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Why Look at the Future? 

‘The changes visible in the last few years ... are expected to be dwarfed by the changes 
to come.’ (Ringland, 1998). Surely this is a cliché, but the deep-rooted feeling there 
may be some truth in the phrase keeps people in all walks of life interested in knowing 
about the future, either because they feel they need to enact the future (plan or 
influence it), or because they want to react timely to the unplannable. In both options 
‘...creating models of the future as a way of rehearsing change’ (Ringland, 1998) 
seems highly desirable, and that is what we aimed at in this exercise with the three 
scenarios for Europe’s future higher education landscape. The only alternative is 
fatalism: the future cannot be planned and we cannot react. As a research centre such 
fatalism goes against our nature and in particular our mission, which includes 
contributing to the social debate about higher education. Being a research centre we 
are also committed to scientific approaches to the questions we tackle, yet we are 
extremely aware that there is no such thing as a science of the future. For the future, 
the only science is science fiction. 
 
In this chapter we describe how we balanced science and fiction when creating our 
scenarios, using the basis established through a Delphi study and then the method 
underlying the development of the scenarios, which present possibilities for the future 
intended to stimulate further discussion among all persons interested in Europe’s 
higher education and research on what may be likely to happen and what they would 
like to see happen. But prior to this, we will substantiate epistemologically in section 2 
the claim there is no science of the future. 

Futurology Is Not a Science 

Many have tried to predict the future, sometimes of whole societies, sometimes of 
relatively simple events. The blunders in the latter category make hilarious reading as 
when Thomas Watson, chairman of IBM, in 1943 is supposed to have said: ‘I think 
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there is a world market for maybe five computers.’1 The blunders in the former 
category of predicting (and then enacting) the future of whole societies led to genocide 
and war as, amongst others, Karl Popper commented in his fulminations against 
historicism in fascism and communism. Putting his rightful anger to good use, Popper 
investigated to what extent we can know the future at all. The crux for him lay in the 
growth of knowledge:  
 

We cannot predict, by rational or scientific methods, the future growth of our 
scientific knowledge (…) The argument does not, of course, refute the possibility 
of every kind of social prediction; on the contrary, it is perfectly compatible with 
the possibility of testing social theories … by way of predicting that certain 
developments will take place under certain conditions. It only refutes the 
possibility of predicting historical developments to the extent to which they may 
be influenced by the growth of our knowledge. (Popper, 1961 (1957)).  

 
Basing himself firmly on Popper’s epistemology, Van Vught concluded ‘(t)he future 
can only be predicted scientifically if we have at our disposal preferably strictly tested 
and not yet falsified theories. Even then predictions are only tentative and provisional, 
as our theories may be refuted tomorrow’ (Van Vught, 1985). He did not focus on the 
additional condition, namely that the environment in which the theory ‘operates’ is 
predictable as well in terms of the same theory or another support-theory. Some major 
problems in the area of applied social sciences, including higher education studies, are 
that such well-performing theories are lacking and the environment of the complex, 
wider social developments are unpredictable with the theories at our disposal.  
 
We could stop at this point, acknowledging it is impossible to say anything from a 
scientifically valid point of view about the future of higher education in Europe, or we 
could look for alternatives. The most promising of which in our view is to have a 
second look at the task itself. Do we want to predict the future at all? No. Van Vught at 
the end of his inaugural lecture on futures studies (1985) called for humility. Keeping 
options open was the wisest approach one could take, realising how little we knew and 
how fragile scientific knowledge is. Moreover, we should understand the function of 
research about the future is not its relation to the future itself. Rather, it relates to 
human action in the present. Human action is future-oriented to the extent that it is 
goal-oriented. For that reason our expectations and visions of the future are relevant to 
our current thinking, understanding and deciding (Masini, 1993). Therefore our aim is 
to contribute to a discussion about higher education’s future amongst this book’s 
readers: managers of higher education institutions, policy-makers in higher education 
ministries or agencies, researchers of higher education, stakeholders, interested 
citizens, etc. It will be up to them to use the insights provided to plan or influence the 
future – or react to it. After all, science fiction author Frank Herbert is quoted as 
saying: ‘The function of science fiction is not always to predict the future but 
sometimes to prevent it.’  

                                                        
1 Yet ‘(a)lthough Watson is well known for his alleged 1943 statement…there is no evidence he ever 
made it.’ (Wikipedia, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas_J._Watson, accessed 3.6.2005). 
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Therefore all we have to do, as suggested in the first paragraph of this chapter, is 
provide models on which the reader’s thoughts and plans can be ‘exercised’; they have 
to be of possible futures and perhaps desirable ones. The latter provides an indication 
of the directions in which some of the actors may be trying to influence higher 
education’s future. For this more humble purpose, the availability of well-established 
scientific theories would be highly useful, but even as researchers looking for 
systematic approaches to knowledge, we are not left empty-handed without them. For 
we can then turn to subjective approaches – somewhere between science and fiction. In 
fact we relied on collecting the opinions of higher education experts (as explained 
below). From a methodological point of view, that is sub-optimal, because 
‘…subjective methods are characterised by strong trust in the judgemental capacity of 
individuals, especially of experts’ (Van Vught, 1985) and their ‘judgemental capacity’ 
is not the same as a scientifically controllable explicit theory. Still, their ideas on 
possibilities and desirabilities for the future may make others think, especially when 
presented in an appealing manner. Hence our connection of two methods, a Delphi 
questionnaire to gain insight into experts’ views and scenario-writing to present these 
(and other!) views to a wider audience.  
 
We end this section by again quoting the author with whom we started, Ringland, who 
wrote that: 
 

The originators of the work were clear in their aims (which were not always 
understood by others): they were not predicting the future, they were developing a 
model which would help people to understand aspects of the nature of (higher 
education) and help to open up the public debate (Ringland, 1998). 

 
In this spirit, let us now turn to the methods we employed in our balance between 
science and fiction. 

Tending to Science: The Delphi Method Questionnaire  

The establishment of the Delphi technique, named after the Greek oracle where 
necromancers foretold the future, heralded an era of modern future research.2 
According to Gordon (1994), one of the founding fathers of the Delphi technique: ‘the 
modern renaissance of futures research began with the Delphi technique at RAND’, the 
Californian think-tank in the early 1960s. In this period RAND researchers such as 
Helmer, Reschner, Dalkey and Gordon discovered that experts, particularly when they 
agree, are more likely than non-experts to be correct about questions in their field. The 
use of expert opinion is one of the key characteristics of the Delphi technique.   

                                                        
2 The name started as a joke but it stuck, to the great dissatisfaction of, amongst others, its co-
inventors Helmer and Dalkey: ‘The resulting image of a priestess, sitting on a stool over a crack in 
the earth, inhaling sulfur fumes, and making vague and jumbled statements that could be interpreted 
in many different ways, did not exactly inspire confidence in the method.’ 
(http://eies.njit.edu/~turoff/Papers/delphi3.html#Introduction; accessed: 10.5.2005) 
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Moreover, there were signs that predictions made by a group of people are more likely 
to be right than predictions made by the same individuals working alone. This became 
known as the ‘MacGregor effect’ (see e.g. Loye, 1978 in Lang, 1995).  
 
It was originally designed as a forecasting technique for predicting the future of 
military technology (during the Cold War).3 Since the early 1960s it has been used 
thousands of times, for different purposes, in different fields and on different scales. In 
other words, the technique is not only used in technological fields, but also in areas 
such as health care, education, economy and commerce. It is one of the best-known 
forecasting techniques (and it can be used for other purposes as well).  
 
The modern Delphi method is designed to encourage a ‘controlled’ debate. It is an 
interactive communication structure between experts in a field, facilitated by the 
researchers doing the work. In this interaction anonymity, in the sense that no one 
knows who else is participating, is considered essential. RAND-experiments had 
shown that face-to-face interaction – bringing experts together in a conference room – 
had negative consequences for the accuracy of the group opinion. Another outcome of 
the early experiments was that feedback of results improved the outcomes.  
 
All in all the aspects of experts, anonymity and feedback, represent three irreducible 
elements of the Delphi technique. It ‘consists of a systematic interrogation of a group 
of anonymous experts through the use of questionnaires. The process is repeated 
through several cycles in order to promote convergence and identify consensus’ 
(Rogers, in Ringland, 1998). More often than not the group of experts moves towards 
consensus. But even if this is not the case, the arguments used that lead to different 
opinions are useful for policy and planning purposes (Gordon, 1994).4 The integrative 
nature of the expert discussions brings about additional value by generating consensus 
amongst participants and building a shared view on future visions (EurEnDel 2003). 
One of the main values of the technique rests with the ideas it generates, both those 
that evoke consensus and those that do not. 
 
The Delphi technique can be seen as an exercise in group communication among a 
panel of geographically dispersed experts.5 In the original Delphi process, the key 
elements are 1) structuring the information flow, 2) feedback to the participants 
through the ‘Delphi researchers’ and 3) anonymity of the participants. In terms of 
controlled feedback another characteristic may be the use of statistical measures. 
 

                                                        
3 Gordon and Helmer published one of the first modern Delphi studies, Report on a Long-Range 

Forecast, in 1964. Gordon (1994) refers to this report as the all-time RAND best seller. It contained 
forecasts of scientific and technological breakthroughs through 2000 and beyond, based on the 
opinions of 82 experts. 
4 In fact, as Turoff and Hiltz argue, the Delphi is a ‘communication structure aimed at producing 
detailed critical examination and discussion, not at forcing a quick compromise.’ 
(http://eies.njit.edu/~turoff/Papers/delphi3.html#Introduction, accessed: 10.5.2005). 
5 An interesting website is http://www.wilderdom.com/delphi.html (‘Delphi study: Research by 
interactive, consultative inquiry’, accessed: 10.5.2005). 
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Although the Delphi technique has many supporters it has also incurred much 
criticism. Sackman (1975) and Armstrong (1978) in particular have been highly 
sceptical. In their view the technique is unscientific and not accurate in its forecasting. 
Makridakis and Wheelright (1978) summarise the criticisms as follows: 1) a low 
reliability level of judgements amongst experts and therefore dependency of forecasts 
on the particular judgements selected, 2) the sensitivity of results to ambiguity in the 
questionnaire used for data collection in each round and 3) the difficulty in assessing 
the degree of expertise incorporated into the forecast.6 
 
Given the key features of the Delphi technique it can be used for several purposes 
other than forecasting (see Maassen and Van Vught, 1984). For instance it can be a 
useful tool in developing policy goals and strategies. Or, highly relevant to the world 
of higher education, it can be used for the development of rating scales. A third 
alternative application concerns the use of the Delphi in cost benefit analyses. Finally, 
the Delphi is suitable for conflict resolution or problem solving. Here, however, we 
have used the technique as a forecasting tool; the outcomes (‘predictions’) were used 
as input for the scenario exercise.  

Our Application of the Delphi Study 

Ideally each individual should complete a questionnaire designed by the Delphi 
researchers and then receive feedback on all the outcomes. They would then fill out the 
questionnaire a second time with this information at hand. Essentially the same 
questionnaire should thus be completed several times by the set of experts.7 Those with 
views significantly divergent from a developing consensus are required to substantiate 
them, which serves as useful intelligence for others. The underlying idea is that the 
majority can thus weigh up dissenting views that are based on privileged or rare 
information. The following ten steps should be taken to conduct a Delphi study (cf. 
amongst others Fowles, 1978): 
 
1. Formation of a team to undertake and monitor a Delphi on a given subject;  
2. Selection of an expert panel to participate in the exercise; 
3. Development of the first round questionnaire; 
4. Testing the questionnaire (pilot phase); 
5. Sending the questionnaires to the experts; 
6. Analysis of first round results; 
7. Preparing the second round questionnaires, including the results of the first; 

                                                        
6 In this respect we fully agree with Gordon’s point of view that the Delphi should be used for 
appropriate questions. For some issues other techniques are better. Factual questions should not be 
candidates for Delphi studies (Gordon 1994). Another way to increase the usefulness of the Delphi 
technique is to use it in combination with other techniques (e.g. the Cross Impact Analyses, the 
Analytic Hierarchy Process, or the Scenario technique, as in our case). 
7 Many variants have been developed. In these variants one or more of the traditional characteristics 
of the Delphi method are more or less seriously violated. In most of these cases, we would argue such 
studies should not be seen as Delphi studies. 
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8. Sending the questionnaires to participating experts; 
9. Analysis of second round results (and then repeating steps 7 to 9 as long as 

desired); 
10. Presentation of results and drawing conclusions. 
 
The topic of the CHEPS Delphi study was ‘the European higher education and 
research landscape in 2020’. Will a uniform study structure be implemented across 
European higher education systems? Will a European research council be the most 
important funding organisation for basic research? Will academics still play an 
important role in university management? These and related questions were supposed 
to be answered through consulting experts all over Europe. Initially a team of CHEPS 
researchers was created who consulted their colleagues in order to tap information and 
review higher education literature so they could design a first round questionnaire. 
After the preliminary interviews within CHEPS, the first round questionnaire consisted 
of 49 statements on higher education and research in Europe.  
 
As will be explained in more detail in chapter 3, the statements were organised around 
six themes: 1) education, 2) research and innovation, 3) funding, 4) quality, 5) higher 
education, society and labour market and 6) institutional governance and management. 
The experts were asked to separately estimate the desirability and likelihood of all 49 
statements on a five-point scale. It makes sense to make a distinction between the 
desirability of a future state and the occurrence of future developments. First, because 
it provides additional information. Second, because ‘is’ and ‘ought’ can be related 
(‘wishful thinking’). Desired events are usually seen as more likely to happen, and by 
separating ‘will be’ from ‘ought to be’ we hoped to diminish the wishful thinking 
effect, or at least get a better view on it. Aside from desirability and likelihood the 
experts were asked to provide arguments to elucidate their views. These qualitative 
foundations of the experts’ views on Europe’s higher education future are regarded as 
highly valuable. In fact they are an indispensable aspect of a proper Delphi study and 
almost as vital as input for the scenarios.8 Finally, many of the 49 statements invited 
the experts to estimate their occurrence in their home country. Through this additional 
question we aimed to clarify the expected European diversity or homogeneity, and also 
to gain insight into the jump from the ‘familiar (the national situation) to the unfamiliar 
(the European level)’ from the experts’ point of view.9 
 
After analysing the first round results, the CHEPS research team selected the most 
challenging issues to develop a second round questionnaire. The first round experts 
were confronted for a second time, this time with 15 statements (out of the 49). The 15 
statements were accompanied by the first round results (scores and arguments), to 

                                                        
8 It may be noted that usually a Delphi sample does not – and is not intended to – produce statistically 
significant results. The results provided do not predict the response of a larger population (or even of 
a different Delphi panel). ‘They represent the synthesis of opinion of the particular group, no more, 
no less.’ (Gordon, 1994). The particular group in our case were experts in the world of higher 
education. 
9 The experts selected in their capacity as ‘international’ or ‘European’ experts were not asked to 
make this comparison between the European level and their home country. 
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enable the respondents to rethink their opinions. The outcomes of the second round 
were regarded as the outcomes of the Delphi study.10 These were then used as input for 
writing the scenarios on Europe’s higher education future. 

Tending to Fiction: Writing Scenarios 

Scenario Method, Its Potential and Limitations 

A scenario, as we understand, can be defined as ‘an internally consistent view of what 
the future might turn out to be – not a forecast, but a possible future outcome’ (Porter, 
1985). It functions as one of the ‘tools and technologies for managing the uncertainties 
of the future’ (Ringland, 1998). ‘Managing’ maybe goes too far for us, given our 
introduction to this chapter, but let us say a scenario is a tool for mapping ‘the 
uncertainties of the future’.  
 
The scenario method has been popular amongst strategic planners employed by 
companies since Shell revealed how its scenario exercise helped it to prepare for the 
1970s oil crisis. ‘By the late 1970s scenario planning was adopted by a significant 
fraction of the Fortune 1000 companies ... Roughly three-quarters of the firms had 
adopted the approach after the oil embargo provided such a deep shock to previously-
stable views of the future’ (Ringland, 1998). Later the method fell into a degree of 
disrepute, perhaps through ‘...an over-simplistic use of the technique, with a confusion 
between forecasts and scenarios’ (Ringland, 1998).  
 
The point about scenarios is they give a consistent elaboration (extrapolation) of a 
certain theme expected to play an important role in the future. In this sense they are 
akin to Weber’s ‘ideal type’ descriptions: not intended to be a description of the 
empirical phenomena, but an exaggeration to highlight an important principle or 
dimension. On this basis, the emphasis in Porter’s definition of a scenario should be on 
‘possible future outcome’, for it must be empirically possible, but does not have to be 
probable (as a forecast intends to be). 
 
Internally consistent scenarios can be constructed in several ways. Miller distinguished 
two popular ones, the Bear and the GBU methods. The Bear method ‘takes an initial 
starting point, for instance population or economic output, and then develops scenarios 
on the basis of a range of growth rates – low, medium and high. This method can be 
called the baby-bear, momma-bear and papa-bear approach (Bear for short).’ (Miller, 
2003). Besides this essentially quantitative approach of extrapolation, one could focus 
‘more on preferences and implicit expectations in order to sketch scenarios that capture 
what people consider to be the most desirable, the least desirable and the muddling 
through but most likely. This method can be dubbed the good, the bad and the ugly 
approach (GBU for short).’ (ibid.) Complicating things further, Miller advocates an 
approach that does not just look at trends and desirabilities, but considers all 
possibilities (in Popper’s terms: all that is not forbidden by theories), which he sees as 

                                                        
10 Detailed results of the Delphi study are reported in the next chapter. 
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‘one way of being systematic and explicit about the hypothetical ‘what if’, in three 
steps: ‘The first step is to determine or define the key attribute (variable A) of the 
scenario's subject. The second step is to sketch a space, perhaps multidimensional, 
using the primary determinants of change (a, b, c) in variable A. And the third step is 
to identify distinct scenarios within the possibility space' (Miller, 2003). Yet how to 
identify those distinct scenarios was not stated by Miller. It probably needed a creative 
moment.   

Our Application of Scenarios 

To reduce our dependence on a creative moment, we referred back to our application 
of the Delphi method, which clearly distinguished between probable and desirable 
futures. This can be seen as an improved GBU approach for it gave us two dimensions 
rather than one: good – bad – ugly and probable – improbable. To some extent the 
desirable and probable coincided, according to the responses, but that was not always 
the case. The tension between the two could be used to give direction to our creativity. 
Moreover, we were aware subjective methods such as the Delphi suffer from what 
Ascher called ‘assumption drag’, i.e. the phenomenon that people maintain 
assumptions shown to be false (quoted in Van Vught, 1985). Combining the tension 
between desirability and probability with the ‘assumption drag’, we appointed persons 
to write counter-scenarios to the ‘majority scenario’, challenging the assumptions 
apparently underlying the experts’ responses. The creative moment remained as we 
had to decide which main assumptions we wanted to challenge.  
 
Here we touch upon another commonly-lamented limitation of any systematic method 
and therefore also of the methods we applied: what you get out is what you put in. This 
is only true to some extent. The true part – and the gravest – is that the dimensions, the 
space in which the respondents’ answers are interpreted by researchers, are predefined. 
They were given certain statements to react upon, which were included in the study 
due to the underlying variables they represented to the researchers. The 
multidimensional space was therefore limited by our research team’s theories.  
 
The untrue part of the statement ‘what you get out is what you put in’ is that setting up 
the space dimensions does not determine where in the space one ends up: the 
respondents were free to say what they thought was likely and desirable. This could 
make all the difference to the scenarios, of course. In a previous scenario exercise we 
engaged in (Huisman, De Boer & Westerheijden, 2001), there had been an 
unexpectedly high level of support from the Dutch higher education community for 
what we had set up as the ultra-liberal and ultra-globalised ‘counter-scenario’.  
 
As an additional impetus to ‘think outside the box’, we paid attention to the open 
questions in the first round Delphi questionnaire, where respondents could give their 
reasons behind agreeing or disagreeing with statements. That was another way to test 
whether our setting up of the possibility space had not been too narrow.  
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In the current scenario exercise then, the main dimensions distinguishing our scenarios 
embodied: 
 
1. The dominant coordination mechanism: state vs. market vs. network;  
2. European integration and harmony; 
3. Economic and institutional developments (e.g. success of large vs. small 

organisations).  
 
The stable dimensions, exogenous developments that could not be influenced and 
which were kept constant across the scenarios, included amongst others: 
 
1. Demography: greying and ‘de-greening’ of the European population; 
2. Economy: no major effects of recession or boom; 
3. The degree of integration of research and higher education. 
 
Out of this, and out of pragmatic arguments such as the availability of scenario-writers, 
three scenarios resulted. One would reflect the (large) majority opinions of the Delphi 
respondents. State coordination, European integration, harmony and large-scale 
organisations were to be the hallmarks of this scenario, which became ‘Centralia’. 
Another would take the institutional and economic developments towards the network 
economy as its focal point. Presumably this development had been undervalued in the 
Delphi study. It also incorporated some majority opinions in the Delphi study, e.g. on 
the amount of control exercised by the academic community. From this came 
‘Octavia’. Finally the antithesis to the majority opinions of Centralia with regard to 
market coordination, small organisations and little higher-level control or integration 
characterised what became ‘Vitis Vinifera’. 
 
With the science tendency results of the previous section and the methodical 
considerations just presented, all ingredients were added and the fiction tendency of 
the process took over. The ingredients had to be combined into what we wanted to 
make three equally attractive pictures of higher education’s future in Europe.  
 
A serious choice concerned the metaphor for the scenarios. Since we intended the 
scenarios to appeal to a large audience a prima vista, yet not make one glaringly more 
appealing than the other, it was important to find an overarching metaphor with three 
equal ‘instances’. In the previous scenario exercise where we alluded to the future of 
Dutch higher education, different gardens had been the metaphor (see also: 
Westerheijden, Huisman & De Boer, 2004). In a variation on that theme, ideal-type 
fictional cities were chosen this time.  
 
The focus in the first part of the development of the scenarios had been on the factors 
influencing developments and one of the things the actual scenario-writing had to do 
was to bring in the actors and politics as policy, including of course higher education 
policy, as something created by human action. In setting up consistent scenarios we 
also had to make the human motivation, the principles underlying their actions, 
consistent. This was not so much of a problem for the ‘counter-scenarios’, as from the 
beginning they were intended to highlight some possible futures not in the consensual 
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majority of the Delphi study respondents. In those cases we could just posit a 
consistently applied principle of action; in the Vitis Vinifera scenario, for instance, it 
was a market-liberal ideology. For the scenario built on the majority opinions in the 
Delphi study Centralia, it required some interpretation to reconstruct what might have 
been a more or less consistent ideology from which that set of opinions made sense. As 
previously stated when discussing the ‘ideal-type’ character of scenarios, we did not 
want to suggest any single ‘real’ respondent held the beliefs which we constructed as 
that ideal-type ideology. The description in that scenario of a future ideology became 
the section on ‘New Arcadianism’. This ideology – as any empirically existent 
ideology – may not be completely internally consistent. Indeed we had to develop a 
differentiation between a surface of more arcadian or even outright romantic rhetoric 
and a hard core of dominance of values about economy and technology. The point 
about constructing ‘New Arcadianism’ was not its internal consistency per se, but that 
this (inconsistent) set of values and norms seemed to us necessary to make the human 
action in the Centralia scenario a fairly consistent application of a single ideology.  
 
Seeing a possible future as a resultant of intentional human action may give the 
impression that the resulting scenario must be a utopia, something ideal as everyone 
willingly contributes to it. First, this impression would hugely underestimate the effect 
of the factors (nature, the logic of the system) on the outcomes of human action. Good 
will in a hostile environment will not necessarily produce a utopia and even the 
interaction of several good-willing actors may produce outcomes they did not intend. 
 
Second, the question of what is a desirable future, or whether a scenario represents a 
utopia or a dystopia, depends on the reader’s preferences. We did not want to suggest 
that one of the three scenarios is more desirable than the other. As mentioned above, 
that is why we strove for a balanced metaphor in which each scenario could be seen as 
equally desirable. For that reason, in all three the developments have been described 
mostly in positive terms – as possible utopias rather than dystopias. Still, with a little 
reading between the lines the reader may find the negative tendencies inherent to the 
scenarios with ease.  

Presenting the Scenarios 

The Centralia scenario was built on majority opinions, both regarding probability and 
desirability. In that sense it should have been the utopia for most of our readers. 
Curiously, though, in scenario presentations across Europe, audiences made up of 
people with profiles similar to the respondents (actually even including some of our 
respondents) were largely in favour of the Octavia scenario, with usually only very 
small minorities voting for Centralia and even smaller ones (if any) for Vitis Vinifera. 
These tendencies were visible both when voting for the probability of the scenarios and 
when voting for their desirability, although more respondents thought the Centralia 
scenario was likely to happen than liked it to happen.  
 
This shows the value of constructing scenarios: taking majority and consensus 
opinions on individual statements and ‘straightening out’ these opinions into a fairly 
consistent scenario may well have explicitly uncovered relationships among opinions 
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and beliefs held by higher education experts of which they themselves were not yet 
aware. If through this we can contribute to the debate about the future of higher 
education in Europe, we will have achieved a great deal, although we realise that: 
 

…clearly, the whole process is iterative. In a sense this study is only the first 
iteration... Given that many of the factors and actors are changing rapidly it is 
inevitable that a second cycle will be necessary in the future. (M.D. Rogers in 
Ringland 1998). 
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