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Editor’s Overview and Contextualisation

As the lead author points out in his introduction, the title of this chapter is misleading, suggesting a focus purely on market issues. The “marketing” focus of this chapter is in sections 3 and 4, on the UK and international markets respectively. Working mainly from secondary sources, the team tried to get a sense of the potential for UK-sourced HE e-learning in each country or region, rather than trying to quantify it. Readers will find no crisp business plans in this chapter – there could not have been; there was at the time (summer 2000) no business to write a plan for, not even a business model. Indeed, the team recommended strongly that further detailed market research work be carried out once the business model was fixed.

But like an ellipse, there is a second focus in the report: this is the excellent and thought-provoking discussion on quality and standards comprising section 7. There are also sections on pedagogy and technology (5 and 6) which, as the team points out, overlap with the considerably more detailed reports from other teams specifically charged to report on these issues. Section 8 raises some usually neglected questions about what happens when consortia compete with their members.

This chapter is much longer than chapter 2 and the material has some apparent overlap. However, this chapter was written much earlier than chapter 2, which benefited from 15 more months of discussion and refinement, including analysing the various case studies carried out during 2001 (note that they were institutional case studies, not market studies) that form part 2 of this compendium. However, the early timing of this chapter gives it one of its main strengths for today’s reader: as noted above, at the time of this study there was no e-University business model confining the team’s researches; thus information was gathered and analysed to help work out the implications of a wide range of “e-university” models – degree-awarding, pure brokers, training-focussed, consortia, single-lead-institution, etc. Many of these models are still active today and the issues still topical – just consider the UK debates about degree-awarding powers in terms of NHSU (the corporate university for the NHS), teaching-only institutions and private universities that have enlivened the last year.

A Note on Contextualisation

The editors have followed their usual practice of footnoting those points where the situation has changed in an easy-to-describe fashion that can be pointed out without overly disturbing the flow of the argument. There are also some more substantial footnotes on key topics, but since much of this report (sections 1, 2, 5 and 6) points forwards to other sections or reports, we have kept footnoting in these sections to a minimum). With respect to sections 3 and 4, it would have been a Herculean task to update these sections – in fact it would have effectively meant doing the market research that the team recommended as one of the follow-up actions. It is the editors’ understanding that some additional HEFCE, UKeU and perhaps British Council market-research material was commissioned in the period 2001–03, and it is hoped that at some point this can be published also so that the sector can gain the benefit.

1.
Executive Summary

This report explores the possible markets for the e-University and provides as much evidence as is available to inform decisions on operational aspects such as quality assurance, teaching methods and curricula and the use of technology. Our terms of reference are given in appendix A.

The authors of this report were all involved in producing the report for the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals (CVCP) and the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) called The Business of Borderless Education: UK Perspectives (BBE report), which was published in July 2000.
 We have used this experience as the prime source for this study, but have also continued our research and data gathering in view of the very rapid developments in the field.

We have made some assumptions about the business approach which the e-University will take and have agreed these with the team working on the business model. These assumptions are needed to provide the parameters for an analysis of the markets. The key ones are:

· That the e-University will be led by market factors rather than being producer led.

· That the e-University will seek to meet a wide range of markets, offering first degrees, postgraduate courses, continuing professional development (CPD), continuing education and training (CET) and different kinds of learning services in appropriate countries

· That it will market its courses under a quality label and will not therefore enter markets where price factors are dominant.

· That it will vary the degree of “virtuality” of its products according to market demand and access to electronic capacity.

· That it will develop its undergraduate programmes and services principally for the overseas market.

· That it will take content from a range of providers at home and overseas.

1.1
Domestic Markets

We have looked at the UK and international markets separately. In the UK, HEFCE’s plans envisage the e-University as providing undergraduate education principally to those who, by reason of disability, location or economic/social barriers, are unable to participate in higher education at present. For those with disabilities, e-University funds will be needed to produce support materials and adaptations of existing courses to make access possible. For others currently unable to participate, the e-University will be helping the government to reach its target of a 50% participation rate. However, very close liaison with the University for Industry (Ufi) and the UK Open University (OU) will be needed, since these providers already cater to under-represented groups using open learning and new technologies. The attractions of the e-University to these potential customers in terms of flexibility and timing may be overruled by the difficulties they may have in getting access to hardware and the funds for communication links.

The BBE report emphasised that the main UK markets for virtual learning were in postgraduate courses and CPD for employers. In the postgraduate market there has been a significant growth in the number of people studying part-time from 102,000 in 1991/2 to 256,973 in 1998/9. This growth is expected to continue as employers find ways of helping their staff to acquire postgraduate qualifications within their working careers. The e-University will therefore want to target employers with postgraduate courses in key disciplines such as health-care, education and management studies.

Success in this market will depend on the extent to which the e-University’s content providers and contributors are willing to share their corporate connections and customer relations. Some may want to retain their locally based clients; the e-University will therefore have to focus on large employers with staff all over the UK, who either have common training needs or travel frequently.

Until now, UK universities have not collectively achieved a large share of the CPD market. American experience is that the e-learning element of corporate training is growing very rapidly and that the large private corporate training providers are seeking alliances with reputable academic institutions in order to acquire a brand name. The UK market for the e-University in this area is large and not much is gained by seeking to quantify it. The main task is the will and the capacity to enter the market in competition with existing corporate providers whose main focus is this market. In the IT field, competition is already very strong; therefore partnerships with selected providers become a real option, as in the USA.

We do not give any firm targets for total student numbers from the UK, since there is little reliable data on the main markets such as CPD. In addition, so much depends on the extent to which the e-University’s partner institutions bring their existing e-learning programmes into the project. Another factor is that the choice of programmes offered may be driven by the international market rather than by the UK market.

1.2
International Markets

We review selected international markets against the key factors influencing demand for the e-University. These are the scale of Internet use, the availability of PCs and/or mobile phones, the reputation of UK higher education, the age participation ratio in tertiary education and known targets for expansion, present distance-learning providers, the existing UK presence, the scale of partnerships and any useful HEFCE links with appropriate governments. We restricted our analysis to those countries which the Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) and the Department for Education and Employment (DfEE)
 have identified as “priority one” or the most favourable for British educational exports. These were very similar to the countries chosen by the British Council for the recent UK Brand study under the prime minister’s initiative of June 1999.

The countries we have studied are China, Hong Kong SAR, Japan, Malaysia, Singapore, India, Russia and Brazil. We have also looked briefly at the Gulf and at Latin America. If asked to rank three countries to research further as potential markets, we would suggest India, Brazil and possibly Japan.

There is no doubt about the global demand for higher education, particularly in Asia, where the number of students will represent just under 50% of those in the world by 2010. 46% of the 1.5 million students now travelling to study outside their own countries come from Asia. However, distance learning is also popular and NextEd,
 a competitor to the e-University, has estimated that Asian students now spend £6 billion on distance learning with the sum growing at 20% per annum.

Further research into distance-learning markets has been called for by the British Council, who are seeking funds to undertake such studies in 2001. We believe that the need is more urgent than this and consider that wide-ranging market research should start immediately, looking at not only markets and possible numbers but also at government attitudes to distance education, competitor positions, the availability of local partners and, most importantly, student attitudes to online study in selected countries.

1.3
Teaching and Learning

HEFCE asked us to expand our terms of reference and to study some pedagogical issues, and we focussed on four key topics. The first was student attitudes to online learning. Evidence from an OU survey, a small study in Singapore and various American reports (which contradict each other) is inconclusive about how students feel. There are still many barriers to wide acceptance of the technology, but we conclude that it is impossible to separate evaluations of online learning which has been poorly developed and applied from evaluations of the potential of online learning per se.

The e-University will have to identify its approach to using current and future technologies. Will it use them in a facilitative and interactive mode consistently, in all courses, for all audiences? Or will the pedagogy vary according to the client, culture and learning styles? If the e-University does move from the conventional models to a new paradigm in one bound, this could require extensive investment in staff development or buying in technical skills from private-sector organisations. Also, if it decides to be client responsive as regards different versions of teaching materials for different cultures, there will be cost implications as global economies of scale disappear.

Another issue is that of the size of the elements, which are often termed “chunks” or “learning objects”. If the e-University is looking for externally produced materials to acquire, there will be many small chunks on the market, but very few whole courses. Chunks with associated credits offer students greater choice but raise complex issues of quality, consistency and management of learning (e.g., record-keeping of student progression).

The type and scale of student support is a key issue for the project. If the venture is sincere in seeking to give the market what it wants, the provision of such support may have to be flexibly deployed. UK higher education has a low drop-out/failure rate by international standards and the e-University is likely to want to match this as nearly as possible. This could imply a need for high levels of support in administrative, learning resource and academic matters. As well as a guaranteed response to electronic queries, the appointment of mentors, provision of study centres or scheduling of residential periods may well be needed. It is important that the options for back-up and tutorial assistance are made clear to all students so that they have a menu of the types of support available.

How the e-University manages the issue of assessment is another topic we review. The main issues here are the scale of computer-based assessment and the role of possible private-sector intermediaries. The questions are also coloured by quality and market factors. Does the project wish to continue the traditional models of pen and paper examinations in order to emphasise continuity and equality with traditional qualifications? Some argue that this is unsuitable to “transformative learning” and that process models of assessment are more amenable to certain forms of assessment (e.g., multiple choice versus essay) and therefore more relevant. However, online assessment raises security issues and can be harder for teaching staff to operate than summative, face-to-face examination. Market factors and government attitudes could be the deciding influence in some cultures and the e-University may have to tailor assessment to particular bodies of students in particular countries.

1.4
New Technologies

In a section on the new technologies, we consider issues such as their application in learning materials, learning support and the management of learning. The time and cost implications of developing new materials are discussed, as is the need for quality control of the materials development processes.

Any learning support offered online should be of equivalent benefit to that offered to campus-based students and we review the advantages of synchronous and asynchronous support systems. It is suggested that in some cases these may be able to help students overcome the sense of isolation which they may feel when working at a distance, but such systems will require careful induction of staff in how to develop and use the tools appropriately.

It is important that the software support for all the students’ activities is integrated, from the moment they enrol via the Web to the management of their records as they proceed through a course; but there are not thought to be any UK systems with the appropriate capabilities. One difficult decision will be the level of technology to adopt; should it be leading edge or the current international standard? One factor in this decision may be the international markets in which the e-University decides to focus. Focussing on both India and Japan, for example, may point in different directions. Where overseas servers or mirror
 sites are involved, robustness and reliability of the hardware and software will be paramount.

American experience shows the importance of considering security of access to learning sites at the outset (in order, for example, to prohibit advertisers from identifying and tracking students). We report on some useful guidelines which have emerged from the USA together with the development of “digital certificates” to verify the identity of students and staff. The developers of the e-University will also need to consult with other e-commerce operators on security issues.

We assume that the e-University will conform to the IMS (Instructional Management Standards)
 for interoperability which are being promoted through the Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) and which will allow various systems to work together.

1.5
Quality Issues

Our assumption that the e-University is market led has a major impact on its quality regime, since the needs of customers should be a key dimension in determining quality-assurance arrangements. There is not one market but several, so different customers will be judging quality according to their needs and purposes (see ISO 8402). In the same way, standards will also differ and different clients will have their own expectations and benchmarks; thus, multinational clients, governments, companies and “missed chance“ adult learners will expect different outcomes with different external referents in many cases.

Another feature of the way distance learning is developing is the disaggregation of functions with content being developed by one organisation and assessment and awarding by another. How this apportionment is organised has a critical bearing on the choice of quality-assurance arrangements.

A key issue for the e-University is who will award degrees and how it will be done. There are three basic options:

a) The e-University awards its own degrees, and quality assurance is thus a prime function.
 There are some ways in which this could be achieved within the present legal structures, but other ways will require new mechanisms or legislation. The approach has advantages in that the e-University could develop programmes to meet its clients’ needs and would have direct control over quality-assurance arrangements. The danger in the e-University’s acquiring its own degree-awarding power is that it would be in competition with its own providers and there might be difficulty in getting a good brand name established quickly.

b) The e-University does not award its own degrees since it operates only as a broker or delivery mechanism for universities. It therefore seeks the award from one university or a consortium of institutions and other providers. More radical options are for a new body to be established with control over new kinds of tertiary level awards such as those that cross existing boundaries, are developed by consortia or are largely virtual. Alternatively, the e-University might choose to use a non-UK or international awarding body.

c) It seeks validation from others for the units of learning and learning services which it offers, since it does not award degrees.

The advantage of operating with its own degree-awarding power is that the e-University can define a degree in terms of outcome standards and accumulation of relevant credits (if it operates outside QAA’s
 jurisdiction, i.e., through another body), allowing greater flexibility and responsiveness to the market than is possible under the current QAA arrangements. However, in relation to credibility and public confidence the arguments may be different. The e-University can only build reputation quickly by being associated with strong brand names, as in the long term it will be judged by the success of its outcomes. Although the option chosen should depend on the business model adopted, we believe that in the long run the best option is for independent powers within a national or international framework.

We present a range of options for the way that internal quality management might operate; these draw on international experience in the HE and private university sectors. The choice of model will depend on several related decisions yet to be made.

The need for an external quality-assurance review should be debated when the shape of the e-University is clear. It may be appropriate for it to have its own arrangements for external review without involving an external body. If an external agency is preferred, there are several options nationally and internationally.

Quality can be assured by means other than reviews; these include setting standards for different functions, adopting principles and codes of practice, and using indicators to monitor outcomes etc. Quality standards can be chosen from a range of options such as those of the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA), the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) or the British Association of Open Learning (BAOL),
 or international models from the National Education Association (NEA) in the USA, UNESCO or the Commonwealth of Learning.
 When it comes to professional or occupational standards there are also several choices, such as using the same approach as other UK universities, seeking international recognition where appropriate bodies exist or using competence-based approaches.

The absence of any nationally agreed framework for credit transfer in the UK (except in Scotland) is a vexed issue and at an international level there are no globally agreed systems. Only in Europe has progress been made recently, with the European Credit Transfer System (ECTS). Effective credit accumulation and credit transfer systems will be essential if the e-University is to operate internationally and is to develop collaborative programmes or services. In one country, for example, 20% or more of students take some of their course work abroad. A model to study might be Regents College in the USA, which has developed its own system of banking of credit towards its qualifications. We suggest some other options for the e-University to consider if it is to offer transferable credits to its international students.

There are three cross-border challenges to quality assurance; they involve transnational education, learning that crosses sectoral boundaries and learning processes that are disaggregated between organisations. In the transnational field, some governments are erecting barriers, either to distance learning or to international “private” providers. These barriers are increasing in range and complexity and, if the e-University is to operate globally, they will have to be monitored very carefully in the feasibility and planning stages. These will all militate against the flexible, responsive service which the e-University is seeking to provide.

1.6
Implications for Existing Institutions

HEFCE’s survey
 of virtual activity in the sector, while only partial, shows that institutions are at work in all the key areas of developing e-learning. It is therefore likely that the e-University will be faced with a number of credible partners for its venture. It is equally likely that not all will be chosen to take part and that some institutions will therefore decide to offer e-learning in competition with the e-University project.

If the e-University follows the model of disaggregating its functions between various organisations, there will be a role for some institutions in functions other than content development or provision. These would include assessment, marketing, management of learning choices and examinations management (or providing overseas agency support).

The BBE report encouraged institutions to review their overall strategies in the light of threats from virtual providers. If the main provider is the e-University, how might it affect those not directly involved? In sections 3 and 4 we identify the UK markets as CPD and postgraduate studies and the international ones as undergraduate, postgraduate and CPD. The main losers in the UK would be those who previously had international students who would now be studying on e-University courses in their home country rather than travelling to the UK. Those with their courses offered with partners overseas might also lose students to the e-University.

There are clear differences of opinion among the potential providers of materials to the e-University on key topics such as the need for student support, the degree to which assessment is electronic and the form of quality assurance adopted. There are also those who anticipate the difficulties of arranging collaboration in such a competitive area as international student markets. HEFCE will need to be alert to these concerns.

The steering group itself
 will need to reach a view on market priorities and we hope they will consider the assumptions about the market that we outline in section 3. The prime one among these relates to the supremacy of the international market and, if this is agreed, the next step is the selection of initial target countries for market research.

2.
Introduction

This report has been commissioned by the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) from members of the team that worked on the study called The Business of Borderless Education: UK Perspectives (the BBE report). The BBE report, which was funded by the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals (CVCP) and HEFCE, was completed in January 2000 and published in full in August 2000. In view of the very considerable amount of research material and data collected by the BBE team, HEFCE asked us to further sift and analyse the material in order to provide guidance to the steering group for the e-University project.

The terms of reference for this HEFCE study are given in appendix A and can be summarised as asking us to deliver:

· A description of the main market characteristics relevant to the e-University, both now and in the future; and both within the UK and internationally.

· An exposition of how new technologies will affect the delivery of higher education, the impact of these developments on UK higher education generally, and how the project can best harness relevant technologies.

Although this study is termed a market study, the phrase is something of a misnomer since only part of our terms of reference refer to the market and the greater part covers other topics.

Since this study was commissioned, HEFCE has contracted with three other organisations to undertake surveys of pedagogic tools, electronic learning resources and electronic administrative systems.
 These have an impact on the coverage of our report, which is devoted to new technologies in section 6 (see item 2c of the terms of reference in appendix A). A further study has also been commissioned by HEFCE on the implications for social inclusion, and close contact has been maintained with the contractor because of the implications of this issue for the UK market.

The team undertaking this study consisted of:

· John Fielden, Commonwealth Higher Education Management Service (CHEMS), team leader

· Professor Robin Middlehurst, University of Surrey

· Allan Schofield, Head, Higher Education Consultancy Group

· Dr Roger Rist, Head, ICBL, Heriot-Watt University

· Svava Bjarnason, Consultant, CHEMS

· Richard Garrett, Researcher, University of Surrey

· Jennifer Maxwell, Researcher, CHEMS

· Karen Abercromby, Researcher, CHEMS

The work of the team has consisted of the following:

· Reviewing the sources and text of the CVCP/HEFCE Report for information relevant to the terms of reference.

· Drawing on the findings of the parallel Australian study recently published by DETYA,
 also titled The Business of Borderless Education.

· Conducting 14 interviews with practitioners and people actively involved in areas relevant to market analysis for the e-University.

· Reviewing international developments through electronic newsletters, network discussions, and reviews of relevant reports and surveys.

· Undertaking extensive Web-based surveys of the main global providers.

· Liaison meetings with members of the e-University business model consultancy team.

· Participation in the World Education Market conference in Vancouver (at no cost to the project) and attendance at a UK presentation by Blackboard.com.

We have identified three audiences for this report: (a) the steering group for the e-University, (b) HEFCE officials and the business model consultants who need our information to help them plan the next stages of the project and (c) a wider audience who want to know more about some aspects of virtual learning.
 We have maintained close links with the thinking of the business model consultants so that our recommendations are compatible with theirs.

2.1
Assumptions About the e-University which will Affect its Market

Our work has been undertaken in parallel with the team from PricewaterhouseCoopers
 who are working on the business model. Many of their ideas about the future shape, form, and style of operation of the e-University have an impact on the markets in which it might compete. We therefore believe it is important to set out our assumptions about its operation clearly at the outset.

We are assuming that the e-University will:

· Be led primarily by market factors rather than being producer led. This may create difficulties where market needs conflict. For example, an emphasis on developing programmes to meet international market opportunities may clash with the aspirations in the UK to use the e-University’s products to satisfy the widening-participation agenda and bring in new students from those groups currently under-represented in higher education.

· Offer a range of programmes, short courses, modules and materials in a wide range of markets, including first degrees, postgraduate programmes, continuing professional development (CPD) and continuing education and training (CET) or learning services, not programmes (e.g., materials or assessment only).

· Insist on high quality as a fundamental feature of all its offerings and market its services on these lines, alongside the “UK Brand” campaign.
 If the term university is to be used in the name of the e-University, it will be imperative for the reputation of UK higher education to ensure that its programmes are of equal standing to those of other UK universities.

· Maintain a quality focus and therefore will not enter markets which are so price sensitive that quality provision does not command an appropriate price.

· Develop its undergraduate programmes principally for the overseas market, in view of the need to recover the development costs and move to sustainability.

· Vary the scale of virtuality in its products; some offerings may be suitable for 100% virtual delivery, while others may need face-to-face support, text-books, or direct teaching of different kinds.

· Seek to ensure that all its award-bearing offerings are credit bearing in order to make them transferable in global markets.

· Take content from a wide range of academic, professional and commercial partners, both in the UK and overseas.

· Start negotiations to acquire the rights to such content promptly, so as to be able to begin operations as quickly as possible.

· Consider the use of corporate and international partners for support in all markets at home and overseas.

· Provide courses principally in the English language (particularly award-bearing programmes), but be willing to consider delivery in other languages if the market supports them.

· Be sensitive to cultural and contextual issues in deciding on the need for different versions of materials in some overseas markets.

· Concentrate the overseas marketing effort in a limited number of target countries in the initial years.

The structure of this report is based on our terms of reference. Section 3 looks at the present and future market for the e-University in the UK, and section 4 addresses the same issue from the international perspective. (Both seek to answer the questions in items 2a and 2b of our terms of reference; see appendix A). Section 5 is an addition to the terms of reference in response to a request from HEFCE to cover pedagogical aspects which were not otherwise within the scope of any of the other studies. Section 6, “The Role of Technology”, aims to cover the issues described in 2c of our terms of reference, but has been restricted in view of the other studies commissioned by HEFCE in the area of technology. Finally, sections 7 and 8 cover items 2e and 2d.

This report gives relatively little coverage to the UK private commercial sector, either as provider/deliverer or as consumer of e-learning. This is a very rapidly moving field, as can be seen, for example, in the flow of press releases about the activities of FT Knowledge and Pearson.
 It is also one where, in many cases, private providers are reluctant to divulge much about their plans; exceptions can be found in the USA, where much of the PR activity is fuelled by the need to nurse delicate stock exchange quotations. The BBE report reported extensively on those areas (where information on the private sector was available) and reference should be made to section 3.2 of its analysis volume and chapter 1 of its case study volume.
 The latter gives a comprehensive description of corporate universities in the UK and provides case study examples of partnerships and collaborations with UK higher education institutions.

It is necessary at the outset to state an important qualification. Our main aim throughout this report has been to set down our findings on what is possible and what works. This has meant that we have had to use many Web-based media reports on current developments. We are very conscious of the rapidity of change and of the extensive hype accompanying many public announcements. In contrast, we are also aware that many institutions are undertaking good work in the field without publicising it widely. Thus, our selection of data on current developments has been influenced by what is readily available, and in the short space of time allotted for this study we have not been able to cross-check or validate as much as we would have wished.

3.
The Current and Future UK Markets

In this and the next section we analyse the current and likely future markets for the products of the e-University. In order to do this it is necessary to segment the market in some way. Segmentation would be possible by region or country, by subject offered, by level or type of course, or by client, and if undertaken in full, a complex matrix would result. However, rather than adopt too intricate an approach (from which it might be difficult to detect the main overall market trends, and which was ( in any case ( impossible in the time available), we have split the market into UK domestic and international and within each of these headings we discuss it by level or type of offering. Where relevant, we consider whether the market is composed of individuals, employers or major clients such as governments and professions. Thus, we have a relatively simple matrix:

	DOMESTIC

	INTERNATIONAL

	U/G subjects/clients
	U/G subjects/clients/countries

	P/G subjects/clients

	P/G subjects/clients/countries

	CPD/CET subjects/clients

	CPD/CET subjects/clients/countries


This section commences with a brief review of the current state of e-learning in the UK market and of some of the key influences on the likely demand for the e-University’s offerings. We then look in turn at the three domestic market segments: that for undergraduate courses, for postgraduate courses and for CPD and continuing education. This includes asking whether the needs of the professions can be helped by the project.

3.1
Current Position and Plans

The potential of the e-University is affected by the number of people with access to the Internet through a PC or mobile telephone, and their willingness to pay the necessary costs of an ISP and telecommunications charges. A recent Pan European Internet Monitor by Pro Active International
 showed that in the UK, 33% of those surveyed had used the Internet in the last 14 days. While the comparable figure for Sweden was 53%, the UK’s penetration ranked higher than that in France, Italy, Belgium and Germany. The spread of those with access is however biased to certain age groups and income categories. (Figures on the ownership of PCs are provided in appendix B, taken from a recent World Bank development report).

The BBE study attempted to identify the scale of e-learning developments in UK higher education but did not obtain a comprehensive response to a survey it carried out. The best evidence comes from institutional responses to the HEFCE Circular 04/00 announcing the e-University Project.
 Of the replies, 13 of the 85 referred to Web-based materials as available or under development. Most of the award-bearing offerings were at postgraduate level, covering subjects ranging from primary care, process integration, Internet technology or e-commerce, project management, occupational safety and health, to sociology and media management. In two cases professional bodies were involved with the developments. UK-produced materials are already being marketed on the sites of intermediaries such as Online Education
 and the Open University's first wholly online course (T171) claims some 12,000 students.

UK institutions are also joining global or USA consortia in order to position themselves in the market. The pace for such arrangements is being set within the USA. An American firm of merchant bankers, Thomas Weisel Partners LLC, provides the rationale: “We believe that in an effort to fight for market share, smart vendors will partner with thought leaders, industry pioneers and leading academic organisations to produce top-notch content with recognisable brand names”.
 To cite just a few examples: the London Business School has an agreement with a private American organisation called University Access; the London School of Economics’ links with UNext.com
 and Fathom
 have been widely publicised; and NextEd, a Hong Kong-based intermediary, has announced an agreement with a global consortium including two UK institutions.
 Bilateral arrangements are also emerging, such as the University of Middlesex’s collaboration with the University of Hong Kong to offer an MSc with their School of Professional and Continuing Education.
 Some major commercial organisations are extremely active in creating links with higher education institutions (HEIs); the most active to date are Pearson/FT Knowledge and News International. The latter has recently announced agreements with Scottish Knowledge
 and Universitas 21 (a global alliance of 23 institutions).
 Although the most common arrangement appears to be for the institution to act as provider of content which the commercial partner then markets and supports, in at least two cases HEIs are validating content commissioned by the commercial partner. The implication of these findings for this study is that in a rapidly moving environment, some UK players may already have committed themselves to rival partnerships in the global market. However, we do not know to what extent these agreements exclude other similar partnerships.

The existing levels of UK private investment in e-learning are unknown. Unlike in the USA, where a number of analysts and venture capitalists are monitoring capital investments in the market very closely, there is only one London company tracking the private education sector and it does not yet follow e-learning. The BBE report and other commentators
 stress the very high cost of developing effective Web-based materials and, given this, it is surprising that HEIs have been able to find the funds to develop what they have done to date. UNext.com has been reported as spending $1 million (£669,000) on the development of each 30-hour course.
 One route for hard-pressed institutions is to rely on commercial intermediaries such as Blackboard.com or Online Education who will undertake the work of producing an HEI’s courses for the Web in return for a share of the eventual fee.

3.2
UK Undergraduate Students

There are three possible sources of UK students to whom the e-University might appeal in its early years:

· Potential applicants to higher education with disabilities that mean that “traditional” forms of study are inappropriate or impractical.

· Potential applicants whose personal circumstances (e.g., employment requirements or geographical location) make distance learning particularly appropriate.

· Students who may wish to transfer from existing full-time or part-time study to obtain the advantages of flexible e-University study. Initially it is possible that this group may consist of adult learners anxious to achieve an optimal balance between study and employment or family pressures. In the longer term, if substantial top-up fees are introduced after the next election, it may be that a larger number of students may opt for e-University programmes if its fees are significantly lower than those of traditional providers.

HEFCE’s original concept for the project (Circular 04/00) suggested that one of its income streams would be from publicly funded numbers allocated to it, and proposed that these would be linked to the government’s commitment to a growth in higher education participation to 50% for people between the ages of 18 and 30: “Achieving that growth will require finding new ways of enabling under-represented groups to participate, and the ‘e-University’ would offer new flexibility for many students”.

Unfortunately almost no firm data exists on demand from the three constituencies identified above, and it is possible to identify only general factors that might influence demand.

Potential Applicants with Disabilities

Current legislation requires that any university’s courses (including those of the future e-University) should be made available to all categories of student including those with disabilities. In some cases this means that the e-University might have to arrange specially written software or special hardware to allow access. However, there is the clear expectation that the availability of materials on the Web will increase the numbers of students with disabilities who can access higher education. Yet there will be a trade-off with the degree of face-to-face involvement in e-University courses, since the more this support is required for pedagogical reasons, the less some categories of potential applicants with disabilities will be able to participate.

The Open University has the most experience of distance-learning provision in this area and its 1998/9 statistics (arrived at by the usual self-classification) show that it meets the needs of 15,226 students with a wide range of disabilities. These include problems with mobility (3,112), manual skills (1,671), mental health (1,203) and fatigue or pain (3,729). The most popular subjects for the OU’s disabled students are arts and social sciences (45% of the total) with mathematics and computing at 15%. It is a reasonable expectation that, if funding is provided for extra facilities and services for students with disabilities, the take-up of courses may widen to match the national average spread of subjects more closely. The special HEFCE survey on this topic will be reporting on what special help is required in order to make this happen. The OU for example in 1997/8 provided 715 tapes in place of printed texts, 730 transcripts of broadcasts, 550 comb-bound materials and 708 special format examination answers. Equivalent adaptations will be required for keyboards and terminals.

In considering the implications for provision for students with disabilities, HEFCE will need to take full account of the considerable amount of work currently being undertaken on this topic within the sector. This includes the work of HEFCE’s recent Students with Learning Difficulties and Disabilities (SLDD) initiative, the new Improving Provision for Disabled Students initiatives, the DISinHE project funded by the Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC),
 the QAA guidelines on disability provision, and so on.

The most realistic assumption for the e-University’s approach to this market is that it will identify popular courses from its overseas portfolio, spend money modifying the delivery mechanism (if required), and produce the necessary materials or equipment to make courses available for students with disabilities. Since it will take some time to develop the materials and support services, we suggest that the student numbers in this market should not be assumed until at least the second year of operation. Thereafter it should be feasible, given the development of appropriate UK support networks, for the student number provision to rise gradually as new courses are made available.

Other Potential Undergraduate Applicants

In section 2, one of our assumptions is that the e-University will develop undergraduate courses primarily for the overseas market and will not usually develop e-learning undergraduate courses for domestic markets. These will be targeted at countries selected on market criteria. However, some UK students will also be tempted to enrol for reasons of convenience and access, and this may be helpful in encouraging wider participation. If HEFCE wishes these to be drawn from the numbers of those currently disadvantaged and unable to study, there are several questions to be answered:

· How will this targeting fit in with HEFCE’s strategy and other special funding support for widening participation (as described, for example, in HEFCE Request 99/33 and Invitation 99/56)?

· How can the e-University overcome the problem that this category of students is among those least likely to have access to a PC with full ISP services, and to be able to afford call charges?

· What ceiling, if any, should be placed on these numbers; and should they be at or below degree level? It should be recalled that it was planned that 19,000 of the suggested allocation of 25,000 additional Maximum Aggregate Student Numbers (MASNs) in this category for 2000/1 should be below degree level, and 17,000 were assumed to be part-time students.

It has to be assumed that these students are an overall addition to HEFCE’s funded numbers, although some may be switching from face-to-face tuition at established institutions because the e-University offers improved access and convenience. If study can be undertaken at home without the need to incur further debts on loans for accommodation, many others outside the target group could also be tempted. It will therefore be very important for the e-University to undertake research in its first years to see where its UK students come from and what their motives for choosing the e-University are. It could prove difficult to limit the take-up of UK undergraduate courses to the target audience.

Another issue is the relationship between the courses which the e-University will be offering and those provided by Ufi.
 In some cases Ufi’s courses will target the same groups of people, although the levels at which they are offered may not be the same.

It is not easy to estimate the target numbers for UK undergraduates in the first three years of the e-University, since they depend to a great extent on the availability of attractive courses which have been developed for the international market being supported in the UK. Many existing e-learning ventures have taken some time to build up their numbers. The University of Phoenix, for example, now has 9,500 online students after a build-up from its starting virtual operations in 1989, over 10 years ago. Phoenix had the advantage of its large face-to-face student numbers with well-established infrastructure and direct marketing to employers rather than to individuals. The UK Open University is being very modest about its initial enrolment targets in the USA and expects only 300 in its first year.
 However, the Open University of Catalonia (UOC) achieved an enrolment of 17,296 students in 1998/9 after only three years, and we understand that the business model consultants have visited them to identify how this was achieved.
 In the circumstances we suggest that a low target be set for UK-funded undergraduate numbers in the first year, but it is likely that thereafter, larger numbers might be expected.

3.3
UK Postgraduate Students

The total numbers of full-time postgraduates in the UK studying in the possible target disciplines for the e-University are as follows:

TABLE 1  Full-Time Postgraduate Students in the UK, 1998/9

	Subject Areas
	UK
	Other EU
	Other overseas
	Total 1998/9
	Total 1992/3

	Management/business
	6,020
	3,418
	7,833
	17,271
	9,600

	Computer science
	5,635
	847
	1,520
	8,002
	  …

	Subjects allied to medicine
	3,087
	505
	905
	4,497
	3,000

	Education
	20,507
	1,074
	1,781
	23,362
	17,300

	Social, economic and political
	8,045
	2,448
	4,593
	15,086
	13,500

	All subjects

	90,818
	20,263
	32,286
	146,367
	104,800


Source: HESA, Students in Higher Education Institutions 1998/99 (Cheltenham: HESA, 2000); HESA, Higher Education Statistics for the United Kingdom 1992/93 (Cheltenham: HESA, 1995).
The part-time numbers are much larger, as follows:

TABLE 2  Part-time Postgraduate Students, 1998/9

	Subject Areas
	UK
	Other EU
	Other overseas
	Total 1998/9
	Total 1992/3

	Management/business
	43,127
	1,896
	4,912
	49,935
	31,000

	Computer science
	6,645
	550
	659
	7,854
	-

	Subjects allied to medicine
	15,132
	509
	804
	16,445
	4,700

	Education
	42,435
	1,190
	3,291
	46,916
	20,100

	Social, economic and political
	16,771
	1,048
	3,183
	21,002
	11,300

	All subjects
	223,744
	10,700
	22,529
	256,973
	106,800


Source: HESA, Students in Higher Education Institutions 1998/99 (Cheltenham: HESA, 2000); HESA, Higher Education Statistics for the United Kingdom 1992/93 (Cheltenham: HESA, 1995).

To show the effect of changes over time we provide the equivalent figures for the academic year 1992/3, which confirms the growth in part-time postgraduate study. The total number of full-time postgraduates has increased by 40%, but the number of part-timers is up by 141%.

We are assuming that the e-University will target part-time postgraduate students in popular market disciplines – management, IT, health, education – which now attract 130,000 students. The e-University’s clients will be both individuals and their employers, including both public and private-sector bodies and professional associations.

The question of “substitution or extra” will arise again. The e-University, for example, is likely to appeal to potential distance-learning students who would otherwise have undertaken a programme offered by another institution. Assumptions therefore need to be made about the numbers who may prefer an e-University programme over “traditional” study, or other forms of distance learning, and there is no easy basis for such a calculation. In the USA, providers such as the University of Phoenix, University of Illinois Online and the University of Maryland University College
 currently enrol 9,500, 12,000 and 4,500 students respectively in their programmes, which are predominantly master’s courses aimed at those in employment in industry, health-care or educational occupations. Although such numbers are growing, they are a relatively small proportion of overall enrolment. We would expect a similar target market to be adopted for part-time postgraduate study in the UK and overseas.

The difficulties of accurately determining demand for the e-University can be illustrated by examining the position of the MBA. Within the UK, will new student numbers be generated? Or will the e-University attempt to recruit from those who might otherwise study a “traditional” MBA at a university business school, or undertake a company-based MBA or an MBA delivered through other forms of distance learning? Moreover, although demand for management education is currently buoyant, we have not been able to determine any projected targets for UK MBA numbers, and the nature of future provision is likely to be affected by numerous factors which make planning difficult, such as: the brand value of awards from prestigious business schools; the growth of sector-specific MBAs; the extent to which the trend towards company-based MBAs (which may themselves become increasingly virtual) may change the nature of the market; competition from other e-learning programmes from UK or US business schools (our database shows many virtual MBAs already being actively marketed globally); and so on.

However, it is possible to conclude that given the lifelong-learning agenda and that more employers will be seeking to upgrade the qualifications of their staff, the long-term demand for relevant part-time postgraduate courses must be buoyant. Many of these will already be offered through contracts between institutions and corporate clients to ensure quality, provide convenience, and give consistency of content. The e-University may not be able to compete with these, particularly if face-to-face teaching and support are essential for academic reasons and there are well-established client relationships. Therefore the clients for the e-University to focus on will include:

· Large employers with staff all over the UK (who cannot therefore access one particular HEI for part-time study).

· Large employers with common national training needs across the country. This would include local education authorities and NHS Trusts.

· Multinational employers in the UK with a need for global training delivered to consistent standards.

· Employers with staff who travel frequently and cannot therefore study at one place.

This market is already very competitive and many institutions have relationships with large corporations which they might be reluctant to hand over to the e-University. In recent years these have become more sophisticated (for example, the academic consortia created by the British Aerospace Virtual University) and the recent establishment of Ford College at Loughborough University. As corporations increasingly become global, however, they may well favour those providers in global consortia (such as Universitas 21 and Worldwide Universities Network)
 or with a global reach.

In view of such competition it would be a mistake to assume that the e-University can immediately acquire a large number of part-time postgraduate students. Much will depend on the profiles of the initial providers of content to the e-University, and the extent to which they are willing to involve their existing corporate connections. Should this happen, a target of 5,000 part-time postgraduate students after three years could well be achievable.

As well as the more commercial end of the part-time postgraduate market, some institutions have already found that there are niche markets for specialist postgraduate courses worldwide delivered electronically. Where such programmes exist, they may be made available through the e-University, although in student number terms, enrolment in such programmes is always likely to be modest and development costs may be correspondingly high.

3.4
The CPD Market

In 1998/9, universities earned £229 million in fees from non-credit-bearing courses (HESA, 2000). However, the market for CPD is very large indeed and the last published estimate of the UK market was £16 billion in 1996. This implies that universities have a very small share. For this reason the BBE report identified the CPD market as a major opportunity for those UK institutions wishing to generate extra income.

A recent DfEE survey of employers found that 68% reported the need for increased skills in their employees;
 there is a growing skills gap, with more vacancies becoming harder to fill. In response to this, the UK has an ambitious set of National Skills Targets for certain percentages of the working population to have achieved Level 3 and Level 4 qualifications by 2002. This, coupled with the 22,000 firms now working towards the “Investors in People” model (already achieved by 38% of businesses with over 200 employees),
 should lead to much greater demand for training services in the future. One feature of the UK employment scene makes it a difficult market to attack: there are 3.6 million enterprises in total, but only 3,400 employers have more than 500 staff. However, they employ 38% of the workforce. These 3,400 are the obvious target for all the major training providers, since the 3.2 million enterprises with fewer than five employees are not easy to reach.

In 1998, 82% of employers gave their staff off-the-job training, with an average of 7.5 days per person. 60% of employers gave their staff training in IT and 58% in management skills.
 The demand for IT training is mushrooming as e-commerce begins to affect most companies. In the UK, this market for IT training has been forecast as growing to £1.1 billion by 2001, and commercial providers are said to take the bulk of this. The 9 largest IT training companies had a turnover of £195 million, or 35% of the then-total market of £660 million in 1998.
 In addition, the government has set aside £1.7 billion to establish a network of 1,000 IT learning centres, which must benefit the companies

If we look to the USA we find that the corporate training market is dominated by large commercial providers. WR Hambrecht, a firm of analysts, cites IDC figures showing the US corporate training and education market as currently generating $62 billion (£41.5 billion) in tuition revenues;
 only $550 million (£368 million) of this was Web-based in 1999, but this is predicted to climb to $11.4 billion (£7.6 billion) by 2003. They see this trend as driven by practical reasons such as cost – two-thirds of training costs are estimated to be spent on travel, so that e-learning becomes very attractive to companies, as well as convenient to employees. Similar arguments are equally relevant in the UK and are likely to lead to the same boost for e-learning as opposed to face-to-face training.

For the purpose of this study, the question of agreeing the exact size of the UK CPD market is irrelevant; rather, the issue is the e-University’s will and capacity to enter the market in competition with existing and new commercial providers. If it decides to do so and it moves quickly in response to demand, it can use its brand name and that of its commercial partners to build market share, since there is every evidence that corporate customers are extremely sensitive to brand image and not always as price sensitive. According to WR Hambrecht, “Companies will increasingly prefer the safe choice and retain providers with established brand names”.
 

The bulk of the demand for CPD will be in the commercial and professional disciplines, where the clients will be both the individuals attracted by the convenience and the employers attracted by the brand. As part of this study, we contacted a sample of relevant professional bodies to obtain data on the likely impact of e-learning on CPD. However, at this stage, whilst most recognise the likely impact of e-learning, only a small number are actually encouraging it, and we found none that could supply any projections for the volume of CPD that might be relevant to the e-University. Indeed, a number of professional bodies are still considering what activities count as CPD, and several observe that much development relates more to general management education than to enhancing professional qualifications. Interestingly, a majority of those professional bodies we contacted reported being approached by private companies offering to produce e-learning programmes for them. However, it would be a mistake to assume that the e-University will necessarily find it easy to satisfy the needs of professional bodies in relation to both quality and accreditation requirements (particularly in relation to professional practice), and the existing barriers in many institutions to CPD will also have to be overcome (for example, inappropriate curriculum structures, timetabling problems, and so on).

Some parts of the professional market are already well served by some significant private-sector companies, and it is likely that this will grow. For example, the market leader BPP Holdings Plc provides accountancy, legal and business training with a turnover in that market of £54 million in 1999;
 BPP has recently bought EQL International, a company with expertise in e-learning.

3.5
The Continuing Education Market

Continuing education has a long history in UK universities, and although in many institutions it has an important role to play in extending access to higher education, in others it is a more marginal activity outside the institutional mainstream. Just as universities and colleges have had to decide whether to continue a continuing education programme, the e-University will need to decide whether it will seek to operate in this market.

There are numerous areas worth exploring, for example, courses on English culture and history (which would have international appeal), partnerships with broadcasters, products aimed at students in the Third Age, and materials with an appeal to the schools market as well as to individuals. Such offerings can often have credits attached and ( where necessary ( be assessed.

On the other hand, there are numerous potential problems, including the fact that most such markets may be highly price sensitive and it may be difficult to recover the full development cost; the operational priorities associated with developing high-quality, award-bearing programmes for international provision may not fit easily with plans to provide UK-based continuing education.

3.6
Conclusions

Although no reliable confirming data is available, there is general agreement from all the data sources reviewed that the most attractive UK markets for the e-University are CPD and part-time postgraduate programmes in selected subjects. Both also have international applications, and any materials developed for the UK will usually be saleable globally (and vice versa). The extent of transferability will, however, be affected by the degree to which the product is virtual, since a 100% virtual course which requires no local support can be delivered more easily than one which involves face-to-face contact.

In view of the many decisions yet to be taken on the products and their form of delivery, we cannot give any estimates of student numbers for the various UK markets. As well as the market uncertainties, much will depend on the extent to which the providers of course materials for the e-University offer up existing e-learning courses. Were the Open University, for example, to transfer its T171 course, the e-University might immediately have 12,000 students. We can, however, say that the US e-learning providers are finding that very rapid growth in student numbers is possible in American corporate markets and most are predicting that this will continue.

4.
The Current and Future International Markets

This section addresses the potential overseas market available for the e-University. It begins by setting out current projections on overall student demand for higher education globally and the growth of Internet use internationally. The section then goes on to outline data on overseas validated courses and to provide details on some suggested target countries, as well as brief comments on some other regions of interest. We do not follow the matrix approach suggested at the start of section 3 because the key decision is the choice of country. Once that is made, the issue then becomes what level of education is needed and the subjects on which to focus. Our discussion in this section therefore focusses on selected countries. After that we propose further market research to identify levels and subjects.

Our initial focus for selecting countries for which market data would be gathered was based on the DfEE/DTI 1998 priority countries for UK educational exports. These were then compared with the UK Brand
 “priority one” countries. Further triangulation with HEFCE’s own international initiatives was also considered. It was confirmed that HEFCE has established, or is establishing, international collaborative programmes with a number of countries including China, Brazil, South Africa, India, USA, Japan, Thailand, Indonesia, France and Ireland.

For the purposes of the study, this section focusses on the UK Brand priority-one countries. These have considerable overlap with both the HEFCE and DfEE/DTI-favoured countries and will benefit from increased British Council marketing and a larger marketing budget over the course of the next few years. The UK Brand priority-one countries are: China, Malaysia, Singapore, Hong Kong, Japan, India, Brazil and Russia.

As primary market data for student demand is not available for the target countries, secondary data has been gathered from a variety of sources including World Bank, UNESCO and Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) documentation, which provide the most up-to-date global data available. This has been supplemented by more current data from Web-based sources and access to British Council sources such as the Global Education and Training Information Service (GETIS) and the Education Counselling Service (ECS). Summaries of the base-line data are incorporated at the beginning of each of the country sections. In appendix B we show the following information for each of the target countries (where available):

· Population aged 15 to 64.

· Gross enrolment ratio of those participating in tertiary education.

· Percentage of graduates by field of study.

· Percentage of students by ISCED level.

· Number of persons and proportion of the country’s population online.

· Number of self-contained PCs, Internet hosts and telephone mainlines by country.

· Cost of a three-minute local call.

· Number of television and cable subscribers and mobile phone users.

A word of caution should be noted in that information available regarding current Internet usage and projected numbers often suffers from considerable hype. Even figures provided by “reputable” research firms can vary wildly in their predictions.

4.1
The Global Demand for Higher Education

IDP Australia (as quoted by Blight et al., 1999)
 projects that the global demand for higher education will mean approximately 97 million students by the year 2010, representing a 20% global participation rate. By 2025, the figures are expected to be nearer 159 million students and a participation rate of 31%. This increase represents a global demand for university places growing at 3.5% per year through to 2025.

The participation rate in 2000 is expected by IDP to be around 16%, but to vary significantly both regionally and by country. For example, the participation rates for 2000 are projected as follows: 6% for Africa, 11% for Asia, 32% for Europe, and 34% and 35% for the Americas and Oceania respectively. From a country perspective, the figures are somewhat more dramatic, with rates of 5% in China, 9% in Malaysia and India, 42% in Japan and 59% in Canada. 

Asia has been the region earmarked for the highest increase in participation rates over the next 25 years, followed by the Americas. Of the 97 million students projected for 2010, some 45 million are expected from Asia, with the number rising to 87 million by 2025. Competition for the Asian market is likely to be fierce as Australia, Canada and the United States will also be focussing their attention on the region.

According to UNESCO, there were 80 million students enrolled in higher education programmes worldwide in 1999, and of these just over 6 million were online in some form. UNESCO statistics estimate that some 1.5 million students were studying outside their home countries; of these, 63% travelled to English language destinations, with 46% coming from Asia.
 If the e-University achieves a significant market share in any of the target markets, a possible consequence might be a decline in the number of overseas students travelling to the UK to undertake study.

A recent Newsweek report quotes Merrill Lynch figures indicating that online courses constitute only $250 million (£168 million) of the $240 billion (£160 billion) higher education industry, with a projection that that market share will grow to $2 billion (£1.4 billion) by 2003.
 The Director of Global Growth Research at Merrill Lynch believes the global online education market could be worth as much as $740 billion (£494 billion) by 2003. Meanwhile, research from IDC predicts that by 2002, the number of students taking higher education distance-learning courses will represent 15% of all students, up from 5% in 1998.
 However, that survey does not estimate what proportion of these students will be studying online.
There are a number of factors that will influence the success of the e-University initiative in the overseas market. Some of these are addressed in other sections, but the following should be considered: 

· Overall respect the country in question has for UK higher education.

· Existing track record of provision in the country through institutional connections – this might include further education and City & Guilds
 (vocational) provision as well.

· Potential for negotiations at local ministerial levels to sanction or promote e-University programmes.

· Existing infrastructure in support of both electronic and mixed-mode delivery – this includes Internet penetration and ability to draw on local tutorial support.

· Availability of the necessary in-country support of appropriate quality.

· Ability to correctly target the appropriate countries with courses in high demand.

4.2
UK Overseas Validated Courses

An indicator of the level of acceptance ( and possibly demand ( for UK higher education courses comes from the number of programmes that institutions have validated through either a franchising or twinning arrangement in various countries. Latest data on UK Overseas Validated Courses (OVCs) can be found in Bennell & Pearce (1998), who note that the majority of the links were established in the early 1990s, with almost 40% growth between 1994 and 1997.
 Data was gathered from surveys representing 108 UK higher education institutions including the University of London External Degree Programme
 and the Open University. Their study found the number of overseas students in 1997 to be in excess of 100,000, but the real figure could be much higher given that not all institutions responded and some did not provide complete information on areas such as twinning arrangements.

The report found that those universities active in OVCs were primarily the former polytechnics. Over half of the institutions had student enrolments exceeding 200, 20% had over 1,000 students registered and 6% had over 5,000 students enrolled. The OU was included in the 6%, indicating approximately 25,000 overseas students enrolled; however the London External Programme was not included in the overall figure.

Southeast Asia represented over 49% of the activity in OVCs; Hong Kong, Malaysia and Singapore were the top three countries in which activity was taking place and China emerged as the fourth-largest market with over 8,000 students enrolled in UK courses in 1997. Table 3 below sets out the figures provided by Bennell & Pearce:
TABLE 3  OVC Enrolment by Region

	Region
	Regional %
	Number of country links

	SE Asia
	49.7%
	10 countries

	Eastern Europe
	22.6%
	8 countries

	Western Europe
	12.1%
	18 countries

	Africa
	7.4%
	10 countries

	Middle East
	6.3%
	8 countries

	South Asia
	1.2%
	5 countries

	Americas & Oceania

	0.6%
	9 countries


Source: Paul Bennell and Terry Pearce, The Internationalisation of Higher Education: Exporting Education to Developing and Transitional Economies, IDS Working Paper 75 (1998).
Bennell & Pearce found that the level of study that overseas students are choosing to pursue is in favour of undergraduate provision (57.7% including foundation studies) compared with postgraduate provision at 42.3%. Tables 4 and 5 set out details of course type and the percentage of overseas enrolment in various degree programmes.

TABLE 4  OVC Undergraduate Enrolments by Type


	Undergraduate
	57.7% of 
OVC enrolments

	Bachelor of Arts
	42.6%

	LLB
	3.5%

	BSc
	3.8%

	Certificate/diploma
	6.6%

	Other
	0.3%

	Foundation

	0.8%


Source: Bennell & Pearce.

TABLE 5  OVC Postgraduate Enrolments by Type

	Postgraduate
	42.3% of OVC enrolments

	MSc
	1.5%

	Med
	2.8%

	CMS/DMS
	17.7%

	MBA
	10.7%

	MA
	9.4%

	PhD
	0.1%

	PG diploma
	1.6%


Source: Bennell & Pearce.

The majority of the OVCs were vocational in nature, with business, computing and accountancy dominating the undergraduate provision, and management courses in business and administration accounting for two-thirds of the postgraduate enrolment. Consideration should also be given to the level of international penetration that institutions offering further education have achieved in the target countries, as well as the activities of other UK education agencies such as City & Guilds or Edexcel.
 Provision at the sub-degree level may well serve as a solid spring-board for continuing to study British higher education.

4.3
Country Perspectives

In the following section we seek to indicate national trends (where known) in relation to technological developments, increasing access to new technologies and uptake of traditional distance-learning opportunities. This section begins by providing some general data on global Internet developments and an overview of the Asian market in general; this is then followed by brief outlines on priority-one countries. Other regional market data follows as well as a brief perspective of the potential CPD market.

The International Centre for Distance Learning (ICDL),
 based at the UK Open University, provides a comprehensive (but somewhat dated) listing of institutions offering distance learning throughout the world. A sample has been taken for each of the target countries to provide an indication of the number of institutions offering distance-learning courses in each country, with a view to providing at least an initial sense of the competition.

Internet penetration rates in key market areas are major indicators for potential market growth. In figure 1, below, recent data (2000) provided by Nua Surveys identifies the penetration rates based on the percentage of the country’s population online for the priority-one countries (as well as other leading competitor countries, included here for comparative purposes). 
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Fig. 1. Proportion of country’s population online, 2000. (Data from Nua Internet Surveys, http://www.nua.ie/surveys.)

The World Bank Development Index data (see appendix B) provides a base-line figure of the current infrastructure in terms of number of personal computers, telecommunications mainlines and Internet service providers in the target countries. The Information Society Index (ISI) 2000
 provides a somewhat different perspective on largely similar data as the World Bank. The ISI is compiled by IDC Research and World Times, based on indicators such as: 

· Computer infrastructure. PCs per capita, software/hardware spending.

· Information infrastructure. Telephone lines per household, TV ownership, cellular phones/per capita.

· Internet infrastructure. Number of home Internet users, number of educational Internet users.

· Social infrastructure. Tertiary school enrolment, newspaper readership, civil liberties.

The findings of the ISI cover 55 countries that account for 97% of global GDP and 99% of expenditure on IT. The ISI provides an index rating based on 23 indicators, dividing the countries into 4 categories that describe their characteristics as follows: 

· Skaters. “…in tune with the fast pace and complicated procedures of the information age, reflecting an established infrastructure and computer literate population”. The top three countries were Sweden, USA and Finland. Canada ranked 6th, with Japan, Singapore and the UK coming in 10th, 11th and 12th respectively.

· Striders. “…moving purposefully along the information pathway, their citizens absorbing new technologies for personal and professional use with a mixture of caution and conviction.” Hong Kong ranked top in this category (14th overall). Other countries include New Zealand (17th), France (21st), Spain and UAE at 24th and 25th.

· Sprinters. “…progressing in short bursts towards an information society, but needing to stop and shift priorities due to economic, social, and political pressures”. Malaysia ranked in the middle of this grouping at 35th overall. South Africa and Russia followed at 38th and 40th respectively, with Brazil in at 42nd.

· Strollers. “…wandering toward the revolution without great haste, deterred by infrastructure costs, limited consumer demand and cultural fears”. China was 3rd in this category with an overall ranking of 51st; India was second to last at 54th out of 55.

Asia

As previously indicated, Asia is the key regional market identified as a primary focus for the UK Brand initiative. IDP’s
 figures also confirm that this will be the major area of growth over the next 25 years.

Data from IDC in 1999 state that there are 4.1 million students in Asia now in distance education programmes.
 This figure does not take into account over 800,000 students who study abroad or those studying content from foreign-based institutions through distance or twinning programmes. NextEd market analysis suggests that Asian students spend $6 billion (£4 billion) annually on distance learning, a sum growing at approximately 20% per year.

One of the largest “mega-universities” in Asia is the Universitas Terbuka in Indonesia.
 It offers “32 distance learning programme units” to support students throughout the country – although what constitutes a “unit” is unclear. It claims its number of students as 397,543 (this may be a cumulative figure over a period of some years). Another example of a large Asian provider is the Sukhothai Thammathirat Open University in Thailand.
 It offers both bachelor’s and master’s level programmes, with an estimated annual intake of between 80,000 to 90,000 students. The Korean National Open University (KNOU) is another of the so-called mega-universities. First established in 1972, it has grown into an independent national university offering courses in 18 major fields of study.
 The institution claims an annual intake of 70,000 students; however, courses are offered only in the Korean language.

Fields of study where Asian students currently travel abroad could indicate where the UK e-University might focus its marketing. Figures provided for 1998 on areas that Asian students study in the USA and Australia suggest that business and management studies are favoured (attracting 20.9% and 50% of students respectively). In the USA, engineering is next popular at 14.9%, followed by general studies and law at 9.7%, mathematics and computer sciences at 8.5%, and social sciences at 8.1%. In Australia the second-ranking field of study is science (including IT) at 13%, arts and humanities at 10%, with engineering and health both at 9%.
 

China and Hong Kong SAR

In the Information Society Index (ISI), China is characterised as a “stroller”, moving towards the information society at a relatively leisurely pace. This may be a reflection of the vast size of the Chinese population and the size of the country, with large swathes of rural populations unable to easily access the necessary infrastructure. However, the potential market is immense, with 829 million people in the target population between 15 and 64 years of age, and only 6% of the relevant age group enrolled in tertiary education. The natural sciences, education, law and the social sciences are the areas where the most graduates are currently produced (85% overall) in China, with just over 50% of the graduates working at undergraduate level.

Hong Kong SAR, not unsurprisingly, reflects the “striders” in the ISI. Benefiting from solid infrastructure and an urban population, with five million people in the target age range and 28% of the relevant age group enrolled in tertiary education, Hong Kong is seen as a strong market. The increase in participation rate between 1980 and 1996 was 18%, up from just 10% in 1980. The natural sciences, law and the social sciences account for 76% of Hong Kong’s graduates.

In June 2000 there were an estimated 10.5 million Internet users in mainland China, with a further 1.85 million in Hong Kong SAR. 1.5 million Internet users in Hong Kong go online from home, in comparison to 610,000 who gain access while at work. This diversity is not reflected by users in mainland China, where there are 5.7 million home users and 5 million who access the Internet from work.

A recent Interactive Audience Measurement Asia (iamasia) report indicates that 64% of users in China are aged between 15 and 18, while 24% are between 30 and 44. The equivalent figures for Hong Kong are 49% and 38% respectively. Beijing has the highest Internet penetration of any city in China, with 25% of the population between 12 and 60 having access. With an online population that doubles every six months, China is poised for a wireless Internet explosion. However, the majority of Internet users in China are students with very low incomes, while typical mobile phone users are wealthy and accustomed to paying for services through telephone accounts.
 

The telecommunications infrastructure in China is built around optical cable lines which reach 70% of the major cities (as of July 1999), while the digital data communications network reaches approximately 90% of the country. It is estimated that approximately 13% of households in China have telephone access, with 40% of the urban population having access.
 

The ICDL database suggests that the institutionally based distance-learning market in China is not over-crowded; there are only five institutions listed, all of which are offering courses in Chinese. This, however, may not be a true reflection of the current state of play. Of those listed, the largest the China Central Radio and Television University, which falls under the direct supervision of the Ministry of Education with some 690,000 undergraduates registered in 1998. The university boasts an extensive support network, with over 1,600 study centres at county level.

In Hong Kong there are seven distance-learning institutions operating, according to ICDL. The Open University of Hong Kong
 has been operating since 1989, offering degree, sub-degree and short courses, with a total enrolment of over 90,000 adults; over 24,000 students were enrolled in August 1999. Another example is the School of Professional and Continuing Education (SPACE), an extension of the University of Hong Kong. SPACE has eight academic divisions and offers part-time programmes from sub-degree through to postgraduate. Enrolments in 1998 totalled 69,361 students.

Japan

Japan ranks in the top category of the ISI, coming in tenth overall. There are 87 million people in the target age group of 15 to 64 years, with a staggering 43% of the relevant age group enrolled in tertiary education, an increase of 12% overall. Graduates in the humanities represent 55% of all graduates in Japan, followed by graduates in the natural sciences. 64% of students study at undergraduate level with a healthy market in sub-university degree activity (32% of students).

In Japan, just over 20 million people use the Internet, with some 60 million owning cell phones. Many Japanese have not chosen to adopt the PC as the primary Internet access device and have opted instead for cell phone access. A recent study found that Japanese mobile technology is reputedly three years ahead of US technology and two years ahead of developments in Europe. Analysts say that the growth of the Internet in Japan is still hindered by high terrestrial-based telephone rates, which is one reason why cell phones have proven popular. 

Notwithstanding, PC sales in Japan have increased dramatically over the past year, reaching sales of almost 10 million units. This is likely to reach 11.5 million in 2001, with use by private individuals increasing by 20%.

Ten institutions offer distance learning based in Japan, the largest of which is the University of the Air offering bachelor-level courses via broadcast television and radio.
 Courses are offered only in Japanese and have enjoyed a gentle growth of student numbers from 62,000 in 1996 to 68,000 in 1998. The Hosei University also offers courses only in Japanese, to over 16,500 students (1997 figures). Hosei’s distance-learning provision includes a full range of continuing education courses through to a bachelor’s of law, arts and literature and economics.

Malaysia

Malaysia is characterised as a “sprinter” in the ISI as it has been adversely affected by economic problems that side-track both education and infrastructure priorities. There are 13 million people in the target age range of 15 to 64, with the participation rate in tertiary education increasing from 4% in 1980 to 11% in 1996. In a 1996 global student survey by Doorbar & Associates,
 Malaysians ranked the standard of UK higher education higher than that in both the USA and Australia, which suggests that the country would be well-disposed to undertake courses through the proposed e-University.

The financial crisis that struck Malaysia in the 1990s has created a significant shift in emphasis from a country primarily exporting higher education students to one that has transformed its focus to that of academic importer. The Government’s long-range plan, known as “Vision 2020”, has wholly embraced the relevance of technology in developing the economy and has resulted in a series of initiatives, the driver of which is the “Multimedia Super Corridor”.
 

To achieve this aim, Malaysia is undergoing considerable activity in the development of new public and private higher education institutions and significant growth in the targets for participation rates. Trends predict that Malaysian students will continue to travel overseas, but in smaller numbers. Instead the country will aim to increase its share of foreign students (targets for international students are set at 20,000 by 2002) as well as to increase the overall participation rate of local students to fulfil the economic projections of Vision 2020.

Such trends should provide a buoyant market for the e-University as UK higher education has traditionally been well respected, and there may be a perceived shortage in domestic ability to meet demand. Authors of Multimedia Super Corridor suggest that “the success of the MSC is highly dependent on the abundance of knowledge workers… due to the concern for such shortages in the country, the capacity of enrolment in science, engineering and technical related courses will be increased, as will the enrolment in business, finance and accounting and information technology”.


Singapore

Singapore is placed immediately following Japan (ranked number 11 overall) in the top ISI category, characterising its activity as “in tune with the fast pace”. With a comparatively small target age group (two million), the market might be considered weak. However, this is counterbalanced by an enrolment ratio of 39% and cultural values that place a significant emphasis on education. The natural sciences draw almost 60% of graduates, with education and medical accounting for relatively few (7% and 3%) graduates respectively.

A relatively recent ACNielsen NetWatch survey found that one in four Singaporeans is a regular user of the Internet.
 The survey compared Singapore favourably with other major countries with Internet penetration. When looking at the user profile, Singapore’s main users are professionals and students with 58% and 54% of the population using the Internet. This compares favourably with Hong Kong’s user profile of 44% of professionals and 34% of students actively using the net.

The rate of penetration is set to increase for ethnic minorities, low-income groups and late adopters as the Singaporean government recently announced a windfall of 30,000 free computers to be given to households along with free Internet access. Bundled in this give-away is basic training to bring new users up to speed. In yet another unusual initiative, the Government Network Information Centre is providing free personal e-mail addresses and Web sites for every citizen over the age of five.
 

ICDL lists only two institutions offering distance-learning courses in Singapore. The major player is the Open University Degree Programme Division, a collaborative venture with the UK Open University. Many courses are offered in conjunction with the Singapore Institute of Management; these are taught in English and cover the whole spectrum of courses, ranging from short courses through to doctoral programmes. In 1997 the enrolment figure was 10,000, with another 12,000 attending the range of short courses.

India

Not unsurprisingly, India does not fare well in the ISI, coming in 54th out of 55 countries. While there is a considerable population from which to draw (583 million in the 15 to 64 range), there is very little infrastructure that extends beyond the urban centres. However education is highly valued in the more affluent sector of the society, and there are over 235 public and private institutions providing higher education.

An India-based research company places the current Internet access figure at 2.6 million. However, a February 2000 study by Credit Lyonnais Securities in Asia predicts that by 2004, India could be second only to China for Internet usage in Asia.
 This projection relies on the availability of less expensive PCs and Internet access through cable television, suggesting that if this transpires, 30 million people will have access in four years time. (Two less enthusiastic views come from IDC, which is forecasting future users in India at around 17 million.)

India is served by at least 54 distance-learning institutions, perhaps the best known of which is the Indira Gandhi National Open University (IGNOU).
 It has been in operation since the late 1980s and has students from across India, the Middle East and Seychelles. There is an estimated annual intake of approximately 95,000 students with a total population of some 430,832 students. The BBE report described IGNOU’s virtual university project. Launched in 1998, it had enrolled some 5,500 students by mid-1999 on a range of courses, which involved international sponsors in some cases. Many states in India have their own Open University, a typical example of which is the Kota Open University, located in the state of Rajasthan, again offering courses from certificate through to postgraduate study. Kota had approximately 10,000 students enrolled in 1997.

Russia

Russia ranks 40th in the ISI survey and is in the same grouping as Malaysia, characterised by a desire to participate in the information society but plagued by economic, social and political pressures. The target population provides a potential group of some 100 million people in the 15 to 64 age group. The participation rate in tertiary education dropped marginally over the 15-year period between 1980 and 1996, from 46% to 41%.

22% of the 6.6 million Russian Internet users are located in either Moscow or St Petersburg. 40% of users live in European Russia, with 25% living in the Urals and Western Siberia. Science and education sites attract 39% of users, and news sites draw 34%.
 

In Russia, ICDL reports four institutions offering distance courses, including the Academy of National Economy under the Government of Russia, which provides business school training for over 7,000 senior and middle level managers and government officials annually. The largest of the four is the University of the Russia’s Academy of Education, formerly Russia’s Open University. This institution covers 20 disciplines across 15 affiliated branches, and had an enrolment in 1995 of more than 25,000 students.

British Council market reports consider only four subject areas in master’s level studies as potential growth areas in the Russian market: business and administration, languages, humanities and English as a foreign language. The short course market growth is seen to be concentrated in engineering and technology, social, economic and political sciences and in business and administrative studies.

The British Council market report views the long-term prospects for Russia to be strong. The collapse of the former communist system has given way to a “corrupt and discredited” assessment system, which in turn means that international qualifications are highly prized. Demand from the more affluent sectors of the population is strong and is less volatile in terms of cost sensitivity.

Brazil

Brazil is the third of the target countries that falls in the “sprinter” category of the ISI. There are 106 million people in the target age group, with a stable age participation rate at 12% (up 1% from 1980 statistics). Law and the social sciences produce the highest number of graduates, with education and the natural sciences sharing a close second.

Competition is growing for free Internet access in Brazil. Begun by the corporate sector (primarily banks and car manufacturers), a price war has encouraged the ISPs to provide free access. As citizens have a relatively low average annual income, the cost of access has hindered Internet penetration in Brazil, but a recent estimate is that 70% of Internet users will have free access by the end of 2000.

USA-based Boston Consulting Group believes that in Brazil, one of the main drivers of economic growth is a high rate of computer penetration and potential growth, with an estimated 10 million households financially capable of going online.
 A 1998 survey found that user traits in Brazil closely mirrored those of the American users, positioned as “well-informed adults”. At that time, some 34% were between 20 and 30 years of age, with 24% between 30 and 40.
 

A forthcoming British Council report on the potential market in Brazil suggests that there is considerable interest and growing international and private university activity. The World Bank is supporting a large consortium of some 56 international universities which will be offering distance-learning courses.
 The UK Open University is present in the market, with courses in English and teacher training. The report suggests that there may be a market for English as a foreign language for the top executive ranks, but not below that level.

Latin America

As only 2.7% of Latin America’s 500 million inhabitants have computers that can access the Internet, there is concern that access to necessary technology is moving too slowly in the region.
 Sales of cell phones have increased steadily, which may help to increase Internet penetration.

PC growth in the Mexican market (ISI “sprinter” number 44) has been particularly strong, with sales almost doubling in 1999.
 Local telephone costs are high in Mexico; however, increased competition is beginning to drive the cost of Internet services down. Analysts are predicting that Internet access via mobile phone and cable television will surpass use of the PC within the next five years, as users try to circumvent the high cost of local telephone charges.

Predictions regarding the projected number of Internet users in the region vary. Jupiter Communications reported 8.5 million Internet users in December 1999, and predict that this number will reach 38 million by 2003.
 A somewhat more conservative estimate by IDC places the growth at 24.3 million users by 2004. Jupiter projects that the Internet use will be concentrated primarily in Brazil, Argentina and Mexico.

British Council country reports indicate potential growth in distance-learning programmes in a number of areas at both master’s and research degree levels.
 The primary growth areas for research degrees are computer science, social economic and political science, business and administration studies, humanities, education and English as a foreign language. At the master’s level, the subjects also include: subjects allied to medicine, physical sciences, mathematical sciences, engineering and technology, architecture, building and planning. Growth in short courses aimed at middle and senior managers are seen as viable in social, economic and political studies, law, business and administrative studies, education and English as a foreign language.

Gulf Region

A May 2000 report by Insights Research states that Internet penetration in the Gulf Cooperation Council region is more than 15 times higher than that in the Arab world as a whole.
 The GCC includes Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia (ISI “sprinter” number 41) and the United Arab Emirates (ISI “strider” at number 25). Although these countries account for less than 12% of the Arab world’s population, more than 60% of the region’s Internet users live there. These countries are characterised as having good communications infrastructure and a population that tends to earn high incomes and be well educated.

Alternatively, Internet penetration figures for the MENA region (Middle East and North Africa) tend to be quite low, although no figures are provided in the Insights report.

Cost Implications

Significant difficulties arise in trying to generate a meaningful comparison of relative cost for virtual learning courses, as fees are often cited in non-comparable units; for example, the length and nature of units, courses, modules and programmes vary considerably. Moreover, some institutions fix a price based on hours of instruction, while others charge by the number of units taken (where the term unit is not clearly defined as representing a set number of hours of instruction). Alternatively, fees can be set for the whole of a degree award.

A recent announcement by the Global University Alliance
 (a consortium of nine institutions including the Universities of Glamorgan and Derby from the UK) has set fees for the equivalent of one year of full-time study at the level of $4,000 (£2,700), although it is not clear whether this will include MBA fees, which might be expected to be higher.

Cost sensitivities will also depend on the various countries in question, with some countries and sectors of the population more price-sensitive than others. This will require an important policy decision in relation to the price structure of the e-University: namely, whether a differentiated fee model should be developed. This could be undertaken in at least two ways: first, by explicitly charging different fees in different markets – a policy that may be extremely controversial in some international fora and difficult to sustain where provision is virtual. Second, by enabling students to purchase separate elements of a programme (unit by unit, for example) or to purchase differentiated levels of student support (e.g., online, face-to-face or residential sessions). Such a pricing structure has some obvious advantages, but may become complex and make programme design difficult.

It is important to note that a number of respondents to this study observed that it is crucial that the academic benefits of the e-University be highlighted in overseas markets; the impression that the e-University is financially rather than academically driven should be avoided at all costs. Should this not be the case, those respondents feared considerable damage to the long-term reputation of higher education in the UK.

4.4
Continuing Professional Development

In section 3 it was noted that predictions about the size and shape of the USA corporate training and CPD markets abound, and at first glance appear massive. Hambrecht + Co place the 1999 corporate spend on education and training at $62.5 billion (£41.8 billion), of which some $3 billion (£2 billion) was technology-based.
 By 2002, according to the IDC, that element will be closer to $6 billion (£4 billion) per year.
 This prediction lends credence to a June 2000 CanAccord Capital market report, which projects that the US corporate e-learning market will exceed $11 billion (£7.4 billion) by 2003, representing a cumulative annual growth rate of 83% between 1998 and 2003.

Well-established research-intensive universities in the USA are jumping on the continuing education bandwagon and rolling out “brand name” courses to the corporate sector, either as separate institutions or together in groups. Arguably, UNext.com falls into this category as it targets IBM and other corporate giants rather than the individual learner market. Another example is UCLA’s Extension department, which enrols 70,000 students each year (with an annual earned income around $42 million, or £28 million).

Various models for CPD delivery abound. One example of a learning hub is Onlinelearning.net, which is affiliated to the University of California and offers roughly 150 courses. When launched in 1996, there were 17 students registered; in 1999 the enrolment was up to around 6,000, with a projected growth to 10,000 by 2000. Students currently are drawn from all 50 states and 43 countries.

One example of a national initiative for CPD is found in Singapore where the Productivity and Standards Board has developed an initiative known as Fast Forward. The aim of the initiative is to provide easily accessible and relevant training to workers at low cost. The adult workforce (specifically, those over aged 40) is the target audience, with the courses offered on a three-monthly rotation. The initiative began in 1990, with 560 students taking two courses; in the first two full years of operation, more than 28,000 workers from over 800 companies had participated.

As is widely recognised, a number of UK professional bodies have important accreditation roles in relation to international provision, and the growth of online CPD, coupled with pressures for increasing mutual recognition of qualifications (for example, the Washington Accord in engineering) will inevitably cause numerous difficulties in relation to quality assurance and associated processes (see section 7).

4.5
Conclusions

Hard data on the student demand for distance learning in overseas countries is difficult, if not impossible, to locate. Institutions that are active within various countries are often unwilling (or unable) to share any data that they may have on a competitive basis. Even trying to determine the level of UK provision in the various target countries is problematic, as this information is not collected by any of the national bodies such as the British Council or the QAA. Despite the QAA’s continuation audit process, institutions were not forthcoming with overseas activity data.

An international survey was undertaken in 1997 by Laurence Doorbar and Associates,
 with the aim of illuminating the decision-making processes by which students determine the country, university and field of choice for overseas study. While the e-University is not interested in student mobility, what the survey does provide is specific information on what students think of UK higher education and how they set about determining their course of study. It provides further information on some specific marketing recommendations for the Asian market. The findings recommend:

· That effective marketing in the Asian context requires the activity to be specifically targeted to the specific country in question. The study suggests that “segmentation for marketing purposes should be considered both geographically and on the basis of values”.

· That use of current, up-to-date research into student preferences in the various countries is critical for overall success.

· That there is a market for both vocationally oriented provision and more arts-oriented provision. Most Asian audiences share the view that education enhances their career opportunities and earning potential; however, in the more developed countries (e.g., Japan) there is room for provision in areas such as history, art and culture.

· That courses offer flexibility in the timing of courses, both in entry times and throughout the course of study. Flexible entry times and opportunities to fast-track study over a shorter period of time would be beneficial in marketing terms.

· That marketing efforts specifically target the key people who influence student choice. The most powerful influencers are parents, relatives and friends, followed by schoolteachers and careers advisors. Only 2% of students are influenced by anyone from their destination university.

The British Council recently commissioned an internal report on distance learning. A significant finding of that report in relation to this project is that there “is a serious lack of data on current distance-learning provision and on existing and potential markets”.
 A further shortcoming in terms of hard data relates to the lack of information on offshore provision to determine the actual numbers of students who are studying for British degrees through franchise or twinning arrangements.

A recommendation of the British Council report, with which we concur, is that market research be undertaken to explore in detail issues such as:

· Existing UK provision in various countries.

· Provision from local providers.

· Provision from competitors.

· Attitude of the authorities to distance learning.

· Legal requirements and barriers.

· Student awareness and perceptions of distance learning.

· Local economic situation in terms of creating demand for skills and expertise, and the ability of individuals to invest in education.

One outcome of the report is that a questionnaire has been developed for distribution to UK HEIs with the aim of gathering data on overseas activities and capabilities in distance education. The steering group of the proposed e-University might wish to consider influencing the shape and form of this questionnaire to ensure that it meets their needs in gaining much needed market intelligence.

5.
Curriculum Issues and Student Support

This section considers what potential students may want from e-University programmes, with specific reference to teaching, learning and support issues. In so doing it raises a number of key issues central to the marketing of the e-University, although a paucity of robust data on the effectiveness of e-learning means that providing definitive answers to all the issues raised is difficult.

From a market perspective, the key questions addressed are:

· What data exists on student preferences for e-learning?

· How might teaching and learning be organised to meet market needs?

· What forms of student support might be required?

· How might assessment be organised?

5.1
What Data Exists on Student Preferences for e-Learning?

As noted above, comprehensive market data on the full variety of current and potential higher education students, and their views on different forms of online provision, is not available. Indeed, it has been commented that “…in the rush to develop Internet delivery, it appears little attention has been given to whether students actually want to study via this mode… Studies focusing on student choice of delivery mode and the Internet are uncommon, few, and largely unrepresentative.”
 

As noted in sections 3 and 4 (and in the BBE report), the most obvious markets in the short term are in business studies and CPD (much of which is also concerned with management education). The drive to invest in these areas by both US universities and private providers offers reasonably convincing – if unquantified – evidence of the potential for e-learning in these specific areas, but if the e-University is to be more than an online business school, it needs to offer a range of programmes that are consistent with the way that the term university is used in the UK. It follows that student preferences for online learning in a range of disciplines and in different educational settings need to be researched.

Despite the obvious advantages of some aspects of online delivery, what data there is on student preferences is not necessarily positive. For example, a survey of more than 17,000 UK Open University students found that out of 12 different media/activities, printed materials were considered most helpful, ahead of residential schools (third), tutorials (fifth) and computer conferencing (eleventh). However, it was suggested that the poor performance of computer conferencing may to a large extent be accounted for by student unfamiliarity.
 Another study of 189 Singaporean MBA students found that “reactions to the Internet as a mode of delivery were generally negative: respondents thought that while the Internet would be flexible and good for those who travel frequently, there would be no personal contact, no networking opportunities and no fun.”
 However, other findings included a concern that employers were increasingly unwilling to fund international, campus-based study, and that therefore distance learning was a realistic option.

Student attitudes towards online learning will clearly be influenced by the effectiveness of delivery, success and failure rates, and the comparability of qualifications. However, the literature on the impact of online learning is divided. One side argues that evidence remains “ambiguous and scant” and that additional, better quality research is needed.
 Another maintains to the contrary that there is abundant evidence accumulated over decades as to the neutral effect of different media on the learning process.
 Some sources cite evidence that online learning made demonstrable improvements to student learning (e.g., Black 1997);
 while others claim a negative impact due to communication and technical problems or student isolation. 

There are a number of issues central to the conflicting opinions around the efficacy of online teaching. First, the preponderance of the research in this area are relatively small-scale studies that have not adequately addressed research control mechanisms, such as random selection of participants and evaluation methodology.
 A second argument centres on the type of technology being evaluated (e.g., radio, television, interactive video and online computer delivery), which makes generalising findings difficult. If the methodological issues were set aside, the findings suggest that there is “no significant difference” between the learning outcomes for students in traditional classrooms and those taught using some form of distance learning.
 A host of variables (e.g., types of student, tutors, course, subjects, levels, technologies and contexts) interact in complex ways to frustrate the quest for simple market data.

5.2
How Might Teaching and Learning be Organised to Meet Market Needs?

The major options for the e-University appear to be:

· To bring traditional teaching and learning models online (e.g., to transmit videos of lectures for students to peruse and return to at their leisure; or to transfer lecture transcripts onto the screen).

· To draw on the widespread claims for online learning in terms of particular teaching and learning techniques and resources suited to that medium (e.g., links to relevant online resources and a facilitative rather than transmissive approach).

· To customise the teaching and learning to the client (i.e., to match cultural preferences, languages, corporate cultures and student confidence). Different teaching and learning models might even be linked to a varied pricing policy.

· To offer a voluntary face-to-face or residential (summer school) element for all or some courses.

There is some confusion in the hype about online learning between the virtues of a constructivist over transmissive model of learning, and the pedagogic possibilities of online learning as such. A strong theme in a recent report on online higher education is that comparable notions of good pedagogy apply to all mediums.
 Factors such as student interaction with peers and tutors, collaborative learning, problem-based learning and frequent, constructive tutor feedback are commonly listed as very important for student learning in whatever context.
 

It is, of course, a caricature to contrast traditional teaching and learning in higher education as didactic and distance learning as facilitative. HyperText is said to offer a nonlinear learning experience (in contrast to the linear lecture model) whereby the course designer can subtly lead students through a range of links to broaden their thinking.
 But in reality, whether a learning experience is linear or otherwise is dependent upon the skills and intentions of the tutor, not the medium itself (although the Internet does offer unprecedented access to a huge range of resources). In a sense, the campus-based model is designed as facilitative, in that the student is encouraged to spend considerable time reflecting and researching through private study.

The medium of online learning is a neutral factor in this respect insofar as some students will be capable of progressing largely on their own initiative, while others will need additional guidance. This is no different from any other medium of learning. Similarly, the range of learning activities possible online is little different from that possible in face-to-face. It is rather that online learning (and all forms of distance learning) start from a position of difference from traditional pedagogy and thus pay great attention to compensating for the absence of face-to-face contact. This, in general, leads to provision imbued with a wider grasp of teaching and learning issues than is often found in conventional learning contexts. Opportunities for students to interact and collaborate tend to be actively built into online provision to compensate for the absence of face-to-face contact when, ironically, many instances of face-to-face learning fail to exploit the full pedagogic potential of common location. In this sense, the pedagogic demands made on online learning are greater than those made on conventional learning.

The question for the e-University is the extent of time and investment required to produce state-of-the-art, pedagogically credible online learning experiences. Is it practical to attempt to leap from a conventional model of face-to-face higher education to a new paradigm at one bound?
 One option is to buy in such capacity from the private sector. From the teaching and learning point of view, the key consideration is whether the bought-in system is primarily technology or pedagogy driven.
 Another issue is whether many academic staff or students will be equipped to make best use of the new pedagogy without a period of development (see the BBE report).

The e-University will also have to face questions regarding the extent of standardisation or customisation in respect of the needs of different markets. Can a course be marketed globally in a common format, or will regional and national revisions be required? Will different language versions be needed? Questions of political and cultural sensitivity may arise (e.g., gender norms, religious beliefs and so on). A versioning model undermines the possibilities of global economies of scale. On the other hand, it has been argued that many overseas students regard courses in English with Western examples as very valuable in an increasingly global economy. Some cultures may prefer a relatively traditional online lecture model where student views are not encouraged.
 Local partners (e.g., through existing UK HEI franchising arrangements) may prove valuable as vetters of UK-produced material.

Similar issues are likely to affect the nature and form of the curriculum. If student choice is to be maximised, then a curriculum based on small “learning chunks”, each with associated credit, may have merit in some subjects. Conversely, the potential complexity facing students in making choices would be considerable, and simplicity may demand that the base unit be a module or course unit of a standard size.

The ideal for the e-University would be to have the capacity to offer a range of teaching and learning experiences to suit the full extent of potential markets. Students, if they so wished, could benefit from advice about which learning style might best suit them. The preferred pedagogic approach of many educators may not always meet the expectations of all students. While client satisfaction is important, the e-University must retain a sense of its core as a higher education institution. Some face-to-face contact with a tutor, or even a period of face-to face contact with other students, might be one way to achieve this. However, such options are unlikely to be required by all students. The bottom line is that curricula must take account of business, professional and local concerns but not be subsumed by them. While the online lecture model may be relatively easy to install, more sophisticated online experiences require technical expertise that may best be bought in.

5.3
What Forms of Student Support Might Be Required?

The major options for the e-University are:

· To downplay student support in the interest of offering an easy-to-manage, non-labour intensive system (from the e-University’s participating institutions’ points of view).

· To restrict student support to e-mail or telephone/fax contact with a named tutor with a guaranteed response time (e.g., 24 hours).

· To establish face-to-face support arrangements at times and places convenient to different groups of students.

· To contract out student support to a specialist private organisation or HEI.

In considering which option to pursue, it will be important that the e-University be responsive to student needs, rather than adopt the most convenient procedures from a producer point of view.

Distance-learning courses of all kinds are often associated with generally higher attrition rates than conventional courses. This tends to be attributed to students’ physical isolation, higher self-motivation requirements and the open access policies of distance-learning providers. Indeed, evidence from the OU suggests a clear negative linear relationship between student drop-outs and those possessing few or no qualifications on entry.
 There is as yet not enough evidence on success or failure rates in e-learning programmes, but in open access programmes where tutorial support is low, high levels of failure and drop-out might be expected.

As noted in the BBE report, UK higher education has (according to OECD figures) one of the lowest undergraduate drop-out rates in the world (among those nations surveyed).
 There is considerable competitive advantage (as well as efficiency gains) in retaining this position, and it would presumably be a matter of concern for the UK higher education sector as a whole if e-University attrition rates were excessively high. Such concerns might lead the e-University away from models of provision without tutorial assistance, towards those that were responsive to customer needs for a range of student support; however this will have cost and hence market implications.

Aside from academic support, it is also important from a market perspective that the e-University provides students with administrative support (e.g., finance tracking, virtual library access, registration, counselling and complaints systems) and online social arrangements (e.g., chat rooms and student profiles to encourage interaction). Student support should start prior to enrolment.
 Candidates should be assessed as to their self-motivation, academic readiness, language ability and technological resources, and have the option to take sample classes and assessments. Students may also need training in how to access online resources and in protocols for peer and faculty interaction.

As with teaching and learning issues, the absence of physical contact between students and faculty has led distance-learning providers to give considerable attention to student support issues. Again, the irony is that campus-based student support is not always an exemplary model. A recent study at a UK university found a plethora of student support systems but little co-ordination and poor student understanding.
 Both the need to reconsider student support in the online context and the standardisation possibilities feasible through IT may act in the interests of students.

While in one sense there is a reduction in the role of the teacher in the context of online learning (acting as a facilitator rather than transmitter of learning), in another sense there appears to be increased demand for student support. For example, many universities experimenting with e-learning report greatly increased workloads for academic staff, caused by e-mail requests from students. This is due to ease of contact through new technology, larger student numbers and the greater diversity of student skills. Some have warned that online learning will mean redundancy for many academics.
 The argument goes that courses will still be developed by academics, but that all teaching and support will be done by contract staff. This assumes a minimal student support model. Others have pointed to the potential for a continuing vital role for the academic – e.g., subtly moderating online discussions between students in order to create a positive learning environment
 – just as would be required in a face-to-face seminar. Indeed, some studies have concluded that quality online learning requires smaller staff-student ratios than traditional higher education.
 

One way to offer a broader range of student support is to provide local face-to-face arrangements. Study centres have been a feature of conventional distance education for many years and can prove valuable for a variety of reasons. Study centres might offer computer facilities (if students lack them at home or at work), library facilities, financial advice, counselling (academic, career and personal), a quiet place to study and a place to meet fellow students. Study centres can also be a facility for examinations. Evidence from the experience of the OU suggests that students prefer to attend university-owned sites rather than rented sites (e.g., those at other HEIs). Study centres might help the e-University reach a broader range of students, but would add to the cost and complexity of provision (especially if the e-University wished all study centres to conform to common standards of provision and a single corporate image). A study centre model also assumes large student numbers concentrated in particular geographical areas. For smaller, more dispersed cohorts, online mediation may be all that is practical.

There is already evidence of private firms starting up to meet the support needs of online students. One example is MBA Mentors International,
 which specialises in the provision of student support services for business and IT programmes. Promotional material asks: “Are you having problems getting adequate support from your university appointed course tutor? Are communications with your university lacking in understanding of your unique personal situation? Are you feeling isolated on a distance learning course?” Universities are described as often too large, bureaucratic and under-funded to be able to meet all student support needs. All MBA Mentors tutors are said to be qualified to at least master’s level and to have considerable tutoring experience. To review a student assignment costs £45 and an “assignment research consultation” costs £95.

Student support might be contracted out in the interest of consistency of service and simplified central operations. The daunting prospect of the need for 24-hour support for a “global” course might recommend use of a privately operated call or e-mail centre. Alternatively, a UK HEI might equally wish to run the e-University support system. A proportion of the student fee could be set aside for this service, rather than having the provider charge the student directly. Key questions for the e-University would be cost, calibre of staff of any specialist firm, subject coverage, the range of support provided and sensitivity to the support needs of different markets.

5.4
How Might Assessment be Organised?

The major options for the e-University are:

· To replicate conventional academic assessment methods (e.g., essays and unseen examinations) online in the interest of comparability of provision for distance and campus-based learners.

· To re-consider assessment in line with contemporary theories of learning and the particular capacities of online learning.

· To contract out assessment to a specialist firm or HEI.

It is well known that assessment is a major force in curriculum design and student motivation. Online learning offers some assessment advantages (e.g., automated marking for simple tests, electronic tracking of student contributions and a variety of diagnostic packages),
 but, like any other medium, is very dependent upon the input of course designers and tutors. As with wider teaching and learning issues, it is important to distinguish between the desire of many educators for online learning to embrace a constructivist paradigm and the inherent capacities of the medium as such. There are arguments for utilising traditional assessment methods online. For example, the University of London External Programme, a paper-based distance-learning operation, continues to require all students to sit an unseen pen-and-paper examination under traditional examination conditions. This model is said to both aid academic standards and to make provision more credible in the eyes of many students.

This kind of summative assessment model has been criticised as inappropriate for assessing “the kind of non-cognitive, transformative learning goals” promoted in constructivist pedagogy.
 Mason recommends a process rather than outcomes model, where the process of student collaboration, discussions and project work form the subject of assessment as well as any finished products. It is acknowledged that this model may be another example wherein online tutoring requires greater staff input than many classroom-based systems (if only because much classroom-based provision continues to operate a summative assessment model; not because of the nature of online or classroom provision as such). Mason argues that a process model of assessment may help overcome security issues (e.g., ensuring that it is the registered student who takes the exam), since tutors will have built up a detailed picture of the abilities and progress of each student prior to the final assessment.
 

There are also more negative features of online assessment. A recent study discovered the practice of online students comparing electronically marked assignments and complaining of inconsistencies between different tutors.
 This aspect of the “student as consumer” will increase pressure for greater use of ever-more detailed criterion-referenced assessments, with all the risks of bureaucracy and de-professionalisation that this brings. The e-University will need to find a balance between (a) insufficient specification leading to inconsistent student understanding and unaccountable marking differences between tutors, and (b) over-specification for fear of liability.

Once again, another option for the e-University is to contract out assessment. The leading global assessment service is the American operation, Prometric, formerly part of Sylvan Learning Systems.
 Prometric offers assessment services for all forms and levels of education – from school to university to the professions. In 1999, Prometric delivered over 2,400 different tests, operated in 25 languages, handled over 33 currencies and was present in 128 countries. Prometric also operates a number of call centres to answer student questions about assessment arrangements. The drawback of the Prometric model is that it is very much tied to multiple-choice assessment (more commonly used in American higher education).
 The nuances of essays, and even much process assessment as outlined above, would require considerable input from a human assessor. Prometric operates a system of IT-based testing centres (over 3,500 worldwide) and all students must attend one of these centres. While this global reach is impressive, and in-person proctored assessments enhance security, the convenience of remote assessment is lost.

As with teaching and learning and student support, the e-University may need to tailor assessment to particular bodies of students. Some markets and some governments may continue to value the unseen examination as the main assessment model, and this system may also retain appeal as a means to ensure consistent standards on and off campus. Given that more of the process of student learning is “visible” online, it would be advisable for the e-University to experiment with non-summative
 models of assessment (recognising that this may be unfamiliar for many students and impose greater workloads on tutors). Unless the e-University shifted to greater use of multiple-choice assessment, use of private-sector computer-based assessment systems would appear not to be a straightforward solution. 

6.
The Role of Technology

This section presents a guide to how new technologies can be used in support of e-learning and considers some of the issues the e-University project needs to address in order to harness the relevant technologies effectively and efficiently. It is understood that expert surveys of the technological options for virtual delivery of the e-University have been commissioned separately.

We start by discussing the applications of new technologies in terms of:

· learning materials

· learning support through communications

· assessment of learning

· management of learning

We then consider five further topics:

· access and delivery mechanisms

· security

· plagiarism

· standards in learning technology

· future advances in technology
For all the following, the role of the technology needs to be considered alongside the implications for costs, quality and effectiveness. Technological capability is usually (almost inevitably) in advance of the evaluation of its implementation, the understanding of “what works”, and how it should be organised.

6.1
Learning Materials

The growth of the Internet and the World Wide Web have led to global opportunities for online learning. Students around the world now have access to a wide range of resources for information and learning. In order to realise the potential for producing online programmes, new sets of skills are needed by academic staff to create and provide materials which encourage active learning and are more engaging than a set of lecture notes made available on the Web. Most academic staff do not currently have these skills, and most institutions have not developed the support infrastructure to provide them.

Specialist developers are required for the technical development of high-quality Web-based learning materials. Such staff are in short supply and high demand as they have skills which are highly valued in the commercial sectors. Provision of a stable workforce to develop and maintain the materials and support their delivery will be critical to the success of the e-University and may require the establishment of new forms of remuneration and terms and conditions.

The types of learning materials which can be made available on the Web range from relatively simple sets of text and graphics to more complex video and audio or synchronised text graphics with audio. Interactive materials such as simulations or assessments with feedback, which use the processing power of computers to engage and motivate the learner, are likely to be the most effective for student learning. Simulations can help overcome the difficulties of providing courses which would normally include laboratory-based activities. However, these require much more effort to develop than conventional resources.

A ratio of around 200 hours of effort for every hour of technology-based learning material is considered to be an average guideline for development work. In addition, the on-going costs of maintaining and updating materials and content are likely to be more significant than for conventional courses, and in some subjects maintenance will need to be performed frequently.

There will be some existing content from within the higher education sector (possibly including some TLTP materials) and from commercial suppliers. However these materials are not necessarily in a format which could readily be made available for Web-based learning. It is likely that such material would need to be adapted before being used by the e-University, and there may also be complications concerning IPR. More generally, the availability of existing learning content over the Internet will raise issues relating to the ownership of materials, the arrangements for their licensing, unauthorised access to them, and accounting for licensing and royalty purposes.

Students enrolled in e-University courses will expect to have access to all the network-based information and learning resources provided to UK-based students, including those in the Distributed National Electronic Resource (DNER). The future negotiation of licences by JISC (and others) will need to ensure that the needs of e-University students based outside the UK are addressed in the licensing agreements.

Concerns over the current quality of Web-based course materials will need to be addressed through a structured development framework. Procedures for peer review and quality control will need to be built into the development process. It will be important that all developments be consistent with open standards in learning technology and that Web-based formats be consistent with the recommendations of the World Wide Web Consortium (W3C).

6.2
Learning Support through Communications

There is an understandable desire among most students to interact with their tutors and fellow students and to participate in a learning community. The support offered to e-University students needs to be equivalent in benefit (if not in form) to that offered to campus-based students. Many forms of human interaction can be supported by network-based or telecommunications-based applications. The e-University may decide to include some face-to-face contacts between tutors and students through summer schools or attendance at local study centres. However, for some courses the support provided to the student could be 100% based on use of technology.

The main distinguishing characteristic for communication tools is whether they are synchronous or asynchronous. Asynchronous tools do not require the participants in the online community to participate in a discussion at the same time. In contrast, synchronous tools do require all participants in a discussion to be present (remotely) at the same time. The following communication technologies can be used for support purposes:

Asynchronous Tools

· E-mail is a simple but effective way of communicating one-to-one or one-to-many. For people who do not enjoy typing, audio messages (and even video clips) can be recorded as digital files and sent as attachments via e-mail.

· Bulletin boards display course information and announcements in an area accessible only to the students and tutors who require it.

· Computer conferencing systems provide threaded discussion areas (fora) similar to Internet newsgroups. They allow defined groups to communicate on specific topics, with the messages grouped according to their subject.

Synchronous Tools

· Chat systems allow synchronous real-time communication of text messages. These can be one-to-one conversations (e.g., for student tutor consultations), or take place in “rooms” where up to 50 may take part. The latter can be particularly useful for brainstorming, when the objective is to generate a lot of ideas very quickly.

· Collaborative tools can incorporate the above text chat as well as offer a shared whiteboard to exchange ideas graphically, and a collaborative workspace to share software applications and exchange documents.

· Video-conferencing systems offer the next best thing to face-to-face meetings and can be used to provide tutorial support; within limits of small group size, they can offer a means of providing interactive lectures. 

The suitability of some of these tools for supporting learning will depend on factors such as subject domain and the student’s cultural background.

The sense of isolation which can be experienced by students who are at a distance is thought to be one of the largest factors leading to students’ dropping out and not completing courses. However, when these communication tools are used to their potential, they can enable the academic support to be provided by the tutor while the student also obtains support and help from fellow students. Group-based collaborative exercises can be designed to build co-operation between students. Both academic staff and students need careful induction in the use of such tools to ensure they develop the skills and confidence to use them effectively.

6.3
Assessment of Learning

Computer Assisted Assessment (CAA) is an area where considerable advantages have been gained by implementing current technology in a systematic way. Several institutions claim to be administering over 10,000 computer-based assessments per term. The CAA systems can be used in “practice” mode, which allows the students to test themselves and obtain feedback on their performance. Alternatively, with the feedback removed, they can be used as part of an assessment which counts towards progression and the final award. In a variant of this, the student completes the CAA test as part of coursework, with or without the provision of feedback at the time of the test.

Automatic collection and storage of the results of these assessments saves the tutor a lot of time and work, and provides a rich set of data for monitoring student progress and identifying any particular topics where students are encountering difficulties. For assessments which count towards credit, the same procedures for validating student identity and preventing cheating need to be in place as for conventional paper-based examinations. At the moment this usually means that computer-based exams are supervised in secure centres, with appropriate checks on a student’s identity. The e-University will need to establish arrangements to provide local centres with adequate equipment for student assessment. For these circumstances the robustness of the hardware and the CAA system are of critical importance.

Some institutions have been reluctant to take up CAA and have expressed reservations about the reliability and validity of this type of assessment for higher education. The method is clearly less suitable in some areas than others. It is well suited for subject areas where multiple choice questions or short answer questions can be used for testing knowledge and understanding. While it is not suitable as a method for marking essay-type questions, the electronic submission of students’ answers means that staff can take advantage of tools which analyse these to provide a check against plagiarism.

6.4
Management of Learning

We have seen that many aspects of student learning can be enabled and enhanced using technology. Similarly, most administrative functions of the e-University would be expected to have a high dependence on technology. The e-University will make use of database systems for student registration, records and other management information systems such as finance and personnel. It will be important for these systems to be integrated with each other and to interoperate with the systems used to manage the online learning materials and control the access authorisation and security procedures.

When students log onto the system they will be allocated access to designated materials and facilities depending on who they are and what course they are registered on. While they use the system, information may be stored on the system about what applications they use, results of any exercises they complete and possibly even details of extra charges for value-added services which they have accessed. After the student has logged off, the system should only allow access to the records of this transaction to those who need to see the relevant parts, e.g., the tutor, librarian and finance office will be permitted to see different areas of the database.

Current systems in use in the UK do not have all the capabilities required for “joined-up” operation. This is an area where suppliers of student records systems, “enterprise” systems, and virtual learning environments are engaged in developing software and tools which will meet the needs of a “learning management system”. Any vendor’s claims for such systems will need to be scrutinised carefully and the systems will need to be tested in order to prove themselves. It will be important for the e-University to define a framework for the management of the learning environment which is adopted.

For the e-University, an integrated learning management system will offer opportunities for new procedures in student recruitment and admissions. Students who are attracted to a course on the Web-based prospectus may be allowed access to a sample of the course materials and be able to obtain a feel for what the course is about and how it would suit them. Potential new students would be able to apply for admission via a Web-based application form.

6.5
Access and Delivery Mechanisms

It is assumed that the main provision of online learning by the e-University will be through standard Web-based technologies. This will normally mean student ownership of a computer and access to the Internet by telephone line, ISDN
 or cable connection through an Internet service provider. The higher the specification of the computer and the bandwidth of the Internet connection, the higher the degree of sophistication of the learning materials provided. A balance will need to be struck between cutting-edge and “lagging-edge” technology.

Figure 1 in section 4 gives a broad indication of the availability of access in different countries, and in addition there may be differences in the appropriateness of different technologies in relation to particular overseas markets. Although these may have to be handled in different ways in order to provide local solutions, the adherence to open global standards should reduce the need for local customisation.

As technological capabilities develop, there will be pressure to update hardware and also the learning materials to take advantage of these. The rate of response to these pressures will need to balance the requirement to keep up-to-date against the necessity to maintain old systems and compatibility with students’ existing equipment.

The e-University will require server capacity to meet the demands of a large number of students. It is likely that the IT architecture would be based on a set of servers in the UK which would be complemented by mirror sites and local servers in other countries. Robustness and reliability of the technology hardware and software will be paramount. The software for the e-University learning environment will need to provide an open, accessible system which is easy for students to use; at the same time, it must offer the security features and protection of materials that will prevent abuse. All technical services will need to be backed up by support available 24 hours a day and seven days a week.

6.6
Security

There are at least three important aspects of security: the question of privacy for students, the question of verifying the identity of users (whether staff, providers or students), and the question of protecting students and staff from harm or from engaging in criminal behaviour. Security requirements will apply to student services, to curricula and assessment and to student records. Two related issues that are not dealt with here are copyright and intellectual property rights for Web-based materials and services. These are issues that the e-University business model will need to address.

In the USA, higher education institutions and agencies are concerned about the activities of for-profit companies providing Web services. Through such services, companies can track students’ interests by using numeric codes (or “cookies”)
 so as to provide unsolicited and customised advertising for goods and services. Universities can avoid using such companies or require published privacy policies from companies.

The National Education Association (NEA) in the USA has developed guidelines to protect an institution’s records and staff/student interests.
 The NEA argues that security should be proportional to the severity of the perceived risk and that the need for security and protection must be balanced with the purpose of encouraging the use of information resources. The guidelines recommend the following:

For all Institutions
· Establish and reinforce an Acceptable Use Policy for computing resources.

· Develop a “rights and responsibilities” statement, defining accountability and responsibilities for providers and consumers of information.

· Post disclaimers on workstations, in policy statements or online in respect of liabilities for content of online courses or for wilful violations of the usage policy.

· Implement widespread educational programmes for relevant parties.

· Pursue violators by means of loss of privileges or other appropriate punishments.

For Greater Levels of Security
· Consider the use of a surveillance or monitoring system.

· Consider encryption as an option for highly sensitive data.

· Employ various systems controls to control access such as passwords and account numbers and/or captive user environments.

· Purchase/build software to filter out inappropriate material.

For Individual Privacy and Security
· Be cautious about providing personal information online (teach students to protect their own privacy and operate within relevant legal frameworks).

· Question how information is used through online surveys – check usage of personal information.

· Educate yourself and students about electronic privacy and intellectual property rights

· Employ the protection mechanisms that are part of online systems, discouraging use of shared passwords or aliases.

A further development that is being piloted at present is the use of “digital certificates” to verify the identities of students and staff in relation to online transactions (for administrative, academic and research purposes). The digital certificate is a tiny, coded file with identifying information about an individual or institution. Associated with the information is a pair of encryption keys, one public key (i.e., the “public key infrastructure” linked to the policies, software and practices for managing digital certificates) and one private key.

The Corporation for Research and Educational Networking (CREN) has established technical and business standards for the certificates. In association with MIT, CREN is now offering a service for validating the digital certificates of higher education and research institutions. This service would, in effect, enable mutual recognition of the certificates by other universities and electronic publishers, if accepted. It is being trialled by MIT, Princeton and Georgia Institute of Technology. CREN’s certificate service is free to members and available for a fee to others. Other such digital certificate providers include the federal government in the USA and several large companies.

To make full use of these certificates, institutions (including the e-University and its contributors) need standards for managing different levels of access to digital information – for example, financial information, personnel data and networked services.

The e-University will need to develop policies and procedures to protect its activities. Technical advice will be available to it through the work of JISC (which already has projects in this area); comparable international networks, such as those described above, offer valuable guidance and services. Examples from outside the university sector (for example, in public-sector organisations or in other sectors such as defence, banking or travel – or in relation to e-commerce more generally) will also provide examples of how security issues are being confronted.

6.7
Plagiarism

The issue of plagiarism is, in principle, no different in a virtual learning context than in a face-to-face context. In practice, however, the enormous array of resources available to students and the potential remoteness of students from tutors make the issue more significant. At present, different responses are evident among providers. Many practitioners argue that the level of tutor-student interaction and feedback on performance and progress acts as a check on plagiarism, both because of the tutor’s knowledge of student work and because the interactions are captured on a Web board. Students are asked to confirm at the start of each assignment that the work is their own and tutors are also asked to confirm authorship.

A different (but possibly complementary) response is to insist that all summative assessment take place in examination centres, not online. A third response is to use technological solutions, either through the use of particular software or the services of particular organisations that will check assignments against each other and against likely known sources (e.g., the services of Plagiarism.org). JISC are at present commissioning a few pilot institutions to evaluate such services.

6.8
Standards in Learning Technology

The new learning materials to be developed for use within the e-University will need to take account of emerging standards intended to allow the interoperability of course components and their management in a learning environment. One initiative supporting such standards is the Instructional Management System (IMS), initially sponsored by EDUCAUSE in the USA. IMS is now a global consortium with members from educational, commercial and government organisations, including JISC on behalf of the UK HE and FE institutions.

The IMS project has two main goals: defining the technical standards for interoperability of applications and services in distributed learning, and supporting the incorporation of IMS specifications into products and services worldwide. IMS aims to provide the widespread adoption of specifications, which will allow distributed learning environments and content for multiple authors to work together. Specifications which have already been produced are the IMS Learning Resource Metadata Specification and the IMS Enterprise system specification; others in preparation are in the areas of “Question and Test”, “Content Packaging”, “Content Management” and “Profiles”.

Other relevant learning technology standards work is taking place through IEEE (1484 LTSC), European initiatives Prometeus and CEN/ISSS; and newly established groups of the BSI and ISO. On behalf of the UK HE and FE communities, JISC has funded the Centre for Educational Technology Interoperability Standards (CETIS) to participate in the standards development process and disseminate information about their significance.

The adoption of established open standards gives the advantage of not having to design a specific learning environment or learning management system, while allowing various systems to work together and interoperate in a common technical environment. This also avoids the disadvantages of being limited to a proprietary file format and a single software vendor. This level of interoperation would be a requirement for a disaggregated model where learning materials, learning support and assessment are offered separately, with different providers/suppliers contributing to programmes and degrees. This is the approach being adopted for the Ufi/learndirect learning environment and also for the managed learning environment being developed to meet the needs of the UK FE community.

6.9
Future Advances in Technology

It is not hard to predict that the pace of technological change will continue. Moore’s Law for silicon technologies, that the number of transistors on a chip will double every 18 months, is expected to apply until at least 2007. This would be equivalent to an increase of processing capacity of a factor of 25 over seven years, continuing the trend of computers becoming faster and cheaper. However, the rate of change in the area of telecommunications is even more spectacular. For example, today, a connection to the Internet voice or single voice channel on the GSM digital cellular network with a bandwidth of 14.4 kbps is suitable for e-mail but little else. It is predicted that a third generation mobile device will be able to access the Internet with a connection bandwidth of 2 Mbps by 2004.
 This 140-fold increase in bandwidth will enable applications such as video and audio to be accessible to these mobile devices. This could dramatically alter the ways in which students access learning materials and learning support in the future.

The advent of digital interactive television is another development which can be expected to alter the paradigm of how information and learning materials are accessed, but it is too early to say in any detail what impact this technology will have.

In general, advances in communications technologies are likely to lead to Internet access becoming faster, cheaper, more widespread and more secure. The growth of e-commerce and e-business will provide a powerful driver for the increase of robustness and security of networked information systems, and for the development of improvements in registration, authentication and electronic cash transfer systems.

Recognition of the potential consequences of technical advances should inform the development of the e-University’s learning and support model. It will be important to design a learning paradigm which is pedagogically sound and which can survive into the next generation of technological change. It follows that the e-University will need to establish mechanisms to track the emerging technologies and to adapt to the new capabilities and opportunities they provide.

7.
Quality and Standards

This section addresses those topics in the terms of reference that relate to the quality and standards of educational provision offered by or through the e-University. These topics are:

· Degree-awarding powers and a university title.

· Methods of assuring quality.

· Standards: quality and academic (technical standards are addressed in section 6).

· Credit accumulation and transfer arrangements.

· Challenges to quality assurance arising from cross-border learning.

The section makes no attempt to repeat the more general comments on quality and quality assurance in relation to e-learning that appear in the Business of Borderless Education report.

The first subsection of the section sets a context for considering quality and standards in relation to the e-University, and provides a short analysis as seen from a market perspective. This analysis is important not only as a guide to methods of quality assurance, but also as a means of identifying the most appropriate form and substance for the e-University.

This section makes no attempt to identify one preferred approach to assuring quality in the e-University, as this cannot be done until the business plan has been produced and its operational characteristics are clearer. It does, however, identify a range of approaches that are available.

7.1
Quality and Standards from a Market Perspective

Unlike existing higher education in the UK, where quality is very much “producer led”, it follows from our assumptions identified in section 1 that all aspects of the e-University will have to be “market led”. Thus, while it will be important to ensure an equivalence of standards between e-University programmes and existing higher education provision, systems for maintaining quality and standards will have to be much more market-led, with the needs of customers serving as a key dimension in determining quality-assurance arrangements.

As section 3 highlights, there is not one single market, but several. On the demand side, these markets can be segmented according to different characteristics. Each of these will have implications for quality and may affect the choice of appropriate standards. Some basic characteristics include:

· Client type (e.g., age or stage in life, social or physical status, educational and technological background, individual, organisation or government).

· Geography and location (e.g., nationality, language or cultural identity, local or regional).

· Product or service requirements (e.g., formal qualifications, CPD/CET, particular educational or learning services, career/business opportunities).

· Price.

Obviously, different clients in different countries will be seeking a range of products and services for a variety of purposes. They will judge quality according to their purposes and needs. The definition of quality that best fits this situation is taken from the quality vocabulary of ISO 8402.
 Quality is “the totality of features and characteristics of a product or service that bear on its ability to satisfy stated or implied needs”. As Yorke (1999) points out, quality is in the eye of the customer(or less obviously, in the eye of the supplier who anticipates correctly what the customer will need, even if the latter has not yet realised or fully articulated that need. Anticipating stated needs will engender satisfaction; anticipating implied needs may score more highly and engender delight.

The customer-supplier relationship is not an exact metaphor for higher education. For example, students are customers of provided services, but are also active partners in the process of learning. Similarly, in work-based or practice-based contexts, employers or practitioners are active partners in a collective relationship where quality will have a number of dimensions. Identifying the appropriate criteria that will guide judgements of quality and effectiveness is likely to be a matter for negotiation between all relevant parties.

An example of this kind of interrelationship is taken from the quality-assurance model used by Motorola University (the “Return on Expectations” model). The model involves three major constituencies: managers who sponsor the education, employees who engage in the educational experience and the subject experts and instructional designers who develop the learning product. It is the expectation of corporate managers that education and training will result in higher productivity and better performance (return on investment, or ROI). Employees expect education/training to be convenient, relevant and useful. Course developers expect to meet both manager and learner needs by producing courses with excellent instructional design, appropriate standards and learning integrity. Motorola University has designed evaluation instruments that seek to test each of these sets of expectations (or quality criteria) and the results inform course design.

Just as quality criteria differ according to different client groups and their requirements, so standards will also differ. For example, competence standards differ from academic standards and both differ from the standards that might be identified for “the student experience” or for quality of service to clients. In reality, student achievement in a university course already represents a profile of standards of performance (e.g., intellectual performance, technical performance, performance in relation to transferable skills) which is obscured by the granting of a single award. An employer will judge the quality of a graduate in terms of this profile of standards, not in terms of standards of course design or student experience, unless perhaps they are sponsoring the education.

Some of the clients that the e-University might hope to target as a potential market include governments, companies (multinational or SMEs), public-sector agencies or services, and individuals aged 16 and older. Some examples of differences in their expectations and the related impact on quality and standards are given below. These are illustrative, not exhaustive: 

· Multinational corporations or public services (armed services, health service, teacher education) seeking standardised education, culturally tailored, linked to business/service performance and perhaps to professional and competence standards. Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA) standards,
 or those of a professional body, might be the appropriate external referent.

· Governments seeking high-quality higher education/qualifications delivered to domestic markets, comparable to those in the UK. While the QAA might be an appropriate external reference point, alternatively the home government might require compliance with its own quality-assurance arrangements or only accept an international peer review process.

· Individuals or companies as sponsors for education, seeking tailored educational opportunities (a course or learning opportunity, perhaps with no qualification). Quality requirements here might be for guarantees of curriculum provision and educational support, for example undertaken by kite-marking materials and learning support to define quality. (An external referent might be the British Association for Open Learning, or BAOL.)

· “Missed chance adult learners” seeking qualifications for career enhancement, with flexible and convenient delivery. Existing university or Ufi learning centres are possible routes for the standards and quality arrangements that would be necessary to assure the quality of materials, learning support, assessment and award required.

· Individuals or organisations as clients seeking tailored or customised learning materials for the non-UK context. Quality guarantees may be needed for the learning materials which are developed in partnership, for example, using the approaches of the BAOL or similar.

It should also be noted that in some countries and for some types of clients (or programmes, or sets of skills), electronically mediated learning may not be appropriate or regarded as of the same quality as face-to-face educational provision.

The supply side also has implications for quality-assurance arrangements. For example, a key feature of distance learning is the separation of functions within the educational process (e.g., curriculum design as separate from the delivery of teaching and assessment). In addition, if we include the dimensions of electronic delivery internationally and the growing commercialisation of educational/learning services, then further differentiation and disaggregation of function and agent is possible and likely. For example, the production of learning materials can be separated from support for learning and from assessment and the awarding function(and each can be outsourced and delivered by different organisations.

Deciding the nature of the products and services that the e-University will offer and determining the markets that will be targeted has a critical bearing on the choice of quality-assurance arrangements. The following sections illustrate some of the available choices.

7.2
Degree-awarding Powers and a University Title

The questions of who will award degrees (and other qualifications) and how this will be done are central to the operation of quality arrangements for the e-University. Three sets of options are presented for the e-University in relation to degree-awarding powers (DAPs). These options have been developed in the light of the QAA’s paper on “the awarding function”
 as well as other relevant material. They have also been informed by early thinking about the business model among the PwC team. Each set of options is briefly reviewed.
a) 
The e-University has its own Degree-Awarding Powers

In this model, the e-University is envisaged as a free-standing entity. It could either co-ordinate and manage a range of services (materials design, learning support and assessment) or commission and deliver educational products and services (courses and qualifications). In either case a primary function of the e-University might be quality assurance of learning services and programmes.

The e-University could seek its own degree-awarding powers through several different routes:

· By seeking special dispensation from the Secretary of State, either to vary the current criteria for DAPs or to accommodate a new form of university.

· By working within the current criteria for DAPs, which would assume a period of “apprenticeship” under the supervision of an academic advisory council or similar while a track record is established (e.g., a consortium of universities might accredit the degrees for a period of time).

· By seeking legal changes to the Further and Higher Education Act 1992.

· By seeking accreditation from elsewhere (the USA or possibly EU, if current proposals for the establishment of an accreditation system in Europe move forward), linked to recognition by the DfEE.

· By seeking a review of current criteria for DAPs in the light of recent “borderless” developments. Such developments include: virtual university projects and e-learning more generally; an increase in the number of private and for-profit education providers; the growth of regional and international collaborations (both universities and companies); and an increase in “unbundling” and outsourcing whereby different educational functions are provided by different partners. Arguably, such a review is needed in any event.

The advantages of having independent DAPs include: the ability to clarify responsibility and accountability and to shorten communication lines; the potential for the e-University to develop or commission its own award-bearing programmes to match its market needs; and to practice direct control over quality assurance.

The disadvantages of this approach include: the potential for competition rather than complementarity and value-added from the e-University for existing universities and colleges (although this will depend on whether e-University provision is the same or distinctly different); the lack of a brand image for the e-University in the marketplace; and the potential for judicial or other challenges if existing DAPs’ criteria are evaded (although this might be mitigated if they were reviewed and changed). There will also be accountability and transparency issues to consider if the e-University is in receipt of public funding.

University title should not be a problem if the e-University is owned by a consortium of universities, nor if it achieves degree-awarding powers in its own right. However, if its form and substance differs radically from that of existing universities, it would be worth reflecting on the impact of using the title university: for example, what is the value of the name?

b) 
The e-University does not have its own Degree-Awarding Powers

In this case, various scenarios are possible:

· The e-University is a delivery mechanism for the modules or degree programmes of the consortium that it operates (e.g., a small number of universities)(there is at least one model in existence where four universities in the UK offer a joint degree, with all four university logos on the certificate.

· The e-University is a delivery mechanism for the modules, degree programmes or other educational services of all UK universities.

· The e-University is a broker for commissioning, developing or delivering programmes and other educational services to meet different market needs(units of learning, materials, assessment or learning support may come from any source. In this case, university title might be difficult to attain, unless the awarding body(s) are universities or similar.

c) 
The e-University does not Award Degrees – Degree-Awarding Powers are not Needed

Instead of offering degrees(which are a “protected” qualification(the e-University in this option offers other units of learning and learning services which may or may not be credit rated or require certification (such as CPD courses). It could define its own awards (like Ufi), offer credit towards the awards of other bodies, or seek validation for its awards from other bodies (universities, QCA, professional bodies, or a new agency). In this case, a university title would probably not be appropriate.

Given the scenarios described above, the nature of the awarding body might also vary, for example:

· One university might act as awarding body, setting up special arrangements for QA (e.g., the Open University or London External).

· A small consortium of universities might offer joint awards, approved through a special set of QA arrangements(assuming their charters and statutes permit this. Alternatively, a student might be able to take courses from any institution in a consortium and accumulate relevant credits, but register and receive a degree from only one (as in the case of the new Global University Alliance).

· Students might register for degrees at one institution, but the delivery of learning could be through the e-University.

· A separate awarding/accrediting authority could be established with control over e-University awards or credit. (In practice, this option may be little different from the e-university having its own DAPs, unless the authority sits outside the jurisdiction of the QAA). A possibility might be to establish an authority that is different from but parallel to QCA and QAA with a remit to deal with new “tertiary-level” awards and credit that crosses existing boundaries: i.e., FE/HE levels, university- and other organisation-tailored awards, transnational awards, and consortia-designed programmes and services. Both Ufi and the e-University might relate to such a body.

· Responsibilities for awards might be shared within a partnership (e.g., each university takes responsibility for groups of programmes in a field of study – the QAA’s proposal).

· A non-UK awarding authority might be used; or new international arrangements might need to be established.

The advantages of operating without DAPs of its own include some freedom of choice about the appropriate awarding body and the nature of “awards” (e.g., whole degrees, other kinds of units of learning and credit as an award). There would also be scope for developing a new approach that would perhaps allow for greater flexibility than operating within the current framework established by the Quality Assurance Agency. For example, the QAA’s definition of a degree is related to the forthcoming national qualifications frameworks and referenced to benchmark statements at subject level. It may be more appropriate, given the market characteristics described above, to define a degree in terms of outcome standards (which may or may not be subject related) and accumulation of relevant credits attained.

The potential disadvantages of operating without DAPs include possible fragmentation of responsibilities and accountabilities between partners (unless the e-University establishes special QA arrangements); the possibility that awards of the e-University may be linked only to one or a small number of named institutions (militating against a UK-wide brand); and the possibility that new approaches may take time to establish credibility and a reputation for quality (however, this may be true for all aspects of the e-University).

7.3
Conclusions on Degree-awarding Powers

Important success criteria for the e-University include flexibility and responsiveness (with the potential to be innovative and distinctive), credibility (in terms of quality, currency and standing in the marketplace) and public confidence (in terms of rigour of provision and security of systems and procedures). Flexibility and responsiveness imply that the e-University must be able to offer innovative programmes and learning services quickly, drawing on (or commissioning) material and services from a range of providers. These criteria point to the need for an independent awarding function, whether belonging to the e-University or to a separate body designed for the purpose.

However, in relation to credibility and public confidence, the arguments may be different. Quality in these terms will depend on a combination of sound quality assurance and enhancement arrangements, and reputation in the marketplace (bearing in mind the discussion above about different markets, different quality criteria and different standards). The e-University can only build a reputation quickly by being associated with providers that already have a strong reputation/brand image (i.e., by “leveraging” such brands), whether they are universities or other providers, and/or by being subject to the same quality and accountability requirements as existing universities – where the products and services are similar. In the longer term, the e-University will be judged on the success of its outcomes. Appropriate QA arrangements for the e-University and the imprimatur of a quality or accrediting agency are likely to provide reassurance about quality both in the short and longer term.

Clearly, the option chosen should depend on the model of the e-University that is adopted. A further choice, in addition to those options outlined above, would be to adopt a two-staged process. The ultimate goal would be to have independent powers operated within a national/international framework. This implies either the need to review the QAA’s criteria for DAPs in the light of the e-University’s requirements, or to seek separate awarding body/ accreditation arrangements(perhaps through a specialist committee or unit set up to deal with online, international and collaborative provision. Experience from Ufi, the US accrediting agencies, the International Network of Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education and external models (outside HE) will provide valuable input for a review of DAPs or indeed the terms of reference and engagement of a new body. In the intervening period under this option, an interim arrangement would be to operate through one or a small number of universities, using their DAPs and quality-assurance arrangements, if and when such powers are required.

7.4
Methods for Assuring Quality

This section provides a brief overview of the quality-assurance arrangements that will be needed for the e-University to operate securely, to the satisfaction of all stakeholders. It is illustrative, rather than comprehensive. We concentrate first on the main options for organisational arrangements at internal and external levels, then offer some thoughts on the areas of activity that should be subject to quality control and assurance. The choice of arrangement will, of course, depend on the model of the e-University that is adopted. For example, different sets of arrangements would be appropriate to an e-University that acts as a portal to existing providers, to one that is a broker for consortia of providers or clients, and to one that is established as an independent virtual university.

a) 
Internal Quality Assurance Arrangements: Organisational Options for Quality Management in the e-University

There are numerous possible options for internal quality management arrangements. A sample is offered below:

· Operating a central committee (with relevant sub-committees) that monitors the inputs from providers and assures “the whole” (i.e., programme, award, learning service) against a set of principles or quality standards and a contract – where providers are existing universities/colleges and other agents.

· Establishing (like Ufi) a specific quality control framework that is linked to a new award. Quality control is built on a contract for the delivery of educational services (which clarifies where responsibilities lie) supported by a set of design principles and a code of practice (the “specification”). Providers require their own internal QA mechanisms to ensure that they can deliver against the requirements of the contract. Running alongside these contractual arrangements is a development and evaluation process, initially with a pilot consortium of providers and subsequently with wider groups, that is designed to test, embed and improve the QA arrangements.

· Establishing (like Western Governors University)
 a series of councils and equivalent officer responsibilities that monitor the quality standards set for different parts of the teaching and learning process or the educational service. For example, a programme council oversees curriculum design, an assessment council oversees assessment of student performance and associate academic officers oversee academic planning and co-ordination. Delivery of teaching (including library services) is monitored by the providers themselves, and student support is provided directly by WGU and monitored accordingly.

· Adopting a quality management system that has external recognition (such as ISO 9000 standards) and establishing internal arrangements that ensure compliance with the system (as in the case of International Management Centres, a UK-based virtual institution).
 Some other UK HEIs are also using the ISO system.

· Operating a franchising or outsourcing model where curriculum design and certification are rigorously controlled in-house and all other parts of the educational process (such as delivery of teaching and assessment) are contracted out. This is the model that Microsoft and Cisco operate in relation to their education and training programmes; in the case of the former, authorised academic training providers undertake delivery of teaching while Prometric and Virtual University Enterprises (a division of National Computer Systems)
 manage exams and provide online testing services. Quality assurance is underpinned by formal contracts.

· Establishing a tailor-made quality management system (like that of the University of Phoenix) with a variety of rigorous QA systems (such as the “academic quality management system” and the “adult learning outcomes assessment system”) and detailed procedures designed and managed internally.

· Following the organisational arrangements of some corporate universities that have features both similar to and different from those of existing universities; for example, a faculty system with deans (including a dean of learning); specific councils or centres (e.g., centres for benchmarking and best practice, and for measurement and standards; or learning councils that monitor and evaluate different kinds of provision).

The appropriate choice for the e-University should be determined according to criteria such as: nature of its business, choice of functional model, objectives, type of services and clients, feasibility/functionality of arrangements, cost, international credibility (within HE systems and the wider public arena) and the potential for promoting quality enhancement and change. Modelling the arrangements on those of existing universities may not meet these criteria. Given the novelty of the e-University, we believe there is also merit in adopting a developmental process to support internal quality control and assurance arrangements (following the example of Ufi).

b)
External Organisational Arrangements for Quality Assurance

We assume that a form of external review is necessary, but this assumption should be debated. We also assume that arrangements for external review will be related, broadly, to those educational functions that are currently subject to external review in existing universities: i.e., management of overall quality system, standards and management of quality at curriculum level, management of delivery and learning support, and the management of assessment and examining. This assumption should also be debated; for example, it may be appropriate for the e-University to have its own arrangements for external review without requiring an additional layer of external review by an outside body. In addition, if the balance of income for the e-University comes from non-public sources, it might not be bound by public-sector accountability requirements, and instead might relate to quality agencies that serve the private higher education sector.

As with the internal system, there are several options for external arrangements. These include:

· The QAA might review the e-University.

· The e-University might be reviewed by an international agency (e.g., the newly constituted Global Alliance for Transnational Education
 or similar body).

· The e-University might be reviewed as part of a periodic accreditation process (e.g., by ISO or similar).

· Professional bodies or the equivalent (including international agencies or consortia) might review curricula and/or assessment arrangements and outcomes – rather than having any corporate-level review.

· If the e-University is owned by a consortium of universities, the consortium might establish a periodic review or benchmarking group of its own, or look to an organisation like the Council of European Rectors or the International Association of University Professors to mount such a review. An interesting new peer review system, the Multimedia Educational Resource for Learning and On-Line Teaching (MERLOT), has been established by a North American consortium of universities systems and a national association. The system will evaluate the quality of online “learning objects” and will give a numeric quality rating.

· If the e-University is linked to one or more existing universities (e.g., in a portal model) it may be reviewed by QAA as a collaborative arrangement of the host institution(s).

· External review of international provision offered by the e-University might be subject to external review in the countries in which it operates – either by imposition of the importing countries’ regulations or by means of mutual recognition between quality agencies.

· Where specialist functional agencies develop (e.g., an agency for learning design or for assessment), such agencies might review relevant functions. One model already in existence is BAOL; this organisation has established quality marks, linked to a process of external evaluation, for different functions. To date these include quality marks for materials development, advice and guidance, learner support and learning centres. At least one university in the UK is seeking to acquire such quality marks to kite-mark relevant activities.

· Multiple accreditation and review processes might apply: for example, at curriculum and corporate levels, and at national and international levels.

· External reviews might not be undertaken by a public-sector agency; instead, formal contracts with associated responsibilities and liabilities might provide the basis for ensuring quality (as in many commercial models).

The choice of external arrangements will depend on similar criteria to those identified for internal arrangements. It will also be important to determine the appropriate balance between internal and external arrangements, recognising the inevitable tensions between achieving appropriate levels of public confidence, keeping costs down, and facilitating responsiveness to new markets.

c)
Form and Elements of Quality Assurance

The steering group for the e-University may wish to consider the relative benefits of different forms of quality control and assurance, and related evidence. Options include: setting standards for different functions (for example, technical standards, quality standards, academic or competence standards); adopting principles and codes of practice; establishing contractual arrangements; designing specifications for relevant activities; and using statistical data and performance indicators to monitor outcomes. It will also be necessary to determine the most useful balance of emphasis for quality-assurance arrangements, that is, the balance between input, process and output criteria.

Currently, many existing providers of distance, open or virtual learning pay attention to the following elements in their quality-assurance arrangements, and the e-University will have to consider which to adopt: 

· Market analyses, risk analyses, resource analyses.

· System design (purposes, activities, resources, technologies, locations, responsibilities and providers, etc.).

· Selection of staff and students (including recruitment, customer information and guidance services, registration and contractual arrangements).

· Training, support and management of staff (instructional designers, tutors etc).

· Induction and profiling of students.

· QA of content and software, including curriculum design and production – testing, monitoring and reviewing.

· Learning support systems (including guidance, tutoring, media and technical resources, learner welfare).

· Delivery systems (including technology, human and other resources that support delivery).

· Management of provision and services: units, modules, programmes and centres (including asynchronous/synchronous activity and analyses of time-on-task).

· Monitoring progress and managing progression arrangements and information for learners/sponsors.

· Assessment and grading systems including final examinations.

· Awarding arrangements, including credit rating and accumulation.

· Managing student mobility and transfer of credit.

· Outcomes analyses and evaluations of activity (some corporate and for-profit providers offer useful models).

· Complaints and appeals.

· Responsibilities and accountabilities for joint and collaborative provision.

· Equal opportunities.

· Health and safety, professional indemnity, intellectual property rights.

Further detail in relation to elements of quality assurance can be found in a recent report by Phipps for the Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA),
 where evidence of “best practice” in quality-assurance strategies used by experienced providers of distance learning is summarised.

Whether all these elements of quality assurance should be the direct responsibility of the e-University itself (rather than the responsibility of partner bodies) depends on the functional model adopted. It may also be appropriate to vary the attention given to any one element (for example, learner welfare) depending on the degree of autonomy and self-direction expected of or wanted by the client group. If the e-University is run on a commercial basis, some aspects of quality (such as levels of support and guidance) may also be price-related.

7.5
Standards

As mentioned above, there are different kinds of standards that will be needed in relation to the e-university’s functions. These include technical standards for hardware and software systems, quality standards and academic (or equivalent) standards. Technical standards are dealt with in section 6.

Quality standards take different forms. The options for the e-University include:

· Adopting QAA codes of practice (as equivalent to quality standards).

· Adopting the standards of an external agency (e.g., ISO standards or those of the Open and Distance Learning Quality Council, or ODL QC, or the Quality Marks of the BAOL).

· Adopting the standards used by other countries; for example, those incorporated into a report recently published by the National Education Association and Blackboard.com, 2000, or recent guidance produced by UNESCO on transnational education and by the Commonwealth of Learning in relation to the remote delivery of courses. 

· Establishing specific quality standards for the e-University related to its mission, markets, activities and clients. A detailed example of standards for quality control in Web-based distance education that might be useful for the e-University has been produced by Astleitner, based on a comprehensive review of the literature and Web sites.

In relation to academic standards or the equivalent – for example, competence, professional or occupational standards – the following approaches could be adopted, which are not mutually exclusive:

· Use the same approaches as those of other UK universities operating within the QAA’s framework: degree standards will be linked to the qualifications’ frameworks, to subject benchmark statements and to programme specifications, and will be subject to external assessors’ scrutiny at the point of validation of curricula and to external examiners in relation to assessment.

· Seek professional accreditation in professional areas (i.e., national or international standards). In several professional areas (e.g., engineering, medicine, law) there are already strong efforts to internationalise curricula and to identify international minimum standards and criteria for professional recognition, e.g., the Washington Accord in Engineering. Other areas where international collaboration is in progress include architecture, accountancy, psychology, and business and management. These efforts are linked to regulatory frameworks controlling mobility of labour and professional services that in turn may include minimum standards for education and training, established, inter alia, by the EU, WTO, NAFTA and ASEAN agencies.

· Use the occupational and competence standards of QCA or equivalent bodies. In the USA, Western Governors University’s competence-based approach may be useful as a comparator.

· Develop specific standards for new forms of e-University provision and services – or new awards (e.g., collaborative awards or awards that cross conventional “level” boundaries).

· Rely on the standards (and associated QA systems) of existing universities in a consortium that forms or owns the e-University.

Where the products and services of the e-University are similar to or the same as those of existing universities, criteria of comparability and “recognisability” are likely to be important. This suggests either that the standards of existing universities are used, or that e-University systems closely resemble those of other universities (for example, validation, external examining, etc.). However, where the products and services are different, alternative standards could be applied. In addition, with strong marketing, it may be possible to launch a new award linked to new standards and procedures (see the example of Ufi, but also note the example of National Vocational Qualifications, or NVQs – with new awards taking time to establish credibility in the marketplace – among potential learners, employers, and others).

Outcome standards are likely to be a major source of evidence of success (or otherwise) for the e-University, and as such it will be important to establish effective systems for evaluating outcomes.

7.6
Credit Accumulation and Transfer Scheme (CATS)

This topic is a vexed issue and may be one of the thorniest questions to face the e-University. There is no nationally agreed framework for CATS in the UK (except in Scotland); instead, regional frameworks and agreements operate where institutions have signed up to them. There are some UK institutions that have chosen not to be part of the regional frameworks; credit transfer from other institutions in these cases remains discretionary. At an international level there are no globally agreed systems (although some countries like the USA operate an effective national system) and units of credit do not have the same value in different parts of the world.

The issue is complicated further by the need to import credit for formal learning done in contexts other than universities (accreditation for prior or current learning) or to give credit for learning related to experience (accrediting prior or current experiential learning). Although the QAA has issued guidance on these areas, credit-rating practices are not uniform and the acceptance of such credit is not universal among existing universities. There is little sign at present that the QAA will press for a UK-wide credit system (linked to the qualifications frameworks) given the opposition to credit-based learning among some English institutions. An option for the e-University would be to link to the Scottish framework.

Within Europe, the European Credit Transfer System (ECTS) has done much to assist participating universities in getting to grips with the concept and practice of credit recognition (for periods of study abroad) and with transfer of such credit between institutions. ECTS is built around learning agreements between home and host institutions and standardised numbers of study points (e.g., one year of full-time study is given 60 study points). A transcript of records lists courses and study results for a mobile student and a “conversion table of national grading scales” has been developed to allow for a foreign evaluation of a student on specific courses to be translated into the usual grading system of the home university.

The relative simplicity of ECTS has been a key to its success in promoting intra-European mobility, curricular reform and moves towards the harmonisation of European systems of higher education (e.g., the Sorbonne and Bologna declarations).
 On the other hand, the system has avoided some of the contentious issues of checking comparability of curriculum content, teaching methods, workload, student assessment procedures, etc., which many regard as essential components of quality and standards. In countries that take a protectionist stance towards their programmes and awards (or indeed where institutions are similarly cautious) such detailed checking may be required. However, these labour-intensive processes act as a real block to credit transfer on a global scale.

In Europe, the European National Information Centre (ENIC), linked to the National Academic Recognition Information Centres (NARICs), offers advice on the recognition of foreign diplomas and degrees.
 They are underpinned by a variety of mechanisms at the national and EU levels, including declarations, conventions and agreements, and operate on the principle of mutual recognition rather than tests of equivalence. In the future, these centres (and their electronic databases) may develop a more significant role in relation to credit recognition. An important instrument for this purpose will be the “Diploma Supplement” (jointly developed by the European Commission, Council of Europe and UNESCO/CEPES)
 which will provide a standardised format for describing the type, level, content and status of a given award.

In the USA, the example of Regents College,
 a private institution based in Albany, New York may offer a model for the e-University. The College, founded in 1971, is a brand name institution for distance learning; it offers degree programmes based exclusively on outcomes-based assessment of learning, mainly to adult learners. For students of Regents College there are three routes to degrees, and all are “approved” by different agencies:

· Students can attend Regents College (17,000 students are currently enrolled for its 32 degree programmes).

· Students can earn credits towards undergraduate and postgraduate degrees through courses offered at various places including accredited colleges and universities in the USA and overseas, and accredited distance-learning courses. Military and industry training, evaluated for college credit by the American Council on Education (ACE) and the New York National Program on Non-Collegiate Sponsored Instruction, can also be counted towards degrees.

· Credits can be earned through Regents College Examinations. These examinations are recognised by ACE for the award of college-level credit. 50 examinations have been developed and are administered by Regents College to measure college-level knowledge in a variety of disciplines. They are available internationally.

Regents College combines a range of functions including degree granting, teaching, examining and “banking of credit” towards its qualifications. The credit-rating process is externally validated, as are its other functions. If a parallel is made with the UK, the college combines some of the elements of the OU, the OU’s Validation Service and the activities of London University’s External Programme. The missing element in the UK context is an externally validated framework for credit rating.

The potential for credit accumulation (as in the Regents College approach) and credit transfer will be essential if the e-University is to operate internationally and to allow for the development of collaborative programmes or services. For example, in some institutions in some countries, it is already estimated that more than 20% of students take some of their course work abroad.
 The importance of credit transfer is already recognised by so-called virtual universities; a recent accord signed by 28 online universities agreed to promote co-operation and the transfer of credit. In the absence of a UK-wide framework, the options are:

· To develop such a framework as a matter of priority.

· To develop its own arrangements for mutual recognition or articulation agreements and credit rating (or a consortium of those institutions owning it).

· To link the e-University to the Scottish framework.

· To use the ECTS framework (which is in the process of being developed further), or look to other international arrangements.

· To look to the ENIC/NARICs or other appropriate agencies for the development of mechanisms for the approval of credit (following the ACE approach).

7.7
Challenges to Quality Assurance from Cross-Border Learning

There are three kinds of specific “cross-border” challenges to quality assurance: the first arises from learning that crosses national borders (transnational education); the second relates to learning that crosses sectoral or formal level borders (e.g., university/industry or FE/HE); and the third arises from crossing functional boundaries (where the education process is designed and delivered by different agents in a supply chain).

a)
Crossing National Borders

The Global Alliance for Transnational Education (GATE) recently identified a number of barriers to transnational educational trade.
 These include:

· National legislation in general (and in relation to higher education policies in particular)

· Qualification authorities and their policies

· Customs regulations

· Visa regulations

· Telecommunications laws

· Intellectual property rights

· Bureaucratic over-regulation by quality and funding agencies

In a commissioned paper for the International Association of University Professors (IAUP) on the topic of Internationalization and Quality Assurance,
 Van Damme (1999) elaborates on some of the above:

· Administrative problems hinder the smooth functioning of internationalisation schemes; there is a need for clear and simple student application systems and evaluation procedures.

· Recognition for degrees and credit is often based on complicated tests of equivalence; one solution is for professional associations to validate degrees/programmes in foreign countries as equivalent to domestic ones.

· Some countries are protectionist through their state-led QA systems, others balance state- and market-driven QA approaches. Most national systems are reluctant to cede power to supranational agencies; in the short term, mutual recognition between quality agencies may be a solution.

· There are variations between QA systems in different countries, in terms of definitions of quality, purposes and functions, methods, focus and agents responsible. In the short term, networks of agencies and exchange of information and expertise may lead to greater convergence.

· Self-evaluation as the central methodology in external quality assurance falls short in a context where several partners are involved, transcending national borders, evaluation cultures and QA policies. Alternative methods that focus on agreements, contracts and outcomes may be more appropriate.

· Quality agencies (and institutions) are struggling to monitor and control profiteering and deception as education becomes more market driven and global.

In addition to these challenges, we would add the need to be aware of different jurisdictions for the resolution of disputes and opportunities for redress, varied cultural contexts for curriculum design and assessment and potential differences in infrastructure and support for students in different countries which may lead to different kinds of student experience and/or different pre-requisites for courses. In some countries, as noted above, governments have established particular regulations to cover educational imports, some of which involve special licensing arrangements. In other countries, distance learning is not regarded as of equivalent value to conventional forms of education. The QAA has alerted institutions to many of these issues in their guidelines and codes of practice; however, there are areas of transnational education and learning services that need to be addressed beyond and between national agencies.

b)
Crossing Organisational or Sectoral Borders

Some issues in this category are similar to those arising from transnational education. For example, different quality criteria and standards may apply; there may be different purposes for the education and different modes of curriculum and evaluation, leading to alternative forms of certification or qualification. Legal status will vary (charitable versus for profit, for example) and there may be different kinds of responsibilities between providers of the education. Tariffs (for credit) may differ with associated differences in funding. Judgements of performance may differ, with consequences, for example for comparative measures (e.g., drop-out rates). Most of these issues are not new and are being confronted by institutions, the QAA and the QCA. One of the most difficult areas remains that of credit rating and credit transfer across sectors, levels and forms of learning.

c)
Crossing Functional Borders

The main challenge here is to determine where responsibility for quality assurance rests, particularly in relation to disputes and redress. In long and complex supply chains, it may be most realistic to adopt quality-assurance arrangements that are based around formal contracts for the delivery of services, looking to commercial models for ways of dealing with liabilities. Technological systems-based, rather than people-based, approaches to QA (such as peer review) may also be needed to streamline future approaches to quality assurance.

A general challenge for the e-University will arise from a shift towards “customer-led” or “market-driven” education. Where tailored or customised provision and services are sought, for example, for CPD, or where full fees are paid by customers, there may be pressure to move away from state-determined frameworks and systems and towards other forms of accreditation and quality assurance more suited to the variety of markets that the e-University will serve.

7.8
Overall Conclusions

We believe that the approach to an e-University for the UK should be innovative, flexible and responsive, adding value both for existing universities and for the variety of clients seeking university-level educational services. Quality should be a key driver – and should be given higher priority than commercial gain, if the UK’s brand image for “higher learning” is to remain intact. However, to compete in global markets, quality and standards should be framed according to market criteria, as discussed above. As such, the methods of quality assurance and external referents chosen will need to vary according to context, products and services, and client requirements.

8.
The Implications for UK Higher Education Institutions

In this section we assess the impact of virtual distance learning on UK higher education generally, and in the context of the e-University we review the potential impact on participating and non-participating institutions. Many of these implications are either set out in the text above – or are inherent in the analysis – so, rather than repeating issues already presented, we identify some major implications for the steering committee to consider. A key factor in determining the implications of the e-University for universities and colleges will be the operational structures suggested in the business plan study.

From various sources it is clear that a number – but by no means all – of UK HEIs are undertaking activities relevant to the e-University, including the production of e-learning materials; the development of existing distance-learning programmes to include elements of online learning; international collaboration with a range of private and public providers; and experimentation with various aspects of the technology required to deliver online learning and associated administrative systems. Despite such activity, successful online learning has still to be embedded in the vast majority of institutions, and the recent joint funding bodies’ review of the use of C&IT in teaching and learning (HEFCE 1999) concluded that “there is a long way to go before the institutional reality about the use of C&IT matches some of the rhetoric”.

Nonetheless, despite the serious problems facing the development of online learning (for example, staffing skills, financial constraints, infrastructural demands and a range of institutional barriers to change), the range of activities now underway in some institutions is likely to grow. Data collected for the joint funding bodies’ study of C&IT, and the institutional responses to the HEFCE e-University consultation, both suggest that within the sector as a whole, a mixed profile of e-learning activity is likely to result in the foreseeable future. We will see common use of productivity tools, innovative uses of e-learning to enhance – not replace – face-to-face teaching in some institutions, and a mixed pattern of delivery for distance-learning programmes with some (where demand is high) becoming primarily virtual, while others remain paper based. In many institutions, virtual provision – at least in the short term – is likely to be patchy and lacking in clear strategic direction, perhaps with small pockets of activity where particular individual staff interests exist. Amongst the sector overall there appears to be general agreement that few – if any – institutions have the resources or market need to develop e-learning programmes across a full range of subjects; hence the interest in the e-University project.

This varied pattern of both current and likely future activity raises an important issue for institutions (alluded to in HEFCE Circular Letter 04/00):
 whether the e-University will provide a competitive or collaborative approach to working with the sector as a whole. It would be impossible, for practical reasons, for the e-University to work with all those institutions willing to collaborate with it, even after any filtering for quality purposes. Thus, it is clear from contact with some existing (or would-be) providers that they will continue alone and offer e-learning programmes outside the e-University structure. In some cases these may well be institutions with a strong international reputation that might pose a serious challenge to e-University recruitment. Of course, whether such competition is desirable or not is itself a matter of debate, but whilst increasing the choice of students to pursue a range of programmes within the e-learning UK marketplace, it might also increase the difficulties faced overseas in establishing a clear brand for the e-University.

Most respondents to the HEFCE 04/00 consultation paper indicated that they would prefer a collaborative approach to be adopted, which implies that different kinds of institutional strengths have the potential for being utilised within the e-University concept. For this to be achieved it will be necessary for significant value-added to be obtained for the institutions concerned; otherwise there will be little incentive for them to participate. Such value-added may take a variety of forms, e.g., additional student recruitment or income; an appropriate return on institutional investment when there are numerous other financial priorities; the enhancement of institutional reputation (with spin-off advantages to other areas of activity); and for current distance-learning providers, the need to obtain considerable pedagogic advantages over existing paper-based approaches.

Institutional responses to the HEFCE call for comments recognise that universities and colleges may play a variety of roles within the e-University: for example, content provider; accreditor; provider of student support and administrative service; and so on. However, for most institutions, the short- and medium-term implications of the e-University will be focussed on student numbers and consequences for current enrolment. In this context the BBE report encourages all institutions to adopt a coherent strategy associated with building on both existing and planned market position. The actual implications for institutions will, however, vary depending upon the business plan and operational structure that is adopted by the steering group; for example, if only a limited number of programmes are commissioned by the e-University, the opportunity to be a content provider will inevitably be limited. In addition, some content providers may be chosen from the private sector.

As noted in sections 3 and 4, the main implications of this for the development of the e-University fall into two kinds: those that are associated with the growth in student demand, and those that result from the possible contraction of some existing markets (for example the decline in overseas students physically travelling to the UK, and in those studying existing paper-based distance-learning programmes overseas). As section 4 notes, a minimum of 100,000 students are enrolled on distance-learning franchised programmes run overseas, and many of these must also be vulnerable to competition from e-learning providers. However, such institutions may also be well-placed to offer in-country student support services to the e-University, where it decides to have local offices and facilities.

Those activities that are associated with growth are most likely to favour the following types of institutions: 

· Those with a strong commitment to expand CPD through online provision.

· Those that have the specific skills or position in the marketplace to constitute the core of institutions conceived by HEFCE as being initially involved in the e-University (however such a core is conceived, including rigorous competitive selection in the provision of content and services).

· Those who may wish to use e-University materials on their existing UK programmes and thus gain either some potential economies in operating costs or enhance teaching quality.

· Those with a strong commitment to widening participation, who may seek to accomplish this through e-University programmes. However, as section 3 notes, taken in isolation the e-University may have relatively little impact in increasing participation in higher education in the UK unless a number of others policies are in place. (For a broad discussion of the issues involved, see assorted documentation produced by HEFCE on widening participation.)

Potentially, these factors describe a high proportion of UK higher education institutions, and there appears to be no single group which falls outside these four areas which might be especially disadvantaged by the development of the e-University. This perhaps accounts for the generally favourable response from the sector to the proposal.

Although a collaborative approach to the development of the e-University is broadly welcomed, it is clear from both the responses to the HEFCE consultation process and from our own discussions that there are some important market-related issues where significant differences of institutional view may exist between potential providers to the e-University. Four are of particular importance:

· The need for student support. Some institutions (and a few of the providers who already have online programmes in operation) take the view that wherever possible, e-University programmes should be designed to provide only electronic student support, thus reducing costs and operational complexity. In support of this view, they cite the relatively low costs that some providers of this kind can offer. Others strongly hold the opinion that the e-University cannot be a “world class provider”
 unless student support in all forms is an integral part of the learning process (with the possible exception of some CPD programmes). At a minimum this would include 24-hour telephone support, but might also include face-to-face support, weekend classes, or summer schools or their equivalent. We would judge the strength of feeling on this issue to be strong enough for some institutions not to put their names to an e-University which did not include such support.

· Assessment. For some institutions online assessment (subject to protection concerning plagiarism, etc.) is seen as the most appropriate form of assessment which lends itself well to multiple choice examinations which are likely to feature as a standard form of assessment in many US virtual programmes. For others, the only acceptable form of assessment is that which is as similar as possible to that used on “conventional” UK-based programmes (usually unseen exams) with moderation by the same examining boards as for UK programmes. Behind this dispute lie very different views, not only about the nature of assessment itself, but also about the consequences in the marketplace of the high failure rates that may well result from using conventional UK approaches. Again we would judge the strength of feeling on this issue to be strong enough for some institutions not to put their names to an e-University which did not include assessment comparable to UK-based programmes.

· Quality assurance. Although all institutions accept the importance of quality assurance, there appears to be a wide variety of views about the forms of quality assurance that might be appropriate. In particular there is a concern that QA procedures should not be so cumbersome as to unduly inhibit the rapid development of new courses. These issues are dealt with in more detail in section 7, but we judge that some institutions may not wish to offer content or services to an e-University whose QA procedures were are inappropriate for a highly competitive global market. Alternatively, there will be others who see the need for quality-assurance procedures which mirror those for conventional providers – and such procedures will differ across universities.

· Difficulties in Collaboration. Whilst welcoming collaboration in general, a number of respondents to this study and the BBE report noted that sector-wide collaborative activities are often difficult to implement. Thus it cannot be assumed that all institutions who initially express interest in participating in the e-University will necessarily maintain their commitment if they feel that their own market interests are threatened. We see this risk as very real, and one that the business plan and steering committee will need to try and anticipate.

From these and the other issues raised in this report, the steering committee face a number of challenges for the overall development of the e-University which will, in turn, heavily influence its implications for UK universities and colleges. Some of the key points are:

· The need for the steering committee to confirm the market assumptions made in section 2 of this report.

· Notwithstanding the importance in policy terms of the drive to widen participation, this report concludes that the international market should have priority in the development of the e-University. This view is shared by many others who were consulted. Indeed, a number of observers have suggested that a potential conflict exists between a domestic market where the priority is to widen participation and an international aspiration to be a world-class provider. Accordingly, the committee will need to confirm the priorities associated with the different markets that the e-University might serve.

· Within the overseas market we have assumed that in the short term, the key marketing effort would be on a selection from the countries identified in section 4, although, of course, enrolments could be received from anywhere. The steering committee will need to consider this assumption in the light of DfEE and DTI priorities.

· The issues raised above about student support, assessment, and so on raise numerous questions which fall under the general heading: What kind of university do we need to be, in order to meet market needs and maintain the highest quality of provision? The steering committee will need to consider this question carefully, and the answers may not necessarily be comfortable for some possible UK providers. For example, HEFCE 04/00 notes from the results of a recent British Council survey that “the image of UK HE abroad is very traditional and lacks the variety and vitality of the Australian and American images”.
 

· A frequent observation throughout this report notes the absence of much original data on specific markets, including the countries reviewed in section 4. The steering committee will need to consider whether additional country-specific information is required, and if so, to commission it quickly.

Appendix A: Terms of Reference

Study into the Market for Virtual Distance Learning

1.
The study should deliver:

· A description of the main market characteristics relevant to the “e-University”, both now and in the future; and both within the UK and internationally.

· An exposition of how new technologies will affect the delivery of higher education, the impact of these developments on UK higher education generally, and how the project can best harness relevant technologies.

It should enable the steering group to scope fully the concept of the “e-University”, linking with Study Two on the appropriate business model.

2.
It is envisaged that the study will draw primarily on existing evidence, and will address:


a. The current market

· Key players (UK, USA/, Canada/ Australia, EU, other)

· Which HEIs and other organisations are already active in this area?

· Existing and likely levels of investment in the UK

· Products and delivery mechanisms

· The role of the private sector and other employers as users of training

· Students

· Market characteristics and dynamics

· Role of the private sector in delivery of virtual learning

· Existing benefits and limitations of Web-based education

b. The future potential for virtual distance learning

· Likely market innovators
· Technical innovations
· Market size and shape
· Risks and uncertainties
· Student expectations

· Globalisation of education

c. The role of technology (high priority)

· Learning materials

· Access and delivery mechanisms

· Student recruitment and admissions

· Student support

· Monitoring progress and student assessment

· Tuition

· Interaction between students

· The study should include a detailed study of a small number of successful and unsuccessful deliverers of virtual learning

d. The impact of virtual distance learning on UK higher education generally

· Impact on participating and non-participating institutions

· Relationship between students and institutions

· Distinction between public and private providers

· Distinction between Web-based and “conventional” education

· Impact on social inclusion and widening participation

e. Quality and standards

· Plagiarism and security

· Methods of assuring quality

· Challenges to quality assurance from cross-border learning

· Standards and Credit Accumulation and Transfer

· Use of university title and degree-awarding powers

3.
The study is expected to commence in March 2000 and to produce (a) a substantial interim report in June, to feed into the business model study for the e-University; and (b) a final report before the end of October 2000. 

Appendix B: International Data on Technological Availability

This appendix contains nine tables which identify specific international data regarding the use and availability of various technologies relevant to the e-University. They are:

	Figure B.1
	Population in the 15(64 age group (millions), 1996

	Figure B.2
	Gross enrolment ratio in tertiary education: % of relevant age group, 1980–1996,

	Figure B.3
	Graduates by field of study (thousands), 1996

	Figure B.4
	Graduates by ISCED level of study (thousands), 1996

	Figure B.5
	Number of persons online by country (millions), 2000

	Figure B.6
	Proportion of country’s population online, 2000

	Figure B.7
	Self-contained PCs/Internet hosts and phone mainlines by country,1999

	Figure B.8
	Cost of three-minute call within local exchange area, 1999

	Figure B.9
	Television/cable subscribers and mobile phones per 1,000 persons, 1999
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Fig. B.1. Population in the 15–64 age group (millions), 1996. (

Source

: World Bank, 

World Development Indicators 1999,

 table 2.3.)

Population in 15-64 Age Group in Millions

Population in Millions of 15-64 age group 1996

829 5 13 87 2 583 106 100 12 21 175 38

Without tertiary education (1996)

With tertiary education (1996)

% of age group enrolled in tertiary education 

China

Hong Kong 

SAR

Malaysia Japan Singapore India  Brazil Russia Australia Canada US UK
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Fig. B.2. Gross enrolment ratio in tertiary education: % of relevant age group, 1980–96. (

Source

: World Bank, 

World Development Indicators 1999,

 table 2.10.)

1980 % of Age Group

2 10 4 31 8 5 46 11 25 57 56 19

1996 % of Age Group

6 28 11 43 39 7 41 12 76 90 81 50

China

Hong 

Kong SAR

Malaysia Japan Singapore India  Russia Brazil Australia Canada US UK
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Fig. B.3. Graduates by field of study (thousands), 1996. (

Source

: UNESCO, 

Statistical Year Book 1998

, table 3.12.)

Education

294 2 2 92 1 104 113 43 22 26 225 52

Humanities

77 2 2 198 1 586 51 23 20 44 395 77

Law & SS

230 8 9 422 5 277 200 100 40 108 888 133

Nat Sci +

367 9 6 316 11 220 450 47 32 169 628 122

Medical

66 1 0.5 92 0.5 22 125 24 19 31 310 72

China

Hong Kong 

SAR

Malaysia Japan Singapore India  Russia Brazil Australia Canada US UK
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Fig. B.4. Graduates by ISCED level of study (thousands), 1996.

 

Figures left blank show unavailable data. 

Source

: UNESCO, 

Statistical Year Book 1998

, table 3.12.) 

Level 5 - Sub-University Degree

664 8 8 551 531 39 231 776 125

Level 6 - Undegraduate Degree.

347 11 10 519 914 406 240 48 127 1160 242

Level 7 - Postgraduate Degree

28 3 2 57 299 12 13 25 517 102

China

Hong 

Kong SAR

Malaysia Japan Singapore India  Russia Brazil Australia Canada US UK
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Fig. B.5. Number of persons online by country (millions), 2000. (

Source

: http://www.una.ie/surveyshow_many_online/europe.html.)

Televisions per 1,000 persons (1997)

Cable suscribers per 1,000 (1997)

Mobiles phones per 1,000 (1997)

Self contained PC's per 1,000 (1997)

Internet hosts per 10,000 (July 1998)

Phone Mainlines per 1,000 (1997)

Cost of local call $ per 3 minutes

% of Country's Population On-line

Number of Persons in Millions On-line 

8.9 0.8 0.6 21.2 0.5 4.5 5.4 6.7 6.8 13.3 123.6 15.7

China

Hong Kong 

SAR

Malaysia Japan Singapore India  Russia Brazil Australia Canada US UK
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Fig. B.6. Proportion of country's population online, 2000. (

Source

: http://www.nua.ie/surveys/show_many_online/europe.html.)

% of Country's Population On-line

0.7 13.4 3 16.8 14.7 0.4 3.6 3.9 36.4 42.8 45.3 26.5

China

Hong Kong 
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[image: image8.emf]0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

Fig. B.7. Self-contained PC's/Internet hosts and phone mainlines by country, 1999. (

Source

: World Bank, 

World Development Indicators 1999.

)

Self contained PC's per 1,000 (1997)

6 230.8 46.1 202.4 399.5 2.1 32 26.3 362.2 270.6 406.7 242.4

Internet hosts per 10,000 (July 1998)

0.16 18.38 107.05 187.98 0.11 8.88 9.88 400.17 335.96 975.94 0.01

Phone Mainlines per 1,000 (1997)

56 565 195 479 543 19 183 107 505 609 644 80

China

Hong Kong 

SAR

Malaysia Japan Singapore India  Russia Brazil Australia Canada US UK
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Fig. B.8.  Cost of three-minute call within local exchange area, 1999. No figures given for Russia. (Source: World Bank, 

World Development Indicators 1999.) 

Cost of call

0.01 0 0.03 0.08 0.03 0.02 0.09 0.19 0 0.09 0.2
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Fig. B.9. Television/cable subscribers and mobile phones per 1,000 Persons, 1999. (

Source

: World Bank, 

World Development Indicators 1999

.)

Televisions per 1,000 persons (1997)

270 412 166 708 354 69 390 316 638 708 847 641

Cable suscribers per 1,000 (1997)

39.7 61.5 5.2 114.8 17.3 18.8 78.4 16.3 38.1 261.4 245.9 40.2

Mobiles phones per 1,000 (1997)

10 343 113 304 273 1 3 28 264 139 206 151

China

Hong Kong 

SAR

Malaysia Japan Singapore India  Russia Brazil Australia Canada US UK
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� Contextualisation and footnotes by Paul Bacsich, August 2004.


� Now DfES.


� It might be more correct now to say that NextEd facilitates competitors to the e-University. There is a mini case study on NextEd (� HYPERLINK http://www.nexted.com ��http://www.nexted.com�) in chapter 8 of this compendium, “Australia and Asia”.


� A mirror site is a server (usually nearer the user) which maintains an exact up-to-date copy of the main server (usually nearer the provider). There are many problems in providing mirror sites in highly dynamic situations such as e-learning, and global providers increasingly prefer to have one large central site (often with multiple specialised servers, and linked to a backup site nearby – but not too near) and fast telecommunications links into key cities around the world. 


� IMS now say that there is no expanded form. See � HYPERLINK http://www.imsglobal.org/ ��http://www.imsglobal.org/� for more on IMS.


� This is being considered for NHSU (� HYPERLINK "http://www.nhsu.nhs.uk/" ��http://www.nhsu.nhs.uk/�).  


� For our readers outside the UK, the QAA is the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (in the UK) – � HYPERLINK http://www.qaa.ac.uk/ ��http://www.qaa.ac.uk/�. 


� BAOL has merged with the Forum for Technology in Training to become the British Learning Association, but the Web site is still � HYPERLINK http://www.baol.co.uk/ ��http://www.baol.co.uk/�. 


� The Commonwealth of Learning (COL, � HYPERLINK http://www.col.org/ ��http://www.col.org/�) is an advisory organisation for open and distance learning set up by the British Commonwealth and headquartered in Vancouver, Canada. The president and chief executive is Sir John Daniel, former vice-chancellor of the OU.


� Done in 2001 but not so far published. Some material from this is covered in chapter 16.


� This is a reference to the Steering Group for the e-University, set up by HEFCE in February 2000 (� HYPERLINK http://www.hefce.ac.uk/Pubs/CircLets/2000/cl04_00.htm ��http://www.hefce.ac.uk/Pubs/CircLets/2000/cl04_00.htm�) and chaired by Professor Ron Cooke, then vice-chancellor of the University of York and now (summer 2004) Sir Ron Cooke and chair of JISC. 


� Their reports form chapters 16, 17 and 18 of this compendium.


� This report forms chapter 23, “Disability and Social Inclusion”.


� DETYA used to stand for Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs. It has now become the Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST), but its Web site is still at � HYPERLINK http://www.detya.gov.au/ ��http://www.detya.gov.au/�. It is not an analogue of DfES even in education matters because in Australia school matters, but not university matters, are devolved to the Australian states.


� At the time, Blackboard was a major provider of learning management systems; now they are one of the two main providers of these to UK HE. See � HYPERLINK http://www.blackboard.com/ ��http://www.blackboard.com/�. 


� The editors are glad to have helped the process which has enabled this wider audience to access the material.


� Note that IBM bought the consultancy arm of PricewaterhouseCoopers in July 2002 for a reported $3.5 billion (£2.35 billion), so that PricewaterhouseCoopers are no longer active as such in the e-learning space. (See “IBM Grabs Consulting Giant…”, � HYPERLINK http://news.com.com/2100-1001-947283.html. ��http://news.com.com/2100-1001-947283.html.�) 


� See � HYPERLINK http://www.educationuk.org/ ��http://www.educationuk.org/�. For a recent FE angle on the “Education UK Brand”, see the Association of Colleges Web site at � HYPERLINK http://www.aoc.co.uk/aoc/international ��http://www.aoc.co.uk/aoc/international�, and for the HE Colleges response see � HYPERLINK http://www.scop.ac.uk/downloads/EdUKresp.doc ��http://www.scop.ac.uk/downloads/EdUKresp.doc�. 


� FT Knowledge is now focussing mainly on training (including e-learning) in the financial sector (� HYPERLINK "http://www.ftknowledge.com/about/index.html" ��http://www.ftknowledge.com/about/index.html�). Pearson has oscillated in the exposure it has had to e-learning initiatives in higher education over the last few years. Currently, Pearson works with both Heriot-Watt University (Edinburgh Business School) and the University of Portsmouth to deliver online postgraduate courses. See � HYPERLINK http://www.pearsoned.co.uk/eLearning/PostgraduateCourses/ ��http://www.pearsoned.co.uk/eLearning/PostgraduateCourses/�.


� In this context, readers should note that the contextualisation process focusses on events since the time of writing, not in adding references for situations at or before the time of writing unless there is some future relevance.


� It is not clear now what company is being referred to. The site � HYPERLINK http://www.online-education.co.uk/ ��http://www.online-education.co.uk/� is linked to the University of Greenwich and � HYPERLINK http://www.online-education.com ��http://www.online-education.com� to a US company active in e-learning. It may be a reference relevant at the time to the fact that the University of Paisley had a partnership with a commercial company in online learning, but the courses cited at � HYPERLINK http://online.paisley.ac.uk/ ��http://online.paisley.ac.uk/� appear nowadays to be run and supported within the university. (See also � HYPERLINK http://www.paisley.ac.uk/courses/distance-learning.asp. ��http://www.paisley.ac.uk/courses/distance-learning.asp.�) 


� UNext is the subject of chapter 11 in this compendium.


� Fathom has ceased. An archive of material is maintained by Columbia University at � HYPERLINK "http://www.fathom.com/" ��http://www.fathom.com/�.


� The UK institutions were and still are the Universities of Derby and Glamorgan.


� The Middlesex courses can be found from the index page at � HYPERLINK http://hkuspace.hku.hk/index.php ��http://hkuspace.hku.hk/index.php�. 


� Scottish Knowledge has ceased. There is a part-successor, the Interactive University (� HYPERLINK "http://www.interactiveuniversity.net/" ��http://www.interactiveuniversity.net/�).  


� There is a case study on Universitas 21 in chapter 8 of this compendium, “Australia and Asia”.


� This has now been replaced by the JISC TechDIS service (� HYPERLINK "http://www.techdis.ac.uk/" ��http://www.techdis.ac.uk/�).  


� Chapter 23 of this compendium has a full treatment of this topic.


� Non-UK readers may be glad to know that they can find out more about the MASN concept and its place in HEFCE strategy by reading the HEFCE Strategic Plan 2000–05 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/hefce/2000/00_22.htm" ��http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/hefce/2000/00_22.htm�).  


� For the Ufi strategic plan see � HYPERLINK http://www.ufi.com/strategic%20plan/english/ ��http://www.ufi.com/strategic%20plan/english/�. (There is a version in Welsh also.)


� This may have been wise. The OU has now closed down its USOU operation. (By the way, the site� HYPERLINK http://www.open.edu/about/ �� http://www.open.edu/ �is the UK OU, and the USOU site at � HYPERLINK http://www.usou.edu/about_us/index.html ��http://www.usou.edu/about_us/index.html� is a different, potentially rival, organisation.)


� Chapter 7 on the Spanish-speaking world contains a major case study on UOC and its associates.


� UMUC is the subject of chapter 12 of this compendium.


� Worldwide Universities Network (WUN) is at � HYPERLINK http://www.wun.ac.uk/ ��http://www.wun.ac.uk/�. 


� See � HYPERLINK http://www.eql.co.uk ��http://www.eql.co.uk�. 


� ISCED is described in the UNESCO publication � HYPERLINK http://www.unesco.org/education/information/nfsunesco/doc/isced_1997.htm ��http://www.unesco.org/education/information/nfsunesco/doc/isced_1997.htm�. 


� City & Guilds is now a major organisation with strong brand recognition. “One in five [UK] households has a City & Guilds qualification” (� HYPERLINK http://www.city-and-guilds.co.uk/ ��http://www.city-and-guilds.co.uk/�). 


� See the London External Web site � HYPERLINK http://www.londonexternal.ac.uk/ ��http://www.londonexternal.ac.uk/�. They now offer over 100 degrees and diplomas and have 32,000 students in over 180 countries.


� Edexcel is at � HYPERLINK http://www.edexcel.org.uk/ ��http://www.edexcel.org.uk/�. They are a large fast-growing organisation, having more than doubled in amount of activity over the last two years. Their history is described at � HYPERLINK http://www.edexcel.org.uk/aboutus/WhatWeDo.aspx?id=59380 ��http://www.edexcel.org.uk/aboutus/WhatWeDo.aspx?id=59380�. 


� ICDL has gone through some changes in the last three years. Currently they offer to general enquirers both a literature and a courses database on open and distance learning – see � HYPERLINK http://www-icdl.open.ac.uk/ ��http://www-icdl.open.ac.uk/�. 


� It is IDP not IDC.


� Universitas Terbuka is the Open University of Indonesia. Their Web site is at � HYPERLINK http://www.ut.ac.id/ ��http://www.ut.ac.id/�. There are some signs of e-learning activity but little on the site is in English; however, note the e-learning conference information at � HYPERLINK http://www.ut.ac.id/seamolec/introduction.htm ��http://www.ut.ac.id/seamolec/introduction.htm�. 


� STOU is at � HYPERLINK http://www.stou.ac.th/ ��http://www.stou.ac.th/�. (Thailand follows the UK convention of using “.ac.” in URLs for universities.) It now has a number of online-learning developments.


� KNOU is at � HYPERLINK http://www.knou.ac.kr/english/ ��http://www.knou.ac.kr/english/�. (Korea also follows the UK convention.) For a complete list of e-universities and also many other virtual universities aspiring to be e-universities, consult the Gazetteer annex to this compendium.


� CERNET, the Chinese near-equivalent of JANET, has an informative (even if two years out of date) set of pages on its www.edu.cn Web portal on Chinese distance education. See the overview page at � HYPERLINK http://www.edu.cn/HomePage/english/education/disedu/index.shtml ��http://www.edu.cn/HomePage/english/education/disedu/index.shtml� and the information on China Central Radio and Television University at � HYPERLINK http://www.edu.cn/20010101/21803.shtml ��http://www.edu.cn/20010101/21803.shtml�. In recent years there have been many e-learning developments in Chinese universities and the CCRTVU is often said to be gradually falling behind.


� OUHK is at � HYPERLINK http://www.ouhk.edu.hk/ ��http://www.ouhk.edu.hk/�. 


� See � HYPERLINK http://www.u-air.ac.jp/eng/ ��http://www.u-air.ac.jp/eng/�. 


� In fact, what happened was that Malaysian institutions responded well to the challenge, and there are now several e-universities in Malaysia. See the Gazetteer annex for details.


� IGNOU is at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ignou.ac.in/" ��http://www.ignou.ac.in/�, and their Virtual Campus operation at � HYPERLINK http://www.ignou.ac.in/virtualcampus/index.htm ��http://www.ignou.ac.in/virtualcampus/index.htm�.


� For more detail on HE e-learning activity in Southeast Asia see chapter 8 of this compendium, “Australia and Asia”.


� Links to some nodes of HE e-learning activity in Brazil are given in the Gazetteer annex. The topic needs further work. The Observatory on Borderless Higher Education has promised a report on Brazil to appear “soon” (see � HYPERLINK "http://www.obhe.ac.uk/products/reports/" ��http://www.obhe.ac.uk/products/reports/�).  


� Chapter 7 of this compendium includes sections on some developments in South America fostered by the Open University of Catalonia.


� Recent developments include the Arab Open University (� HYPERLINK http://www.arabou.org ��http://www.arabou.org�, which has a partnership with the UKOU) and the Syrian Virtual University (� HYPERLINK "http://www.svuonline.org" ��http://www.svuonline.org�); plus much talk and several conferences on developments in Gulf countries and further afield among Arab states such as Egypt. 


� See � HYPERLINK http://www.gua.com/ ��http://www.gua.com/�. 


� These issues are explored further in chapter 22 of this compendium, “Tutorial Support Functions”.


� This is expected to be an area of interest for the e-Learning Research Centre (� HYPERLINK "http://www.elrc.ac.uk/" ��http://www.elrc.ac.uk/�).


� Thomson acquired Prometric from Sylvan Learning Systems in March 2000. See � HYPERLINK http://www.prometric.com/AboutUs/partOfThomson.htm ��http://www.prometric.com/AboutUs/partOfThomson.htm�. Sylvan Learning Systems has also gone through several recent changes after selling Prometric, as press releases on the site � HYPERLINK "http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=91846&p=irol-news" ��http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=91846&p=irol-news�) demonstrate.


In 2003, it sold its Sylvan Learning Center and other K-12 business units to a newly formed private company, Educate, Inc (� HYPERLINK http://www.educate-inc.com/ ��http://www.educate-inc.com/�).


In April 2004 it bought K.I.T. (� HYPERLINK http://www.kitcampus.com/ ��http://www.kitcampus.com/�), which supports the online activities of the University of Liverpool (press release of 1 April 2004; see also the University of Liverpool page at � HYPERLINK "http://www.liv.ac.uk/pro/news/press_releases/2004/04/sylvan.htm" ��http://www.liv.ac.uk/pro/news/press_releases/2004/04/sylvan.htm�).  


In May 2004 it changed its name to Laureate Education Inc. – � HYPERLINK http://www.laureate-inc.com/ ��http://www.laureate-inc.com/� (press release of 17 May 2004). 


Laureate now run an impressive set of commercial HE learning operations worldwide – not only over a dozen campus-based institutions (� HYPERLINK http://www.laureate-inc.com/univCampusBased.php ��http://www.laureate-inc.com/univCampusBased.php�) but also four online operations including K.I.T (servicing the University of Liverpool) and the National Technological University (� HYPERLINK "http://www.ntu.edu/" ��http://www.ntu.edu/�).  


� But becoming more acceptable in the UK, especially in the schools and FE sectors, perhaps also influenced by the large examining boards.


� Usually called “formative”.


� The reports on these studies comprise part 3 (chapters 15–18), “e-Tools for an e-University”, of this compendium.


� This is an abbreviation which has faded from public knowledge since the time of writing. ISDN, Integrated Services Digital Network, is a digital version of telephony offering 64 kbps data rate; but since a modern modem can offer 56 kbps over any phone line, the advantages of ISDN (and there are some) are rather subtle to explain. ISDN has largely been overtaken by ADSL, Asynchronous Digital Subscriber Line, which offers “broadband” speeds from 256 kbps to more than 1 Mbps, or in some parts of the UK by cable modems (which can offer even higher data rates).


� Cookies are small files that a Web site deposits on a PC (Windows users may well find a “Cookies” directory on their hard disc) and uses to track preferences. When this shades into tracking your behaviour, many commentators get concerned. For a more technical description and commentary on the issues, see the Wikipedia article at � HYPERLINK http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/HTTP_cookie ��http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/HTTP_cookie�. 


� The JISC Plagiarism Advisory Service started in September 2002. See the rather long URL � HYPERLINK http://online.northumbria.ac.uk/faculties/art/information_studies/Imri/Jiscpas/site/jiscpas.asp ��http://online.northumbria.ac.uk/faculties/art/information_studies/Imri/Jiscpas/site/jiscpas.asp�. 


� For more on standards see in particular chapter 18 of this compendium, “Administrative Systems”.


� In the event, no specific managed learning environment was developed for UK FE, but interoperability between existing managed learning environments for FE was much improved.


� Mobile telecommunications is one of the areas where earlier predictions have not come to pass. However, one can now buy mobile data cards, described as “state-of-the-art”, operating at 384 kbps (see for example � HYPERLINK http://www.mobiledata.co.uk/vodafone-3g-mobile-connect-data-card.html ��http://www.mobiledata.co.uk/vodafone-3g-mobile-connect-data-card.html�).


� This has now been refined into the ISO 9000 series of standards. For an overview see � HYPERLINK http://www.sandia.gov/ISO9000/faq.htm ��http://www.sandia.gov/ISO9000/faq.htm�. 


� In the UK, QCA looks after quality in the non-HE sectors of education. In its own words, it “maintains and develops the national curriculum [for schools] and associated assessments, tests and examinations; and accredits and monitors qualifications in colleges and at work” (� HYPERLINK "http://www.qca.org.uk/about/index.html" ��http://www.qca.org.uk/about/index.html�).  


� Now the British Learning Association (see earlier footnote).


� This occurs in countries as far apart as Brazil (Fred Litto, “The Hybridization of Distance Learning in Brazil – An Approach Imposed by Culture”, International Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning, January 2002, � HYPERLINK http://www.futuro.usp.br/producao_cientifica/artigos/fl_hybridization.htm ��http://www.futuro.usp.br/producao_cientifica/artigos/fl_hybridization.htm�) and China (well known to UK HE providers operating there).


� Interestingly, the student handbook for Western Governors’ University does not mention quality assurance (� HYPERLINK http://www.wgu.edu/wgu/academics/cp_sh_part1.html ��http://www.wgu.edu/wgu/academics/cp_sh_part1.html�). A wider US context on quality assurance (and many other matters) in virtual universities is in the EDUCAUSE Review article by Rhonda Epper and Myk Garn, “Virtual Universities: Real Possibilities”, � HYPERLINK http://www.educause.edu/pub/er/erm04/erm0422.asp ��http://www.educause.edu/pub/er/erm04/erm0422.asp�.


� Visit their online campus at � HYPERLINK http://www.i-m-c.org/imcass/VUs/IMC/frame.htm ��http://www.i-m-c.org/imcass/VUs/IMC/frame.htm�. 


� Virtual University Enterprises, now called VUE (� HYPERLINK http://www.vue.com/ ��http://www.vue.com/�), has been part of Pearson since its parent company National Computer Systems was bought in September 2000 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.pearsongov.com/news/7_29_02.html" ��http://www.pearsongov.com/news/7_29_02.html�).  


� For more information see the University of Phoenix page which describes its model of teaching and learning, at � HYPERLINK http://www.phoenix.edu/catalog/teaching.html ��http://www.phoenix.edu/catalog/teaching.html�.


� This became part of Jones International, and since August 2003 has become part of the US Distance Learning Association (� HYPERLINK "http://www.edugate.org/usdla.htm" ��http://www.edugate.org/usdla.htm�).  


� For details on MERLOT’s peer review system, see � HYPERLINK http://www.merlot.org/home/PeerReview.po ��http://www.merlot.org/home/PeerReview.po�. 


� CHEA (� HYPERLINK http://www.chea.org/ ��http://www.chea.org/�) is a non-profit national US association that co-ordinates accreditation activity in the USA. It has over 60 participating accrediting bodies.


� For more information:


The WTO (World Trade Organisation) is at � HYPERLINK http://www.wto.org/ ��http://www.wto.org/�. 


NAFTA is at � HYPERLINK http://www.mac.doc.gov/nafta/ ��http://www.mac.doc.gov/nafta/�. There are many articles looking at the impact of NAFTA on e-learning.


ASEAN is at � HYPERLINK http://www.aseansec.org/ ��http://www.aseansec.org/�. The member countries are Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Vietnam. For more information on e-universities in the ASEAN region see chapter 8 of this compendium, “Australia and Asia”, and also the Gazetteer annex.





� The full text of the Bologna declaration can be found at � HYPERLINK http://www.coe.int/T/E/Cultural_Co-operation/education/Higher_education/Activities/Bologna_Process/Bologna_Declaration.asp ��http://www.coe.int/T/E/Cultural_Co-operation/education/Higher_education/Activities/Bologna_Process/Bologna_Declaration.asp�, and at several other sites. It is surprisingly short for a declaration with such high expectations attached to it. The site � HYPERLINK http://elfa.bham.ac.uk/site/ELFA/Bologna_Declaration_1999/bologna_declaration_links.htm ��http://elfa.bham.ac.uk/site/ELFA/Bologna_Declaration_1999/bologna_declaration_links.htm� has some useful links to related topics.


�� The ENIC/NARIC network has a Web site at � HYPERLINK http://www.enic-naric.net/ ��http://www.enic-naric.net/�, with links to the NARICs of member countries at � HYPERLINK http://www.enic-naric.net/members.asp ��http://www.enic-naric.net/members.asp�. The UK NARIC (� HYPERLINK http://www.naric.org.uk/ ��http://www.naric.org.uk/�) is managed by ECCTIS Ltd under contract to DfES.


� CEPES stands for Centre Européen pour l'Enseignement Supérieur (European Centre for Higher Education). The Web site is at � HYPERLINK http://www.cepes.ro/ ��http://www.cepes.ro/�. 


� Regents is now called Excelsior College – � HYPERLINK http://www.excelsior.edu/ ��http://www.excelsior.edu/�. The “heritage” of the college is given at � HYPERLINK https://www.excelsior.edu/pls/portal/url/page/Excelsior_College/About/Heritage ��https://www.excelsior.edu/pls/portal/url/page/Excelsior_College/About/Heritage�. 
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