

4.6
Asia

Chapter 8 has coverage of most of these topics, except for west and central Asia.

China

There are major developments in e-learning in mainland Chinese HE, and in view of increased interest in China from many UK universities, a better understanding of Chinese approaches to pedagogy, technology and organisation would be helpful. In contrast to the UK, some of the highest-ranking Chinese universities, Qinghua (Tsinghua) in particular, have impressive operational capability in e-learning and have developed their own learning environments.

Most Hong Kong universities have considerable on-campus e-learning activity but say that students are reluctant to study off-campus via e-learning. However, there is an active Open University of Hong Kong (OUHK) and a CyberU branch of one of the more commercially minded universities, Hong Kong Polytechnic University. Moves towards distance teaching on the mainland are likely to encourage Hong Kong universities to quickly develop online capability.

India and Pakistan

The private-sector operation NetVarsity (part of NIIT) is interesting, as are developments in the various Indian open universities, both the national player Indira Gandhi Open University and the regional open universities. There is a recently formed Pakistan Virtual University.
Malaysia and Singapore

Several analysts have missed the growth of the Malaysian e-university phenomenon over the last couple of years. These include UNITAR, the Multimedia University and the Malaysian OU (UNITEM).

Despite strong R&D activity and being the base of more than one e-university consortium, Singapore does not show much autonomous e-university deployment.

Thailand

Activity at the Thai Open University (STOU), and in both the public sector and in private universities, is growing – ones to watch include Ramkhamhaeng (public) and Assumption (private).

West and Central Asia

Despite recent difficulties in the Middle East, there are emerging Virtual and Open Universities, in particular the Arab Open University and the Syrian Virtual University. The Israeli Open University is slowly growing e-learning capability, as is Anadolu Open University in Turkey.

In Russia and central Asia, the Europe and Central Asia Virtual University Association (ECAVU) looks like the natural clearing-house for information.

4.7
Africa

The African Virtual University is the main player. This has operations in several African countries with instruction in both English and French.

The University of South Africa has an active Online Campus; there are other players also.

Activity is beginning in Mediterranean countries but mainly still at the study or pilot phase. 

Francophone Africa has the Campus Numerique Francophone.

5.
A Thematic View

The geographical view-point does not give much scope for any analytic or comparative activity. If the aim of the compendium was purely to classify virtual universities, then an analytic approach could be developed, and has been, using the “dimensions of virtuality” mentioned in section 2. Some authors focus solely on organisational models. However, many of the later chapters deal with particular aspects of virtual e-universities (marketing, tutoring, content development, systems, etc) and so it is more useful to work with a classification of the various issues that must be considered when setting up an e-university.

There are many ways of tabulating the various issues. The following scheme has been developed by Terence Karran in discussion with the author and is used with his permission. It has eight aspects:

30) Identifying Purpose and Structure.
31) Planning.
32) Delivery: Pedagogies and Technologies.
33) Course Design and Development.
34) Finances.
35) Supporting Staff and Students.
36) Quality Assurance and Evaluation.
37) Making the Move.
The precise scheme is not important; it is used mainly to provide contextual information and in particular to structure the forward links to sections and subsections of later chapters. For a scheme more fully in tune with the 2000–01 era see Bacsich (2001).

5.1
Identifying Purpose and Structure

The main topics for subsection 5.1 are:

· Assessing Current Reasons and Future Positions.

· Business Models.

· Organisational Models.
Current Reasons for Setting Up a Virtual University

In terms of the case studies we consider, there are several reasons why governmental authorities (regional, national, international) wanted to set up virtual universities. Traditional reasons, prevalent among the founders of the open universities of the 1960s onwards, are:

· Distance. A desire to serve potential students who do not live near the campuses of the “traditional” universities and do not want to (or cannot) move to be near them.

· Time. A desire to serve potential students who, for various reasons (full-time jobs, child care, disability, being in prison) cannot attend a campus for enough hours to study for a course (even if the campus ran classes in the evenings or weekends).

· Money. A desire to provide higher education more cheaply than by other means.

New reasons, including from the private sector, are:

· National/regional interest. A desire to “preserve the culture” or save foreign reserves by encouraging potential students to study at a local virtual university rather than a virtual university from another continent or country (one can see the Open University of Catalonia and some country-wide European virtual universities in this context).

· Home market. A desire to make money – the natural motivation of the for-profit private universities in the USA (Phoenix, Jones, etc).

· Export market. A desire to make money by exporting distance-learning courses to other countries or parts of the world. This is much easier when the university teaches in a world language like English, French, Spanish or Chinese than in Dutch or Finnish (a motivator particularly in the UK and Australia).

However, there are many situations where the real reasons to set up a virtual university may be more controversial.
· The phrases electronic university, telematic university, multimedia university, e‑university have all been fashionable at one time or another. Is a new name a way of making re-engineering sound more palatable?

· Some traditional campus universities have undoubtedly used the phrase virtual campus to give themselves a face-lift without really changing anything.

· The same is true of some correspondence-based distance-teaching universities who felt the need to modernise their image.

· A number of national governments and international agencies, and maybe also regional governments, are keen on the idea of virtual universities. But could this be a way of avoiding the heavy infrastructural costs of setting up traditional institutions? They say “Never mind – you won’t get a campus for the University of San Benedict – but we’ll give you a virtual campus. Our online learning experts say that’s just as good nowadays!”

· A number of academics might try justify their commitment to teaching (rather than research) by referring to the virtual university as a way of “talking up” their activity. “I’m not just running an online course – it’s part of a new virtual university!”

· Sometimes university rectors may use the concept to pay lip service to governmental drives towards collaboration while not doing any.

· Some “arriviste” colleges may use the approach to bypass the normal lengthy accreditation procedures to become universities.

Business Models

The second topic of subsection 5.1 is business models. Virtual universities can be run to service many different kinds of business model, including:

· Outsourcing (which many universities do in a small way).

· Joint ventures between a small number of universities.

· Consortia (of various kinds) – including Universitas 21 and GUA (chapter 8).

· Broker models (such as the UK University for Industry).

· University-corporate partnerships (such as the UK Open University arrangement with the BBC).

One should not assume that the business models found in universities cover the full range. Thus one must look “across borders” to see what is going on in schools and in e‑business:

· At corporate universities.

· At schools.

· At business models in e-business.

· At US/Canadian/Far East HE models.

For example, there seems no use yet of “late availability” models for offering courses at a reduced fee, yet this is common in the travel industry. Another issue much more popular among theorists than in reality is the use of highly disaggregated (that is, totally outsourced) models for conducting universities, similar to a medieval community of scholars and artisans trading among themselves

Organisational Models

The third topic is organisational models. This is a favourite topic of commentators. The material here draws on material from the author, from Robin Mason (2001),
 and from Anderson and Downes (2000).

There are three distinct organisational types of virtual university:

38) A “green fields”, that is, “new build” university which is virtual from the start. In their era, the “mega-universities” (Daniel, 1998)
 might have been so described. More recently in the European theatre, the UK University for Industry (Ufi learndirect) is the best known example, provided one takes a wide enough definition of “university” since its courses are on the whole sub-degree courses oriented to industry.

39) A virtual university consortium. This is where a number of universities get together in a more or less tight organisational framework to put a “skin” of virtuality around all of them. The European Commission has directly or indirectly fostered several of these, as have national funding agencies including in the UK. UKeU was the latest example; Scottish Knowledge was an earlier one.

40) A “skin” on a conventional university (campus-based or distance-learning-based), like the rind on an orange. This is what was earlier called the virtual campus model – a centrally directed online learning initiative. There are at least 100 North American examples, at least 10 in the UK and many more in other parts of the world.

41) Virtual Universities run by non-university organisations.

In terms of operationally deployed virtual universities, these will not come equally from the four categories.

42) There are not likely to be many new-build “green fields” virtual universities. The age of new-build mega-universities is over (Daniel, 1998); the few examples like the UK University for Industry are much admired but not often copied. Some earlier examples elsewhere like TechBC in Vancouver or the Logan Campus in Queensland have withered away or remain relatively unsuccessful.
 The one shining counterexample in Europe is the Open University of Catalonia (chapter 7).

43) University consortia seem to have inbuilt difficulties which militate against breakthrough. I have felt for several years (see section 7 below and the first endnote to the chapter) that it could help if the consortium is led or extensively influenced by a telecom or major software supplier. This kind of thinking was active in the UK e-University, which was eventually set up as a joint venture between UK universities and commercial partners.

44) The orange skin model is the most likely, with activity coming from two subsectors but not on the whole coming from a third:

· The stronger and/or more far-seeing of the open universities who see their traditional market slipping away – examples include UK Open University, Athabasca, UNED (the Spanish Open University) and the FernUniversität (the main German open university).

· Mid-level but reasonably wealthy state (US) or city (UK) universities with a strong interest and capability in data communications – it is in that sense no surprise that the University of Colorado made a strong showing even some years ago (before the original reports were written).

· The research-led universities (Russell Group, Coimbra Group, Universitas 21) did not enter this market early. The reasons why they did not make a serious showing in the short term seem to be that (a) they were not hungry enough; (b) they were too oriented to research rather than teaching; (c) they did not understand that to build an e-university fundamental research (exciting) is not needed, whereas implementation (boring) is; and how little money (relatively speaking in terms of a large university budget) is required to make a splash. However, things are changing fast as the research-led universities realise that they have one key asset, their brand image. The advent of Universitas 21 (U21) and Worldwide Universities Network (WUN) shows how their views have changed.

There is an alternative classification from Mason (2001). This has six models, but her paper accepts that some blur into each other. Note that some models apply to consortia and to single institutions, indeed in some cases almost require these.

· Brokerage – “a new organisation set up to provide courses for the life-long learning sector, but using the teaching and course resources of existing institutions”, with a “very small number of permanent staff”. Her examples: OLA (Australia), Ufi, Jones International University.

· Partnership – “agreements among existing universities”. Her example: UK OU partnerships.

· Umbrella – “existing organisations pull together… under the aegis of a slim superstructure. Her examples: University of the Highlands and Islands (UHI), Western Governors University (WGU).

· Greenfield – “setting up an entirely new organisation”. Her examples include new small open universities and Magellan University. (UOC would be another example.)

· Network – “where existing universities and education providers collaborate in a variety of combinations” with “no central driver of the programme”. Her example is the VIRTUE project of EuroPACE. (These tend to be projects rather than long-lived organisations.)

· Dual-mode – “teaching the same courses both face-to-face and off-campus”. Her examples include University of Southern Queensland (USQ – see chapter 8), Penn State, Wisconsin and the University of Phoenix (the commercial private university).

Another way of classifying consortia, proposed by Joanne Curry (at the time executive director of TeleLearning, Canada)
 is to ask: “What brought the parties together?” For example: raising investment for production or marketing, obtaining marketing channels, achieving economies of scale in production, publicity, etc.?

· Government initiatives (motives such as intellectual sovereignty, etc.) have been a major force behind such virtual-university initiatives as the Finnish VU and perhaps the Canadian VU. It was certainly behind the UKeU and the UK University for Industry.

· Regional initiatives form a special case of that (from parts of a country), such as Scottish Knowledge (now mutated into the Interactive University), the Open University of Catalonia, or the Mid-Sweden University.

· International initiatives have been behind the African Virtual University (initially funded by the World Bank and involving several US universities and interests), and seem to be behind moves to set up one or more Latin American Virtual Universities (see chapter 7).

· Business opportunities may be seen by one university or a group of them (but normally led by one of them), or by a company which then links to universities. This has been particularly common in the USA and Australia. Examples of this include Cardean University (set up by UNext – see chapter 11), the Global University Alliance (set up by NextEd – see chapter 8), and ITESM Virtual University (briefly mentioned in chapters 5 and 7). This may be because of the commercial need to expand their offerings, to gain economies of scale (often elusive), to raise investment or to raise the profile of their other activities.

5.2
Planning

The second key issue is planning. One can usefully regard this as occurring at three levels:

· At the Top: Leadership, and Strategies.

· In the Middle: Organisational Change.

· At the Bottom: Engendering Cultural Change.

There is relatively little on these topics in this compendium. This is not surprising since much of the work was analytic, in order to understand what kind of e-university to build, not how to build it.

5.3
Delivery: Pedagogies and Technologies

Pedagogy means the approach to teaching in an e-university; it is the role of technology to facilitate this approach. There are three main aspects of this:

· Choosing a pedagogic model.

· Selecting the right learning platform.

· Determining the IT support infrastructure.

Choosing a Pedagogic Model

Pedagogic choices are complex, culturally constrained, and rarely explicit. This gives rise to particular problems for e-universities aiming to act globally. As it is put in chapter 20:

The issues for the e-University to consider with respect to pedagogy are:

· Whether it wishes to define a preferred pedagogy.

· Whether it wishes to insist on a particular pedagogy or range of pedagogies.

· How and if it intends to evaluate the pedagogical quality of learning materials.

There are subsections on pedagogy in section 2 of chapter 2, section 5 of chapter 3 and section 2 of chapter 17 with more systematic treatment of pedagogic issues in section 10 (on the role of face-to-face) in chapter 16 and a whole chapter on tutoring, chapter 22.

Selecting the Right Learning Platform

A learning platform is the software which supports and facilitates the process of learning (and teaching). Selection of a learning platform is very much the subject of chapters 16 and 18, but chapters 3 and 20 also touch on the area.

A virtual university is faced with some difficult choices for technology. Some of the issues are:

· What is the geographic range of the student population?

· To what extent does the target student population live in rural areas?

· What is the income level of the target student population?

· What is the current true speed and performance of Internet connections that the target student population will use?

· And more mundanely, what is the performance level of the postal service that will need to be used to link the target student population?

These issues are judged very differently in different countries. The planners of many of the open universities took social inclusion as a key issue and worked hard to ensure that access would be for as many as possible. In contrast, some US universities would assume that off-campus students had broadband connections. Although there was a social inclusion agenda for the UK e-University (see in particular chapter 23), the brief for the UK e-University took the view that on the whole its target population would be reasonably well off and would live in areas with “reasonable” (56 kbps, i.e., not broadband) Internet connections. Thus the planners proposed a model where each student would be required to buy a PC and rent Internet capacity from an ISP in order to study with the e-University.

Whether or not an e-university would have to use CD-ROMs (and other off-line systems) raises some interesting questions, discussed in subsection 9.10 of chapter 17 and briefly in chapter 18:

Tools to support off-line working are likely to be important. This mode of working should have been addressed by developers of LMSs as it is certain that students will either need and/or wish to work off-line either occasionally or extensively.

Procurement

In other academic work I have proposed that universities (including virtual universities) look to new models of selection and procurement of ICT systems, with particular reference to the topical issue of selection and procurement of managed learning environments for whole institutions. This approach was first developed at the bid stage in order to handle the analysis of MLE vendors for the UK e-University (chapter 16 – see especially the bid which forms appendix F) and refined by the time chapter 22 was written – see especially subsection 9.5 there. Aspects of this methodology were presented at WWW10 in Hong Kong in 2001.

The two key features of the “new generation” procurement model are:

· Procurement as a “conversation” between customer and supplier business models, which iterates towards “best value” as feature inclusion/exclusion is negotiated using cost and time-scale factors.

· Procurement based on generalised features rather than on (in some cases) over 100 specific features of the functionality or user interface.

These generalised features are described as follows (for details see chapters 16 and 22):

45) Architectural approach of the system.

46) Standards, and interoperability with other systems.

47) Life-cycle costs.

48) Scalability up to “whole university” use.

49) User interface, including compatibility with other packages that students use.

50) Reference sites.

51) Reliability of the system, both server and client.

52) User empowerment, including details of how to customise the system.

53) Company size and stability.

54) Ease of support and training.

55) Current and proposed capability to embed new technology, such as wireless and developments of non-PC devices such as set-top boxes.

56) Current and proposed capability to embed new pedagogy, such as Virtual Labs and performance support.

Determining the IT Support Infrastructure
This topic is important but is not a central topic of this compendium since it shades into general IT issues.

5.4
Course Design and Development

This encompasses the following topics:

· Choosing multiple media.

· Facilitating collaborative learning.
· Course development/production and IPR.
· Assessment modes and strategies.
The first topic, the theory of “media selection”, is not really covered in the compendium. The second topic, collaborative learning, is the subject of chapter 21, especially section 3. The subsections below look at the third and fourth topics.

Course Development/Production and IPR

Section 3 of chapter 20 makes the challenge clear:

The e-University will be defined by the courses it offers, so to achieve its specific objective, its courses will need to (a) be relevant to the needs of large numbers of potential students; (b) be adaptable and constructed from elements that are capable of re-use; (c) achieve standards that serve to identify the e-University as a provider of excellent quality; (d) make creative and effective use of available technology; (e) be fully scalable so that large numbers can be accommodated without any deterioration of educational experience; and (f) utilise elements that can be created and assembled economically.

The main issue is whether to contract out the production of pedagogic materials to a specialist agency or company, or to produce in-house. Experience suggests that it is difficult to provide a skilled high-quality fast cost-effective service using in-house staff.

Considerable further work on this topic was done by the OCF team, which is summarised in chapter 20 (and see the individual presentations on the topic in the appendix to chapter 19). However, the full treatment is in several long appendix documents to chapter 20 that we were not able, for resource reasons, to include in this volume of the compendium.

Intellectual Property Rights (IPR)

IPR is the linked thorny issues of who owns material and who (else) controls what others can do with it. This topic is covered at several points in the material in the compendium. Chapter 17 has a subsection 8.3 “Rights and IPR”. Even if there is progress in other areas, some subjects remain intractable. They comment:

Performing Arts Learning and Teaching Innovation Network (PALATINE), the LTSN Subject Centre for the Performing Arts, made a valuable contribution in highlighting the perhaps insurmountable difficulties that an e-university may experience when trying to negotiate the multitude of rights for using aural or visual materials originating in the performing arts. Legislation, if anything, is getting tighter, and substantial effort can be required to negotiate rights. Licenses can be so restrictive that the sort of flexibility required of an e-university will just not exist

In another section, 9.6 “IPR and Copyright”, they comment:

There is likely to be a degree of tension between the protection of rights on the part of the employing institution and the desire for open and free exchange of resources produced across the e-University structure.

There are also many other informative comments about IPR spread throughout chapter 17. There are passing references to IPR in some other chapters, but chapter 17 is by far the most useful.

Assessment Modes and Strategies
One of the problems with a large virtual university is how to organise examinations, even more so than other forms of assessment, since there are larger problems with authentication and impersonation. See section 6 of chapter 21 on “assessment: the key to differentiation”.

5.5
Finances

Every e-university costs money, usually more than its devotees predict. Thus money and controlling money is never far from the management agenda. The main issues in this area are:

· Assessing the cost components.

· Internal funding reallocation and user charges.
· Accessing funding streams: private and public.
· Collaboration and cost sharing.
Assessing the Cost Components in a Virtual University

There is an extensive literature on the costs of distance learning (largely based on using print), associated in particular with the name of Greville Rumble and his classic book in 1997,
 but there is much less known on cost comparisons that is useful in the e-learning environment. In fact, due to commercial confidentiality, there is very little information at all, which may explain why relatively little is mentioned in this compendium. Nevertheless, although no specific report on costs was commissioned by HEFCE, many of the reports do provide figures. Scholars in this area will have to do some detective work in the compendium. The best places to start are chapter 2 (subsection 2.4), chapter 11 on Cardean (subsection 6.2) and chapter 14 on Cisco (subsection 3.3 on the economics of e-learning).

Production costs of e-learning material in a new US e-university are estimated at £12,000 per study hour. This is an average price, with animated material much more (up to 100 times as much) and simple text material much less (1/10 as much). Some UK estimates are similar, around £12,000 per hour; other companies propose that it can be done for around £5,000 per hour.

One way of reducing costs is to use expensive material only where pedagogically necessary. There is a rough but useful “rule of thirds” that student study can be divided into 1/3 study of existing learning resources, 1/3 study of multimedia e-learning materials (perhaps costing £12,000 per hour on average) and 1/3 working on assignments. This brings the cost of £12,000 per hour much more into line with the rival estimate of £5,000. However, even on the basis of £5,000 per hour, a 100-hour course (10 CATs points in UK terms) would cost £0.5 million to develop.

Theory on the Costs of e-Learning

The costs of e-learning have been the subject of intensive studies in the UK since 1998. A comprehensive report by the author’s team to JISC in 1999, summarised in Bacsich et al (2000)
 recommended that a costing system suitable for costing and planning e-learning should:

· Be based on the business practice of Activity Based Costing.

· Operate at multiple levels – University, Department, Course and Module.

· Allow the calculation of the cost effects on additional stakeholders: students, staff (their personal time and resources) and possibly parents and employers.

· Respect the division of academic roles into Teaching, Research, and Administration.

· Use a standardised 3-phase model of course development.

· Be realistic about overheads, including supporting moves towards consumption-based models of overhead recovery and away from crude cost drivers and internal politics.
· Accept that some method of better recording of academic effort spent on the various phases of course development would be helpful to the process and to the stakeholders involved.
In our view such an approach will be necessary if e-learning consortia are to thrive, especially those joint between universities and industry or those which cross geographic or cultural borders.
A virtual university seems to generate a much greater attention to costs than a conventional university does. Yet in fact we know little about the costs of conventional teaching and such studies as are carried out are often met with hostility.

Internal Funding Reallocation and User Charges

Use of Activity Based Costing makes such issues easier to understand. Chapter 20 notes in a small section (one paragraph) on costs:

As a public-private partnership, the e-University will need to ensure the economic viability of all its activities. The quoted figures for developing e-learning materials vary widely; the production costs of materials supporting one hour of study time can be very high. The e-University will need to determine how much it can afford to invest in course production and seek to deliver the richest learning experience possible within that budget. The project management systems adopted will need to ensure that all costs are accurately anticipated in advance and that production is completed within budget. A technique such as Activity Based Costing (ABC) may be required.

A second report to JISC from the author’s team in 2001 went in great detail into the relevance of ABC to HE institution’s teaching and learning processes.
 For some more general JISC background on Activity Based Costing and its use in IT planning see the JISC infoNet notes on costing.

Accessing Funding Streams: Private and Public

The issue of funding the e-University was not the subject of any of the HEFCE studies included in this compendium. It was covered in the main business models study from PwC
 and there are many comments in that report on the topic – see in particular paragraphs 138 and 154 where funding is used as the main justification for a joint venture with the private sector, and also paragraphs 26, 44 and 174.

Collaboration and Cost Sharing

Collaboration is often seen as one of the ways to reduce the costs per institution. However, the evidence for the cost-benefits of collaboration is mixed. One reason is that the costs information is hard to gather, for reasons alluded to above (lack of uniformity on cost categories, reluctance to engage in ABC and dislike of associated paraphernalia such as time recording). One of the critical success factors for collaborative ventures seems to be to take great care with the size and internal structure of any consortium, with success tending to come to those who keep their consortium small and with a structure that is simple to explain.

5.6
Supporting Staff and Students

The sixth of our issues covers the following topics:

· Assessing staff capabilities, and training needs.

· Assessing student’s needs and capabilities.

· Organising and delivering training.

· Staff motivation and the reward of excellence.

By and large the issues in a virtual university do not differ in general terms from those in a conventional university. However, the time to react is often less and the pressures on staff greater, so that issues to do with staff motivation (and de-motivation) are likely to loom large. Development of instructional multimedia materials has some of the traits of both programming and writing, in that competence and flair can make vast differences to individual productivity (10:1 or more) and that training can overcome lack of competence but cannot wholly overcome lack of flair.

5.7
Quality Assurance and Evaluation

The seventh issue covers the following topics:

· Accreditation issues and monitoring quality.

· Gathering and using student and staff feedback.

Accreditation Issues and Monitoring Quality

Chapter 3 has a very useful subsection, 7.4 “Methods for Assuring Quality”, in terms of various options for the e-University (in terms of whether or not it could award its own degrees) with good references to additional reading. This subsection draws heavily on US experience which certainly at the time of writing that report, and arguably even now, is in advance of UK procedures – as was noted in chapter 2 on quality and the role of the QAA.

However, the QAA has now issued a consultative draft (January 2004) on “Collaborative provision, and flexible and distributed learning (including e-learning)”.
 In this context reference should also be made to the magisterial report “Quality Assurance & Borderless Higher Education: finding pathways through the maze” by Robin Middlehurst and Carolyn Campbell, assistant director (international) at QAA. “This report provides an authoritative overview of the problems and issues raised in relation to quality assurance in an increasingly borderless terrain. A mapping of the myriad of existing and developing quality assurance activities is provided and emerging trends identified.” 

Chapter 8 points out in its “conclusions” section 7 that “the significantly different approaches to accreditation issues taken by GUA, USQ and U21 point to a critical issue for the UK e-University” and has a useful discussion of the issues. Chapter 12 on University of Maryland University College has a whole subsection (3.4) on the accreditation issues around UMUC.

Gathering and Using Feedback from Students and Staff

There is relatively little on this in the compendium. The topic comes up in chapters 16 and 18 when discussing the features of learning management systems, and again in chapter 21 on tutoring and assignments. Study work was done on this, but later (in 2002 and 2003) when specifications were being finalised for what feedback mechanisms would exist within the UKeU’s learning environment, with specific reference to the need for evaluation and pedagogic research.

5.8
Making the Move

This is the eighth and last of the issues. It covers:

· Change management.

· Formative and summative evaluation.

In general terms the reports were written long before any “making the moves” were done, and it was presumably seen as the role of UKeU management to plan this phase of activity. However, there are some general JISC and other guidelines from the same era as the reports that we mention below.

Change Management

JISC funded two main research projects into change management in HE with reference to e-learning. These were based on a methodology, the Teaching and Learning Round Table, proposed by a US “think tank” in e-learning, the TLT Group.
 However, unlike many US groups, the principals of the TLT Group have interest in and experience of adapting their methodologies to the needs of other countries. In 2000, JISC decided to commission a study as to whether the Round Table methodology would transplant to the UK and two projects were funded, TLTR Sheffield
 and the “Roundtable” project (it has a very long official name).

General conclusions of both projects were that the methodology would transfer at a general level but that there were differences of “style” between UK and US HE that would necessitate more than a mere “translation” (from US HE English to UK HE English; they are more different than many people imagine) of guidance notes and training material. For whatever reason, there has been no taking forward of further activity in this area by JISC. Note that such “soft skills” topics are towards the fringe of the JISC mission – the JISC Strategy 2004–06 mentions “change management” only once and that with JISC playing a background role. It is possible that this issue may fall more into the remit of the Higher Education Academy.

The Round Table era was not the first time that JISC-US collaboration on “soft skills” had been tried out; in fact the Costs of Networked Learning project mentioned earlier worked closely with the TLT Group – and the Western Cooperative for Educational Telecommunications (WCET)
 – in developing costing models and probably this was one of the factors behind JISC’s interest in the TLT Group. However, it has proved harder to get useful import of US ideas like the TLT Group’s “Flashlight” on evaluation into UK thinking – although one of the Round Table projects did try that too. For those who like to track the history of ideas, there are still traces of Flashlight thinking in a number of UK post-16 education evaluation projects.

Formative and Summative Evaluation

Planning the evaluation of programmes is another of these tasks that tends to (even if it should not) come rather towards the end of the planning process, indeed sometimes far too late. Thus it is not surprising that “evaluation” is not mentioned in either chapter 2 or 3, which essentially cover the “early” parts of an e-University plan. However, there is an apparently frequent use of the word “evaluation” in the chapters of this compendium, but almost all are “false positives” in one of two senses.

First, as chapter 21 explains, evaluation in the USA means assessment in the UK:

Commonly accepted in the UK is that tutors provide support for courses that are written by teachers or professors and are assessed by combinations of formative and summative assessments. Evaluations are assessments of the quality and success of courses, carried out by evaluators, while examinations are taken by students and are usually face-to-face, time limited and administered at the end of courses. Combinations of courses form programmes which are frequently accredited. We shall follow this nomenclature.

In North America and in other countries influenced by North American education, instructors or teachers both develop and tutor distance or online courses, and evaluation is the process of student assessment. Courses are frequently the UK equivalent of programmes.

Secondly, many of the other uses (e.g. in chapter 16) are to do with evaluation in the sense of evaluating bids or systems rather than educational outcomes.

Later work, in 2003 and thus not included here, did focus on evaluation, when the issue of what were called “research hooks” for the UKeU learning environment was dealt with and the hooks specified.

5.9
Other Themes
The above set of eight issues were very general and do not deal with the needs of specific courses. There is very little about specific subjects in this compendium and those planning an e-university with a restricted range of subjects (business studies, medicine, etc) would have to carry out further literature research.

One of the most important markets for many e-universities (see chapter 3) is qualifications for business, especially an MBA for those students who wish for international relevance of their qualifications.

It is now routine to deliver an MBA by distance learning, (in fact that was routine even in 2000) and by e-learning in particular. There are over a dozen MBAs from UK universities taught by distance learning – including the Open University Business School, Heriot-Watt and Henley.

Teaching MBA material ideally requires some additional modes of interaction beyond e-mail and computer conferencing. This is particularly important for the syndicate work that forms an important part of many business schools’ curricula. Synchronous technologies like shared whiteboard and even real-time chat can be useful in these situations.

Science courses raise different issues. By science we shall include mathematics, science, engineering, medicine and paramedical studies, and information technology. There is much debate as to whether these subjects require different sorts of collaboration tools – the view of most e-learning professionals is that they do not. However, the topic is much debated by academics in the respective subject areas.

There is a particular requirement to consider the use of Home Experiment Kits and Virtual Laboratories. Home Experiment Kits were first used on a large scale by the UK Open University. They are packages of experiments designed to be used safely at home rather than in a professional laboratory. Evidence over the years shows that they can be very successful.

Virtual Laboratories cover both the simulation of experiments on a computer and the remote operation of “real” laboratory equipment. The techniques are only slowly moving from research into implementation in virtual universities.

Some European examples of Virtual Labs are covered in chapter 22, including:

· The 3-D virtual laboratory VChemLab at Imperial College
 which involves the creation of a library of three-dimensional chemical objects, including molecules and their associated properties, instruments and other laboratory equipment.

In North America the following projects are well known:

· The Carnegie Mellon Virtual Lab “offers a unique connection between the lab bench of the past and experiments for the future. Using the Internet, the latest in electrical engineering equipment is accessible from anywhere at any time. Computers in the Virtual Lab are connected to engineering test equipment like oscilloscopes and function generators. When students log in to these machines over the Internet, they are able to control both the computer and the equipment. A video camera can also be used to see what is happening in the physical world. It does not matter if the student is in a nearby dorm room or on the other side of the world.”

· MIT has a fascinating project on interactive physics: PIVoT, run from the Centre for Advanced Educational Services (CAES).

Benchmarking

There are a number of conclusions and comparisons which can be drawn from the information in this compendium and from surveys and benchmarks done over the last few years by UNESCO, UK, Australian, Canadian and other agencies.

· The favourite model for developing a national or large regional virtual university was and remains the consortium model. Yet the many problems with such models are not generally recognised.

· Despite the difficulties of consortia, new-build and joint-venture models are few and far between.

· Many universities are still very interested in virtual campus “orange skin” operations, irrespective of whether or not there is a national consortium. Indeed, some initially join national or international associations to gain experience, withdrawing (explicitly or implicitly) later once they have gained it.

· Staff development is a problem worldwide.

· Adaptation of programmes to regional markets was critical.

· Adaptation to multiple languages is receiving very little attention. Very few virtual universities teach in more than one language (and even fewer if one excludes English as one of the languages). The Open University of Catalonia is one of the few exceptions to this rule.

· Student support, whether face-to-face or online, is increasingly agreed to be needed.

· In many countries less developed than the USA or western Europe, it is felt that study centres are essential – pure online methods are unpopular.

· There is little research on how the cultural and linguistic differences between students affect their uptake of and attitude to e-learning.

6.
Critical Success Factors

For a virtual university to be set up across a complete continent and more, the issue of critical success factors becomes key. Although e-enabled virtual universities are less than 15 years old, and the theory of e-universities resembles economics more than physics in that experimentation is hard (the failure of a system cannot be allowed to impact on students), there is enough observational evidence building up that one can draw some conclusions.

The three analyses below all date from the same era as the reports in this compendium. We give them to show some of the wider currents of thought running through the e-learning literature of the era. For a more topical analysis see Bacsich (2003).

A Top-level Analysis

Based on my own analysis (1996–2001) of UK and European experience (including international consortia impinging on the UK), the following are important:

· If a consortium “really hangs together” as the Americans call it – or more technically, has high binding energy – then it is more likely to succeed. Binding energy can be generated in many ways, including top-down and funding-driven methods. It can come from friendship of individuals or a shared vision of what might be. It may or may not have legal strength associated with it.

· The best guarantee of high binding energy is homogeneity or managed diversity (e.g., the OU-BBC partnership). The greater the diversity, the more power there may be to surmount obstacles, yet the greater challenge in mobilising resources.

· In particular, consortia will work better if they are “stratified”, i.e., take in universities at a similar level in the rank order. Note that Universitas 21 is all high-rank research-driven institutions. Cardean has a similar model, but GUA is more heterogeneous across countries. WUN has been careful to find an appropriate similar rank for its members.
· Linguistic diversity is a particular problem, although the real problem may be the cultural baggage coming along with the linguistic. In particular, there appears to be very few successful examples of a bilingual virtual university. This is a real issue for Europe.

Criteria from the Bavarian Virtual University

Walter Kugemann of the Bavarian Virtual University suggested the following list in 2001:

57) Clear goals.

58) Sufficient means for creation and maintenance.

59) Definition of the strength against the competition.

60) Establish primary target group and complete programme (by need of the target group).

61) Top quality offerings through first-class personnel. Learning technology to be monitored continuously.

62) Pedagogic model to be centred on learner/user.

63) Solid marketing strategy for growth.

64) Common execution of programme through qualification of personnel and common platforms.

65) Common organisational structure for students and teachers/tutors.

66) Centralised organisational structure with specified responsibilities.

Criteria from Harasim


As an example of a less “managerialist” approach, at the TeleLearning online seminar in January 2001, Linda Harasim (then Network Leader of TeleLearning) suggested the following list (edited by the author):

67) Bottom-up approaches have much to offer, especially in terms of likely common vision and goals/objectives.

68) In a bottom-up approach, realistic assessment of what the consortium has to offer, the market for the product(s), and how to market them is key.

69) If funding is one of the initial motivators, her experience is that success depends on forming a consortium with a common vision, common principles of learning, and clear differentiation of roles, responsibilities and value/contribution. Different talents/skills/inputs can be integrated and mobilised for greater benefit of the whole, but it is important to be clear at the outset what these are. Different models or approaches can be complementary, even when the choice is not to integrate.

70) Within this strong model and framework, in order to ensure that differences are appreciated and enabled and that complementarity is leveraged, significant funding for management and marketing is required.

71) Contractual agreements are sound, in place, and accepted by all.

72) Without a doubt, role models of how other similar organisations achieved success, or overcame failure, are truly essential towards helping new consortia organise and mobilise their strengths and confront the many obstacles.

No doubt as virtual universities and e-universities continue to germinate, grow, wither and evolve, these issues will remain the subject of much debate.

7.
Further Reading

There are a number of suggestions for further reading (but not actual references) that crop up from time to time throughout the chapters of the compendium. We bring these together here.

Case Studies

73) There is another set of case studies which partially overlap with those in part 2 of this compendium. These are the ones commissioned by UNESCO, via its semi-autonomous International Institute for Educational Planning (IIEP, http://www.unesco.org/iiep/eng/) on the subject of “The Virtual University and e-Learning”. See http://www.unesco.org/iiep/virtualuniversity/. These are analysed in more detail in chapter 4.

74) A set of smaller case studies was is also under way under the UNIVe project, headquartered at Tallinn Pedagogical University (http://www.tpu.ee/). The project has already produced short case studies on the Interactive University (Scotland) and the Swedish NetUniversity, as well as on the Finnish Virtual University. See http://htk.tpu.ee:8080/UNIVe/Cases/.

75) The Western Cooperative for Educational Telecommunications (WCET) collaborated with the association of State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO, on a study of US state-wide “Virtual College and University Consortia”, published in August 2003. See http://www.sheeo.org/disted/vcu.pdf.
76) The BOLDIC project (Baltic-Nordic Network for Exchange of Experience in ODL) has produced a series of reports on open and distance learning in various northern European countries, which form a useful backdrop to some of our reports, chapter 6 in particular. See http://www.boldic.net/index.php?p=4.
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