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Chapter One

Corporate MisEducation ‘
and the Liberal Arts Response

R. Jeffrey Lustig

The American university is a battered figure on the public domain, half relic
of the past, half orphan of the present, celebrated on the dais while denigrated
in the boardroom, swamped by passing fads, starved by state legislatures and
fated finally, it seems, to have its different pieces auctioned ofT to the highest
bidder. If it also remains a special realm for the cultivation of the mind, the
last self-governing communijy in the country and a critical public sphere, it
maintains those other aspects against long and ever-mounting odds. The
forces buffeting the institution are well noted in the chapters of this book.

State disinvesiment has compelled retrenchments and forced higher tuitions,
restricting access to higher education in the process.' A growing cohort of con-
tingent part-timers has introduced a two-tier facuity and undermined academic
freedom in the institution as a whole. Partnership with powerful corporations
has ceded strategic areas of decision making to outsiders. Managerial efforts 1o
centralize authority via bogus assessment schemes demoralize campuses and
add to faculty workload. Pursuit of a plethora of new projects, institutes, and
sideline activities threaten to reduce universities’ academic element, Stanley
Aronowilz notes, to but “an omament . . . [and] legitimating mechanism for a
host of more prosaic [job-training) functions.” Distance education depersonal-
izes leaming. Academic entrepreneurship shreds the bonds of collegiality. And
voices of the bottom line call for an end to tenure.

Within this maelstrom of forces and pressures a master trend is apparent,
however, forcing most of the changes and aggravating the cffects of the rest,
a trend we must acknowledge if we are not to miss the changing academic
forest for the imperiled trees. That is the corporatization of the university. It
is a varied process, the effects of which are apparent not only in the acade-
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;:lyasd an:;za_smfg subservience to business interests and vocabulary? but also jn
. Iap erﬂ OF corporate forms of governance and criteria of performance,
s trg F process accounts for the growing propensity of educational man-
Z2ers to view !l_le academic forest in terms of board-feet of timber,

St:.::‘:::;otnshsidney f’lolki.n notes in his chapter. It is also inimical to the larger
so I:c:ezte;:a;]se :‘n I:ltlmale_l)' ;mempting to privatize a major public resource
: e destruction of a key publi
nation's knowledge prr o °1 ¥ pudlic sphere and the enclosure of the
. (IZIhunges of this.magnitude forced on a primary sotial institution would nor-
m:iu rﬁ ?;ot:r]c;kfv ;;s:;t.ance on t;he p';a: of the populace and indignant demands 1o
INgs used to be. But though many struggles have agit

] . ated
sﬁ:]mer;f:an campuses in the last few years the resistance has been spo:a?igic and
ort-lived. And the reasons are not far to see. Fitst, the status quo ante provides

nop-acgdemlc Purposes. The inchoate outlines of a different modei for th
uplverSJty, a different professional identity, and different point of view :
discernible in the protests organized on the nation’s campuses in the last f:rv:
years by t'enun?d faculty, contingent facuity, and graduate students. Iq js
!mdelz an :.d.entlty, and a point of view that follow from the tradition c;f .
Ine universities and the retrieval of a neglected wing of the liberal arts [%ae:!u-

THE RISE OF THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY
The Knowledge Industry: Narrative and Reality

;]l;l:: I?Sgs_and t_aarly I9§Os were the gilded age of the American unjversity,
period in which a major socjal compact was concluded assuring universi-,

e —
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ties of broad public support in retum for their provision of higher education
gt low tuition to the nation’s youth and innovative research for pubtlic au-
thorities and private industry. The development of federal contract support
and perfection of the device of contract overhead, invented during World War
1 and bolstered later by the 1958 Nalional Defense Education Act, gave rise
to the federal grant university. The $1.5 billion in federal monies it received
in 1960 amounted to “a hundredfold increase in twenty years.”s '

Posisecondary enrollments rose dramatically, tripling from 1945 1o the late
1950s, and then nearly doubled again to eight million students by the late
1960s. More faculty were hired than had been hired in the 325-year history
of American higher education up till then. Community colleges opened at the
rate of one a week by the end of the 1960s.6

Clark Kerr, the nationally known educator and president of the University of
California system, described the product of this rapid development in his cele-
brated The Uses of the University as a “multiversily,” a composite of three
parts: the older liberal arts institution eulogized by John Henry Cardinal New-

" man, the research and professional training institute described by Abraham

Flexner, and the new production site of socially useful knowledge depicted by
Kerr himself. The first ““had its devotees,” the second, “its supporters,” and the
third, Kerr observed, “its practitioners, chiefly the administrators, who now
number many faculty among them, and the leadership groups in society.™
As aresult of the latter influence the multiversity was very much a research

institution. And Kerr saw it would be a key facility for useful “knowledge

production and distribution” for the knowledge-based society then emerging.

He and the milieu for which he spoke took pride in the fact that to accomplish

this, the university “and segments of industry are becoming more alike.”

Higher education was “being called upon . . . to merge its activities with in-
dustry.” The university itself was becoming a “knowledge industry.” Express-
ing a confidence in the technocratic ascendance that hearkened back to James
Bumham’s Managerial Revolution, if not Saint-Simon, Kerr explained that
the expert knowledge wielded by the new mandarins would guide both pri-
vate efforts and federal largesse to provide unimagined benefits for advanced
industrial society.®

This is not to say that he saw the managed university as a ulopia. Kerr can-

didly admitted its faults. It would, for example, prove puilty of what Cardinal
Newman charged against the utilitarian university of his own day: “aim[ing]
low, but . . . fulfillfing] its aim." It would witness the eclipse of the authority
of teachers by that of administrators and new academic “entreprencurs.”
“Power [would] move from inside to outside the original communrity of masters
and students,” gravitating toward the administration and those “leadership
groups™ in society, though Kerr denied this would lead to “control in any del-



.

6
R. Jeffrey Lustip

ﬁ:r;:g::iens? (I—:e failed to notice the considerable costs already incurred by

e f:czl t;l:f.- ::;;l rﬁsia.uf:h ar.ld_acad}emic.complicity in the Viemam War,)

Sources, becoring o :tsl their identification and loyalty” to new funding
Some saee g ;‘fll:l]er than owners™ of the university, '0

the e saw de pments like lheseas- cause for fundamental indictments of

! mst‘lnvmon. Paul Goodman reminded readers that universities in thei

mesile\.:t‘il origin and.commuing essence were free corporations and self-. oi:f

z;:::[r;s :F:;:Iisng::i :';u’i,erl;zhe:fie_ntbp!:ogeslsionals, communities of schnla.-s,gand
: 5 I job had alw: *

{(liberi) to be fre:-: citizens an::l independ:gts ssl{;;;oﬁgrscﬁ'%l::mbz;w?g

purposes, becoming simply a service station for powerfi:l social imeislt[:

Putting the institution under the tutelage of administrators like those Thor-
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imposed that had to be accepted. The university was being “called on” to
change with the times. Things were in the saddle and rode men. No one, pre-
sumably, made choices. No politics were in play. It was not a question of
good or bad, desirable or wrong-headed, simply whether one had gotten
aboard the locomotive of history or was complaining back at the station. “The
pracess cannot be stopped,” Kerr himself concluded. “The results cannot be
foreseen. 1t remains (o adapt.”!$

It was a strange diction to wrap a triumphal tale in. But in order to make it
plausible the real history of the American university had to be rewritten at
several key points. It had to be pared down, its complexities elided, its real
character shaded, and at two points in particular. First, at the point of origin:
the story misrepresented the real character of the land-grant institutions and
their contribution. Second, at the emergence of the modern institution during
Progressivism: while the story acknowledged the institutionalization and
professionalization American colleges and universities underwent in these
years, it failed to acknowledge the shaping influence exercised by American
business over the institution in its formalive years. Recent scholarship has

-u

cast these chapters in a different light.

B

1

Land-grant Origins

-

R T

v to-face self-governing cominunities still active in our society.”12 The
Managers would change all that, Goodman predicted, and ‘?:alion li !l’?w
previously decenlrali.zed institution according to busin;ss criteria. :n'dziha?
I\ivl::r:l'c'lo:estlgz the university's ablilily to fulfili its central purpose, which he
- ofnth ) \:.‘rey, saw as teac!ung——helping individual students become.
eIr “own best powers” and committed to developing them further

;Ic:. :J!'oducuve.“ It was “for everyone’s sake” Kerr wrote, It served the na-
Th:; Interest and he, like others, assumed that that was the public interest.1
esire to serve, to be useful no questions asked and tg enjoy the rewards

inexo'rahle product of an inevitable evolution,
: Tl.usb!v.as the last and most intriguing aspect of this story. It was a fale of
» Inevitability, and a rale told, then, in the passive voice. “Imperatives™ were

That American higher education has always been instrumentalist in character
is a proposition usually bolstered by reference to the Morrill Act of 1862, the
originating act for the sixty-eight land-grant colleges and universities created
in the nation and the basis for their later Extension Services. And it is true that
the act mandated teaching “reiated to agriculture and the mechanic arts.”'6 [t
is also true that the debate leading 1o the act’s passage was rich in derision of
Eastern schools, “dead languages,” and the practical worth of lessons in the
classics. (What would they “do about hog cholera?” one Midwest statesman
demanded to know).

As a matter of historical fact, however, Senator Morrill took care in drafi-
ing the act to specify that the teaching of agricultural and mechanical arts
would occur “without excluding other scientific and classical studies,” and
lest anyone miss the point, “in order to promote the liberal and practical edu-
cation of the industrial classes in the several pursuits and professions in
life.”!7 it was an act, signed by Lincoln, intended to put learning and research
to the practical help of local communities in the context of also providing for
a liberal education of their working people,

Momill’s model was the Northwest Ordinance of 1787, which had been
drafled by Jefferson, the founder of the nation’s first public university. That
ordinance provided that the states 1o be created out of the Northwest Territory
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should establish and “maintain forever. , . [seminaries] of learning,” because

4 i religion, morality and knowledge [are] necessary to good government and

i the happiness of mankind ™

la;?O:d goverr!;r_len}‘ and the happiness of mankind do not seem like particu-
arly narrow utilitarian goals, (Nor were the ends pursued by the denomina-

:wde::n university.) I.n f‘act, what is usually seen as 5 utilitarian orientation in
eﬂl;u:r:f:a emergefi.wnhm a.larger Whig-Republican outlook that saw higher
ouuoi ll(o\r:azlas 42 cnllca-l s:ep in the formation of 3 self-governing people.’ The
ued practical instruction as but one element of a by aini
i cal roader trainin
::;I]en_a:!cen for the dlgmt}: of the commonwealth . . . 1o furnish the [repuhlf
citizen the means to discharging the duties imposed on him.” The vision

tury.' The tumult of the gold rush had hardly subsided in California, for ex-
;}r;e;;, Iwheq set,l’lers called for a state university to disseminate a -'so'und and
el lemml";m:g, dp‘l‘-oducc a commpn culture from disparate elements, pro-
A hq ty, and “teach the secur!ty and honor of republican principles.”20
t e.end of the century the socialist Edward Bellamy produced a variant

of this view presenting higher education not only as a personal right but a?sl:)

the prime task o!‘ Public education, as it came widely 1o be undersigod in this
country, was polities: to make the citizen more knowledgeable and thys bett
able to think and Judge of public affairs 22 “

democracy to the people.™? And memorij it still [i
. i mories of it still linger in the collecti
unconscious, barren though they may be of spokesman aﬁd party. e

The Burdens and Contribution of Progressivisrn

The modern American university assumed jis original form during the Pro-

ie::z: II:}ra. I t was-then that hig_her education acquired graduate schools and
unctions, its modern disciplines, elective System, and that peculiar

L a—

e —————
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growth on the body academic unknown to the collegia of Oxford, Padua, and

- Paris, called a board of trustees. The era is also celebrated because of the
" Wisconsin Idea, the development of the university into a laboratory, in Fred-

eric C. Howe’s words, “an experiment station in politics, in social and indus-
trial legislation, in the democratization of science and higher education™ that
would help solve community problems.2* It was a commendable idea, though
by proposing to fuifiil the public interest through the service of specialized
experts and professionals rather than the education of citizens for self-govern-
ment, it also revealed the drift that had begun in the society from a civic re-
publican 1o corporate liberal outlook 25

The boards of trustees or governors that became ubiquitous in this cra were
staffed increasingly by businessmen. Naturally viewing the institutions over
whom they held fiduciary responsibility as also a business, they faunched a
long-term conflict over its “ownership” by asserting property rights in the
university, ils land, and buildings (“the material means of mental produc-
tion™2), It was the “pecuniary surveiliance” of these boards and their facto-
tums, the new presidents, that so galled Veblen, both of whom he charged in
1918 with “bootless meddling in academic maiters . . . [they were] in no spe-
cial degree qualified to judge.”??

More was involved here than just assertions of control or strategic endow-
ment of chairs by philanthropic robber barons bent on laundering their reputa-
tions. Business had a shaping role in the basic development of the institution,
Clyde Barrow has shown, via the new higher education foundations, which
were closely associated with different financial groups (the Foundation for
the Advancement of Teaching [CFAT], with Carnegie interests, the American
Council on Education [ACE], with Rockefeller interests, elc.). These sought
to impose an administrative rationalization on higher education like the busi-
ness rustees had already imposed in their corporate domains over the fierce
resistance of formerly autonomous craft-workers, 28

In response to a question (anticipating Clark Kerr’s later theme), “Shall the
University Become a Business Corporation?” a CFAT researcher in 1905 af-
firmed that it should, and asserted that *“the application of [organizing] prin-
ciples to one industry s little different from the application to any other.”2®
The foundations proposed to separatc administrative from “production™ func-
tions, “scientifically” organize the latter and centralize authority in the hands
of administrators schooled in business ways.

The foundations subsequently established standardized measures of stu-
dent credit hours and faculty course loads, certified departmental specializa-
tions, sometimes shaped the content of disciplines, and even set up the cate-
gories by which facilities would be classified.®® Some of this standardization
was beneficial in distinguishing meritorious institutions from imposters. But
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it also promoted administrative rationalization and imposed what Paul Goog-
man !aler called a “sgirjbbreaking regimentation” on undergraduate studies,
And ll.b'egan the routinization of faculty labor and attempt at administrative
Supervision of formerly autonomous facully professionals that would burst
into full pt{l).Iic view at the end of the twentieth century.

One positive accomplishment must also be credited to this era. It emerged

In opposition to these incursions from outside forces. This was the idea of

f‘nalnly of mid-West and Westerp professors who defended Populist econom-
ics or PIher unpopular causes who had run afoul of Veblen's new Captains of
Erudition, it received institutional sponsorship in 1915 from the newl
f?unded American Association of University Professors (AAUP), The prin)-f
ciple a.ﬁirm.ed “freedom of inquiry and research; freedom of teaching within
the unwer-sny or college; and freedom of extramural ulterance and action,”
accortnpanled by corollary duties, as fundamental 1o the American universi;y
a.nd “in the public interest.” Its expression revealed growing faculty aspira-
;::ns 1o se!f-e;,qvemrlnem and an increasing consciousness that they tl?em-
ves were uhimately responsi i ir i
B [{nion{]iz ble for the standards that guided their intel-
Alert to the threats posed by the emerging structure of authori -
nents of academic freedom rejected the lrustgees’ and founda:?:r::'y(’)l:}t';opl:o :?d
dec.lared straightforwardly that “the conception of a university as an ordinary
busm.ess ve[nure, and of teaching as a purely private employment, manifests
a radlca.al failure to apprehend the nature [andj social function . , fof] the
professional scholar.” This concept of academic freedom remai'n.ed how-
ever, unrecognized by authorities and the courts at the time. And facult, 05-
sessed few academic senates to assert their claims. 'P

THE MID-CENTURY NARRATIVE IN RETROSPECT

1)) “y [ a 0 g ly
A Universi wll ta C "e & bec()llles when the
facul IOSBS interest m

—John Ciardi*

Facloring.lhese corrections back into the picture we can see what the mid-
cenfury _Picture of the American university missed, which aspects of the
deve!opmg multiversity it legitimated, and how it lulied the public into a
certain quietism as the locomotive of history pushed on toward a new and
uncxpected terrain. This is to not to deny the story acknowledged the new

g drac.:
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institutions® considerable abilities for institution building and attracting
funding and students.

But this narrative of university development, first, omitted the original
civic republican origins and continuing mission of American colleges and
universities. Of the three fundamental functions of American higher educa-
tion—political, formative (personally, as explained by Goodman), and eco-
nomic—it coneentrated entirely on the third. [n so doing it diminished recog-
nition of the public character of the institution, obscured understanding of the
preparation needed for self-government, and muted any sense of wrong to
arise because of the transfer of portions of a public resource to private indus-
trial control and later privatizations.

Second, the story failed to reconcile the augmented service and research
functions of the “knowledge industry” with its primary teaching functions or
present a plausible explanation for how they should be related. The discontent
provoked by this oversight was expressed initially by students, not facuity,
ironically at Kerr’s own flagship campus. Within a year of the publication of
the remarks quoted above, the Free Speech Movement erupled at UC Berke-
ley. The immediate issue that provoked the protest was the denial to students
of free speech, an understandable casualty of the attempt to replace public
reason with administrative rationalization. But the students” larger concern
was educational. After noting that “what we have on this campus is an admin-

" istrative oligarchy,” FSM leader Mario Savio famously explained that the

reason students “can’t take part [“in the operations of the machine™] and had
“to put your bodies on the gears™ was that they were “sick at heart,” not ex-
actly at the free speech ban but at discovering that they were being treated as
“raw material” for the “knowledge factory” and as intended products for its
“clients” in the society.”> We had come to the university (the present author
being part of that movement) to develop our intellectual abilities and auton-
omy and decide ourselves how they should be directed socially, not to be-
come pawns and products of someone else’s design.

Third, this narrative assigned major decision making about which of the
university's functions should be emphasized and what direction it should take
to top administrators and outside funders, The defect here was not with the
goal of service per se. Jefferson’s “good government” was a goal for service,
as was Cardinal Newman'’s desire lo “raise the intellectual tone of society.”%
The problem was that the new model required that facuity give up their own
powers to determine whom their collective effort should serve and 10 partici-
pate in determining what the public interest was. Remaining neutral, they
were to entrust their trained energies to ends they did not question and ends
that could well be at odds with the social responsibilities with which they had
been entrusted.
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Sio':l‘h;s.dmot.iel of activity favored a particular intellectual type and profes-

al identity, lt.w_as a type who appeared in the political world in the latter
years of'.li'rogressmsm and was perceptively described by Randolph Bourne
in his critique of Pragmatism as someone devoted to “the technical™ but not

and thus became a too! of others’ design.?? That the w i
was shown by the reflections of an academic fifty ygfselatgrlgnbti?:risl:;ﬁ
llo.n o_f another war. Economics professor Stanley Sheinbaurr; coordinator of
l\/_hcmgan.State University’s aid programs for the CIA in Vit‘etnam later at-
Inbutec? his and_ others’ “appalling” participation in covert military ;)rograms
L!phcildlng President Diem to the fact that they lacked “historical perspec-
tive.” They had “been conditioned . . . not to ask the normative questit;'.'npec
.W; hav.e oqu the ?apacily - - - o serve the policy™ not to “question andjut.i;;e-’:
ll(.)lit'i]":l;;s kmdk(;f intellectual, deft on the technical side and disabled on the
E;ew nf;h:?jtl]ivgies?:y.perrec"y et home in the mid-century administrators’
It §hould also be noted that the implied injunction for al) workers in the
new industry to cede authority to its central mangers overlooked the long-
lerm struggle faculty had been waging on American campuses for academ?c
senates and sh_ared Bovemance, Many American colleges and universities had
senates by mid-century and the jdea of academic freedom had acquired a

man’s: “cummu.nity” with its collegial decentralization and logic, on one hand
and his centralized “machine” on the other. Considering that in‘dustrial man-
agers do not as a rule share power with those they see as junior management
or employees, this story of the multiversily-as-knowledge industry was reall
:a story that perceived the dual structure as a passing phase and assumedami
haangru:w\':o;l;di :‘;}(I;f:;:i gsrtr'mmy authority on the administrative incubus that
) Fourth and finally, this narrative did convey an accurate picture of the di-
vided and potentially conflicted professional identity assumed by twentieth-
century t?ollege and university faculty. Professionais, who by European tradi-
tion and institutional mission should have been governors of their community

S —
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accepted the authority of governing boards and presidents, leaving questions
about the “ownership” of the institution unsettled. Scholars and teachers who
required independence and autonomy for the exercise of their duties had to
reconcile themselves lo administrative organization and sometimes supervi-
sion as & condition of employment, buoyed by the meritocratic hope that their
specialized expertise might find favor in. the institution's fulfillment of its
public service function.*® Intellectuals who believed in their own freedom and
neutrality generally accepted the intellectual borders set by others (especially
after seeing the fate suffered by dissidents in the wake of populism, the midst
of World War I, and later, of course, McCarthyism) and the obligation of si-
lence on matiers beyond their own field of expertise, an obligation that was
not shared, we see, by the administrators and trustees.

THIS WAY TO THE KNOWLEDGE FACTORY

The institution portrayed by the mid-century narrative did not matrk a final
stage in the development of American higher education. The picture pre-
sented by Kerr of the multiversity proved to be the snapshot of a moving
target. In the years after he wrote the mix of functions continued to shift until
the knowledge-service industry became fully dominant, with Newman’s lib-
eral-arts college and Flexner’s research institute greatly shrunken in size and *
forced to justify themselves in “industry™ terms.

In the decades after its Golden Age, American higher education did nol,
despite the rosy forecasts, rise from victory to victory but siowly entered a
period of crisis and instability noted in the chapters of this book. Since the
1980s state governments have disinvested in higher education, cutting their
budgets for postsecondary education by a dramatic national average of 34
percent, measured as a proportion of operating revenues per units of personal
income. Between 2002 and 2004 alone, Massachusetts dropped its appropria-
tions by 23 percent, Colorado by 22 percent, and California by 9.6 percent.
Califomia’s support fell from 18 percent of general fund expenditures in
1976-1977 to only 11.35 percent in 2005-2006.4!

The morigage foreclosures, bank failures, and stock market implosion of
2007-2009 shrunk state revenues in California, to lake an extreme example,
and pummeled higher education even more, As a result the state slashed $2
billion from its higher education budget between 2008-2010, necessitating
regular faculty furloughs in fall 2009, pay cuts for the first lime in the state’s
history, and lay-offs of thousands of part-timers. Hundreds of courses were
canceled, extending many students' years to graduation despite all the recent
efforts to counter that trend. Class sizes grew. The faculty who remained suf-
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fered a forced “speed-up™—me i i
at least in the Cafifomii:] State Ur:i\‘;(:;li(t;t el roniracts
Student tuition and fees were also raised in fruitless attempts o compen-
sate for lost revenues. After fifteen years of previous increases, betwecn 2004
and 2008 UC student tuition and fees had already risen a remarkable 60 per-
cent, and the CSU’s tuition and fees rose 36 percent.*2 Then in mid-2009, UC
tuition .and fees in both systems were Jacked up another 32 percent. éuch
costs violated the state’s promise of tition-free higher education for its citj-
:;el:ls: sz:‘ddl.c:fi st:de:ts afler graduation with immense debts, and hit minority
nic families hardest, undoin iversity i
e e SYSlemsg-4)3rears of efforts to promote diversity in the
The. cutbacks have caused a steady reduction of university services, a
crowding of classrooms, trimming of programs, and decline in salaries a‘nd
morale, \'.Vilh declining government support, colleges and universities have
become increasingly dependent on private donations, “partnerships,” and
augmented student tuitions. A number of large universities entered int,o spe-
cial ElO-biC[ deals with profit-oriented technology giants who provide technol-
ogy _mﬁ'aslruclure in return for them turning over their students and faculty as
;:_;'iptweErgarkels. David Noble found such agreements struck by UCLA with
ome Education Network, UC Ber i iversi
Colorado with Real mt: UG, keiey with AOL, and the University of
. As the.se forms of funding become accepted as siructural elements of univer-
sity funding, legislators and the public have less and less reason to see college
costs as a public investment undertaken “for the dignity of the commonwealth,”
as_they. were seen by nineteenﬂl—century civic republicans, and 1o regard tl;e
umverr:ﬁy as pmper!_y paid for by the public. Instead of the older idea of higher

advancement of private ambitions, and a mother lode for the academic enfre-
preneurs Kerr foresaw, an institution appropriately paid for, then, out of private
savings .and loans. A writer for The Chronicle of Higher Education reported
alfeady in 2003 that “fL)awmakers increasingly view higher education as a
private gt_md that should be supported more by students and donors rather than
as a pt.lbllc good that deserves state support.”¥ The civic discoun;e of higher
education in this way is replaced by a business discourse,

.Of €ven greater importance, however, and providing a broader rationale for
Privatization, the fiscal crisis of the campus has provided the cover for foist-
g a new model of the university on an unsuspecting public. This is the
model of a corporatized university, touted by key university figures nation-
ally, a variety of higher education associations and foundations, and in the
Bush administeation a federal Secretary of Education. With the er;"aergence of

£
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this mode! we leave not only Cardinal Newman and Paul Goodman, but Clark
Kerr himself behind.

Though it takes manifold forms this corporatized model can be understood
as the product of three transformations: one in the content or substance of
higher education, ane in its structure, and the third in its function. The first, the
transformation in content, follows from the institution’s increasing subservi-
ence to business interests following from its dependence on private partnerships
and its devotion to only the economic function of higher education. Deals like
the controversial 2000 Novartis contract at UC Berkeley put scientific research
and graduate training of an entire department under control of profit-making
corporations and their attendant ethos of secrecy. And Berkeley's 2007 $500
million agreement with British Petroleun, rushed through without faculty in-
volvement, establishes a research institute on biofuels in which the oil giant’s
private employees would work side-by-side with campus employees, be treated
like faculty with the privileges of teaching, puiding students, and conducting
research, in a building constructed with $70 miilion in taxpayer funds. BP
wanted to be “embedded” in the campus, UC’s vice chancellor for research said
approvingly, in an intriguing turn of phrase, though it “will not be obligated to
share its findings with its academic partner,™%

This is not the two-way merger Kerr confidently predicted, but a one-way
encroachment and annexation of a public resource. The purpose of the osten-
sible partnerships, Noble points out, is to help socialize the costs and risks of
the private industries and of job training for the technology sector, while con-
linuing to privatize the profits of partnered labors.? Rather than serving the
public goad, the university increasingly becomes a private research institute.

The “externalization of governance” entailed in these deals leads to efforts
to extend business influence more widely. The authors of What Business
Wants from Higher Education call for curriculum changes across the board to
increase instruction in “portable skills,” like “problem-solving, information
processing, teamwork, communications™ and the all-important “flexibility,”
because “the shelf life” of a college degree is declining, 8 Theirs is a curricu-
lum plan that makes one nostalgic even for a reat program in vocational edu-
cation. Business interests have also secured a large role in the processes by
which two dozen states revised their higher education Master Plans.?® And
with the adoption of a perspective and rhetoric that prioritizes short-term
economic utility, universities have accelerated their use of short-term cco-
nomic criteria for making internal decisions. Teaching is addressed by a re-
cent chancellor of the nation’s largest university system in a chapter titled
*“Influence over Product.”® Outcomes assessments are used to determine re-
saurce allocations. Campus budget offices monitor the results of “profit cen-
ters.” And the more far-sighted seek to alter the standards of faculty evalua-
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tion, a Business—Higher Education Forum report calling on administrators to
“motivalie] their faculties to . . creatfe] a customer-friendly environment for
would-be corporate partners,” and “adopt hiring, tenure and promotion poli-
cies that reward researchers for collaborating with industries.”s!

These innovations strike deep inlo the core character of what a university
traditionally has been. At the center of the academy as revealed in a still-lin-
gering parlance was the institution of a comimons. College was a knowledge
commons, It was a realim entrusted (o current teachers and students by previ-
ous generations in which the wisdom of past ages was accessible {in the
democratic ideal, to all), knowledge was shared, and the practices of a gift
economy rather than a market €conomy prevailed. It was a place, that is,
whose distinctive character trait was collegiality, key relationship was bene-
faction, and honored figures were those who gave much to others, rather than
taking much from them.? It was a place where a student’s personal “gifis”
could be awakened by gifis from others, When a scientist maps part of the
human genome, a sociologist clarifies a new aspect of racism, or a student’s
brainstorm resolves a classrcom conlroversy, everyone wins, in contrast to
the zero-sum rewards of the marketplace. It was their exposure to this kind of
realm in contemporary society, | believe, that led some witnesses at public
hearings in California a few years ago 1o recali that the college they attended
struck them at first like “hallowed ground,” an “oasis,” a “sanciuary.”s3

The corporate model would destroy what remains of this sanctuary and
erccl a citadel of proprietary knowledge in its place. That would be a place
where discoveries were awned rather than shared, insights were hoarded and
faculty members came to regard each other as competitors rather than col-
leagues. That we are well on the way toward such a world is clear from the
fact that where Benjamin Franklin refused 1o patent his stove and Jonas Salk
his polio vaccine (Franklin saying he had bencfited from others’ inventions

and was glad to return the favor), a computer scientist at UC Santa Cruz seek-
ing a way to encrypl messages has acquired a patent on two large prime
numbers that “gives him the exclusive right to use the numbers in any way.”
Other rescarchers have even patented scientific laws.5 The corporale campus
suppiants the commerce of gifts with a commerce of commodities.

The proprietization of campus life and marketization of knowledge* chart a
process no less fateful for the nation as a whole than the famous enclosures of
the seventeenth century were for Europe. They mark the enclosure of the
knowledge commons, a process that will shut out most people from the fiuits
of academic life and the public sphere of the university. As the process proceeds
further we can expect scholarly dialogue 10 atrophy, paor and minority students
to lose access to our common heritage, new discoveries to be fenced with pat-
ents and copyright, new inventions (like drugs) held hostage to desired profit

T
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margins, and the opportunity costs of lost inventions, foreclosed paths of i!l-
quiry, and a miseducated citizenry to skyrocket. Faculty worth, moreover, will
be measured not by how weli they teach but by how much what Ilfey .produce
will bring in, These are the larger costs of the first fface of corporatlzauo!'l. .
Corporatization’s second face is structural; American college§ a.nd universi-
ties increasingiy impose corporate methods of governance }Vlthm th'elr _do-
mains. They seek lange-scale bureaucracy instead of collegial organization,
uniform rules as opposed 1o diverse practices for different purposes, and a cen-
tralization of authority in place of the traditional decenlralimfmn. We see on the
campuses of the couniry a reemergence of the o!d hn.nke.nng on the part of
Progressive era foundations for administrative ratlona-llzan.on;One schoiar of
the process points out that this is an entirely formal “mllonallt).r that refers only
to intenal consistency. Systems may thus be “rational” “even if th?y do not lead
fo the desired outcomes.™ Of central importance in this structure is the campus
budget office, which tends to regard as valid investments _only those expenses
that lead to tangible, quantifiable products. “If costs YIEIFI nonquantifiable
goods of the kind common in research and education,” Chnst(?pher Newﬁt'e‘lg
explains, “it will be hard for finance to certify them as vnlualfle investments.
This adoption of a corporate form of governance undermines the long-term
efforts of facuity, as previously noted, to establish shared. govemance. In recent
years trustees have reasserted ownership rights in the university, and many call
for an end to tenure.® Senates have tumed out, Newfield adds.on th‘e ba§|s of
his study, to be a part less of shared than of “split governance,” in wﬂlch difTer-
ent parties are assigned different areas and faculty are granted autonomy
without control.” Unaware of the larger changes around them, the senates could
also, Newfield concludes, be described as “cultures of deference.”s® ‘
Corporate organization is promoted finally by campuses’ aggressive adop-
tion of a number of restructuring strategies taken over from private mdust.ry.
These include downsizing (of tenure-track faculty from 57 percent Pf the in-
structors thirty years ago to 30 percent today), creation of. a two-tier work-
force, owtsourcing, privatization, speed-up, and the a-dopllon of bogus ac-
countability measures.®? These measures all work to increase the power of
managers and destroy the independence and autonomy necessary for fncu.lty
to exercise their role as professionals. They seek to redl_ice faculty to being
just one stakeholder among many (students, non-facadcmlc stalT, parents, and
legislators).8' Some propose “unbundiing™ the dlffﬂl:em roles of facuity, as-
signing curriculum design, course outline, and grz!dmg 1o other empioyees,
the better to reduce a craft worker to an assembly-line employee as was done
in other industries. )
101]{311:%0 A;nd lIast, corporatization transforms the function o!‘ the univer.sm'.
Rather than being primarily a place that trains citizens or cultivates the minds
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of its students, and beyond even training workers and serving business indi-
rectly, it becomes a place for the direct generation of profits. It becomes a new
site for the production of capital, an Education [ndustry in a way Kerr and his
cohorts never imagined. It does this at its research universities by directly pat-
enting, leasing, or sell ing technological inventions, It does this everywhere by

converting the campus into a veri lable mall of profit-making enterprises. It cre-
ates and establishes a market in what had formerly been a campus,

The transformation of the university into a site of production “raises for fac-
ulty traditional labor issues™ entajled in the introduction of new forms of pro-
duction, Noble writes, and also issues about who has “control over faculty
performance and course content.” The commodification of the teaching experi-
ence also raises for students major questions about coercion, exploitation, and
the nature and purposes of a real education.s? The institutional effects of this
Iransformation of the university into a direct site of capital formation in the
current stage of flexibie accumulation turn out, furthermore, to be different
from what mid-century prognosticators like Adolph Berle, John Kenneth Gal-
braith, and Kerr expected. Instead of introducing stabilization and security the
current regime forces liquidity, flexibility, and rapid change achieved by down-
sizing, outsourcing, and devaluing “bricks and mortar” in favor of electronic
networking—all of which makes for continuous crisis and destabilization.

were nol what he had had in mind. In the 1995 postscript to his book he added
that there was “more to a university” than what sells in the market.

Some such non-market needs gre training for good citizenship, advancing cul-
tural interest and capabilities of graduates, providing critiques of society (we
hope from a scholarly perspeetive), and supporting scholarship that has no early,
if ever, monetary returns,

Where he had once denied that “externalizing” governance posed any dangers
Kerr now underlined autonomy from outside forces as an essential precondi-
tion of a healthy niversity,s3

But it was too late. The train had gotten up a head of steam. And the fact
that the actual course of development turned out to be different from what he

vanced or post-industrial society that had provided the framework for the tale
may have been an organizational, bureaucratic terrain. But it was stilj capital-
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ist. The industry Kerr saw increasingly interwoven with tht? acader.ny was 15'“::
a capitalist industry, still driven by the nee'd for profit, still reqm.red lo mf
new strategies for capital accumulation, still set.on the commod;_ﬁcleluflosn 4:-
new spheres of social activity, still force?d fo wrmg_prol.'ns m‘u ;) a f| a |
tivities, and therefore still driven to subject ‘ever-\\fldemng’urc_cs of slc‘)c:r:al
aglors 10 its needs. What Kerr had helped set in motion despite his pe‘lle, thal
he was merely adapling on one hand, and that even-handed ac!mml.strntors
would wind up running the show on the other, was not the unwirsuy asa
neutral industry (objectionable though that would ha\'.'e been) but t e ;im;%r-
sity as capital, the university as a means to accuml.flauon- in its own right. re
administrator rather than running the show and fil’s’placmg !he.prlvntt? prcl)) i-
teer wound up serving him instead—or rather “it,” the capitalist having be-

come a corporate entity.

WHAT'S THE ALTERNATIVE?

This situation not only transforms and degrades .university instruction, It aIs_o
confronts faculty with serious choices because it desirog.,fs ll}e ferms Pf lh?ll‘
previous role. The support they were supposefi to receive if the university
became an instrument of national purpose is being wuhdrawn.. The academel;'
freedom and professional autonomy that were to be protected if they ac(;.e';;: d
the authority of presidents and trustees are under assault: The terms ° e';l
previous identity are ceasing 1o exist. And the corp.orauzed umvers:g \;I
exert a steady pressure to reduce their autonomy and |mpo'rtagce even further
in the effort to commeodify their labor. What’s lhe_allernatwe. .
The outlines of that alternative are discernible in the campus protests, ccil'!-
tiques, and commentaries made over the last half-cenu'lry. The Bz':rlcele);.ra;I :
cals who rebelled against the knowledge faptory hz'ack in I?,64 later pub |-I.;1 e
an account of their struggle titled, “We Want a Um\.:e!'suy. The ce[ltra! t ing
they and other students nationally wanted, not sut:prlsmgly., was an mstltltl’tlol'l
devoted centrally to teaching. Had the conserv?tlve Ca!'dmal. Newmanl . ;.f:‘:
alive, they would have been surprised to 1_'|nd him ’s'tandlr}g with them, [ld
object were scientific and philosophical discovery,” Cardinal NeWI:nan sta ?‘l
with unimpeachable logic on the first page of The’ ,ldea of the University,
do not see why a University should have stude_ms. f‘ ) )
For Newman the central function of the umvefsuty was:: ina fonnulagon
that went back to Seneca, “the cultivation of the |_mellect. Es goal was 'IIE
open the mind, to correct it, 1o refine it, to enable it to know.‘ And the‘ ‘rt{mr
of success in that effort were not degrees or course transcripts, but “force,
steadiness, comprehensiveness and versatility . . . the command over our own
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ic;:re;:.d }‘:;; Bl;lxvanon“ and “opening.” of the mind were what Paul Good-
man CCWeYy meant by education as g drawing-out {e-duction) of
Cring potential, a discovery of “one’s best powers” {(and not, it may b
noted, an inculcation or socialization,)ss ’ v
Whl(r)naz;r:’t :‘or Newm::l, as for t!m n‘ineleemh-cenlury American innovators
s e o 0(} le'stf:pfl e d.eno.m!nanonal narrowness of sectarian colleges,
s the. ibera €aming in contrast to specialization. That was a kind
arning, Newman explained, that “takes a connected view of old and new,
past and present, far and Rear, . .. [and can] vipw . . . things at once as '
whole. . .. It ever knows where it stands.” Not 10 have mastered it, to be abla
'f‘ take a connected view of things or understand the larger contex'ts of one’e
lffe, he considered *the State of slaves or children,”s6 Worries about the shel?'
lifeofa fiegree, or learning how to were not his concern. What is the shelf life
of knowing wher.? one stands? Of “seing things . . . as a whole?” )
es it was a liberal arts education that was considered particy-

in Ehe very |de§ of a university, as Newman indicated when he spoke of “a
Umversnty. or Liberal Education™ as one and the same things? Giving it, or o
lJ_mnf:h of it, a central role would define one characteristic of a genuine ,uniw:f
sity in a c!emocratic saciety. The other two characterislics of such a universit
would be |t§ character as a community, and the protection of academic freed ,
as the censtitutive principle of that community. Let us take a look at eacl; o

Liberal Education

&f Ehe subjects may have been a source of dispuie, however, the purpose of
eir study was not-. The fourleemh-centuw humanist Vergerio put that the
;&me‘way as had Cicero: “We cal] those studies /iberal which are worthy of
lat :rt fr_jj,{inecessm'y l:)] a free man."s8 They were the studies Newman woulid
necessary to impart an “a connected view of things"

“command over our awn powers.” s tostudents, and
" Though the Ilb?ral arls are sometimes ridiculed today for the same reasons
ey were ‘ft the Elme of the Morrill Act—for abstractedness, a vague elitism
g;o’c:;:pa:on with dead ciassics, outmoded dedication to truth “for its own’
€ *—there was another, submerged branch of the liberal arts tradition that
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once flourished in the United States but was pruned back after MeCarthyism.
It is especially relevant to politically engaged students and faculty, as keen-
eyed observers of the 1960s students noted.”

This was the orator's or rhetorician’s branch of the tradition, associated
with the names of the Greek Isocrates (436-338 B.C.) and the Romans Cicero
and Quintilian. It sought like the more familiar “philosophic” branch of the
tradition associated with Plato and Aristotle to provide a paidea or formative
education to develop students’ intellects, raise them out of mundane afTairs,
and get them to think about the ends they were pursuing. But it did not seek
to do this by appealing to an overarching truth and objective forms (eidei} as
Plato did. It sought to do it rather by teaching students how to think about and
act for the good of the political community as its ends were clarified by para-
deigmata drawn from history, comparative politics, and Greek tragedy.?!

The orators’ liberal arts sought to impart the arts of rhetoric and persuasion to
train students for “correct speech and right action™ in the world—that is, “to
produce the active citizen"—and therefore also teach what was necessary to
understand “what helps or harms the community.” The Greek scholar Werner
Jaeger observed, in terms supgestive of the later Jurgen Habermas, that
“Isocrates assumes that all higher education of the intellect depends on cultivat-

ing our ability to understand one another.” His education was not concerned with
just an accumulation of facts or teaching his students how to give a good speech;

it is concened with the forces that hold society together. These are sumied up
in the word logos. Higher education means education to the use of speech in this
sense—speech full of meaning about the essentizl affairs of the life of society.

If the liberal arts are to be understood as the arts necessary to a free person,
then Isocrates argued that his approach alone filied the biil. It was *worthy of
a free man” because it alone was capable of preserving the freedom of the city
the free man required to exist.”

Though Isocrates’ name is not a familiar one, it is his legacy running down
through Cicero, Quintilian, and Aquinas that gave rise to the humanist tradi-
tion in the West.” The rhetors’ insistence that individual freedom depended
on the freedom of the city and “obligations of citizenship” reappeared in the
Renaissance insistence on the communal nature of liberty.™ This is the tradi-
tion that produced the Jeffersonian and civic republican approach to higher
education. Its goal of training active citizens for the good of the community
explains why Americans have never felt it inconsistent, as the philosophic
branch does, to combine public and liberal education service (as long as it is
public service). It was a tradition that was eclipsed in mid-twentieth century
by more individualistic approaches to freedom, approaches that also put
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“truth” back in the heavens angd broke up the marriage of wisdom and elo-
quence that I]ad been at the heart of the orators’ tradition,” But it is a traditi
that stili ret?m§ a sybliminnl altractiveness for American;. Anditisa trznditin:11
whose contmm.ng influence is apparent jn the work of theorists like Dewe
Gom.iman, I.Benjamin Barber, Stanley Aronowitz, and Martha Nussbaum )II;
lpmvndes a llbt.:ra.l arts appropriate to an era that no longer sees the job of c-ol-
ege as trz.lr‘usmjt-tmg unquestioned doctrine, but as helping students reappraise
their :‘radlt!ons in light of a changing worid and the encounter with other cul-
tures.” It is this form of the liberal arts that could ground the university”
efforts (o help form and inform a democratic society. 7
The fact that new areas of study need to be included in the liberal arts does

aiso hope it will also get them a lot more, Th i

l als - That also explains, finall , the truth
of Jﬁrf)slav Pelikan’s statement that it would be “no less a denjai 0);' oppor:u-
nnly if formerly. undel.'represenlcd students gained access 10 the university
o? y to find lhat. in the interest of more topical concerns they “were deprived
;e ::z :izonunny llo rzcl:ewe a liberal education.” The liberal arts could not

ced 1o a negligible role in the university with i

tally what the institution js.78 M LT

Community

T_he essence of a universiras, Karl Jaspers noted, was that it was “a commu-
nity of teachers and students.”™ And Goodman noted above that universities
were the only self-governing communities left in the country. Their use of

a community and a commons, with their face-to-fac
y ] =10-1ace co
thority, and shared purpose, nacts
] Lm_ns Menand n.otes_ lhs‘n amaong the many qualities sought to be developed
Y a liberal education js “independence of thought.”8" That j5 true; but where

gt
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does one learn that? In which course is it taught? To the extent it can be faught

-~ atall it is only from the process of debate, from first learning what one thinks

and then defending it with the available evidence, and from having to change
what one thinks when proven necessary. That cannot eccur without trust and
face-to-face interaction. It cannot occur within a bureaucracy governed by
impersonal rules, nor by atomized individuals held together only by rules. It
is intriguing to note that the Berkeley students who sebelled against Kerr’s
bureaucracy immediately identified this as something they were seeking in
their educational experience and tried to provide in their movement. (“Al-
though our issue has been free speech,” they wrote in the statement men-
tioned above, “our theme has been solidarity. When individual members of
our community have acted, we joined together as a community to jointly bear
responsibility for their actions.™)!

Those students wouid have been surprised to find Newman with them here
again. A century before their protest he expressed his belief that if students
and masters came together and mixed freely they would “learn from one an-
other even if there is no one to teach them.” He understood the imporiance of
late-night bull sessions in the cafeteria as against, say, the improbable fruits
of distance education. The face-to-face interchange, he observed, gave “birth
to a living teaching” and “self education” that will never issue from people
who have “no mutual sympathies, no intercommunion . . . and no common
principles” with each other. So critical was this communitarian aspect of the
university to this august figure, that if he were forced 1o choose between a

so-called University which gave its degrees to any person who passed an ex-
amination in a wide range of subjects, and a university which had no professors
or examinations at all, but merely brought 2 number of young men together for
three or four years . . . if I were asked which of these two methods was the bet-
ter discipline of the intellect . . . which provided better public men, . . . I have
no hesitation in giving that preference to that University which did nothing 2

Academic Freedom

The third element of a revitalized university would be a renewed commitment
to academic freedom. Historically, colleges and universities have had (o de-
fend themselves against the aggressions of numerous authorities, church,
state, and martial. Today, faculty have to defend themselves against private
corporations (and, in intellectual property matters, sometimes their own insti-
tution).®? This and the original AAUP defense of professors’ teaching, re-
search, and extramural utterance have led many people to view academic
freedom as a matter mainly of defense, and of the liberties of individual pro-
fessors. But this is not the best way of understanding its origins and character.
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The fundamentai defense of academic freedom was put best by Immanuyel
Kant when he identified a fourth primary function to the university we may

shared governance is a prerequisite for the fulfillment of this larger public
purpose. The early AAUP statement also noted “the social function dis-
charged by the professional scholar.” Academic freedom is intended, in other
words, not just to protect political dissenters, campus whistle-blowers, or
disciplinary innovators, though it is that, but also 1o protect the entire thought-
ways of the university against conventional or cotnmercial or political desires
to subject them to its immediate demands,

The basic compact university scholars had with society in Kant’s eyes was
an “agreement with the citizens to free the mind.” It was essential to fulfill
the terms of this agreement thar,

the university ... . contain a faculty that is independent of the government’s com-
mand with regard 1o jts teachings; one that is free to evaluate everything, and
concerns itself with the interests of the sciences [broadly conceived], that js,
with truth: one in which reason is authorized to speak out publicly.8t

The university is a means, then, the society establishes for reflection on its
own past and thinking about the future, a means by which it gains a perspec-
tive on itself. To discard this task of “speaking reason 10 society” would be to
dispense with those means and the training necessary to develop such reflec-
tive powers and convert the university from a tool for students finding their
own powers to a device for sorting them according to a scheme of social en-
gineering. Instead of the society possessing a means for broadening citizens’
minds, it would possess a tool for indoctrinating them and resigning them to
the status quo. Instead of educating citizens it would produce subjects.

As important as negative protections of the individual professor are for the
fulfiliment of this function, the essence of academic freedom is not negative
but pesitive, and on behalf of a collectivity. Though it is rarely noted, the
individual freedoms faculty enjoy are products, artifacts, of coliegial arrange-
menls—senales, unions, colleges, and previous Eroups and associations that

immunities, then, but aiso capacities—not only a freedom Jrom power but a
freedom, and obligation, 1o be part of power.

— o e
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These positive rights of faculty as a co.lleclivi'ty and corporate .boqy an;
under heavy assault by the new adminisfratwe regime and }he ﬁscahzatl;m o
decision making. To strengthen the positive and the negalw!: aspecis o a}:l:a;
demic freedom it will be necessary for fa?ulty 1o reassert 1he|_r a.ulom:om.y.l ] c:’
complete autonomy. Theirs is a professional autonomy, Wll'hl-n spt?cu:’;lz:-
standards and traditions.% And it is a mor:.nl autonomy to pﬂl'.lICIpE'll.e in ! |:1
mining the social purposes their university serves. For u::uversmles shou
serve their societies. Performing basic and applied research in the. bIOSCIt.El’:CCS:
and public health, energy, food produclivily: and u:ansporla!lon is c:nsw e:1d
with the purposes of higher education, especially with America and the wor
i ition they are in today. )

" "trIE: ::lc(l)lrtmmy n:eds to be reasserted even though it promises to be a ﬂash(;
point of conflict. The authors of What Bus:‘ness. Wanis have already state
that, “The autonomous culture of higher education may - worlf z_ags:}nst
developing the [marketable] skills™ that are needed, suggesting that it ;fs_ lir;:
to retire this quaint remnant of a bygone era. They and many campus offic
clearly prefer “flexibility” to autonomy.5?

REDEFINING THE PROFESSION

Education is a moral and political practice and nlways_ presupposes a . ; .
preparation for parlicular forms of social life, a particular rendering of
what 'community is, and what the fisture might hold.

—Henry Giroux?®

The faculty must change . . . [or] it will . . . be reduced to a profession in

name only.
—Jemes E. Sullivans?

Consideration of this alternative model of Ehe university brings us .bgckl :‘:
reflections on the role of college and univers]ty faculty, l?".mb.attled ahs it is, .
faculty remains the sole obstacle to the ongoing corp.oratlzx}tmn of 1 lt: untl_vem
sity. That the authorities mean to clear away this last lmpedlmf:n,!1 is ((:’ eﬁr lr;)S
their announcements that they mean 1o “change facuzllty culture,” and 1 ck r 5
Department of Education’s Spellings Report’s takmg. of facgllgf to tas 0:
being “risk averse” and dragging their feet responding to “this consume
i ironment.”%? o
d"ll":lg::;’;ﬂ:s their action is, however, most f?cult_y members rema}n'dlﬂ‘ }
dent about resisting the master trend discussed in this chapter. Conceiving o
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;::ead?mic freedom as a p.rivale right to teach and research whatever they want,

&ca)é ignore the \yeakenmg of the collegial bases of those rights. Regarding

aca enllc-neufrahty as necessary to their professional identity, many believe
qQuietism is acceptable, even desirable. And here, finally, it is necessary

10 return to that contested and confusing concept.

i Vil:t lexactly is this neutrality? No ope €xpects a teacher to be neutral and

mpartial between truth and fnlsehflod, or good writing and bad, or originality

ofjudgmem.befween options at a critical point in a complex proceeding pov-
;n;ec: by principles and starlldards that are themselves deeply value-laden.
u:g :;;;-; ;;;nd yea;sdmastenng those principles, iearning how (o recognize
ons and determining what to b j
laboratory e E 0 be newtral about, as do Jjudges and

because of the search for objective Truth, lving beyond subjectively colored
appearapces. (To the extent such a motive inspires faculty at all, it is probabf

of a Peircean rath:!r than a Platonic character, seeing truth ns,the hopcd—foyr
convergence of opinion “by all who investigate” and a goal for the future, not
something hovering over the present.)” The reason a faculty member is’ ex-

th: su;dents, becalg:zse of my own larger politics and those of my profession as
a facuity me-m.be.r. Toni I\‘Aorrlson makes this point when she explains, “Val-
ues are amphf:lt in eve_rylhmg I say, write and do.” And, she adds, the 1;niver-
?ltg;;eeds to ttnke seriously and rigorously its role as guardian of wider civic
prese:vn;:,oafsdu:errogalor of . .. complex ethical problems, as servant and
eeper demacratic practices.™ This is a sta inci

and purpose, not neutrality. sielement of principie
fThe concept of neutrality sugpests a backing away from bias, a quashing
o ‘I{J-assmn, a disinterest, But undertaking teaching or scholarship, being
Willing to accept uncomfortable new facts or making sure the cam;)us re-

banke‘_:l passions, or_disinu.arest. It is the sign of principled, even passionate
com:mtfl“nent to partlcu.lar inteliectual values and principles. And the fulﬁll:
ment of those values in the academy requires not depoliticization, but a

Wi
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specific politics within the university and a politics between the university
and the sociely.™ The attempt of mid-century academics to deny this was a
result, epistemologically, of a false analogy between the ways of the social
sciences and those of the physical sciences. It would help faculty members
today to be at least as active as private foundations, business roundtables,
and rump parliaments of term-limited legisiators in determining their fate if
they dispensed with that analogy and took a firmer public stand defending
the principles of a liberal univetsity than they have in recent decades. There
is no one else to do it.
Without a conscious, public commitment 1o its liberal arts values and poli-
tics the university will not survive. And with its demise would go the hopes
for a democratic society, for “the autonomy that we seek . . . may be the most
powerful lool we have for reshaping liberal education in the interests of pro-
moting democracy and citizenship.™5 Many- of its current officials already
believe that such essential aspects of the institution as tenure, shared gover-
nance, autonomy, and independence of mind are relics of a bygone era. What
counts for them is the “value-added” of their products (that is, students) for
prospective clients. For faculty to defend these traditional elements of a uni-
versity, however, they will have to think about their role in new ways. “The
faculty must [undergo] . . . a self-determined transformation,” explains pro-
fessor and former faculty-union organizer James Sullivan.

A profession withoul power and aulonomy is no profession at all. . . . Only ifa
majority of faculty nationwide . . . succeed in re-creating their culture from
within will there be a realistic chance for establishing a true profession.%

And to recreate their culture from within they must create their own narra-
tive and establish their own point of view. They must also extend their citi-
zenship beyond their narrow disciplines and departments into the larger life
of the university and remember that their calling is fundamentally collective
in its character.

Many faculty are seeking to do this today by making their senates more
than cultures of deference, joining unions and affiliating with activist students
and staff. One-quarter of the nations’ professors are now union members, and
some of those unions are moving beyond their traditional wages-and-hours
roles 1o become participants in university planning and what Aronowitz has
called “agents of a new educational imagination.™’

The promise in the idea of public higher education was ot simply that of
sccuring a particular funding base or drawing students from a particular popula-
tion base, but—and this holds also for private colleges and universitics too—
ceducating students to become free as members of a democratic public. “Public
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;datrl;a;?:m es ILSJ n_ecess.u?nly about the education of public persons,” Benjamin
Bl o niversities should be “schools of publicness; institutions where
\eam what it means to be a public.” (The point is “not that the university has
a ctvic mission, but that the university is a civic mission.™)%
'The corporate road map for higher education is not concerned with such

t!mnr own inaction, revive their fellow citizens’ commitment to higher educa-
tton and tesume the long-term struggle for a genuine university.
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