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Nas§ institucionaln{ vyvoj tak pted-
stavuje ,pripadovou studii“ vzniku
a ristu védecké discipliny, jejiz vnitin{
dynamika je v tomto pifpadé pohi-
néna tkoly povahy celospoledenské,
a nade historie tak klade zajimavé
otizky o propojeni védy a politiky,
teorie a praxe; v neposledni fadé je
i odrazem vyvoje Ceské spoleénosti
a piikladem fungovan{ akademickych
pravidel v jistém limitnim (tedy tra-
dicemi ne plné zajisténém) piipadé.
Mnohé z téchto zmén a milnikd
vyvoje jsme totiz méli moznost zaku-
sit na vlastn{ kdzi, jelikoZ pfedeviim
pohyby a zmény v obecnych vzdé-
lavacich strategiich & univerzitnich
planech dopadaly s vétsi silou na malé
pracovi§té, nechrinéné ,buffer”
mechanismy, které se dosud nestacily
vyvinout. A tak, kromé& viz{ a zcela
konkrétnich pfedstav o budoucnosti,
které souvisely s vyvojem podobnych
pracovi§t v zahrani¢i, zde pusobily

CHER 2012 Conference
Report

The Consortium of Higher Educa-
tion Researchers (CHER) held its 25®
annual conference in Belgrade on
September 10% to 12%. CHER (pro-
nounced like the furniture ‘chair’ not
the singer) is an international net-
work of researchers, based in Europe
but drawing about a quarter of its
membership from outside the region.
At twenty five, it is the oldest higher
education research  organization
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i Cisté narodné specifické pozadavky
na kvalitu védecké price a vyuky,
otevirdni (& uzavirin{) prostoru pro
zapojeni do akademického prostiedi
av neposledn{ fadé¢ i nutnost financo-
vat ¢innost z vlastnich projektovych
zdrojl. Zasluhou (nékdy téZce drze-
nych) akademickych svobodse nim
daif vyrovnavat nepfiznivé plsobici
vykyvy Ceské environmentalné orien-
tované politiky a ¢astedné i prosazovat
predstavy vlastni, a to nejen na padé
univerzity, v mezinirodnim spole¢en-
stvi védctd nascho oboru, ale i v oblasti
politik udrzitelného rozvoje. Aktivné
tak utvifime nejen scénu odbornou,
ale téZ se snazime pusobit na éeskou
spoleénost ve smyslu péstovani Gcty
k jistym hodnotim, a to ptedevsim
v zijmu ochrany Zivotodirnych
pfirodnich zdrojd a zajisténi poticb
budoucich generaci.

Jana Dlouhd

in Europe, but the anniversary
aspect of the conference remained
understated; there was only one ses-
sion devoted specifically to it, a late
afternoon panel, chaired by Christine
Musselin, where Ulrich Teichler and
Frans van Vught reflected on how the
field has developed and discussed
where it is headed. A lively discussion
followed, with many of those present
expressing their own recollections
and ideas. The self-reflective spirit of
the 25% anniversary carried through to
the post-conference symposiumPast,
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Present and Future of Higher Education
Research: Between Scholarship and Policy
Making, which despite being hosted
eight hours away at the University of
Ljubljana was attended by many of the
conference participants.

The theme of this year’s confer-
ence was Higher Education and Social
Dynamics, and papers were divided
into three focused tracks with a fourth
track addressing ongoing themes and
discussions from past conferences.
The first two tracks: The role(s) of higher
education  institutions in contenzporary
soczety and The effects of the wider societal
dynamics on  higher education, dealt
directly with the central theme of the
conference. Looking at higher educa-
tion from the inside out and outside
in, these two tracks addressed the
complex and changing role of higher
education in society, the extent to
which higher education institutions
accept and adapt to the those roles
and external pressures, and what
opportunities exist for them to influ-
ence their situation. Researchers
approached these questions from very
different perspectives and method-
ologies, in some instances by looking
at specific universities, for example
a management style case study exam-
ining the transformation of Aarhus
University (AU) in Denmark by
RémuloPinheiro and BjgrnStensaker;
others used the opportunity to pre-
sent comparative national research
which was part of larger EU or
regionally funding research; but it was
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not only institutions, organizations
and policies that received attention,
a number of papers explored national
and supranational discourses, such as
the paper by TerhiNokkalaUriversity
autononyy, agenda setting and the construc-
tion of agency - the case of European Univer-
stty Association in the Bologna Process. The
autonomy of higher education institu-
tions was a recurrent theme in many of
the conference panels; however, while
there were common issues running
throughout, the overall scope of the
conference was broad, covering a wide
range of topics including: national
policies, funding, resource allocation,
the academic profession, the third
mission, entreprencurship, access and
equity, and internationalization just
to name a few. The full set of abstracts
can be found on the conference web-
site: www.cher2012.rs/programme/.

The third track, Higher education at
the borders of Europe, took advantage of
the conference being held in Serbia
to attempt to redress the disbalance
in higher education research within
Europe towards Western European
countries. While the call for papers
sought research on Central, Eastern,
and South-Eastern Europe, in fact,
the bulk of papers dealt with the
Southern-European  region.  The
research which was presented sug-
gests that the region faces many of
the same issues and debates as other
parts of Europe arguably as a result
of globalization, internationalization
and Europeanization; however, Pavel
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Zgaga challenged the audience not
to blindly accept the idea that periph-
eral or transitional countries are
merely ‘policy colonies’” which enact
proven policy ideas from more central
countries. In addition to looking at
how these countries are integrating,
peripheral and transitional countries
with their contrasting historical
background and often unique ways of
characterizing and resolving higher
education issues can provide mate-
rial for cases and empirical studies that
enrich and expand the predominantly
Western and Northern European
perspective which is found in much of
the literature.

In the second day’s keynote speech
Dr. SrbijankaTurajli¢, former Ser-
bian Deputy Minister of Education,
addressed the rising level of conflict
between professors and students in
Serbian universities, where professors
express frustration at what they per-
ceive as a lack of curiosity and students
interpret a lack of interest in prepar-
ing them for professional life. With
both sides talking past each other she
sought to identify where common
ground might be found. She pointed
towards the underlying ofmassifica-
tion of higher education, particu-
larly the new reality that a degree is
no longer a guarantee of a job, but
merely “a ticket for an interview.” This
drove home quite clearly the point
which was made in the first keynote
speech by Hugh Lauder. He chal-
lenged the ‘myths’ of the knowledge
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economy, primarily the idea that there
is an infinite demand for educated
workers and that quality, well-paid
‘brain’ work, will accrue in developed
countries due to those countries’
investments in education. Drawing
on a widespread empirical study of
corporate practices, he suggested that
knowledge capitalism would be a bet-
ter term to characterize the present
situation as it would emphasize the
presence of a global competition for
jobs in which, like 2 Dutch auction,
the lowest bidder wins. The result of
this auction is a global reallocation
of intellectual work towards develop-
ing countries that pay lower wages.
He further described how even the
overall amount of intellectual work is
shrinking with the advent of digital
Taylorism, whereby more and more
knowledge work is being fragmented
into relatively simple tasks which
do not require trained academic skills
and can even be digitized so as not to
require any human involvement at all.
With many of the participants focused
on policy solutions grounded in the
knowledge economy discourse, this
was a challenging talk; nevertheless, it
was mentioned by many as a highlight
of the conference.

Out of the approximately 100 del-
egates at the conference, three were
from the Czech Republic: Petr Pabian
from the University of Pardubice and
Miroslav]asurek and Mitchell Young
from Charles University. Petr Pabian
presented the intriguingly titled paper
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Who is “higher education institutions™?
How do you recognize “social roles” when
You see them? Bringing ethnographic mess
to the debate. His presentation sparked
a lively debate by introducing uncom-
mon methodologies and theories to
higher education studies. His ethno-
graphic study on the protests at Czech
universities in 2012 used actor network
theory to explore how physical objects
like university buildings and even cars
had become actors or participants
in these protests. He asked whether
these were also part of the “who” of
higher education institutions. He
challenged any simple definition of
who truly represents a given univer-
sity, finding that faculty, administra-
tion and students all claim that mantle
in various and often conflicting ways,
while at the same time demonstrating
the lack of a unified position even
within those groups. Mitchell Young
presented the paper Coarsely Ground:
Developing the Cgech Systenm of Research
Evaluation in a session on research
quality. The paper traced the develop-
ment of the Evaluation Methodology
from its inception in 2004 through its
iterations over the following years to
the present, examining how it can be
understood as a New Public Manage-
ment tool and exploring what that
can tell us both about the Evaluation
Methodology itself but also, perhaps
especially considering the high level
of controversy it has engendered, the
potential problems arising from such
an approach.
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In addition to the 25" anniversary of
CHER, there was also the first anniver-
sary of the ECHER network. ECHER,
the Early Carecer Higher Education
Researchers Network, is composed of
rescarchers who have been working
in the field for less than 10 years, and
provides opportunities to meet, net-
work and collaborate. Membership is
free and details can be found on www.
echer.org.

ECHER organized a pre-conference
workshop, which included discus-
sions, presentations and  several
dinners. The organizers invited Jus-
siVilimaa, editor in chief of Higher
Education, to give a presentation on
writing for journals. His talk On growth
and form: academicwriting, publishing and
the process of writing a paper, explained
in detail the process through which
a submission to Higher Education
passes and where, how and why
delays and rejections occur. Peppered
throughout were valuable nuggets
of advice, and insights into why the
process, which takes an average of 226
days for a successful paper to navigate,
takes so long. He discussed how to
respond to requests for revisions
and provided an overview of topics
that were of relevance to the journal;
in addition to those of permanent
relevance, he named several emerg-
ing topics which included the nature
and social/political consequence of
university rankings, the networking
of higher education institutions, and
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new pedagogical perspectives and
methods.

The ECHER workshop provided an
excellent opportunity for carly carcer
researcher to get a head start in think-
ing about the conference themes, as
well as starting friendships before get-
ting into the full event. A discussion
about academic disciplines and their
relation to higher education research
ran through both events. While there
is no doubt that researchers from the
area represent multiple disciplines,
the way they associate themselves
with those disciplines is an unresolved
topic. Is it more beneficial to present
a paper at an interdisciplinary higher
education conference, or should one
rather attend a conference focused
on a traditional academic discipline?
In ECHER the was broad support
for encouraging integration, specifi-
cally by establishing higher education
related sessions at disciplinary confer-
ences and getting more researchers
from a variety of disciplines interested
in higher education as an object of
study. In the CHER conference an
interesting debate arose during the
paper of Georg Kriicken, who argued
that higher education studies papers
tended to be more exploitative rather
than exploratory based on his empiri-
cal research on the papers published
in the top 10 journals in the field of
higher education. A member of the
audience asked whether that truly
represented the type of research being
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done in the field or whether it isn’t
possible that more of the exploratory
is being published in discipline spe-
cific journals? While the answer was
not ascertainable given the presented
research, the question highlighted
the tensions and trade-offs between
the (inter)disciplinary loyalties and
publishing habits that higher educa-
tion researchers face.

Overall, the CHER conference
ignited mental sparks and provided
fodder for new research questions and
papers, and as away to engage with the
cutting edge of what’s happening in
the field proved to be an excellent and
rewarding event. This year’s confer-
enceconference was jointly organized
by the Centre for Education Policy an
independent organization based in
Belgrade and the Centre for Educa-
tion Policy Studies of the University
of Ljubljana. In addition to extremely
smooth organization of the confer-
ence itself, they provided a wonderful
feel (and taste) of Belgrade.

The 2013 CHER conference is
scheduled for September 9 to 11thand
will be held in Lausanne, Switzerland.
CHER is a membership organization,
and is open to receiving new mem-
bership applications from higher
education researchers. Details for
both can be found on their web site:
www.uni-kassel.de/incher/CHER/
Welcome.html.

Mitchell Young
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