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Pr o fesso r  Ch r i s Du k e  

RMIT University Melbourne and Chief Executive of the PASCAL International Observatory 

Tr app ed  i n  a  Loca l  H ist o r y :   

w h y  d i d  ex t r am u r a l  f a i l  t o  en g age in  t h e  e r a  o f  en g agem en t ? 

My proposition is that extramural liberal adult education (LAE), as conceived in the particular UK tradition, 
was doomed by its high-minded origins and its privileged status. As a Ôresponsible bodyÕ (or RB) it attracted 
special government grant direct to the university extramural department (EMD), in return for accepting 
responsibility to deliver liberal adult education to a specified region according to Department of Education 
and Science Regulations. Trapped in protected but marginalised departments, it became inward-looking and 
proved irrelevant to the challenges and possibilities for universities, as the higher education (HE) system 
evolved into the era of mass higher education. It contributed little to the new, albeit grandiose, concepts of 
education permanente, lifelong learning, the knowledge society, the learning society and region. A shrinking 
cadre of believers clung to the language and concepts of an earlier era while practice Ð including indeed often 
extramural departmentsÕ own practice Ð and purpose moved on.   

 
More broadly and with hesitancy I am reaching the view that the very Ôidea of a universityÕ within which the 
extra-mural ÔGreat TraditionÕ is located obstructs clear seeing, clear thinking and capable policy development 
- although it should not be simply f lushed out by post-modernity. Idealisation of the university obscures a 
reality: that the whole is actually less than the sum of its parts.  
   
This proposition has wider purchase than any antiquarian interest in the demise of extramural departments and 
the liberal tradition: it challenges central assumptions about how modern universities should be both led and 
managed. It connects to the practical nature of engagement, and to the structure of tertiary and higher 
education.  
   
More broadly still, my thesis is unoriginal: it is that right-minded actions may have unintended, far-reaching 
and perverse consequences. The protection afforded by RB status created a benevolent climate for the growth 
of extra-mural studies, but in the end the arrangement was unable to survive the prevailing competitive neo-
liberal environment. The f inal straw is likely to be the GovernmentÕs insistence on ÔELQÕ (equivalent or lower 
qualif ication). This new policy, now being implemented, means the exclusion from government grant support 
to the university of any student studying towards a qualif ication equivalent to or lower than one already held 
by that student. Learning may be ÔlifelongÕ both in reality and in political rhetoric; but henceforth university 
adult education is all but privatised for those already qualif ied.   

Meanwhile Ôthe universityÕ grows and changes in diverse and important ways and directions uninformed by 
the commendable and abiding purposes for which extramural LAE was founded. As universities come to 
deepen their interest in engagement, and often their commitment to regional partnerships and development, 
this is occurring without benefit of the socially informed liberal perspectives of and facilitation skills honed in 
EMDs. University engagement in regional development has been more unbalanced towards the economic and 
technical, and universities as well as regions the poorer, as a result.  

 



Pr o fesso r  Dav id  M cK i t t e r i ck  

Wren Librarian and Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge 

Th e r each  o f  p r i n t  
 

The theme of this conference begs an obvious question. What do we mean by communities, or the 
community? That question becomes critical when we look at the place of printing, and print publication, in 
the context of commitment to groups of people who might be described as outside the everyday world of 
universities. More importantly, it can help us to understand something of the opportunities and challenges of 
communication in whatever form, oral, written, printed, visual or electronic, as these are developing now. 
 
The university presses at both Cambridge and Oxford now rely for large portions of their income on 
publishing that is aimed, broadly speaking, at education outside the university community. English as a 
second language is a major international business. Educational publishing is changing rapidly and 
unpredictably, as computer applications become of increasing importance, and the markets for it are by no 
means restricted to the primarily English-speaking world.  
 
But if we look further back, at the history of engagement by these and a few other presses with the various 
kinds of communities as they have developed and changed over the centuries, so we find issues in common. 
In the seventeenth century, the university printers at Cambridge depended for their profits and their livelihood 
on being part of a cartel that supplied not just the Bible and prayer book, but also thousands of schoolbooks, 
to the population of Britain.  
 
If we look at the end of the nineteenth century, one feature of the history of both university presses is their 
relationship (and, often, lack of relationship) f irst to the lecture programmes organised by people like James 
Stuart to reach out to the mechanicsÕ institutes and other groups of northern England, and then to the more 
formal university extension movements. These developments also played a major role in the course of 
womenÕs education. In another, related, development, and at the request of schools, the two universities also 
became major examining bodies for schoolchildren.   
 
How have the university presses, and (in every generation) a few major commercial publishers, responded to, 
exploited and helped drive times of change? The market for those thousands of schoolbooks in the 1630s did 
not appear overnight, but it was one much larger than just a few years earlier, and it was one for which 
Cambridge thought well worth investment in paper, equipment and time. Some of the changes in the late 
nineteenth century in educational publishing, at both adult and school level, are attributable to the 1870 
Education Act and its successors, though the roots for these demands reach back into the 1820s.  
 
The university presses have long made their reputations in major reference books, such as the Oxford English 
Dictionary. Shortly before the First World War, Cambridge published the Encyclopaedia Britannica. Both 
these enterprises required unusual nerve, for it was (to put the matter no higher) unclear that there would be 
any profit. Yet, in their different ways, both strengthened the presses concerned. More importantly, they gave 
opportunities for university publishing to present itself to wide audiences, and new faces. For the universities, 
they helped redefine ways in which communities could be reached. 

 



Pr o fesso r  Ro sem ar y  O' Day  

Professor of History at the Open University 

Th e u n i v er si t i es a n d  t h e i r  i n f l u en ce u p on  t h e  d e v e lop i n g  p r o f essi o n s o f  t h e  ear l y  
m o d er n  p er i od :  co m m u n ica t in g  a n d  co l l ab o r a t i n g  w i t h i n  a  co m m o n  cu l t u r e  

 
At first sight it may seem that the early modern universities in England lost that control of the learned 
professions that they had had  in the late medieval period. The faculties of theology, medicine and law were 
small. Although a majority of new clergy (in the period 1580-1640) were graduates relatively, few had 
degrees in theology. Common lawyers obtained their vocational training in the Inns of Court in London. 
Medics, whether surgeons or physicians, trained, for the most part, outside the universities. Entirely new 
professions such as the attorneys and solicitors, scriveners and civil servants grew up outside the universities 
as did specialisms such as surgery and pharmacy. Even historians of the ancient universities who have pointed 
to the vitality of medicine, theology and civil law in the seventeenth century universities have concluded that 
this was a function of the men involved and was not the universities themselves. 
 
Historians have concentrated on why this loss of control occurred? Why did, for example, the professions of 
the common law and medicine grow outside rather than inside the university system? And what were the 
consequences for the professions themselves in terms particularly firstly of freedom from the shackles 
imposed by the church and secondly of a largely illusory professional autonomy within the common law and 
medicine from state or client control. These are all important subjects in their own right. The emphasis of my 
lecture, however, is somewhat different. 
 
Closer examination suggests that the picture is out of focus. A majority of higher clergy Ð that is, those in the 
richer pastoral livings and in positions of authority, such as rural deans, archdeacons and bishops Ð had 
degrees in theology from one of the universities and had held fellowships in one or more of their colleges. 
The universities provided civil lawyers who served in the prerogative and ecclesiastical courts. They also 
educated many of the more successful and prosperous physicians and licensed others. In London and the 
provinces medical men who acknowledged the importance of the Royal College of Physicians as a 
professional organisation nonetheless respected the imprimatur of a degree conferred by a university through 
its faculty of medicine. Of the large numbers of students who did not enter the higher faculties of the 
universities many took a bachelorÕs degree and entered the church, while others spent a year or two in a 
university college before moving on to the Inns of Court or into a professional or private life spent in public 
service. Gentlemen, professionals and academics spoke the same language. Over these men the universities 
certainly retained no institutional control but they nonetheless exercised a continuing and powerful influence. 
 
The lecture will look briefly at how this influence was spread throughout the professions and provide 
examples of the common culture these professionals shared as a result (at least in part) of their university 
education . Reference will be made to the role of the university faculties and the collegiate system; to the 
concepts of general and special vocations; to what we today term vocational training; to evidence of a 
common culture; to the role of lifelong friendships and sociability.  
 
From  this change of and sharpening of focus there may appear a lesson to be drawn by todayÕs 
educationalists. Although the universities certainly tread dangerous ground when they exclude, whether 
intentionally or accidentally, new vocational specialisms from their formal curricula (as they appear to have 
done in the 16th and 17th centuries), they may continue to exert a pervasive influence upon the value systems 
of those professions as long as their personnel have shared a common preparatory education in schools and 
universities.  

 



Dr . San d r a Rab an  

Emeritus Fellow of Trinity Hall, Cambridge, and editor of Examining the World 
 

Th e o r ig i n s an d  con seq u en ces o f  u n iv er si t y  in v o lv em en t   
in  sch oo lsÕ ex am i n at io n s 

 

Externally run schoolsÕ examinations are a product of their time and as such have reflected the dramatic 
changes in society as a whole since they were established. The paper will explain how local examinations 
came into existence from the mid-nineteenth century, partly through public pressure on universities to provide 
them and partly through the need for universities themselves to set matriculation standards for their entrants. 
Willingness to provide school inspection as well as local examinations owed much to universitiesÕ vested 
interest in ensuring high standards in secondary education, but were also an expression of disinterested 
concern for the quality of English secondary schooling.  
 
Until provision broadened out in the second half of the twentieth century, the pattern was set whereby 
schoolsÕ examinations were set and marked by a number of university bodies rather than any other 
organisation or central government agency. Several consequences followed from this. Firstly, the role played 
by universities meant that secondary education for the most able pupils has until recently been skewed in 
favour of academic rather than technical subjects, the latter being examined by other bodies such as the Royal 
Society of Arts and City and Guilds of London Institute. Secondly there has been a complicated and 
sometimes tense relationship between government and the examining bodies, as the former has sought to 
exercise increasing control over the curriculum, the structure of examinations, the proliferation of syllabuses 
and potential differences between the standards of different boards.  
 
Against this background, there has been considerable continuity over time in the concerns shown by users, 
although their precise nature has often changed. Principal among them have been the reliability of 
examinations, possible variation in standard between papers in the same subjects set by different boards and 
the consistency of standards over time. With regard to the latter, there has been an interesting transformation. 
Early complaints were that papers were becoming harder. Now the accusation is of dumbing down. A further 
concern has been the stress on candidates as paper qualif ications have become ever more critical for career 
prospects and results have been used as a tool for monitoring school performance. Important questions have 
been raised as to the role of examinations in society and from time to time there has been debate as to whether 
they are needed at all in their present form. 
 
The ad hoc nature of early arrangements was in keeping with the period in which they were introduced, but 
has necessitated signif icant adjustments in recent decades to meet modern requirements. Not least of these has 
been the pressure to amalgamate many of the existing providers, leading finally to three major groups offering 
examinations across the whole curriculum. In the process, university involvement has been diluted but not 
lost. There have been gains and losses as a result of these changes. Huge advances have been made in 
sophistication of techniques and consistency of standards. Conversely, modern boards have neither freedom 
nor the incentive to promote experimental syllabuses.   
 
Lastly, but but no means least, an unforeseen consequence of examinations run by non-governmental bodies 
has been the ability of these organisations to play a leading role in the educational systems worldwide, 
including many countries where post-colonial sensitivities would have made official British examinations 
unacceptable.  
 
 

 



Pr o fesso r  Si r  Dav id  W at son  

University of London Institute of Education 

Fou n d at i o n s,  f u n d i n g  an d  f o r g et f u l n ess:   
r e f l ect io n s o n  t h e p at t e r n  o f  u n iv e r s i t y  h i st o r ies 

 
David WatsonÕs lecture is in three main parts. 
 
In the f irst he proposes a historical ÒpatternÓ for the foundation of university institutions in differing locations 
and jurisdictions, with fallow periods in between as the initiative for knowledge development moves 
elsewhere. 
Key stages are as follows: 

¥ The religiously and professionally oriented communities of the late medieval and early modern 
period; 

¥ The economically-focused municipal, regional and state institutions of the nineteenth century; 
¥  The emergence in the twentieth century of ÒbinaryÓ systems with Òlocal authorityÓ-owned provision 

directed at technical and vocational higher education as well as improved access; 
¥ Mid to late twentieth century innovations in curriculum, pedagogy, technology and institutional form 

Ð including the Òmega-universitiesÓ; 
¥ The blurring of boundaries between different streams of post-compulsory education, including the 

new phenomenon of Òdual sectorÓ provision; 
¥ The late twentieth and early twenty-first century emergence of Òfor profitÓ enterprises. 

He then suggests that these have been foreshortened in competing Ògrand narrativesÓ about the nature of the 
university enterprise. 
These include the following: 

¥ liberal emancipation; 
¥ professional formation; 
¥ the research engine; 
¥ national pride; 
¥ entrepreneurialism. 

Inherent in most of the acts of foundation, but relatively submerged in a discourse of institutional and national 
competition has been the narrative of civic and community engagement. 
 
In the second section he examines the influence of funding patterns on the governance and leadership of 
universities, starting with the simple question: Òwho owns the university?Ó 
From the perspective of both Òstake-holdingÓ and Òshare-holdingÓ contending answers include: 

¥ the state; 
¥ the public service; 
¥ professions; 
¥ employers; 
¥ the public more generally (refracted through the media); 
¥ the neighbourhood (or community); 
¥ the members of the university itself. 

 
His third and final section elaborates some hard questions which arise for contemporary university leaders.  
These include the following: 

¥ the nature and use of institutional autonomy; 
¥ the balance of obligations to the state and civil society; 
¥ the notion of a Òhigher education sector;Ó 
¥ relative commitments to a series of concentric circles Ð from the neighbourhood to the global 

enterprise of HE; 
¥ pressures on Òthe ethical ideaÓ of the university. 

The proposal is that a greater sense of institutional and sectoral history will assist in the resolution of at least 
some of these dilemmas. 


