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Abstract

Until recently Education Studies formed the theoretical grounding for teacher training.
Its subject content and methods were derived during the 1960s from the foundation
disciplines of Psychology, Sociology, History and Philosophy of Education in
Bachelor of Education Degrees. Recent years have seen the rapid expansion of non-
teacher-training undergraduate Education Studies as a free-standing degree subject
with some 7,500 students in about fifty institutions in England and Wales. The thesis
explores the ways in which undergraduate Education Studies has been defined and is
viewed as emerging university knowledge in the context of the postmodern university
in the higher education market. As a study in the sociology of knowledge, it examines
the development of Education Studies through interviews with subject leaders and
senior managers in nine higher education institutions in England and Wales. The

implications for the future of the subject and its academic community are discussed.

The research data indicate that a range of Education Studies curricula have developed
idiosyncratically in different institutions. Content is frequently defined as being in
contrast to antecedent or concurrent undergraduate teacher-training courses and the
academic rationale is often subordinate to managerial priorities and market forces.
Theoretical frameworks are rarely well articulated and are often derived post hoc,
rather than as academic principles to guide the selection of content. The role of the
foundation disciplines is sometimes inexplicit and ambiguous and the focus is
frequently drawn from the contingent expertise and career interests of individual staff.
There is a perception that Education Studies prepares students for careers other than

teaching, although examples are rarely articulated.
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1 Introduction

Chapter 1

Aims, rationale and background

Introduction

The chapter provides an overview of the aims, methods and structure of the thesis.
The academic background for the study at the end of the chapter includes an account

of the author’s experiences as a subject leader for Education Studies.

Undergraduate Education Studies originated in the 1960s and 70s as the theoretical
basis for teacher training in Bachelor of Education Degree courses (Richardson,
2002). During the last ten years it has grown remarkably rapidly as an undergraduate
university subject in its own right, independent of teacher training. While there is a
long tradition of Masters-level study of Education, only a handful of UK institutions
ran undergraduate Education Studies until the expansion beginning in the late 1990s.
The number of students registered for the subject in the UK rose from 4,285 in 2001/2
to 7.725 in 2003/4 (HESA, 2003, 2005). With growth on this scale it is argued that it
is appropriate to regard undergraduate Education Studies as a new, non-professional

university subject.

While the numerical growth can be easily quantified, the qualitative question of how
the subject has developed as a type of university knowledge is less visible. The
motivation to carry out an investigation was derived from the author’s perception that
there is a variety of curricular forms for Education Studies. At the time of beginning
the study in 2004 there was no national network for those developing undergraduate
Education Studies and the subject appeared to be developing independently and
exclusively in different institutions. To uncover the nature of the subject and the
grounds for its different formulations appeared to be both interesting and important to

the academic health of Education Studies.
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Aim of the thesis

The thesis examines the question as to how undergraduate Education Studies has
emerged in its current form as a university subject, exploring the ways in which it has
been shaped by an interaction of influences which are historical, ideological, political
and economic. The investigation is framed by the following:

e the role of Education Studies in the context of the modern/post-modern

university

e university knowledge and the role of the state

o the relationship of Education Studies to its parent subject, teacher training

e theoretical frameworks for the subject

e vocational aims for the subject

The scope of the thesis is limited to knowledge in the subject as it is conceived by

university academics.

Rationale

As Education Studies continues to develop in universities, there is a continuing need
for reflective discussion of its nature, aims and content. The thesis is intended to offer
a theoretical means for analysing and understanding the curriculum for the subject. It
does this by providing an analysis of the factors which have shaped its development to
date by locating it within the overall context of higher education knowledge in the

modern/postmodern university and by an analysis of its relationship to teacher

training.

In the 1960s teacher training was based upon a theoretical framework drawn from the
contributory disciplines of Psychology, Sociology, Philosophy and the History of
Education. How the new Education Studies employs these methods is problematical
and the study is intended to inform those constructing and developing a curriculum for

the subject by helping them to reflect upon the theoretical framework for the subject.
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The vocational aims of university knowledge are currently a matter of political and
academic debate. In the definition of Education Studies as an academic or non-
professional subject distinct from teacher training, its vocational outcomes become
problematic. The study offers an analysis of the ways in which the vocational
dimensions of the subject are perceived and it is intended that these should assist

subject leaders in considering the aims of the subject.

The study 1s intended to support the development of a common language between
academics for the discussion of Education Studies and to assist course leaders in

planning the vocational aims for the subject.

Barnett (2005) argues that the university curriculum is currently under-investigated
and under-theorised. The thesis is intended to make a contribution to the overall
knowledge of higher education by providing an example of the ways in which a new

subject has developed.

Theoretical perspectives

There are three main theoretical elements which are required to inform the
development of Education Studies: the context of the postmodern university and mass
higher education; the sociology of knowledge; the historical context of the subject in
teacher training and theoretical frameworks for Education Studies. These are
discussed through an analysis of the literature on each of the topics in Chapters 2, 3
and 4. The conclusion to each summarises the ways in which the contents of the

chapter inform the analysis in the dissertation.

First it is recognised that the subject is developing within the context of the recent
expansion of higher education in the UK and the dramatic changes in the nature of
universities which this has entailed. A particular feature of Education Studies is the
issue of academic freedom in relation to the state definition of teacher training. The
context is also a time of upheaval in assumptions about the nature of higher education
knowledge itself and this is relevant to a subject which is newly defining its
parameters. In order to illuminate this discussion, Chapter 2 provides a historical

analysis of the development of the university and university knowledge in relation to
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the state and the economy and discusses the concept of ‘academic freedom’. Section |
traces the formation of the nineteenth century European modern university on which
much higher education in the UK has been based. Section 2 reviews the so-called
‘postmodern’ context and changes to university education at the end of the twentieth
century. The chapter examines the ways in which knowledge is defined through the

political and institutional context in which it is located.

The second theoretical perspective in the study is the social and cultural influences on
the development of university knowledge. Education Studies is currently being
defined by academics and a selection from the literature on the sociology of
knowledge informs the ways in which the subject might be defined according to the
individual interests of academics or the academic community. In its retreat from the
vocational outcomes of teacher training Education Studies might be defined as an
academic subject free from vocational constraints. This raises the question of the place
of the subject in the perceived hierarchy of academic subjects: whether it is viewed as
high status and non-vocational, or low status and vocational. Chapter 3 provides a
summary of some of the main theories in the sociology of knowledge which inform

the analysis.

The third theoretical element is the historical origins of the subject in teacher training.
Education Studies was the academic underpinning to teacher training in the 1960s, but
the growth of state intervention saw teacher training become progressively de-
theorised. Chapter 4, Section 1 gives a historical account of the developments in
teacher training and the ways in which the new Education Studies has been developed
in response to state control of teacher training. The second section explores the
possible theoretical frameworks for Education Studies and the epistemological issues
in the subject’s knowledge, particularly in relation to the contributory disciplines of
Psychology, Sociology, Philosophy and the History of Education, its role in

professional preparation and as a critique of education policy and practice.

Empirical methods

The body of the thesis is a two-part empirical investigation of Education Studies in

higher Education institutions in England and Wales. The first part is a survey of
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university websites which provides an overall picture of the variety of curricular
content in Education Studies at the time (July 2004). The second, and the more
substantial, is a series of interviews in nine selected institutions with Education
Studies subject leaders and faculty senior managers. The analysis of the interviews
provides evidence for identifying a pattern of developments in the subject in the
different institutions. Comparisons are made between the different cases and a series

of conclusions is drawn.

The methods used in the study are described and discussed in Chapter 5 which
includes an analysis and evaluation of the pilot interviews. Chapter 6 offers the data
from the analysis of university websites. The main interview data are presented in
Chapter 7. The analysis is structured under five themes with a separate section on
each. The chapter concludes with an overall summary of the findings and suggested

possibilities for future research.

The concluding Chapter 8 is a discussion of the findings, relating them to the salient
points in the literature and their relevance to the thesis. The chapter concludes with a
discussion of the research findings and considers their implications for the future of

the subject.

Appendix 1 is an example of a theoretical framework for Education Studies depicting
the course content at Bath Spa University as illustration of the author’s vision of the
subject. Appendix 2 is the anonymised transcript of each of the interviews. Appendix

3 comprises the initial analysis for the interviews from each of the nine institutions.

Academic background and context of the research

The initial reason for the study was the author’s interest in the development of the
subject from his own perspective as the leader of the new Education Studies course at
Bath Spa University (BSU). The following account of his experiences of the origins
and the growth of the subject at Bath Spa is offered for two reasons. First it explains
the author’s motives for undertaking the study; second, it provides a detailed example
of one instance of the subject’s development. It is intended to furnish the reader with a

grasp of some of the typical factors which contribute to the developments and which

10
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can be compared with the features described by interviewees in case studies in the

research.

The role of the author is a significant feature of the study and will be discussed further
in the methodology (Chapter 5). Together with colleagues in the University, he has
been responsible for the development of the subject at Bath Spa University and edited
a book for a national publisher (Ward, 2004) to which School of Education members
contributed. The author is also a founder and Chair of the British Education Studies
Association, a newly-formed network for academics involved with non-teacher
training Education Studies. Some of the data in the dissertation are drawn from
members of that network. Research participants are therefore familiar with his role at
Bath Spa and in the Association. As will be shown in Chapter 5, this has a significant
bearing on the research methods. The following is an account of the development of

Education Studies at BSU.

Bath Spa University, formerly Bath College of Higher Education, is typical of post-
war teacher-training institutions which diversified from teacher training to a wider
range of degree subjects during the 1980s. With BEd degrees formerly awarded by the
Universities of Bristol and Bath, the 1980s diversification brought a change of
awarding body to the Council for National Academic Awards (CNAA). Taught-
degree awarding powers were awarded in 1992 with “university’ title in 2005. With
this background of different awarding bodies, the institution, like others, has a depth
of experience of course planning and change. The new degree awarding powers
brought both the opportunity for, and a particular interest in, rapid and radical change

in programmes.

By 1997 the institution had a large undergraduate primary teacher training degree with
Qualified Teacher Status (QTS) and a secondary PGCE teacher training programme.
A small primary PGCE course of 45 students was also included. 1995-96 had seen a
sequence of Ofsted inspections of primary undergraduate teacher-training which had
given the providers a largely clean bill of health (Ofsted, 1996). The then Chief
Inspector of Schools, Chris Woodhead, was said to be dissatisfied with this outcome
and ordered a second round of primary teacher training inspections with a more

rigorous framework, the so-called ‘Primary Follow-up Survey’ (PFUS) (Ofsted,

11
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1999). The institution was one of the first to have its small Primary PGCE course
inspected under this framework and it was found to be ‘non-compliant with the
Secretary of State’s criteria for initial teacher training’. The consequences of such a
judgement were, and still are, highly threatening to an institution’s funding from the
Teacher Training Agency (TTA'). At that time teacher training still was a major
element in the institution’s funding stream and its removal would have had serious
consequences. A later re-inspection found the course to be compliant and the threat

was removed.

However, the experience brought the realisation that Ofsted inspections could have a
serious effect on funding and steps were taken quickly to help to preserve the
institution’s teacher education numbers from such threats. Some 600 student fte
numbers in the undergraduate QTS course were potentially threatened by the new
inspection regime. The Education Studies degree was born as part of a primary ‘3+1°
degree plus PGCE programme to avoid this threat. The four-year degree with QTS
would be replaced by a three-year combined honours degree with Education and a
second subject followed by progression to a primary PGCE teacher-training course.
The place on the PGCE course was guaranteed to those who graduated, offering a
secure four-year programme with QTS. So Education Studies at Bath Spa originated
as a means of evading Ofsted inspection of the undergraduate course. The PGCE
programmes, of course, were still subjected to inspection, but a substantial proportion

of the student numbers, funded by the Higher Education Funding council for England
(HEFCE), were protected.

While the threat to funding from Ofsted had been the original motivation, other
benefits quickly became evident. For example, the training salary of £6000 was
introduced in 1999 for PGCE students. In 2001 when tuition fees were introduced,
PGCE trainees were exempted and still received the training salary. These improved
the programme’s standing in the market. The 3+1 also offered students increased

flexibility within the programme and in their career choice. While the QTS degree

' The Teacher Training Agency was re-named ‘The Training and Development Agency for Schools’
(TDA) in 2005. In this study the term TTA is used because all the references to its work and literature
are from the period before its re-naming. On the occasions where there is reference to its current action,

the term ‘TDA’ is used.
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committed them to a vocational outcome, the 3+1 allowed them a change of direction
at the end of the degree. It also offered them a far wider choice of modules and
content than had been available in the QTS programme. And it was the liberation from
compliance with teaching standards (TTA, 1998) that proved to be the most

substantial benefit of the change for both students and staff.

It was necessary to construct the new subject, Education, to form a part of the
combined honours degree. It was an interesting experience for the planning team to sit
down in 1998 with a blank sheet to create a subject that would be suitable study for
those who were to enter teacher training, but would not be teacher training in itself,
and would not need to comply with the TTA standards. In reality, there were both
constraints and influences. The constraints were first that the subject could only be a
combined subject because, at the time, a requirement for entry to a primary PGCE
course was degree level study in a subject in the primary curriculum. So students had
to take such a second subject with Education. Second, it had to be taught by staff who
had previously worked in the QTS degree. An influence was the small International
Education subject which had been designed in 1993 to offer diversification from
teacher training in the event of numbers declining, but also to engage staff in a wider
study of education than teacher training. So this small core of staff was able to join the
planning and its modules were available as options for the Education Students. In
2001 the two subjects merged formally into a single subject, but it is important that it

was possible to inject from the beginning this broader view of the subject.

The planning team worked for a year to draw up the programme and there were some
interesting developments in the team. The task was complex because, on the one hand
it was necessary to provide for those who were progressing to teaching. And this
seemed for some of the team to be an important matter, because the course would be
for, and marketed to, those who would have entered a primary QTS course. So there
was a strong element that felt that the QTS experience should be replicated with
modules about the curriculum and teaching. On the other hand, a new subject was to
be designed and it would also be for those who might not be interested in teaching and
there were those, particularly those from International Education, who were anxious to
make the subject more diverse. The relationship to teacher training, then, was a

controversial factor in the discussions.

13
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Of course, the individual interests of the staff were also critical. Those who had
developed International Education were keen to see their work extended to the larger
number of students on the new programme. Those who had come from the QTS
teaching perhaps felt threatened by areas of knowledge with which they were
unfamiliar and wished to restrict the subject to what they knew. Another interesting
feature was that some of those from the QTS course found it difficult to shake off the
constraints of the teacher-training framework. For example, it took time for some to
be persuaded that the mathematics curriculum need not be compulsory. Staff
appointments to the QTS degree had included those with recent and relevant teaching
experience in the National Curriculum subjects, and this imposed some limitations on

the range of content.

In all, though, the experience was an energising one in that, through discussion,
colleagues were able to devise a curriculum which met both the needs of those who
would be teachers and the wider interest. Individuals were able to discover a range of
interests and knowledge which they had not taught before, but which offered a
different vision of Education from teacher training. The advantage of creating the
subject from the teacher-training numbers was that the student numbers were large,
some 200 in each year, and it was easy to offer a wide choice of modules. Students
were therefore able to select from those modules which were close to the teacher
training curriculum, such as Learning in Science, or Understanding Classrooms, and
those modules which had a wider view, such as Education for the Future or Education

in the Pacific Rim.

The expectation had been that those students who were intent on teaching and the
PGCE course would select those modules which appeared to be closer to the teaching
agenda. However, this proved not to be the case and some of the most popular
modules with future teachers have been those with an international content or broader
outlook. On reflection, the concerns about the students’ need to see the course as the
replacement for a teacher-training course were misplaced and the view of Education
Studies as a subject with broader ambitions has grown over the years. Along with that
have grown large numbers of students who are interested in alternative careers to

teaching, and the subject has now established itself as an entity independent of teacher

14
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education. Since the growth in numbers of students who do not wish to teach, and the
change to the regulations for teacher training removing the need for undergraduate
study in a school subject (TTA, 2002), single honours Education, including

International Education, has been introduced.

The planning for the new subject was completed in 1998-99 and at that time there was
no obvious network of contacts for undergraduate Education Studies. The sense was
that 1t was necessary to derive the subject de novo from the staff resources available
and without other models to compare it with. It is a part of the findings in the research
carried out here that most of the other subject leaders were working in isolation in a
similar way. Again, a part of the rationale for the research was to uncover the

experiences of other subject leaders involved in a similar process.

Conclusion

This descriptive account has been offered as an example of the kind of constraints,
influences and thinking behind the origins of one example of undergraduate Education
Studies. The institutional context of an Ofsted failure combined with a vision of an
alternative means of teacher education produced this particular version of the subject.
Further details are discussed in Chapter 8 which also provides an account of the
theoretical framework for the subject and the ways in which Education Studies and

professional training are seen to relate.

The account is intended also to provide a context for comparison with the case study
interviews in Chapter 7 in which it will be seen that institutional contexts, staff
interests and ideological perceptions of the subject intertwine to create the different

versions of the subject.
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2:1 The modern university

Chapter 2

The historical background to the development of university knowledge

Introduction

The central theme of the study is the emergence of Education Studies as an example
of university knowledge in England and Wales. The subject is developing at a time
when universities are changing politically and economically, and the nature of
knowledge in universities is under discussion. In order to understand the institutional
and political effects on growth of the subject, it is necessary to formulate an account
of the historical background to the university as an institution and to university
knowledge. This chapter examines the development of the university and university
knowledge as the context in which the subject has grown. Section 1 traces the
development of knowledge from its religious origins in the medieval universities to
the principle of reason as the basis for knowledge in the modern university. The
second section considers the development of the post-modern university in the context
of mass higher education and the effects of that phenomenon on the nature of

knowledge.

Academic freedom and the role of the state in defining university knowledge is a
theme throughout the chapter. The role of the state is especially important in the case
of Education Studies. As will be shown in Chapter 4, the subject has largely grown
from the context of a high level of state control of teacher training and it will be
shown that this feature has had a powerful effect upon academics’ perceptions of the
new Education Studies. The history of British higher education is also important to the
thesis. In particular the relative status of vocational and non-vocational university

education is relevant to the analysis of interviewees’ perceptions of the role of

Education Studies.

The university is a historically international phenomenon and there is an interesting
literature on the role of the university in the global knowledge economy. However,
much of it is beyond the needs of this study which is limited to institutions in England

and Wales. The account contains some references to the international literature to

16



2:1 The modern university

demonstrate the ways in which universities in England and Wales have developed

along the lines of a combination of the European and US models.

Section 1: The development of the modern university: knowledge and the state

Pre-modern origins of the university

The term ‘university’ derives from the Latin universitas, meaning ‘a community’ and
the notion of a universal kinship of scholars underlies the original concept of higher
education. Haddad (2000) explains that the medieval European universities which
began in Paris and Bologna in the thirteenth century were internationally linked,
borderless institutions sharing knowledge across Europe. This was made possible by
two characteristics of the time: the relative weakness of national frontiers allowed
academics to interact freely across geographical areas and the use of Latin as a /ingua
franca enabled easy communication. There appears to have been a form of cross-
European Quality assurance in the recognition of diplomas between institutions. A
third factor enabling unity of scholarship across the medieval universities was a

singular commitment to the theological teachings of the Roman Catholic Church.

MacCulloch (2004:12) shows how the medieval university was derived from ‘the
burgeoning industry of intercession’ and a function of the university was also to
explain the miracle of the corporeal presence of Christ in the bread and wine of the
Eucharist. The twelfth and thirteenth century concept of university knowledge was
adapted from Aristotle: ‘a logical system of questioning and listing data from the
authorities ... called scholasticism’ (p.25) This reached its highest level with Thomas
Aquinas who tried to show that human reason was a gift of God designed to give

human beings as much understanding of divine mysteries as they needed.

The Reformation began to free the universities from the Church to allow tutors to be
recruited from civil society; less doctrinal teaching allowed the fermentation of new
ideas and the development of knowledge. As MacCulloch points out, this was driven
by the innovation of the printing press, the proliferation of texts and the development
of Humanism and the notion of the power of words which could be ‘used actively to

change human society for the better (p.77). This saw the emergence of what now
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2:1 The modern university

would be known as ‘critique’: to analyse texts and question their assumptions. It is
significant in the later development of university knowledge and of the theory
underpinning Education Studies. The source of these ideas was the re-discovered
classical literature of Greece and Rome because ‘part of the project of transforming

the world must be to get as clear a picture as possible of those ancient societies....

(p.77).

However, as well as a change of curriculum in the universities, the Renaissance also
brought the formation of nation states, border controls and the use of national
languages in education. Universities lost their universal, borderless quality and
became a function of national systems. Van der Wende and Huisman (2004:9) point
out that “the modern university is a national institution’ and that attempts to develop a
common university curriculum across Europe have been frustrated by government
resistance and closed national systems. It is perhaps ironical that the European Union
now struggles to reinstate the convergence in higher education which existed in the

thirteenth century.

It would be a mistake, though, to see the medieval university as a golden age of
academic freedom in higher education. While an elite of academics was free to engage
as a scholarly community, Haddad (2000) explains that the knowledge they were
allowed to share was largely determined by the Roman Catholic Church. For example,
the Sorbonne in Paris was based upon a contract between the college and the crown to
teach theology. What is more, the control of the Church over university knowledge
remained powerful even throughout the Renaissance. Universities developed the idea
of "nation’ through scholarship, defining the culture of their area of origin, but there
was no original research and privileges were guaranteed only so long as the tenets of
the Roman Catholic Church remained unquestioned. MacCulloch (2004) shows that
the development of Humanism within the universities was slow and many humanists
chose to stay outside the university system working on scholarly editions in
cooperation with printers in large commercial centres from where there were good
distribution systems for their books, rather than in university towns. Humanists could
be seen as practically-minded and close to everyday life and government, in contrast
with ‘ivory-tower academics, who wasted their time arguing about how many angels

could dance on the head of a pin’ (p.85).
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2:1 The modern university

The restraint on scientific enquiry in the universities is demonstrated by the fact that in
1633 they supported the Church in Galileo’s trial for heresy, with the sentence against
him read publicly in every university. The role of the university at this time, then, was
restricted to preserving and deepening the officially recognised knowledge of the
Church: revealed, rather than verifiable, knowledge. Readings (1996:56) explains that
disciplines in the medieval university reflected the seven liberal arts, grouped
according to the nature of matter to be studied in the trivium of grammar, rhetoric and
knowledge and the quadrivium of arithmetic, geometry, astronomy and music. The
unifying principle of knowledge was only its confirmation of the goodness of God:

theodicy.

The Reformation brought changes with the foundation of the University of Wittenberg
in 1502 without the permission of the Church and with its Theology lecturer, Martin
Luther. The university advertised itself as a Humanist institution, although Luther
despised the philosophy of Aristotle, and it might be said to herald the coming of the
modern university with what MacCulloch calls ‘a softened view of humanity’s role in

its own salvation presented by the via moderna’ (2004:117).

The university as a function of modernism

The modern university began with neither the Renaissance nor the Reformation, but
with the Enlightenment and the industrial revolution. Whereas the Church was never
seeking new knowledge, but only the reinforcement of the traditional, the
entrepreneurial society of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries turned to
the university for scientific knowledge and a trained professional elite. Medieval
England saw non-ecclesiastical professional training for the law and at the Inns of
Court and medical training at St Bartholemew’s Hospital from 1123. However, it is
the Humboldt University of Berlin in 1809 which is depicted as having introduced
research and innovation: ‘The university became a privileged place where the future
of society is forged through research’ (Haddad, 2000:32). Readings (1996) argues
that Humboldt’s was the first university to provide the highly educated professionals
required by industry and civil administration in exchange for freedom from the state

and autonomy in the knowledge it produces, although the current concept of the
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2:1 The modern university

teacher-researcher appeared only at the end of the C19th. Here the concept of

knowledge as ‘critique’ originated by the humanists is developed.

The concept of the modern university is a product of the Enlightenment and its
philosophy derives from nineteenth century German idealism, notably the work of
Immanuel Kant. For Kant (1979) the basis of the university is reason, in contrast to
superstition and tradition. Readings (1996) summarises Kant’s thinking, suggesting
‘the life of the Kantian university is.... a perpetual conflict between established
tradition and rational enquiry’ (p.57). He explains that, while theodicy — the
justification of knowledge as the work of God - was the only unifying principle of the

medieval university,

Kant ushers in the modernity of the university by naming this principle
reason.... And reason has its own discipline, that of philosophy, the lower
faculty (p.56)

In contrast, the higher faculties of theology, law and medicine draw from the
‘unquestionable authority’ of the Bible, law on the civil code and the decrees of the
medical profession. For Kant, the authority of the lower faculty of Philosophy is
autonomous. It depends on nothing outside itself; ‘...it legitimates itself by reason

alone, by its own practice’ (p.56).

The higher faculties, in that they draw upon external authority are accused of
promulgating acceptance of tradition, and of controlling the people by making them
accept established authority. ‘They do not educate the people in reason but offer them
magical solutions. .... Philosophy, on the other hand, replaces the practical savoir-
faire of these magicians with reason, which refuses all shortcuts * (Readings,
1996:57). The ‘conflict of the faculties’, then, reflects the tension between superstition
and reason. Kant does not see the university as divorced from culture and society. but

he strikes a balance between the autonomy of reason and the power of the state.

This theory is important to the thesis because of its resonance with the control of
teacher training by the state in England and Wales (see Chapter 4). But Kant also
argues that the role of the university is to produce technicians for the state — *men of

affairs’. However, knowledge should be used in the service of the state and
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2:1 The modern university

philosophy must protect the University from the abuse of the power by the state, in

limiting the establishment’s interests in the higher faculties. ‘This unlimited right of
reason to intervene is what distinguishes legitimate conflict, concordia discors, from
illegitimate conflict (which is the arbitrary exercise of authority by the powers of the

higher faculties and the state)’ (p.58).

As Readings explains, the problem for the modern university is how to unify reason
and state. knowledge and power. The difficulty lies in the notion of institutionalising
reason which then becomes its own self-referential authority. The issue is resolved
through self-critique and rational reflection in which autonomous reason breaks down
the established authority of heteronomous superstition. The problem, though, is that
once rational autonomy is institutionalised it becomes heteronomous to itself and the
subject of superstition rather than reason. Kant argues that Philosophy promises to do

this through self-critique and, through that critique, realising the essence of humanity.

Kant also proposed an antinomy between pure reason and nature. The educated person
must leave nature and childhood behind, creating a hermeneutic circle: a rational state
educates humanity, but educated humanity is required to create the rational state. But
Kant’s university, as Readings points out, ‘can only be fictional: reason can only be
instituted if the institution remains a fiction, functioning only “as if” it were not an

institution. If the institution becomes real, then reason departs’ (pp.59-60).

Humboldt argued that philosophical reflection must be preserved from ‘the Scylla of
mere leisure and the Charabdys of practical utility’ under the direction of the state.
"The state protects the actions of the university; the university safeguards the thoughts
of the state. And each strives to realise the idea of a national culture’ (Readings,
1996:69). The modernist university, as conceived by Humboldt, then, is a means of
the realisation of state nationalism, culture and identity. Humboldt’s genius was to
create a system in which the state finances the university, but allows it autonomy and
ensures academic freedom for its teachers and the Humboldt University of Berlin has

been the pattern for European universities in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

Neave (2000b) notes that, following the Kant-Humboldt model, the traditional role of

the university has been the transmission of fundamental knowledge and the
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socialisation of those later to hold elite positions in society. He identifies three factors
which interplay to form the minimum requirement for the university to fulfil its
responsibility to society: government influence; university autonomy and academic
freedom. In order to serve society, the university must be controlled neither by society
nor by government. Neave also shows that the university contributes to a definition of
the nation state itself in the form of the transmission of national culture and particular
knowledge traditions. It also prepares for citizenship and the highest administrative
responsibilities. Neave makes an important distinction between ‘university
autonomy’- the freedom of the institution - and ‘academic freedom’ - the freedom of
individual academics within the institution. The case for independent governance is
somewhat paradoxical in that, to serve society best, the university must be seen to be
free of it, or, at least, free of government controls. Neave (2000a) explains this with
the joint notions of responsibility and power. Academic freedom and university
autonomy have been seen not just as privileges, but vesting universities with the
responsibility for protecting truth. Freedom and autonomy, he says, are ‘the
fundamental moral and professional ethic which underpins what once was termed the

search after truth” which today is seen as “the advancement of fundamental
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knowledge™ (p xv).

Neave (2000b) goes on to describe two contrasting models of independent governance
which have existed in Europe and the USA and which are defined by differing visions
of ‘community’. The first, the Napoleonic model, is the university of the ‘national
community’ where there is a unitary concept of the nation state which the university
serves. The local community is not served by the university; instead it is an institution
of the state created by laws, circulars and decrees which define it as a national entity.
Members of the academic staff enjoy the status of public servants with secure
employment conditions and there is a direct chain of command between the
government ministry and the university. Here the government apparatus and the
contract between the government and the university protect the latter from the

invasion of private or sectional influence.

The second model is based on a vision of the local community and characterises the
higher education systems of the UK and the USA. Rather than an optimistic view of

the nation state as ‘the quintessence of national values’ (Neave, 2000b:9), the state is
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seen as a necessary evil which should not control academic life and a distance is
drawn between them. Independence comes not from the Napoleonic model of close
and formal legal control, but in an acknowledgement of the status of the university as
a self-standing, property-owning corporation. The university enjoys a high level of
self-governance in provision of services, admissions and personnel. The civic
universities established in England during the early twentieth century, typically
Manchester, Birmingham, Bristol, Sheffield and Leeds, are examples of universities
whose mission was to serve the locality. There is also a level of private investment
and interest in the universities, particularly in the US. In Britain universities are
governed by a senate or convocation and in the USA by a board of trustees. Neave
suggests that, whereas in the European model the direction of governance is to protect
the university from the influence of private and sectional interest, in the UK/US
model, the university is protected from the intervention of the state. Within Britain
there were some differences in that Scottish universities were closer to the European

modern model.

Academic freedom in the modern university

One way of examining the role of the university in relation to the state is to analyse
the notion of ‘academic freedom’ in higher education. This is particularly relevant in a
discussion of Education Studies because, in many universities in England and Wales,
the subject has emerged during the last decade from the controlled context of teacher-
training courses and tutors have found themselves with a new level of freedom of
operation with regard to curriculum content and methods. It is worth, therefore,
considering some of the dimensions of ‘academic freedom’ in universities. The

concept has a long-debated history, although the term is used less frequently in the

most recent literature.

Tight (1988), writing at the time of the 1988 Education Reform Act but before the
1992 Act which ended the binary higher education system, provides a helpful
summary of thinking at that point before the effects of 1990s marketisation and the
top-up fees debate of 2004. He points out that, in human rights terms, all have
academic freedom in the sense that both university staff and students have the

freedom to learn what they wish: there is no legal or political restriction on learning.
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What is problematical is the freedom within the context of employment as an
academic or as a student on a course. It is a matter of freedom from the constraints on
intellectual activity as well as the freedom ro engage in intellectual activity: academic

freedom which is provided by the provision of time and resources to carry it out.

Freedom must, then, be within a societal and institutional context of values. Academic
freedom was originally instituted in order to protect universities from political or
religious dogmatism, although in fact, as O’Hear (1988) points out, there are differing
values within and between universities and they have in the past often been associated
with particular religious or political persuasions. Tight notes four levels of
interlocking values: personal, professional, institutional and societal. The notion of
"academic freedom’ must, then, be mitigated by the societal view of the role and
responsibility of the university. He suggests that, at the societal level, values have
changed, moving from university education for its own sake to higher education skills

as a pragmatic investment in the future.

Barnett (1988) makes the point yet more strongly that academic freedom must be
moderated by societal values and views and not be the separation of the university

from society:

.... Higher education in the modern world is inescapably bound into its host
society. If the term ‘academic freedom’ ever implied the desirability for the
academic community to separate itself off from the wider society, that kind of
aspiration must today be seen for the nonsense it is (p. 89))

The extent to which higher education can separate itself from the wider society is
limited by the power of the professional associations. For example, the British
Medical Association (BMA), the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) and the
British Psychological Society (BPS) all have a varying interest in, and influence on,
the curriculum for their relative subjects in universities. The question which emerges
here is the extent to which society has influence and to which the state has direct
control. In contrast with the higher education for medicine, architecture and
psychology where the professional associations exert influence, in England and Wales
higher education in teacher training is now directly controlled by the state through

specified standards which define the curriculum in its entirety.
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Tight (1988) is among the first to notice the distinction between institutional
autonomy and individual academic freedom, pointing out that the two are confused in
the Robbins Report (1963) and by Robbins (1966). Autonomous institutions, he
suggests, can choose to be oppressive and restrictive with their own employee
academics. As to differences between institutions he cites Wagner’s (1982)
suggestion that the academics in polytechnics and colleges seemed to have as much
freedom as those in universities, even though their institutions were more tightly
controlled by the CNAA and the LEAs. However, Tight concludes that institutional
autonomy and academic freedom, while separate concepts, tend to go together and to
be mutually supporting. But the distinction, he claims, has been overlooked in the
growing state control of universities: ‘The freedom of the individual has become lost

under the blanket of freedom of the institution’ (Betteridge, 1969:198).

The individual-institutional distinction is worth considering again, though, in terms of
academic freedom and human rights. Tight notes that the relationship between
academic freedom and individual human rights can be problematic in the institutional
context. The autonomy of the institution allows it to marginalise the interests of
minority groups such as women and ethnic minorities, and the power relations in
higher education institutions makes them like any other human organisations and
prone to such abuse. Given that universities should be about the development of
intellectual ideas, Tight recommends that newly autonomous universities should

review their practices in this respect.

Another means of protection of the individual’s academic freedom was academic
tenure. This Tight describes as redundant because of other protective mechanisms, and
as unfair because it is not universally applied across all university staff. He therefore

welcomes its abolition in Britain in the 1988 Education Act.

Universities had their origins as private corporations of scholars with the support of
the Church or state which could bestow autonomy upon them. Neave (1988) makes
the point that, for universities, their institutional autonomy was conditional upon the
extent to which they conformed in general with government policy, and this was still

the case in the 1980s. A quote from the Secretary of State, Keith Joseph, underlines
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this and signals the future direction of government policy and a reconfigured role for

universities:

Every step that the higher education institutions can take to increase
contributions from the private sector will be a step towards the greater reality
of academic freedom and real independence (Hansard, 26 October 1984, p.
912).

Tight also considers the academic freedom of students who must have an interest in
the curriculum which they learn and may demand their own freedoms, as in the
student riots of the 1960s in France, Britain and the United States. However, he sees
this as an anomaly and concludes that students tend not to seek freedom or autonomy
in their education. Barnett (1988) agrees, suggesting that modern-day students would
not know what to do with academic freedom. Reflecting Aronowitz’s (2000) view of
American students, they are, he says, ‘focused instrumentally on the final outcome,
relatively passive imbibers of what is placed before them, undemanding,
undemonstrative, and narrow in their concept of the place of their studies in wider
education’ (p. 97). Goodlad (1988) suggests that improved teaching methods which
encourage students to be reflective and critical are required in order to enable students
properly to exercise their academic freedom. However, it is interesting that Tight,
Barnett and Goodlad were all writing at a time before the more explicit onset of the
market in higher education. It might be said that students now exercise their academic
freedom through the choice of a wide range of customer-oriented course provision and
modular choices within courses. Perhaps students’ reluctance to engage in critique is
due to the fact that it is largely redundant: they can choose the courses they want and,
if not to their liking, they can go elsewhere. The need to storm academic barricades of
the university curriculum has simply disappeared as students have become customers

and they exercise their human rights as consumers.

The notion of freedom, of course, entails accountability and Tight rehearses the
tension between the freedom of institutions and their accountability to government,
predicting the onset of stronger constraints on universities with the arrival of the
contract arrangements for higher education funding. He notes that, indeed, there is no
use of the term ‘academic freedom’ in the 1988 Act. Neave (1980) presents the radical

versus conservative view of accountability where radicals see it as ‘corrective’ and
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conservatives see it as infringement of liberty. The latter is a view in which academic
freedom is depicted as an ideology. Tight’s conclusion is that accountability was
strengthening as the UK government in 1988 took stronger powers to control higher

education.

In conclusion. Tight rejects the definition of ‘academic freedom” offered by the
Committee of Vice Chancellors and Principles in 1987 because it is limited to staff

and their employment:

..... not as job protection for life but as the freedom within the law for
academic staff to question and to test received wisdom and to put forward new
and controversial or unpopular opinions without placing individuals in

jeopardy of losing their jobs (CVCP, 1987)

and opts for a wider definition which takes account of society:

Academic freedom is granted in the belief that it embraces the pursuit and
application of worthwhile knowledge, and as such is supported by society
through the funding of academics and their institutions. Academic freedom
embodies an acceptance by academics of the need to encourage openness and
flexibility in academic work, and of their accountability to each other and to
society in general (p. 132).

Despite his earlier discussion of academic freedom for students, there is no reference
to students in this definition and, what is more, there is no reference to students’
academic freedom in their choice of courses and modules. Academics might be free to
provide a range of course content, but their freedom can be said to be limited by the
extent to which students, in the market place, select their courses and modules. Tight’s

definition might be modified to the following, in which the italicised phrases are

added:

Academic freedom refers to the freedom of individual academies to study,
teach, research and publish, and for individual students to study, without being
subject to or causing undue interference. Academic freedom is granted in the
belief that it embraces the pursuit and application of worthwhile knowledge,
and as such is supported by society through the funding of academics and their
institutions, as judged by the market. Academic freedom embodies an
acceptance by academics of the need to encourage openness and flexibility in
academic work, of their accountability to each other and to society in general
as embodied by the higher education market.
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Another notion which might be employed to analyse academic freedom is the concept
of "the paradox of freedom’: that freedom for one can only exist where others are
constrained (Berlin, 1969). The interested parties, as Tight notes, are individual staff,
students, the university as an institution and society at large. Academic freedom for
university staff means less freedom for students and for society. Constraints on
academic staff are to give society and students the freedom to enjoy their academic
wants. In the current market this sharing of liberty and constraints would seem to
match Berlin’s model of freedom. What is interesting is that the original
Kant/Humboldt model of the university and society enabled the autonomous academic
freedom of individuals in the university to appear also to be in the best interest of

students and of society in general.

O Hear (1988) sees the nature of the university itself in terms of academic freedom.
Academic freedom and freedom of speech are two inter-related concepts which he
attempts to distinguish. He suggests that, while freedom of speech might be accorded
to anyone, academic freedom is a particular form of freedom peculiar to the university
and thereby defines the nature of the university. Making, again, the distinction
between freedom from interference, which can be enjoyed by all, and the freedom ro,
which can be offered by a university’s resources: ‘It implies a long-term commitment
on the part of the institution concerned to provide conditions in which the academic
can study and teach’ (p.7). But O’Hear goes on to dismiss the justification for
academic freedom as the freedom to be creatively productive through research and the
creation of new knowledge. He suggests that what is newly produced by universities
is “miniscule for all the work and resources that go into universities’ (p.7). Instead, he
cites Newman’s (1852) concept of a university which is less to do with extending the
boundaries of knowledge than the cultural one of playing a role in the life of society.
Academic freedom, then, is more than freedom of speech and more than an
environment for research productivity. He offers F.R. Leavis’s definition of the

educational and cultural task of the universities:

to explore the means of bringing the various essential kinds of specialist
knowledge and training into effective relation with informed general
intelligence, human culture, social conscience and political will. Here in this
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work we have the function that is pre-eminently the university’s; if the work 1s
not done there it will not be done anywhere (Leavis, 1979, p.24) (p. 8).

This provides a reason for the existence of the university in which the cultivation of
the intellect is valued for its own sake, with staff free of the pressure to publish, attract
students and fulfil the needs of industry. O’Hear (1998) argues against that the whole
concept of the university, suggesting that we need simply to have a cost-effective
means of carrying out scientific research on the one hand and specialist teaching on
the other *without being shackled by the belief that there is some virtue in having a lot

of different subjects grouped together in the same institution’ (p. 12).

O’Hear provocatively describes universities as economically and politically ‘useless
institutions’. It is this ‘uselessness’ that entitles them to academic freedom and his
case 1s that, to the extent to which the university presents itself as politically and
economically useful, there is less justification for their academic freedom. ‘Useless
conversations’. he says, are actually the most important of all, for it is only in such
conversations that one comes to realise what it is to be a human being .... (p. 15). The
Robbins Report (1963) he sees as bringing extraneous pressures to the universities,
corrupting their spirit and academic freedom. While this is largely politicised rhetoric,
the notion of "uselessness’ is significant in this thesis where it will be seen that there

is a view of Education Studies which is that it should serve no vocational or practical

purpose.

O’Hear reveals his elitist position in describing the most powerful form of corruption
coming in the form of post-Robbins expansion. The Newman/Leavis model can only
be for the select few. Of course, this model of the university is a long way from the
current view of the university as a means to enhance the economy through the
production of skills. It is, though, particularly relevant to a notion of Education
Studies in which students and staff are able to engage in disinterested reflection. Wolf
(2005) applauds the level of academic freedom, in the sense of freedom of speech, in
UK universities, contrasting them with the level of freedom in American Universities
which suffer ideological and political censorship of ideas. She insists that such

freedoms give UK universities greater status, despite their under-funding and over-
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regulation, ‘it helps explain why, despite the past 40 years, we still have universities

that are among the most respected in the world” (p.15).

The historical origins of different models of university autonomy are explained by
Neave (1988). He begins with a differentiated perspective in medieval Europe: the
Bologna model was based on freedom of the individual to learn, whereas the Paris
model ‘viewed autonomy as the freedom to teach’. This is significant in the light of
developments today in that, while Paris gave the freedom and control to academe,
Bologna made academe the employee of the students, close to the free-market context
of today. Medieval university autonomy, then, was derived largely from guilds or
corporations and their need to be protected and to have their freedom to interpret the
scriptures. So autonomy ‘owed much to the conflict between princes and prelates’ (p.
34). By the mid-eighteenth century, Neave says, this pattern of organisation had
become inward-looking and ‘devoted largely to the perpetuation of established
orthodoxies™ (p.34). Reform came from outside the universities with two
Enlightenment methods of modernisation linking the university to the state. The
Humboldt and Napoleonic versions each saw the university as an instrument in the
modernisation of the state, but in different mutual relationships. As noted above,
Humboldt's model is based on Kant’s differentiation of university knowledge into that
which should legitimately be controlled by the state — law, theology and medicine —
and that which should not be controlled, principally philosophy. Philosophy should
remain free from state intervention because it was concerned with scholarship and
truth rather than with the administration of public order and because it should be used
to judge the other faculties. Kant further argued that ‘Man is by nature free and under
no constraint save that involved in the pursuit of truth’ (p. 34). Humboldt’s model of
autonomy was not, however, exactly that which Kant had proposed. Humboldt’s
innovation was to put aside the notion of the state being in conflict with the ‘inner life’
of the academic. He emphasised that statehood depends on a common cultural identity
and that the role of the university is to reinforce this through the advancement of

culture, reason, learning and teaching:

In von Humboldt’s notion of academic freedom, the state itself served as a
‘buffer organ’ against outside pressures, not least of which was the
utilitarianism associated with the ‘rising industrial classes’ (Neave, 1988:35)
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Instead of Kant’s duality of subjects for freedom or control, Humboldt’s model for
academic freedom was based on a hierarchical differentiation within the university
with the greatest freedom for the professor and the least for the student. Autonomy,
then. is for the individual, not for the institution, and the ‘community of scholars’ was
not an equal one. This was in contrast to Britain and the United States in which there

was ‘collegial’ autonomy across all grades.

The Humboldt model was employed in universities in Germany, Austria, Denmark
and Sweden. France, Italy, Spain and Latin American countries employed the
Napoleonic model of autonomy. In the Humboldt model the state provided a
legislative framework in which the university advanced culture and learning, which
was seen as super-ordinate to the state. In the Napoleonic model the university is
clearly subordinate to the state and is deployed to ensure political and physical
stability. Both systems were based on nationalism, but Neave explains the subtle

difference:

... in Humboldt’s Prussia cultural unity was not coterminous with the state, but
went beyond into other German-speaking areas of middle Europe. In France,
the revolutionary doctrine of the Republic, one and indivisible, brought both
state and nation together by administrative means. Teaching and learning were
not conceived as independent of the state, but rather as expressions of a unity
that had already been achieved (p.36).

This necessarily involved the high levels of bureaucratic control, of the kind now
being visited on current-day universities in the UK, and it is consistent with current
views of the university-state relationship. At the time, however, it was radical,
preserved a high level of uniformity in the university sector and was seen as the means
of upholding national unity. This looks very little like autonomy and much more like
control. However, Neave explains that in this model autonomy was seen as the
privilege of service to the state, rather than as through the serving of sectional self-
interest. There was also autonomy in the sense that the university could initiate novel
procedures, but which had to be ultimately sanctioned by government. The
Napoleonic model also offered autonomy in the sense that there were areas of study in

which the state did not have an interest.
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Universities and the state in England and Wales

In Britain the relationship between the university and the state has been ambiguous.
Kogan and Hanney (2000) detail the various forms of scrutiny, influence and direction
which have been in place since the nineteenth century. Even before they were publicly
funded, the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge were answerable to the Royal
Commissions. However, Kogan and Hanney stress the relative autonomy of UK
universities under governments which operated Keynesian economic models. Direct
control by the state over university knowledge was limited for much of the twentieth
century. ‘Keynesian social democracy was concerned more with intervention in the
demand side of the economy than the supply side’ (p.30). On a list of criteria for
autonomy by Frazer (1997) British universities score highly: legal status, academic
authority. self-determined mission, governance, financial independence, freedom to
employ staff, control of student admissions and freedom to determine the content of
courses. This contrasted with the government’s relationship to other publicly funded
sectors and Kogan and Hanney use the term ‘exceptionalism’ to characterise the

hands-off approach to university administration.

Neave (1986) suggests that the universities of Continental Europe were firmly
embedded into national bureaucracies, whereas in Britain ‘the status of universities as
a property-owning corporation of scholars..... was preserved’ (p.109). The liberal
argument for the strength of the university is given by John Stuart Mill (1962) who
argued that government intervention in universities should be limited simply to avoid
the evil of adding to government power. Mill’s formulation leads to the notion of a
‘facilitatory state which provides resources to universities whose freedom would be
enjoyed within an area of negotiation largely controlled by the universities
themselves’ (Kogan and Hanney, p.30). Their central point, though, is that the
ambivalence towards universities is shared by successive governments and is reflected
in the actions of the government agencies, the University Grants Commission (UGC)
and the National Advisory Body (NAB), which tended to bolster the power of
universities. Universities, then, became used to enjoying the benefits of high levels of

government funding, together with freedom from state control: the guardians and

codifiers of knowledge.
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A feature of twentieth century higher education in England and Wales was the so-
called “binary divide’ between those universities with a royal charter and polytechnics
and colleges whose degrees were awarded by other bodies, including the Council for
National Academic Awards (CNAA). Kogan and Hanney (2000) note the duality of
the thinking behind this. On the one hand there was a commitment to the virtue of the
academic independence of the traditional universities. On the other hand there was the
notion that there should be both public accountability and connection with the rest of
the education system. They explain how Anthony Crosland, Labour Secretary of State
for Education set up the system in the mid 1960s with the ambition of creating
separate but equal branches of higher education to serve different purposes. There
would be the twin virtues of academic independence for the existing universities and,
for the new polytechnics, local accountability and an emphasis on applied knowledge
for industry. The context for the new system was the future expansion of higher
education, as recommended by the Robbins Commission(1963). The binary system
was to keep some public control over what was to be an expanding system and this
was to be achieved through Local Education Authority (LEA) control. There was an
uncapped national funding pool upon which the LEAs could draw and DES Regional
Advisory Councils (RAC) were to approve courses and to control quality and student

numbers.

Although the binary system permitted some financial independence for the
polytechnics and colleges, it saw distinctly different forms of academic control
between the two types of institution. The pre-1992 universities with their royal
charters were largely self-governing in terms of their curriculum, while knowledge in
the polytechnics and colleges was rigorously controlled by the Council for National
Academic Awards (CNAA). This was a government-funded organisation which
operated to ensure the implementation of strict guidelines for curriculum structure,
content and methods. Degree courses to be taught in the polytechnics were to be
approved by the Council and were required to meet all its criteria. Although it
employed higher education ‘peers’ to implement its directives, it exercised a high
level of control over higher education knowledge with rigorous scrutiny (Silver,
1990). The existence of this body signifies the relationship of the institutions to the
state. While the pre-1992 universities enjoyed the trust of the state to define and
codify knowledge, the polytechnics and colleges were not to enjoy the Humboldt
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model of relationship to the state. Instead, every curriculum item of knowledge was

rigorously audited and approved or rejected.

Crosland’s vision of an equal binary system embodied the inherent contradiction in
government thinking about universities in Britain in the twentieth century: the tension
between academic freedom and government control. Kogan and Hanney emphasise
the contradiction of the binary system for higher education with Crosland’s education
policy for schools which was to move to a unitary system of comprehensive secondary
education. There was also discontinuity with the Labour government’s policy for the

funding of the NHS, for which Aneuran Bevan had rejected local controls.

The contradictions in the binary system meant that it probably could not last, but it
was modified before being finally abandoned. The polytechnics were created through
the merger of small institutions and often became large and powerful bureaucracies.
LEA control tended to be weak and the polytechnics succeeded in managing their
funding. The Oakes Report (1978) was to address the problem with the setting up of
the National Advisory Body (NAB) which centralised the funding because, as Oakes

explains:

‘the thing was getting out of hand.... local authorities were nominally running
it, but .... the institutions were running themselves and funding themselves
very lavishly... the government had to fund this, so we had to have some sort
of check and basically the Oakes Report was put together to see how we did
this. ... without impinging on academic freedom;.... and.... which now seems
a far-off dream, preserving some major role for the local authorities’ (Kogan
and Hannay, p. 127-8).

This reveals the other interesting dimension within the freedom-control debate: the
role of the local authorities in relation to central government. Kogan and Hannay
outline the complex structure of the NAB which was created by the early ministers in
the Thatcher government, Keith Joseph and William Waldegrave, to try to maintain a
role for the LEAs in higher education. The body became a forum for the tensions
between the polytechnic directors, government officials and the LEAs, with the

directors resentful about the LEA presence.
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On the primary issue of LEA control, in the early 1980s the local authorities were
strong enough to be able to condition DES thinking about the creation of any body
that would affect them or condition their control. The Conservatives in the early 1980s
had a small majority and were losing by-elections. Some polytechnics feared that
removal of local authority control, with which they were familiar, might be replaced
by that of the DES...... It was only later that a convergence of views developed

between the polytechnic directors and the Conservative government (p.133).

And it was freedom from LEA control that the Committee of Directors of
Polytechnics (CDP) sought. This was granted by Kenneth Baker in 1989 with
incorporation of polytechnics as independent financial institutions, but the request for
university title as “Polytechnic Universities’ was refused. However, things were to
change rapidly with the new Secretary of State, Kenneth Clarke in 1991 who was
reported to have said, ‘“Let’s take the great plunge and make them all universities,
let’s get rid of all the arguments™ (Kogan and Hannay, p.139). With that the binary
system was abolished at a stroke. There was no analysis of the issue and there was no
public formal consultation on, or discussion of, this major policy change. It occurred
in some Scandinavian countries, but not the Netherlands or Germany. Ryan (1999)
argues for the binary approach to higher education, regretting that polytechnics ‘drifted
into all-degree level work’ (p.24) and bemoaning the lack of good vocational education
in Britain which was always low status and for low achievers, in contrast with Germany

were it has had high status.

While this might appear to foreshadow an increase in independence for the higher
education institutions, the outcomes were not so simple. The end of the twentieth
century brought the New Right in British politics with a different view of the
management of public organisations and the professions. These are characterised by
New Public Management (NPM) in ‘the evaluative state’ (Henkel, 1991). NPM is
intended on the one hand to devolve power to institutions, but on the other hand to
retain central control in order to reduce the power of professional bodies which is
depicted as ‘professional hegemony’. Margaret Thatcher’s 1980s Conservative
government reforms were supposedly intended to roll back the state in ‘a shift from
academic control towards both the market and to the incorporation of universities in

the generality of state control’ (p.55). Cawson (1982) argues that freedoms were
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offered to universities only in exchange for working within the state and Kogan and
Hanney explain that ‘the boundary between what should be funded publicly and what
earned privately shifted, so that the acceptable sources of higher education funding

became multiple and virtually unbounded’ (p.55).

University autonomy was yet different in Britain from continental Europe. In Britain
"the university was neither incorporated as part of the national bureaucracy, nor was it
subject to any one coherent constitutional or administrative theory of the relationship
between state and university’ (Kogan and Hannay, p.37). British universities were
property-owning corporations of independent scholars. They enjoyed an exceptionally
high level of autonomy. not because governments considered that the state would
benefit from such an arrangement, but simply because there was no concept of the
state as “a distributive or regulative entity’ (p. 37) and because of the more general
view that the state had no role in education. So the Humboldt model of the state as
buffer to ensure commitment to scholarship did not exist; it was simply guaranteed by
a self-regulating academe. The feature common to Humboldt was the facilitatory’
state which provided the resources. The setting up of the University Grants
Commission in 1919 did not provide a Humboldtian ‘reserved area’, rather it formed
an ‘area of negotiation’ between state and university which was effectively controlled
by the universities. The buffer, then, was not the state, but an extension of the

university itself.

Conclusion

This section has shown how university knowledge has developed from the theodicy of
the medieval university to the critical analysis based on reason of the modern university.
It has reviewed the development changing role of the university in relation to the state,
the issue of academic freedom and, in Britain, the rise and fall of the binary system. The
next section considers the effects of postmodern thinking and the influence of the market

on universities and on higher education knowledge.
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Section 2: The postmodern university: knowledge, the state and the market

Introduction

In the previous section the development of the ‘modern’ university is described. This
section reviews the developments in university knowledge and the state in the latter

part of the twentieth and beginning of the twenty-first centuries.

The term ‘postmodern university’ is commonly used to characterise these
developments, and it is a term used by the authors discussed here. However, Coulby
and Jones (1995) point out that, despite the temporal suggestion in the prefix ‘post’,

postmodernism itself is not a matter of chronology, occurring at a point in time:

(The) retreat from rationality is not just a contemporary phenomenon. It is part
of a long history of conflict between hegemonising and fissile tendencies
within Europe, accentuated by the creation of states and their supportive mass
education systems (p.10).

It is, then, not a ‘postmodern era’, but an era in which postmodern thinking has come
to affect the development of universities. This period is of particular interest because
the ‘new’ Education Studies has grown in the context of the last twenty years of
university expansion in England and Wales and in changes in the nature of university
knowledge. The section traces the complex changes in the relationship between the
university and the state and the ways in which university knowledge has been affected

by the intervention of the market in various forms.

The previous section was essentially historical in perspective. This section reviews
some of the current literature on the so-called postmodern university. The theoretical
perspective of some of this writing is neither historical nor sociological. In fact, some
of it may be judged to be journalistic or to be theorising on the basis of minimal
evidence. It is included, however, because of its saliency in the current debates on

higher education. A critical view of the sources is maintained.
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The postmodern university

The modern period saw the university in full control of the definition and codification
of knowledge. Delanty (2001) explains a new role for the university in the context of
cultural and epistemological changes in society with the democratisation of
knowledge and the end of exclusive privilege. He proposes that the university is
brought closer to society. It can no longer retain its distance because it is no longer the
main institution in the definition of knowledge; it is no longer privileged. Delanty
refers to this as the ‘democratisation of knowledge’. It is not that the university is no
longer involved in definitions of knowledge, but that the process has become more

complex with a variety of interpretations:

The university cannot re-establish the broken unity of knowledge but it can
open up avenues of communication between these different kinds of
knowledge, in particular between knowledge as science and knowledge as
culture (p.6).

Delanty goes on to cite Bourdieu’s (1988) critiques of Habermas’s (1971) and
Parsons’s (1974) views of the university. Parsons sees the university as a shared
normative system with a functional link between knowledge and citizenship. For
Habermas the university has an emancipatory function in society. Bourdieu on the
other hand depicts the university as a self-preserving institution: an autonomous site in
which different orders of power clash and struggle for self-reproduction. Using
Foucault’s (1972) notion of knowledge as power in which the academic institution
serves the interests of the dominant group, the university reproduces society and
legitimates inequalities. Bourdieu sees all culture as symbolic violence and based on
"misrecognition’ (meconnaissance). Education is reduced to the means that modern
society has devised for the transmission of cultural capital, which are the cognitive
structures of the dominant cultural models in society. For Bourdieu culture is a
cognitive system which offers groups the means of imposing and maintaining
classifications — cultural capital. But beneath the cultural level is economic power.
Delanty explains that the difference between Parsons and Bourdieu is the concept of
power. Parsons’s notion of a shared normative system does not include power,
whereas Bourdieu’s sees culture as a site of contestation, because it is pervaded by

power. Where others have seen culture as a means of social integration or of
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legitimation, Bourdieu sees symbolic systems of difference and exclusion. Kant’s
conflict of the faculties is between knowledge and rationality; for Bourdieu the
conflicts are between different sorts of capital: cognitive or cultural. Bourdieu’s
(1988) Homo academicus is a product of the field of academic power to control and
classify knowledge and restrict the academic field. Academic power is associated with
the canonical disciplines of literature, classics and philosophy: a social magistracy.
Academic power is a cognitive machine that organises cognitive structures, disciplines

and social space, creating symbolic boundaries.

Cowen (1996) analyses government policy for university knowledge in terms of

global economics and market forces:

.... the governmental critique of the university, in several of the OECD
countries, delegitimates the traditional assumptions made by universities about
their own excellence, proposes a rebalancing of the relationships between the
state, the productive economy and universities and outlines the ways in which
the contribution of the universities within this new social contract may be
encouraged, even enforced (p.3).
So the university loses its autonomy from government. The effect of this is a shift
from knowledge as truth, to knowledge as ‘performativity’: that which is seen to be
useful in economic terms. It is a part of the dynamic of epistemological change
described by Lyotard (1979) as the post-industrial, postmodern collapse of meta-
knowledge and the contestation of the nature of knowledge itself. Each author
reviewed here uses Lyotard’s analysis as the starting point for giving somewhat

different accounts of knowledge change and their recommendations for a revised

model for the university.

Cowen explains the change in terms of government warnings of economic crisis. He
makes strong claims for Lyotard’s analysis of the power relationship between the

government and the university, suggesting that universities have become part of the
training for business in order to cope with the move from material production to the

technosciences of the global economy:

The historic claim of universities to have special knowledge, to be creating
special knowledge and to be testing truth is undermined. They have no
principle for the exclusion of a multiplicity of discourses and they have no
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epistemological principle for the exclusion of performativity as a definition of

their main functions (p.5).
The late Callaghan and early Thatcher period in the UK doubled the number of
universities and placed them in the market, albeit an imperfect one, to earn their
income. For Cowen, it is this function which has diverted the university from its role
as a custodian of knowledge and forced it to concentrate on its existence as a player in
the free-market economy. However, he warns of too strong a reliance on the market
notion and stresses the variance between different state systems. He goes on to explain
that performativity is not a necessary function of the move from elite to mass higher
education. The German system at the end of the nineteenth century was elite, but
certainly performative in serving industry and the economy. Conversely. Japan has a

mass system which is less strongly dedicated to industry.

Cowen makes the point that performativity is both ‘an epistemological condition...
and an explicit political project’ (p.8) and that it is socially constructed. Performativity
depends on the government’s perception of the role of knowledge in a competitive
world and on the political decision that the university is the right location for
connecting state, industry and business concerns. Cowen’s conclusion is that, through
the pursuit of performativity, the university is reduced, or atfenuated, in a variety of
ways: spatially, financially and pedagogically. Above all, because its quality is
defined externally through the absorption into national research policies and measured

by managers, it has become quality attenuated.

Barnett (2000) rejects Cowen’s notion of the completely attenuated university. He
acknowledges attenuation through performativity in substance in the types of research
and teaching which are packaged for consumption. He also agrees with Cowen that
the university is ‘boxed in’ by management procedures for staff, financial
management and the publicising of teaching through peer observation. However,
Barnett does not see the university as reduced: rather it has multiple roles, like Kerr’s
(1972) ‘multiversity’. For Barnett there are no limits to the postmodern university and,
in a chapter headed ‘death and resurrection’, he gives this aphoristic account which

tends to journalistic over-statement:

The contemporary university is dissolving into the wider world ... The
postmodern university is a distributed university ... It is a multinational
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concern, stretching out to and accommodating its manifold audiences. It lacks
specificity; it is a set of possibilities... no longer a site of knowledge, but,
rather a site of knowledge possibilities. ... The university is no longer to be
understood in terms of the category of knowledge but rather in terms of
shifting and proliferating processes of knowing (pp 20-1).

But the postmodern university is compared to a company with many product lines and
activities. Barnett asserts that it has no centre, no boundaries and no moral order. It is
globally located with its research and activities conducted across the world by the

internet: an example of ‘glocalisation’.

Lyotard’s analysis of postmodernity underlies this, but Barnett prefers the concept of
“supercomplexity’ which he characterises as

e the plastic nature of research

e the massive growth of knowledge

e the evaluative society

e the questioning of professional competence.

e multiple (and conflicting) frames of understanding, action and self-identity

(Barnett, 2000:6)

These all bode ill for the enlightenment university of reason and academic freedom
and Barnett argues that a different concept of the university is needed. He outlines
several possibilities for the ethos of the university in the ‘supercomplex world", but
dismisses them all. The dispassionate umpire cannot work because there is no
commonly held value system on which to base the rules. Collegiality fails because
there is no common discourse for communication between academics. Self-criticism is
disingenuous because academics simply are not self-critical: there is a tension
between the university’s desire to correspond with the world and to improve the
world. Excellence and authenticity are simply flawed concepts in themselves. These
failures leave the residual ethos of self-irony: deep down the university is impure and

ultimately infected by its self-interest.
Barnett argues that the real tension within the university is between those who profess

certainty and those who acknowledge uncertainty. The university is becoming a

virtual university. There are different positionings within the university along the
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academic-utility axis. Some situate themselves in the world, others keep to scholarly
values. Kant’s conflict of the faculties in the postmodern age is relatively restrained.
The university simply dissolves: there is no /ingua franca and no unifying set of ideas

and the reason universities need to set out a mission is that they really don’t have one.

The university is epistemologically generous, but its generosity betrays its
emptiness. As an institution with rules of its own that governed what it is to
know, the university is no more. There being no unifying sense as to what is to
count as legitimate inquiry, new forms will increasingly appear and the gaps
between them will accentuate over time .... Deep down it is understood by all
parties that no such mutual understanding has been or could be reached. It is a
silence of the deaf: there is no attempt to leap the chasm. It is seen as too
wide. Incomprehension and, therefore, invisibility are the inevitable result

(p-94).

For Barnett, academics live profoundly different lives because they inhabit different
worlds. It is not Kant’s conflict of the faculties; it is simply disconnectedness. New
forms of knowledge-handling connect neither with each other nor their predecessors.
Conflict requires engagement, but in the postmodern university nothing is connected.
All parts are nomadic, unsettled and confused. It requires no decentring from the

postmodernists, it has decentred itself.

He criticises the conversion of university knowledge into performative skills through
government evaluation procedures: there are no longer historians, only those who
possess a range of transferable skills for society. Barnett points to Lukasiewicz’s
notion in The Ignorance Explosion (1994) that the proliferation of knowledge is text-
based and there is more of it than can be comprehended. Knowledge production is out
of step with knowledge comprehension and the relationship between academics and
their audience has broken down. So there is a new illiteracy: students are reduced to
having data-handling skills and the human mind is reduced to data-processing skills.
Inert knowledge is not knowledge, so the paradox is that knowledge-production
creates ignorance. The increase in academic fields also increases illiteracy and
produces the need for academic literacy courses. We are ignorant of the world we

have created: an unknowable world.

There is, though, optimism in Barnett’s possibilities for the future of the university. It

may be able to retain some of its modern role. Surveillance and performativity are
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"qualifiers to the general picture of widening opportunities and expansion’ (p15).
Although industry demands skills, and the university responds to the demands, Barnett
argues that the wider society longs for knowledge, breadth, critical reason and

freedom:

... society is hesitantly intimating that it needs the universities to live up to
their rhetoric of guardians of reason. The university seems intent on
constructing itself in narrower frames of self-understanding. A trick is being

missed (p.34).

Barnett refines Lyotard’s performativity thesis and identifies two theories of
performativity:

1 the overt features of epistemological performance: income, economic
regeneration, making friends, securing public interest and professional
security; these are not malign and do not contradict the search for truth;

2 performative features become ends in themselves and the definition of

truth, rather than just the application of truth.

Version 2, Barnett suggests, spells the end of the modern, western university. The
university has always had a link with society and there is nothing new about the
relationship to society. What is new is the ‘infusion of use values into the university’s
knowing efforts’ (p.41). Lyotard, Barnett suggests, was wrong in linking
performativity to postmodernism. While Lyotard suggested that there is no longer a
"grand story’, he argues that there is a new unifying narrative now: it is performativity

supported by the state and ‘it strikes at the core of the university as a site of

disinterested reason’ (p.42).

Barnett’s notion of the university dissolving into society is reflected by Aronowitz
(2000) who sees the same picture in terms of intellectual decline. Writing from the
American perspective, his analysis of the change in the university derives from the
universities links with industry in which they become simply the training sites for
business. With presidents as full-time fund-raisers, students are no longer required to
challenge intellectual authority or criticise. Graduates enter minor administrative
positions in the entertainment industries; knowledge is irrelevant. ‘They have learned

the skills to tolerate boredom’ (p.10). In other ways, universities are sites for
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technological change, for making things that advance production. The university now

mirrors society, it doesn’t stand back from it and comment on it.

Barnett’s future for the university in a world of ‘fragility’ is an institution that
acknowledges uncertainty, unpredictability, challengeability and contestability.
Scholarship should take on a worldly role; it should be more than private debate
between academics which he argues has become self-indulgent and unnecessary. The
postmodern university needs to live out the uncertainty principle to help people to live
without fear in an uncertain world. The argument goes: the university has brought
about supercomplexity; supercomplexity involves a disturbance of the whole person;
the university has a responsibility to enable individuals to prosper amid

supercomplexity.

As to its management, Barnett argues that the university requires a management that
can enable the ‘epistemological chaos’ (p.138) in the supercomplex world. This is an
optimistic future for the university, in contrast with Aronowitz who argues for the

need for re-intellectualisation, but sees only the strength of commerce and industry.

Postmodernists reject universals and proclaim the end of the ‘meta-narrative’.
However, Habermas (1989) argues that there must be a universal feature in the basic
elements of reason and human interaction. Barnett disagrees with Habermas’s
assertion that there are necessary conditions of human interaction, but agrees that
postmodernists can never ‘get behind their own utterances’, and to say that ‘there are
no universals’ is in itself a universal. Meta-narratives, then, have not gone away; they

are everywhere and it is a matter of selecting between them:

The values implicit in rational critical dialogue helped to generate
supercomplexity and they can help to keep supercomplexity in its place.... The
ladder of the university’s value background has to be kept in place, not kicked
away (p.83).

Similarly, Readings (1996) pursues the notion of structural collapse and argues that

the postmodern university needs to be built on new foundations, not located in the

‘technno-bureaucratic concept of excellence’ (p3).
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Both Barnett, Aronowitz and Readings provide a level of analysis, mainly drawn
from Lyotard’s (1984) conception of the commodification and marketisation of
knowledge. However, rather than analysis their contributions can be largely
characterised as programmatic visions of the university based upon limited data. They
are important in that they are salient works in the field of higher education and the

proposals which they make form part of the general current discourse.

Green (1997) warns against assuming the end of the nation state in the university
picture. He criticises the extremist account of postmodern education by Aronowitz and
Giroux (1991) and Donald (1992). They argue that the search for a common
curriculum is futile and advocate choice and diversity in higher education. As typical
postmodernists they portray the breakdown of Keynesian economics with
governments no longer able to deliver services and with education fragmented and
individualised; university education is out of state control. But Green argues that this
is overstated and that governments will still continue to seek national identity through

education and particularly the higher education curriculum.

He goes on to conclude that postmodernism has little to offer educational theory and
criticises free-market notions of education. Successful education systems in Europe
and Japan do not have marketisation; it exists in the USA where schooling is poor.
Choice in education, he insists, disadvantages the poor and working class. The
argument for choice is not that it raises standards, but that it is an inevitable

concomitant of the changing cultural configurations of modern societies:

The postmoderns argue that greater pluralism and ‘choice’ in education is
good because it empowers individuals and subordinates cultures. They also
suggest that it is somehow inevitable in the modern world because society and
culture itself has become so fragmented. Both of these claims are highly
questionable (p26).

Barnett, Parry, and Coate (2004) suggest that in many university subjects the
curriculum has become increasingly ‘performative’, with emphasis on knowledge for
vocational outcomes. They advance a three-domains model of the university
curriculum: knowledge, action and reflective critique of self. In an empirical study

they find that the weight of each of the three domains varies across different curricula.
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For example, science and technology are knowledge-dominated with a high level of
action; arts and humanities are knowledge-dominated with little action and
professional subjects — in their example, nursing - are action-dominated and there is a
particularly strong self-reflection element as students are asked to reflect on their

practice in journals or logs.

Stevens (2004) gives a thorough and detailed history of the post-war development of
British universities. His account is written from an acknowledged ‘elitist’ perspective,
arguing for the retention of differentials funding for universities of different status and
quality. It is also informed by his experiences of American universities and he argues
strongly for increased independence for freedom from state control. The recent
introduction of tuition fees in England and Wales he regards as a laudable step towards
this. Nowhere, though, does he discuss the state control of universities in terms of the

higher education curriculum. Again, the account is a programmatic one.

For Bok (2000) the reasons for the shift of universities from ideological priorities to
commercialisation are simply economic, rather than philosophical or sociological. He
rejects the accounts by Readings (1996), Bloom (1997) and Aronovitz (2000) that
universities lost their epistemological mission in the 1970s, creating a vacuum which
materialist pursuits have filled. Instead he suggests that commercialisation is part of the
infusion of the market into the whole of western society. He argues that the philosophers
and sociologists have taken the humanities as their model for analysis, whereas for
science and technology, commercialisation can be explained by the multiple economic
factors: cutbacks in government resourcing for universities in the 1980s, the general
entrepreneurial spirit of the 1980s and the growth of financial opportunities for

universities caused by spiralling demand for technological advances in society.

For Readings (1996) the University of ‘excellence’ is a mere simulacrum of the
university in which its president ‘is a bureaucratic administrator who moves
effortlessly from the lecture hall, to the sports stadium, to the executive lounge. From
judge, to synthesiser, to executive and fund-raiser, without publicly expressing any
opinions or passing any judgements whatsoever’ (p.54). And ‘culture’ is no longer the

watchword of the university:
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The university is no longer Humboldt’s, and that means it is no longer The
university. The Germans not only founded a University and gave it a mission;
they also made the University into the decisive instance of intellectual activity.
All of this is in the process of changing: intellectual activity and the culture it
revived are being replaced by the pursuit of excellence and performance
indicators (p.59).

Maclean (2005:3) would depict Readings’s description as a ‘narrative of decline’ and
it is countered by those who see universities as the partners of socio-economic and
cultural development. The last decades have seen attempts to link university research
and teaching to the world of work with new teaching methods and widening access.
Haddad (2000) for example. argues that universities have moved from elitist groups in
ivory towers and become closer to society and suggests that they need to go further in
developing openness and producing research for peace, human rights and a sustainable
future. He points to the mixture of respect and distrust there has always been about
universities and suggests that, with the revision of missions, society now has a better
idea of university roles and responsibilities. Democratisation of education and
increased access remove the old elitism, but bring with them challenges of pertinence

and quality.

The expansion of higher education dilutes the original role of the university in that it
can no longer be seen to deal exclusively with an elite; it must engage with a broader
range of the population (50% of the 18-30 cohort). Furedi (2004) bemoans the
increase in managerialism in universities, but Kearney (2000) argues that this is
inevitable with the paradigm shifts in higher education and that, with the massification
of higher education, ‘more effective governance and greater managerial efficiency are
essential factors’ (p.135). Kearney makes a case for the international demand for skills

from employers and from students, but emphasises the universal request for merit-

based higher education.
The university in the marketplace

Kogan and Hannay present the abolition of the binary system as whimsical: a cavalier
action by Kenneth Clarke following a period of horse-trading and pressure from the
directors of the polytechnics. Readings (1996), however, sees the move as part of a

larger process of converting the whole British university system into the ‘excellence’
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model with performance indicators to reflect the United States model of higher
education. The conversion of polytechnics into universities, he argues, is not an
ideological commitment to expanding higher education as such, but is a mechanism to
bring all institutions into the same competitive market in which the successful —as
measured by the performance indicators — are rewarded by higher grant allocations.
He describes the action as ‘a classic free-market manoeuvre... analogous to the repeal

of sumptuary laws that permitted the capitalization of the textile trade in Early

Modern England’ (p.39).

This marks the move towards government control through market forces, or more
particularly. the use of government controls to enable a free market: not a
magnanimous egalitarian gesture towards the polytechnics, but an example of pure
Thatcherism. Gray (1998) helps to explain this apparent contradiction in Conservative
government policy where ‘rolling back the state’ appears to mean the removal of
government controls, but actually involves controls on institutions through nationally
prescribed curricula and criteria. Gray maintains that the strong government

intervention is always required to permit a completely free market, pointing out that,

encumbered markets are the norm in every society, whereas free markets are a
product of artifice, design and political coercion. Laissez-faire must be
centrally planned: regulated markets just happen. The free market is not, as
New Right thinkers have imagined or claimed, a gift of social evolution. It is
an end-product of social engineering and unyielding political will (p.17).

The removal of the binary system, then, should be seen as a move to the American
free market in higher education and the mixture of freedoms and controls which that
has brought. Readings (1996) argues, then, that the very foundations of the traditional
western university are crumbling in post-modern chaos. Again, the over-use of
metaphor weakens the case, but there is a convincing argument about the hollowing
out of the nation state through global capitalism and trans-national corporations. For
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