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Abstract

Higher education and its place in the system of values in society are gaining new attention.  Issues like academic freedom, institutional autonomy, promotion of truth, social responsibility, integrity and creativity have been used in the public debate on universities.  Universities promote and incorporate values.  They are asked to integrate their wisdom and experiences in the functioning of societies and to explore better alternatives.  An institution dedicated to formation, scientific research, community services and the promotion of rational solutions cannot exist without values.  Integrity has to be respected inside and outside the university.  This presentation attempts to look at the crucial problems facing universities in this context and provide proposals for better university governance and policy consequences.

Access to higher education (equity), operating conditions (academic freedom and university autonomy), functioning of higher education institutions based on rights (justice), respect for professional ethics by those involved (integrity), and opportunities for personal self-development (humanism) are points of view from which we often consider the university. This fact is explained through the long tradition of the autonomised approach of values, by virtue of which phrases such as “les valeurs d’une société” (Malraux), “le système de valeurs d’une société” (Sartre) being now frequently used, and, moreover, by virtue of the great importance values have in the productive functioning of the universities. For several years now, academic freedom, institutional autonomy, promotion of truth, social responsibility, integrity, and also creativity have been used in the public debate on universities. However, we may approach higher education from several angles: achievements, social effects, quality, relationships with the students etc. We may also approach higher education, from the point of view of incorporating values, and it is our duty to do so.


The approach to higher education, from the point of view of values, has continual reasons on its side (the organizational traditions and the humanistic culture which are at the origins of the European university, the dependence of university achievements on ethical commitments), as well as reasons related to the context of globalization in which we are living. It has been rightfully said that “the lives and experiences of youth growing up today will be linked to economic realities, social processes, technological and media innovations, and cultural flows that traverse national boundaries with ever greater momentum. These global transformations, we believe, will require youth to develop new skills that are far ahead of what most educational systems can now deliver. New and broader global visions are needed to prepare children and youth to be informed, engaged, and critical citizens in the new millennium”
. The most recent pedagogies draw our attention to the fact that, in the future that already begins, multiple abilities (“the disciplined mind”, “the synthesizing mind”, “the creative mind”, “the respectful mind” and “the ethical mind”), taken together, which include the assuming of non-instrumental values, are indispensable. They claim a profound change in our approach to education. “We acknowledge the importance of science and technology but do not teach scientific ways of thinking, let alone how to develop individuals with synthesizing and creating capacities essential for continual scientific and technological progress. And too often, we think of science as the prototype of all knowledge, rather than one powerful way of knowing that needs to be complemented by artistic and humanistic and perhaps also spiritual stances”
. In any case, a value-oriented and a value-based education is part of the culture claimed by the era of globalization.


One who analyses the project of the 2009 World Conference on Higher Education, drafted by UNESCO (September 2008) – after retaining the major themes (“higher education’s role in addressing major global challenges: sustainable development and poverty eradication”) and the subordinated themes of the sessions (“internationalization, regionalization and globalization”; „equity, access and quality”; „learning, research and innovation”), as well as the points of view from which the themes are going to be considered (“public and private actor’s role”; „the emergences of new models and approaches”; „ICT and educational resources”; „funding and investments”; „governance and management”) – certainly asks himself/herself: where do values step in? How are values considered in this approach that legitimately tries to take notice of the present situation of higher education and especially to configure directions for development?


Taking into consideration the recent evolution of universities in Europe and North America, the question is growing. Can values still be discussed, considering the urgencies for functioning and action, which frequently appear in different countries and in the world community (actions that nowadays are being rightfully directed towards Africa, above all)? Is the talk about values nowadays somewhat in contretemps with the requirements for sustainability and operationalization of such action programs, for the purpose of productivity and competitiveness demanded by the era of globalization? Does an institution dedicated to formation, scientific research, community services and promotion of rational solutions, such as the university, need the clarification of values or does it rather require organizations, governance and management capable of mobilizing resources and of being productive and efficient? What perspective on values eventually justifies the current financial and economic crisis?


If we analyze the way in which universities function nowadays, we may say that some of them remain very traditional, in which inflexibly following the vision consecrated two centuries ago; other universities act in a positivistic-utilitarian way, understanding their mission as a duty to solve educational and scientific research problems within a context; others are dominated by functionalism, considering themselves to be accomplishments of pre-established roles within a system. In order to clarify the situation of values within higher education today, one has to go beyond the points of view generated by traditionalism, utilitarian positivism and functionalism, and look upon the new initiatives in university organization and present topics. The paper to be presented herein is committed exactly to this perspective on the reassessment of academic values in a new environment and by reconfiguring the institution.


When values are being approached, one may either deconstruct them, by indicating their dependence on the historical contexts of every promotion of values, or postulate a loyalty towards values despite the complexity of experiences people are living. However, another approach is necessary. Let us observe, for instance, the academic freedom. Thinking freely, exercising education and scientific research without constraints represent, as we know, values to which higher education is intimately and profoundly related. Nowadays, however, it is unrealistic to ignore the factual dependency of the way in which the university professor assumes his/her role under technical, administrative, legal conditions which are established above him/her. The appeal to academic freedom remains indispensable, as the exercise of the academic profession is conditioned by this value, but, if taken singularly, the appeal is ineffective unless organically continued by an analysis of other dependencies and the promotion of academic freedom right in their environment. Equally important at this point is the issue of university autonomy. To take decisions in situations related to education and scientific research, in matters of internal organization that affect education and scientific research, without external interferences, represents the value the university’s efficient functioning always depends on. However, nowadays, it is not realistic to ignore the fact that universities depend, in both cases, i.e. education and scientific research, on decisions of educational policies and policy of science, on financial resources, which they cannot control. Institutional autonomy is not dispensable, as its absence affects achievements, but claims to be promoted under effective conditions more complex than ever. Due to these reasons, in this paper we have chosen another path for analysis, i.e. the approach to those major problems of higher education today, which involves values, and especially the problems raised in relation to the trends of the universities in Europe and North America, which lead towards the future. We will try to capture the current situation of the universities in conclusive indicators, to articulate solutions and formulate directions for action.


Therefore, we answer the above-mentioned questions through an analysis in seven steps: we are going to briefly characterize the evolution of universities under the aspect of the reference to values, in order to specify the moment in which we are now (1), we will identify the prototypical answers given to the crisis of the classical university in Europe and North America, in order to point out the dominating approaches (2), we shall indicate where values intervene in the organization and functioning of the university (3), we are going to evoke the vision of the major international academic documents in force (4), we will clarify the mission and functions of the university (5), and, leaving from these premises, we shall outline solutions to current problems (6). We start our argumentation from the observation that the return to the “classical university” is no longer possible in the present highly differentiated societies, and that, under the conditions of an increased complexity of the world we are living in, universities can no longer accomplish their mission without promoting values convergent with the efficiency requirements in the era of differentiation and globalization, and we formulate political consequences (7). No matter how the situation today is evaluated, the clarification of the university’s values has become indispensable in a new era of the modern history.

1. An assumed history

If we remember the history of the university in Europe and North America, then we can delineate distinct moments from the point of view of the reference to values.

In the modern era, the comprehensive rationalism in the setting up of the university, expressed in a classical way by Humboldt’s and John Henry Newman’s reflections, has won an enduring profile. This conception of the university generates nostalgia even today and has repercussions, so that the clarification of the values of higher education today has to take into consideration the concepts that became classical.


The famous scholar in charge of the organization of the University of Berlin (1810), Wilhelm von Humboldt, saw higher education as “the highest peak where all exclusively made for the nation’s moral culture is brought together”
. Within a university, knowledge, under the advanced form of sciences, is promoted without obstacles, but this promotion is delineated by a “moral culture”. The institution itself is organized on “principles (Prinzipien)”, such as the academic freedom (“Einsamkeit und Freiheit”), the disinterested pursuit of truth (“Wissenschaft als solche zu suchen”), the institutional autonomy (“der Universität, physisch, sittlich und intellektuell der Freiheit und Selbsttätigkeit überlassen werden kann und vom Zwange entbunden”), while philosophy and arts crown it and consecrate its calibre.


Half a century later, Cardinal Newman considered the university”one of those greatest works, great in their difficulty and their importance, one which are deservedly expended the rarest intellects and the most varied endowments”
. The university represents the gathering of the main forces devoted to obtaining and using knowledge, which are dedicated to the promotion of “Truth”. “What an empire is in political history, such is a University in the sphere of philosophy and research. It is, as I have said, the high protecting power of all knowledge and science, of fact and principle, of inquiry and discovery, of experiment and speculation; it maps out the territory of the intellect, and sees that the boundaries of each province are religiously respected, and that there is neither encroachment nor surrender on any side. It acts as umpire between truth and truth, and, taking into account the nature and importance of each, assigns to all their due order of precedence. It maintains no one department of thought exclusively, however ample and noble; and it sacrifices none. It is deferential and loyal, according to their respective weight, to the claims of literature, of physical research, of history, of metaphysics, of theological science. It is impartial towards them, and promotes each in its own place and for its own object”. The university is comprehensive, not only etymologically, and philosophy represents the field that crowns the curricula of an academic institution, being committed by its own nature in relation to the “Life” of the individuals. “The philosophy of an imperial intellect, for such I am considering a University to be, is based, not so much on simplification as on discrimination. Its true representative defines, rather than analyzes. He aims at no complete catalogue, or interpretation of the subjects of knowledge, but a following out, as far as man can, what in its fullness is my mysterious and unfathomable. Taking into his charge all sciences, methods, collections of facts, principles, doctrines, truths, which are the reflections of the universe upon the human intellect, he admits them all, he disregards none, and, as disregarding none, he allows none to exceed or encroach. His watchword is Live and let live”
. The comprehensive rationalism has explicitly placed the university on the foundation of the ”disinterested pursuit of truth”, considered to be a generator of moral values, and has exalted the importance of philosophy as promoter of an integrative vision upon human life and as a discipline that gives culture a direction.


Afterwards, another approach to establishing the university derived from the moment of the positivism, which was particularly pertinent in the first part of the 19th century. The university founded by Napoleon (1802) was dedicated to the needs of training personnel capable of management, while the “civic universities” (1852) in England set as one of their purposes to satisfy the needs of training personnel for the emergent economy of that time. “Napoleonic university policy both retained certain innovations from the eighteenth century, such as specialist colleges, and reversed the opening up of the university system to all, a feature of the radical revolutionary period. There were three primary goals: first, to secure for the post-revolutionary state and its society the officials necessary for political and social stabilization; second, to make sure that their education was carried out in harmony with the new social order and to prevent the emergence of new professional classes; and third, to impose limits on freedom of the intellect if it seemed likely to prove dangerous to the state. Despite a few concessions enlightened despotism made itself felt in a variety of ways: in the predominant model of the school – even in those cases where it was called a faculty; in the tyranny of the state diploma, which opened up access to a narrowly defined career as a civil servant or a particular profession; in the classification of candidates, and competition (concours) between them, even for careers which did not demand it; in derailed regulations for unified plans of study; in the state’s monopoly in the awarding of academic degrees”
. Several decades later, in Great Britain, there were created “new institutions which tried to make up for the deficiencies of the traditional universities through private or municipal initiatives. As a result there was a variety of types of higher educational institutes, which in contrast to the French and German models had few internal connections. It is only possible to speak of a ‘model’ during the period covered at the end of this volume, when a degree of national coherence was imposed on the originally heterogeneous British university system. Various factors played a part in this: the success of the new universities, the influence of the German model, efforts to restructure the old universities, the creation of an academic career path, which, because of the way that the professors in the newer universities looked to Oxbridge, meant that the various universities had a good deal in common”
. Universities took the responsibility to support, with qualified staff, the functioning of institutions in society and the economic development, which have become, in time, direct or indirect criteria for the evaluation of academic achievements. Therefore, higher education was integrated with the developmental programs of national administrations.


After World War I, many European universities were subject to politization within certain ideological interpretations of the history. The autonomy of thought and the solidarity with the values of liberty and justice were not only undermined, but also systematically attacked. Heidegger is nowadays considered to be the most famous representative of the offensive against them. “The university began in spirit from Socrates’ contemptuous and insolent distancing of himself from the Athenian people, his refusal to accept any command from them to cease asking: «What is justice? What is knowledge? What is good? And hence doubting the common option about such question and in his serious game (in the Republic) of trying to impose the rule of philosopher on an unwilling people without respect for their «culture». The university may have come near to its death when Heidegger joined the German people – especially the youngest part of the people, which he said already, made an irreversible commitment to the future – and put philosophy at the service of German culture”
. This evaluation had in view Heidegger’s condemnation of the “academic freedom”, in his speech of 1933, at the University of Freiburg in Breisgau, in which the new rector of that time argued that “academic freedom” had to be banished from the university, as it was “negative”
. Instead of the “academic freedom”, three “oaths” and “services” appear: “Arbeitdienst” in the service of “Volksgemeinschaft”, “Wehrdienst” in the service of “die Ehre und das Geschick der Nation” and “Wissendienst” as “geistigen Auftrag des deutschen Volkes”.

The suspicion regarding modern values has persisted. For instance, several decades later, Carl Schmitt reassumed the formula of the “tyranny of values”, which he reinterpreted from the perspective of Heidegger’s distinction between “il parlare dei valori e il pensare per valori”. There would be an “immanent logic” of the “value-oriented thinking (il pensare per valori)”, according to which any value would become tyrannical and, therefore, restrictive
. Values are seen here as constraints, therefore it would be recommended to replace them with direct actions.


Certainly, Heidegger was not the first advocate for the connection of the university to the objectives of some political forces in society. The thesis formulated during the Komintern Congress (1928), i.e. the world scission due to the “contradiction”, considered to be irreconcilable, between the “capitalist world” and Eastern “socialism”, served as justification for the measures taken by the Soviet state to subordinate civil society and for the repression measures taken against opponents
. In countries of Central and Eastern Europe, the university had been embodied in the institutional ensemble that promoted the “socialist education” and had been submitted to ideological dictate; higher education started to see itself as an instrument for ideological education as a support for the existing politics.


After World War II, people lived the moment of engaging universities in the promotion of the open society, under the sign of reviving the classic academic tradition. At that time, the “renewal of the university (Erneuerung der Universität)” was assumed under the given circumstances of the destruction of autonomy in favor of the ideological arguments
. This “renewal” meant, on the one hand, the reestablishment of that “idea of university” which preceded the institution’s instrumentalisation
. On the other hand, the “renewal” involved the state’s “self-limitation of power (Selbstbegrenzung der Macht)”. University and dictatorship reciprocally exclude each other
. The university capable of offering the unity of knowledge and the rational interpretation of world events, in a society of the plurality of freely expressed opinions, had once again become the academic ideal.


The year 1968 was an important turning point in the post-war history, with ambiguous and durable consequences. New generations of students rejected at that time the political and ideological divisions after World War II and requested societies to submit to new requirements of societal organization. During the students’ movements, philosophical currents and political doctrines that could hardly reach an agreement were manifested. However, it is clear that they have imposed, beyond their diversity, a new sensitivity
. In fact, in 1968, Europe’s “old university” collapsed, engaging the crisis of its professional and ethical rigors, the relaxation of elitism and of its obstacles, making room for an organization that is still evolving. “Without question, the unprecedented student unrest of the period contributed to a sense of disarray in higher education. The unrest was in part precipitated by deteriorating academic conditions that were the result of the rapid expansion. In a few instances, students demanded far-reaching reforms in higher education, although they did not propose specific changes. Students frequently demanded an end to the rigidly hierarchical organization of the traditional European university, and major reforms were made in this respect. The «chair» system was modified or eliminated and the responsibility for academic decision making, formerly a monopoly of full professors, was expanded – in some countries to include students. At the same time, the walls of the traditional academic disciplines were broken down by various plans for interdisciplinary teaching and research”
. Reforms were actually undertaken in different Western and Eastern countries. However, at the beginning of the ‘90s, a general tendency of “restructuring European universities through improving the administrative efficiency and accountability of the universities” commenced. The productive organization has become the dominating topic.


Since the second half of the 1970s, European universities have tried to satisfy the needs of the advanced industrial society and to reorganize themselves on the grounds of achievements in education, scientific research, and community services. The continuous technical and economic development in modern societies, under the conditions of democracy, was the frame for the enlargement of higher education towards different social classes and for the development of scientific research in universities. The number of universities has increased; the number of professors and students has reached unprecedented sizes; the massification of the academic studies has begun; the costs related to scientific research have greatly increased; the scientific research has passed to the direct support of the industrial development; science has been more and more considered under the aspect of its useful effects on economic growth; the legitimization of the academic programs and of scientific research has been set to be dependent on the relevancy in relation to the economic technical development
. Academic freedom and university autonomy have always proved to be prerequisites for a competitive university, so that, by the end of the ‘80s, these values started to be formally acknowledged in European documents
.


During the ‘90s, the European universities benefited from the suppression of the ideological scission of the continent. On the other hand, the association of the European universities after World War II was premonitory, anticipating the European unification. Above all, after the “historical turn” in Central and Eastern Europe, around 1989, universities were confronted with the requirements for competitiveness of the era of globalization, where they tried to handle both sides of the European academic history: the orientation towards society from the perspective of the traditional humanism and the orientation towards technological and economic efficiency supported by sciences
. Finding a common measure for knowledge (credit transfer system), conceiving the mechanisms for quality assurance, making the academic systems compatible, adopting better practices that favor the efficiency of higher education, and reaching social purposes have become important points on the agenda of higher education.


Nowadays, we are in the same moment, only that we are living in a “super-complex” world, and the “walls” of the university, which separate it from the external environment, are transforming into “bridges” towards industry, economy, society. It is felt, in many places, that there is a need to complement the acquiring of the academic freedom and university autonomy, as well as the commercialization that is spreading together with the assessment of the values proper to the university, within the framework of re-conceptualization of efficiency as effectiveness and social responsibility
. Moreover, the tendency to change the “development pattern” of the modern society
, after the crisis that started in 2008, is now not only on the horizon, but also a fact of experience. New reflections on higher education are being developed at the moment, especially within universities, the quests being stimulated by the new “challenges” of the universities. However, unlike other institutions, universities cannot completely solve their own problems without taking into consideration their own history, and, in a way, without assuming it.

2. Reorganizations

Universities are today in a complex situation. They are actually caught in between the attraction of classical rationalism, which supports the self-confidence developed until reaching false grandeur, and the rational awareness of the changes in modern society, which claim the change of the universities themselves. Several clues (the diversification of the academic specializations exceeded the inherited organization of the faculties at the middle of the 19th century; experimental sciences have so strongly developed that they strike through the philosophical frame prescribed by classicism; in the era of positivism and “philosophies of life”, philosophy ceased to have the leading position in knowledge; the university lost its monopole on scientific research etc.) have confirmed, in time, the crisis of the classical university, which proves to be irreversible.


Nowadays, at least three signs are decisive as to the crisis and the need to look for another shape of the university, under the conditions imposed by the present society. We have in view: a) the continuing change of the type of knowledge required by the globalized markets in favor of the knowledge that can be technically valued, which requires of universities a reorientation towards knowledge with a technological impact (taking the term “technology” in a broader sense than industrial technology) and, together with it, a change with implications on the level of materializing the mission in functions; b) the universities’ loss not only of their monopoly on scientific research, but also of the monopoly on the training of specialists, as a result of the increasing number of education suppliers, universities being therefore determined to re-identify their position within the differentiated societies of our time; c) the new concentrations of economic power in the era of globalization, and the concentrations of political and media-related power nowadays increase the university’s dependency (under crucial aspects, such as the establishment of specializations, the orientation of the scientific research, financing) on forces of the society, which lead to a new proportioning of dependency and autonomy.


The university is now more than ever before engaged in the competitions of a highly differentiated society, which is “challenged” to find its profile. It is just as true the fact that the university, as an institution, has no rivals as to the capacity to unify knowledge and to produce the picture of reality as a whole. Consequently, the investigations carried out by the universities, under the conditions of academic freedom and university autonomy, still provide the greatest part of the scientific discoveries and intellectual works of our time. The academic expertise is decisive and the most sought after in many places. Specialists, trained by universities rigorously organized and preoccupied with developing the criteria of a high professionalism, are preferred to other graduates. A correlation between the economic and social development of the different countries and the development of higher education has already been noticed. For these reasons, as well as regarding others that can be mentioned (taking into consideration the exercise of the university’s multiple functions), one may legitimately say the university plays crucially important roles in the era in which the dependence of societies and individuals’ lives on competences, culture, values, integrative visions increases with the “cultural turn” that we are living
. In this situation, the serious interrogations regarding the university’s need to find a new profile are inevitable
, but the dramatization is just as unrealistic as the grandiloquence, actional solutions being always necessary.


In the ‘60s, on both sides of the Atlantic, proposals for the reorganization of universities had already been noted, in order to overcome the crisis of the classical university and to handle the new situation. Some pleaded for the recovering of that “gemeinsame Geist der Universität”, which characterized the Humboldtian university, in order to prevent the university’s dispersal under the pressure for functionalization that came from the economic systems
. Others proposed “the revival of the Humboldtian model” as a “normative leading model (normative Leitbild)” and the adaptation to new conditions
. However, the long-lasting initiative of those years was undoubtedly the launching of “the research university” project – a university based on “three missions”: research, teaching and public service, understood as “a company of scholars engaged in discovering and sharing knowledge, with a responsibility to see that such knowledge is used to improve the human condition”
.


Meanwhile, the discussions on what universities had to do in the new situation have intensified. The promoters of postmodernism were already recommending the abandonment of the great integrating visions (recits) and of any attempt to make a hierarchy of knowledge, having instead of them “les délimitations classiques des divers champs scientifiques subissent du même coup un travail de remise en cause: des disciplines disparaissent, des empiètements se produisent aux frontières des sciences, d’où naissent de nouveaux territoires. La hiérarchie spéculative des connaissances fait place à un réseau immanent et pour ainsi dire « plat » d’investigations dont les frontières respectives ne cessent de se déplacer. Les anciennes « facultés » éclatent en instituts et fondations de toutes sortes, le universités perdent leur fonctions de légitimation spéculative”
. The advocates of the structural functionalism argued that the functional differentiation of politics, science and education had already reached the level where the possibility of conceiving them together was closed forever, so that “the Humboldtian idea of the university… can no longer be relaunched nowadays”
. The representatives of the discursive rationalism showed that, under the conditions of the continuous differentiation of the activities, only communication could provide the environment for the unity assumed by the classical university, so that one should proceed to the reconstruction of that university
. The plea for the reconstruction of the Humboldtian university was also supported by those who advocated the strengthening of humanistic culture in the late modern society, who asked European universities to learn from the experience of those Graduate Schools of Arts and Sciences that ensured the achievements of the American universities
. As a reaction to postmodernism, American authors proposed the revival of that Western rationalistic tradition that made possible the success of the Western university, and, as consequence, argued for the cancellation of the concept of relativization, the reduction of the academic achievement criteria to group adhesion, the dissolution of the distinction between professionalized culture and daily culture, and, generally, of the consequences that could dissolve postmodernism
.


However, the initiative that has marked, on a greater scale, the universities of today’s world is represented by the project of “the entrepreneurial university”. This involves, before all, the modification of the universities’ attitudes in favor of a “proactive attitude”, associated to “a reconciliation of new managerial values with traditional academic ones”, to “the expanded developmental periphery”, to an “interdisciplinary project oriented research centers”, to a “diversified funding base”, to the changing of departments and faculties into “entrepreneurial units” and to “a work culture that embraces change”. The entrepreneurial university has, among its premises, the availability to transform the “public university” into a “foundation university”, to change some statutory collegial bodies of the university, the availability to assume together “the self-determination and search for academic excellence” and the “change-oriented and integrated administrative core”
.


Following the “entrepreneurial university”, the recent project of “the new university”
 has emerged under major aspects. It proposes the reorganization of specializations on the “problem-based” criterion, instead of the traditional “discipline-based” criterion. Regarding for instance Arizona State University, New York, and some European universities as well – reorganization results in new specializations (e.g. “cultural engineering” or “system engineering”), the replacement of chairs with departments, the development of faculties as “schools” (e.g. “school of human evolution” or “school of earth studies”), and in a reorganization that ensures its own financial sustainability at all levels. In “the new university”, professorships, which maintain their crucial importance, are reconfigured in a new relationship with the environment. The “Mandarin” disappears once again, the formula of “shared professorship” becoming dominant (many universities have a large number of professorships in their relationship with the economic and administrative environment, and with its financing accordingly). Students spend most of their time in libraries, laboratories and debate clubs, forming wide networks of intellectual investigation (young investigators’ networks). Such a university, which remains accessible, at its basis, to large categories of persons who study, and becomes very selective towards the top, needs competitive specialists, who can no longer be obtained unless the occupying of professorships and the establishment of academic leadership are decisively internationalized. Such a university is conditioned by the provision of leaders, who represent much more than a large number of bureaucratic bosses and managers and competitively initiate necessary changes. The evolution of this university depends on the professors’ excellence, which can always be verified in relation to two reference points, and on the leaders’ culture (“the path to good ideas is to have many ideas”, as Linus Pauling said).

It is worth paying attention to a more recent project for the university model –   that of a public purpose university. It represents an attempt to maintain university studies, in spite of the privatization trends, among “the public goods”, and to the reorganize the university considering, at the same time, the inevitable confrontation between the university and the markets in an era of globalization. The “public purpose university” modifies, under crucial aspects, the old public universities: there is an entrepreneurial university, partially financed from public resources, a large part of its programs being delivered online, oriented towards applied research and the fulfillment of the need for qualified staff, at local level, in the short term, the governing board representing several stakeholders. “These profound changes in funding and motivation of public universities require a new classification, a new model, identified by mission, not by ownership”
. This university is going to lead to a beneficial separation within the group of public universities themselves and it will beneficially complement “the research university” and “the private research university”.

3. The mission and functions of the university

Placed in a late modern society that recorded structural change and was ‘challenged’ from many directions, yet determined, on the other side, to reconcile to some extent contradicting imperatives (such as, for instance, gaining economic relevance and promoting autonomy), the university is forced to explicitly clarify its profile and to reorganize itself. Many of the universities’ dilemmas can be solved by clarifying this profile. This means, above all, clarifying its mission and functions. But how can one establish today the mission of the university?


From the very beginning we have to say that the mission of the university does not allow for a reduction to a ‘list of aims’ that are so frequent in the statutes of nowadays universities
. This mission can be established now – without deriving it from general outlooks, which have become unrealistic, on knowledge and society and avoiding a restrictive functionalism, which, in turn, is incapable of taking over the diversified functions that contemporary universities fulfill – by taking as a starting point the lasting experience of prominent universities
. From this point of view, if by mission we understand the specific task designed for an institution, then it can be said, with enough factual grounds, that the mission of today’s university is preparing specialists at the higher level of knowledge in order to increase knowledge and to improve people’s living conditions.


Several important delimitations are implied with this determination: the mission of the university is not reduced to training, since it includes higher education and the formation of abilities to develop knowledge; this mission cannot overlap scientific research, since it is directed to training; the mission of the university is not exhausted through services, since these are conditioned by training and by its own scientific research.


If by function we understand the activities that need to be carried out in order to fulfill the mission, then it can be said, with sufficient reasons, that the functions of the university are multiple. Talcot Parsons delineated, in The American University (1973), four functions of the university: research and the preparation of the new generations of researchers; the academic training for a profession; general training; contributions to cultural self-understanding and intellectual enlightenment
. In the view that is made possible today, the functions of the university are more and they let themselves ordered differently, as they have complex inner links.


The mission of training specialists at a superior level of knowledge, in order to increase knowledge and to improve people’s lives, can be achieved today – under the circumstances in which the universities ensure the cooperative search for truth and use their autonomy as an indispensable premise of their excellence, as well as under the circumstances in which the technological, economic and social development of communities depend on this excellence – only if the university assumes multiple functions. The following functions are just as important as they are evident: the training of specialists capable of taking over and further the knowledge developed through higher education; carrying out competitive scientific research; training specialists able to take on and put into practice the application of knowledge through higher training; providing updated technologies through technological innovation; analyzing the evolutions in the economic, social and administrative environment; the assessment of situations and the commitment to civil rights, social justice and reforms. Therefore, the functions of the university are nowadays comprehensively assumed and have the best chances of success if the university is considered a formative institution for sharing and increasing knowledge; being a center of competitive scientific research; a formative institution for taking over and applying knowledge; a source of technological innovation; a forum for the critical analysis of situations; a place for commitment to civil rights, social justice and reforms.


Each of these functions is to be understood systematically, taking into account the present conditions of a university’s actions. For instance, the university as a formative institution has to be rethought within the framework of the strong internationalization of the contents and the organization of higher education, just as the university as system of services for the community should be regarded in the framework of globalization and of the increased competition on the products markets, and the university as a forum of critical analysis should be considered against the background of the strong tendency towards functional differentiation within modern society.


This range of functions – one can rightfully say – makes one realize the enduring establishment of the university in European societies without the passeist refuge into a past that has inevitably become a part of the museum, and without the surrealist claim to a future inevitably more complicated than one thinks. It means an understanding of the university in which this institution continues – conversely – to ensure the cooperative and argumentative search for truth, as a benefit of autonomy, without reclusion and without allowing itself to be dissolved by the evolutions around it. 


This range of functions certainly has an explanation based on the understanding of the university mission and on the historical evolution. More important, however, than the possibility of this explanation, is the fact that this range of functions allows us to depart, on a solid factual basis, from the aporias, the reflection on university seemed to enter in recent decades. We can, for instance, resist giving in to the claims according to which the ‘university has died’ under the burden of functionalist grounds, highlighting the clues of the cooperative search for truth and of the functional autonomy of the university. We can resist giving in to the temptation of reducing university education to the training naturally required by the economic environment, by highlighting the university as a formative institution for the expansion of knowledge and as a center for competitive scientific research. We can face the temptations from inside the universities to imagine them as places for the non-committed search of truth, isolated from the events of society, affirming, in a beneficial way, the university as a source of technological innovation, a forum for critical analysis and a place of commitment to civil rights, social justice and reforms. We can steer clear of the temptation of deforming university courses and seminars, transforming them into places for mere information for action, by developing the university as a formative institution for the taking over, sharing and expansion of knowledge, a center for competitive scientific research and a system of specialized community services. We can, in support of this range of university functions, in an era of the proliferation of institutions only self-entitled as universities and of unprecedented requests addressed to higher education, to clarify once again, with the necessary rigor, what a university proper means today, and therefore, when we deal with ‘true universities’
.


At least two additional circumstances determine us today to clarify what a true university means. We will not insist on the fact that relatively few higher education legislations present a clearly defined concept of what higher education means and even fewer with a precise connotation of the university. It is true, on the other hand, that there is no single criterion, necessary and sufficient of what counts as a university”
. This does not mean, however, that we should give up searching for criteria. This can be done by deriving criteria of the true university by examining the mission and the functions of the university.

Considering this aspect, the circumstance that such specialized higher education institutions (as “language university”, “mining university”, “university for physical education”, “university of management” etc.) proliferate raises some questions, these having obviously nothing to do with the comprehensive universality of knowledge specific to the university institution. The pure proliferation of too many small (in some contexts) universities in the last decade and a half, focused exclusively on education, also raises questions. Some of the functions of the true university – competitive scientific research, competitive higher education, specialized community services, a forum for critical analysis of situations and the public commitment to democratic values – are not followed, and even less fulfilled in many cases
.


Already through their mission and explicitly through their functions, universities embody values, function based on certain values and promote values within society. In fact, universities embody values, but they remain competitive institutions (in forming specialists and knowledge renewal), so that they never let themselves be reduced to only one value, no matter which value that is (therefore neither to academic freedom and university autonomy, nor to equity, for instance, no matter how indispensable any of these values is). The values of higher education are multiple and they have to be assumed together.

4. The presence and effectiveness of values
Where do values intervene in the organization and functioning of a university?


As any other institution or system in the differentiated societies of the modern world, the choice of values is inevitable within a university. Eventually, wouldn’t a value-based (let’s say “truth” or “efficiency”) university or system engage an option regarding the other values (for instance, “freedom” or “equality”), in fact the hierarchy of values? Doesn’t the promotion of certain values (for example, “equity”) involve an option related to competitive values (for instance, “efficiency”)? One may say that, even tacitly, a university or a system of higher education, no matter how rigorously organized they might be, from the legal, administrative or technical point of view, request values and imply options among values. Values are unique, in a precise meaning. Therefore, the practical problem is not that of the existence of values within universities as institutions and within the systems of higher education, as this existence is certain and does not constitute a topic of discussion. The problem is another one: having in view the mission and functions of the university and of the higher education system, what values does a university have to assume?


Universities represent competitive institutions in the professional formation and education of one’s personality, scientific research and community services, promotion of knowledge and a highly intellectual approach, the function of which is based on rules (legislation, internal regulation, strategies, operational planning etc.). Any institution functions according to some rules. Is the reference only to its own rules enough for the institution to function according to them? Or to function with competitive achievements? The answer is “no” because, in fact, anywhere in the world, in the case of any institution, not only does the implementation of rules depend on the values assumed by those involved, but those values open the horizon where the rules themselves are applied. Values represent conditions for the possibility and efficiency of rules.


We would like to debate this assertion by an analogy with the inspiring argumentation of the need for the functioning of democracy to be nurtured by cultural ideals
. The ideals intervene in the rules of democracy at two decisive moments. First of all, ideals intervene in the genesis itself of the rules (“il ne faut pas oublier que de grandes luttes pour des idéaux ont produit ces règles”) and, afterwards, they intervene when rules are applied (rules cannot become common laws without having the individuals animated by the ideals that made rules possible). In the case of democracy, one may speak of ideals such as tolerance, non-violence, gradual modernization of the society, fraternity, which have turned the rules of democracy into reality and support their implementation.


In their turn, universities function based on certain ideals, which also intervene at least at two points: in the genesis of rules and in the support of their implementation. For instance, the rules of the seminar have been possible only under the condition of assuming the ideal of the cooperative pursuit of the truth, and the rules for the knowledge exam cannot be successfully implemented unless all the persons involved are guided by the ideal of knowledge expansion and of the maximization of their own competences. And examples can go on. The university has emerged and optimally functions only under circumstances in which those who bring it to life are animated by certain ideals.


The reverse relation is also valid. Values represent a condition for the possibility of the rules, but values themselves can only be promoted under the conditions of certain adequate rules. Let us take as an example the current debate on equity related to the access to universities. It is well known that the university is an institution open to any citizen that accomplishes certain requirements as to the amount of knowledge and skills they possess. The social achievement of an academic system consists exactly in being accessible to social categories as diverse and wide as possible of the population in the society. In fact, each person must have the chance to attend courses of higher education according to his/her personal life project. In other words, equity represents the founding value of the university. But this value does not actually become real if the system of higher education is in such a way differentiated that those persons with uncompetitive incomes occupy most of the places in permissive universities that lack achievements. Equity does not allow its separation from quality, so that university practices affect it from this point of view as well.


Values condition the obtaining of achievements within institutions. For instance, if one takes into consideration the preliminary situation of activities, what we call “good work”, then one may say that professional skills and abilities, which imply scientific knowledge, are definitely of crucial importance. Are these skills and abilities, as well as the scientific knowledge that upholds them, enough in order to obtain “good work”? In fact, there is always a difference between “being member of a profession” and “acting like a professional”, and for many reasons “the individual must be able to step back from daily life and to conceptualize the nature of work and the nature of community”
. Current pedagogies confirm, once again, that “science can never constitute a sufficient education” and that “science – even with engineering, technology and mathematics thrown in – is not the only, and not even the only important, are of knowledge... Other vast areas of understanding – the social sciences, the humanities, civics, civility, ethics, health, safety, training of one's body – deserve their day in the sun, and, equally, their hours in the curriculum”
. Achievements, therefore beginning with “good work”, depend not only on professionalism, but also on the action of those involved, just like the professionals.


However, one may eventually ask the question: why is there in fact a need for the society to recognize certain values for higher education, such as academic freedom and university autonomy, which top the list of university values? Obviously, invoking tradition does not represent a decisive argument anymore. On the other hand, the two above-mentioned values cannot be directly derived from the pluralism recognized by modern constitutions, for academic freedom and university autonomy, rigorously understood, are indissolubly connected (maybe even organically extended!) to the social responsibility for achievements. Certainly, tradition is very important for the oldest European institution (after the Church), and the pluralism of approaches and political forces in democratic societies is the favorable environment for academic freedom and university autonomy. Society recognizes these values, or, at least, has to recognize them, because in their absence achievements cannot be reached: any type of creation, innovation in knowledge, in technological development, organization of an education capable of connecting the present to the future are being ensured in a society by acknowledging academic freedom and university autonomy. These values are not instrumental, but they are set up by observing the achievements that make them possible. They do not represent a sufficient condition, but they remain the condition necessary for long-lasting achievements.


Values are a necessary condition not only for the productive functioning of systems (political, legal, economic etc.), but also for the productive exercise of leading positions. The way in which this exercise is made allows us to make a distinction between the boss (one who acquires authority only in the name of his/her appointment or election), the manager (one who gains authority based on the ability to lead a system in order to reach an established achievement) and the leader (one who has authority due to his/her ability to establish goals, which have to be reached by the system, and alternatives to direction and action)
. The issue of values appears in each person’s case, and the research carried out during the last years, dedicated to the management of institutions, has signaled phenomena such as “the impoverishment of emotionality”, “the isolation among people”, “the attempt to become noticed at any cost”, “the unproductive waste of energies”, “the wrong evaluation of the limits of one’s own power”, “the internalization of the pressures around until the paralysis of the will”, “arbitrary decision”, personality problems under different forms. The observation that the only constant in an individual’s life is self-awareness, exposed to a constructive change
, is available in all cases. And this “self-awareness“ marks the behavior of any person, even though the communities and systems that surround his/her life are present in the anonymous structures of his/her own living. On the other hand, the more “self-awareness” communicates with the acquired knowledge, is willing to be informed by culture, makes the synthesis of the data and engages with its entire being, the more a person can examine more profoundly whether the reality given by experience is the one he/she wants and whether his/her own approach has alternatives or not. It has been rightfully said that, on the conception level, the individual has the experience of his/her sincerity
 exactly in philosophy. This statement is valid, in fact, in relation to the culture acquired by that person.


It is within the limits of these representations of the university ( the university as a formative institution; the university as a scientific research center; the university as a source of technological innovation; the university as a public instance in critical investigation; the university as a place for commitment to civil rights, social justice and reforms ( that we are moving today when trying to establish the social and civic responsibilities of the university. These are the inevitable representations since they express the characteristics of an institution coming from the past, which strives to configure the future, an institution facing history by periodically re-examining its background and its assumptions. Social and civic responsibilities result exactly from the mission and functions of the academic institution.


Today European universities are confronted with “challenges” specific to the new century: “extending education” by “continuing education”, “massification of traditional academic training” and increasing the importance of postgraduate studies, “globalization of the qualification market”, internationalization of training, multiplication of higher education providers, setting up a comprehensive electronic world library, expansion of the long distance higher education system, profiling of “constructive learning”, transition from the formation of “individuals” to the formation of “persons”
. And in a society that has entered a financial and economic crisis, there are other “challenges” that are added to the above-mentioned “challenges”, i.e. the challenge of “ensuring an institution’s own sustainability”, of articulating new knowledge and identifying the means to overcome the “crisis existing in the late modernity”, of facing “the risks existing in the globalized society”.


Impressive phrases – “the demise of metanarratives”, “the dictatorship of relativism” “the emergence of a multicultural and intercultural society”, “pay or decay”, “the imperative to develop cutting edge research” “the emergence of green economy”, “toxic loans and toxic developments”, “the hour of nooethics, besides ecoethics and bioethics”, “the crisis of the existing development model”, “the mission of the university is to transcend any narrow utility”, “the competition of the universities” etc. – signal changes in the higher education environment. They represent a clue to the need for changes in the academic organization.


The dilemmas confessed, in the last decade, by universities themselves are pressing: should they continue the tradition or should they reorganize? Should they continue classicism or should they embrace functionalism? Should they promote the humanities and reflexive sciences or should they orientate towards technologies? Should they be selective or should they transform into mass-universities? Scientific research or education? Elitism or accessibility? Equity or competitiveness? Academic specialization or comprehensive specialization? Financing only from public resources or multiplication of the financing resources? Tuition or tuition-free studies? Transparency of activities or concern for competition? Formation for a wide domain or skills creation? Efficiency or achievement? Preparing graduates capable of doing or persons capable of acting? Forming visions or forming competences? Matching education systems or preserving diversity? Internationalization or endogamy? The decisions taken by university administrations are confronted nowadays with these dilemmas.


Solving the above-mentioned dilemmas does not mean that risks do not appear. For several years now, the perceptible risks for higher education institutions are: under-funding; losing the competitions of the globalization era; migration of its own specialists; dependence on private financers; unemployment of graduates; changes on the labor market; political extremism in some contexts and several others. Some of those risks started to grow deeper during the crisis that began in 2008.

One may say that the educational profile of the university must be clarified and, in some cases, radically redesigned. One may notice that the development of civic skills (the ability to systematically formulate and test hypotheses, to argue, to comprehensively approach an issue, to take up civic initiatives) has to become an important priority. On the other hand, one cannot provide competitive training without foreign languages and without participating, with original projects, in the innovation process. The existing teaching methodology and pedagogy must be reconstructed, book reading should be revived, and formation must accompany professional training.

In its turn, the cultural profile of universities has to be questioned nowadays. Students need to be trained so that, at the end of the very first cycle, they possess the abilities, skills and competences enabling them to embrace and solve concrete problems. Their training must be oriented towards the concrete demands of technology, economy, administration, and culture. The universities can reach a high level of performance by building upon their students’ training in the solving of concrete problems, upon their knowledge of the technical, economic and administrative environment and upon a certain institutional culture. Entrepreneurial training has become part of general education. A university graduate gains in competitiveness if he/she is an entrepreneur as well as an executor, if he/she is willing and capable of assuming not only concrete professional responsibilities, but also institutional and public ones too. A withdrawal into individualism, be it that of one’s profession, is no longer productive.

In the last decades, many academics and students have made confusion between the study of social sciences and the ideological indoctrination, and ended up virtually eliminating these sciences from their curriculum. It is also true that most of those who taught such disciplines were not prepared enough for today’s social sciences. However, the study of sociology, philosophy, argumentation, management, political organization is essential for students, and universities’ curricula should be organized properly
. The social sciences that need to be cultivated are radically different from those we used to have prior to the historical changes in the world, and the professors called upon to teach them are different. Above all, however, a competitive university is that where the students can integrate their specialized knowledge into a conception that enables them to systematically approach the problems, to formulate hypotheses and put them to the test, to examine conflicting points of view and to argue their opinions, to bring in new perspectives and solutions.


In a society undergoing globalization and, at the same time, differentiation from many points of view, social integration and cohesion have become issues belonging to education. Social cohesion cannot be attained in democracy without approaching compulsory education and its duration, confidence in the democratic institutions, equality of education opportunities, education quality, the capacity of bringing up the young generation to become mature citizens, learning how to learn. No institution is more appropriate and ready to assume the issue of social cohesion in the context of today’s complex societies than the university. Now the mission of finding the means for integration and social cohesion in complex societies belongs to the university in its capacity as defender of the Raison (Vernunft) in the variable contexts of life.

University training, apart from being organized on at least three levels (bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral), is also being radically restructured on the paradigm of lifelong learning. The traditional assumption whereby what we learn in college and faculty is quite enough for the rest of our life has been proven wrong. A qualified university graduate is not one who only gets good marks and wins contests, but rather one who can learn and redefine his training. At any rate, the university can achieve a competitive level of performance only by developing learning skills and by opening and maintaining a climate of constant innovation.

The capacity of a university is properly measured by the extent to which it develops the ability to critically examine one’s own institutional and general culture. “Critical reasoning” and “critical argumentation” are indispensable components of a curriculum nowadays. On the other hand, the history of the last decades has also turned multiculturalism and interculturalism into important pillars of intellectual relevance, multiculturalism having new sources nowadays. Besides the historical multiculturalism – the situation in which, on the same territory and as a consequence of history, the different cultures or different ethnic or religious communities coexist – we have today a multiculturalism of migration – the situation in which, on the same territory and as a consequence of the immigration, different cultures with different origins meet – and a multiculturalism of restructuring – the situation in which, in the area covered by an institution or a company, the different cultures, relative to different professions, generations, genders etc. meet. Against the multiculturalism we encounter in the era of globalization, the interculturality and the intercultural education become a task. Universities are related to the cultivation and the promotion of outlooks on the human, social and cosmic world, but these very outlooks are grounded in a critical examination of traditions, in learning from better experiences and in a constant pondering upon the consequences of various visions.

5. The vision of the international documents

Which is the point of view of the international documents as to the values of the existing universities? It is instructive to observe this vision and reflect upon what has to be done nowadays.


We would like to begin by making three observations regarding some major European documents.

One may see that Magna Charta Universitatum (1988) made the turn towards the reassuming of the classical understanding of the university, away from the positive or functionalist reductions typical of industrial societies, under changed conditions. The well-known document, adopted in Bologna, during the celebration of the oldest university in Europe, reassumed the concept of the university as “a center for culture, knowledge and research” and emphasized the autonomy of the university in relation to the political, economic and ideological powers existing in a society: “the freedom in research, industry and formation, as fundamental principle of the academic life, must be guaranteed and promoted by public powers and by universities”
. Magna Charta Universitatum considered the values of academic freedom and university autonomy to be the principles for the organization and functioning of a university.


Furthermore, one may see that the European academic documents have reassessed the option for a value-based university. The Sorbonne Declaration (1998) demanded “to encourage a common frame of reference, aimed at improving external recognition and facilitate student mobility as well as employability” and indicated major actions on this direction (reorganization of higher education studies on two cycles, using the ECTS, enlargement of the communicative competence in foreign languages, recognition of qualifications, encouragement to mobility), on the background of the respect for the diversity of higher education systems existing in European countries. After reminding that “Europe is not only that of the Euro, of the banks and the economy: it must be a Europe of knowledge as well”, the Sorbonne Declaration also mentions that “we must strengthen and build upon the intellectual, cultural, social and technical dimensions of our continent. These have to a large extent been shaped by its universities, which continue to play a pivotal role for their development”
.


Finally, one may also notice the Bologna Declaration (1999) reaffirmed that the “Universities’ independence and autonomy ensure that higher education and research systems continuously adapt to changing needs, society’s demands and advances in scientific knowledge”. Autonomy and responsibility for achievements are values that presuppose one another in the era of globalization, where the need for the increase of the universities’ competitiveness has entered the current agenda. “The European system of higher education” – the institutional construction of which started with the Bologna Declaration – is developed by assuming that “the vitality and efficiency of any civilization can be measured by the appeal that its culture has for other countries. We need to ensure that the European higher education system acquires a world-wide degree of attraction equal to our extraordinary cultural and scientific traditions”
.


Moreover, it is also worth taking into consideration the documents adopted in other parts of the world, devoted to the universities’ will to assume certain values, which bring significant emphases.


In the Report of the Asia-Pacific conference, in Macao (2008), attention was drawn to the “ways in which higher education is responding to a changing world: as an engine or driver of change; as a means of meeting present and future employment needs; and as a promoter of, or contributor to, socio-economic growth” and mention was made of the variety of situations in different countries: in some countries the emphasis was on the ”development of individual and societal values, attitudes and beliefs that higher education encourages”, in other countries “the emphasis is entirely on the economic/development prevision role of higher education, rather than on the development of other aspects of society”. The Report saw “higher education as a central pillar of democracy and society”, emphasized that “the recognition of the value of social commitment is emerging”, and drew the conclusion that “there is a considerable emphasis in the region on curricular development, environmental and sustainable development, peace building, human rights and citizenship”.


In the Declaration of the Latin American and Caribbean conference, in Cartagena de Indias (2008), the emphasis was laid on the indispensable contribution of higher education to the “social progress, the generation of wealth, the strengthening of cultural identities, social cohesion, the struggle against poverty and hunger, the prevention of climate change and the energy crisis, as well as for fostering the culture of peace”. On the other hand, “higher education is a human right and a social public good”. The Declaration showed that “the responses of higher education to society’s demands must be based on the university community’s critical and rigorous intellectual ability in defining its objectives and assuming its objectives and assuming its commitments”. Universities were asked to engage in the democratization and modernization of the respective countries. “Autonomy involves social commitment, and both must go hand in hand”. The Declaration proposed to reverse the tendency of transforming the academic life into a market in favor of the conception of higher education as “public good”. And within this conception “we emphasize and defend the humanistic character of higher education. It should therefore be oriented toward the comprehensive training of persons, citizens, and professional able to approach with ethical, social, and environmental responsibility the multiple challenge involved in endogenous development and in the integration of our countries, and who can actively, critically, and constructively participate in society”.


It is obvious that the Report and the Declaration are decisively oriented towards the university’s assumption of responsibility before a changing world and before the evolution of the society, respectively. Both documents connect the acknowledged autonomy of the university to responsibility, in an indissoluble unity: the university’s autonomy and social responsibility assume one another. From this point of view, the approach that has been prevalent during the last decades, oriented towards deregulatory and even anti-regulatory measures, should be overcome and integrated into a more comprehensive one.


In any case, beyond recent declarations, one may notice the actual relevance of the resolution given by the World Conference on Higher Education (1998), which considered higher education “as a key factor for the cultural, social and economic development of nations and people, as an endogenous capacity builder, as a promoter of human rights, sustainable development, international intellectual solidarity, democracy, peace and justice”. According to this perspective, the university has a mission and multiple functions, and putting its own values to work – institutional autonomy, academic freedom, promoting the truth, social responsibility, liberty and justice, integrity, argumentative cooperation, critical reasoning, capacity to transcend context, creativity – represents a condition for institutional, social and human development. Higher education does not rely on a single value, but on multiple values, which are not automatically convergent and should be correlated, assumed together.


The important Déclaration de Bucarest sur les valeurs et les principes éthiques de l’enseignement supérieur dans la Région Europe, adopted by the regional conference, organized by CEPES-UNESCO (2004), has convincingly highlighted that “les valeurs et les standards éthiques qu’elles épousent auront non seulement une influence essentielle sur le développement académique, culturel et politique de leurs universitaires, étudiants et employés, mais serviront aussi à tracer les contours moraux de la société en général. En tant que telles, elles doivent accepter une responsabilité explicite et entreprendre des actions afin de promouvoir des standards éthiques aussi élevés que possible. Il ne suffit pas d’épouser de hauts standards éthiques au niveau rhétorique. Il est essentiel que ces standards soient respectés et appliqués dans tous les domaines de travail des institutions – et non seulement à travers leurs programs d’enseignement et de recherche, mais aussi en termes de gouvernance et de gestion internes et d’engagement avec les décideurs externs” and underlined the importance of the ethos, culture and academic community, of integrity in governance, academic management and in scientific research.

6. Current issues and alternatives
Which are the crucial problems that have to be solved today? Which are the major decisional alternatives, in relation to the values, which current universities face? Let us dwell upon some of them that are on the agenda of higher education today.


The systems of higher education have spread everywhere, especially during the last three decades. The setting up of institutions of higher education in different countries continues today as well. Not only have these systems enlarged, but they have also diversified: as to the relationship between public and private, the distinction between higher education institutions (Hochschulen) and universities as such, following the scission of certain comprehensive universities, and others. Specialized universities (“mining university”, “university of language”, “technical university” etc.) have been promoted and they are set to compete with comprehensive universities that are certainly consecrated. The problem that appeared was the delimitation between universities (i.e. institutions that still embody the original idea of reuniting different specializations or sciences under the umbrella of a common program and common concept for the promotion of knowledge) and other institutions of higher education, indisputably very useful, some of them having a predominantly vocational character. For the moment, the problem can be solved (or, better said, can be disguised?!) among the rankings produced. Can, however, instruments and organizations nowadays ensure the issue concerning the clarification of the belonging to higher education? The problem is not pressing, but its solution cannot be continuously postponed.


University autonomy has gained recognition in most national legislations, and universities benefit from freedom in establishing their leadership and the major orientations in education and research. Meanwhile, in current societies, new concentrations of economic, political and media-related power are produced, and the decisions of academic policy are conditioned by them to a larger extent. For instance, specializations and the academic scientific research depend, not only financially but in other aspects as well, on forces from outside the university. The problem that appears now is that of promoting university autonomy – which remains a prerequisite for academic achievements – in an economic, administrative and media-related environment, which is rather oriented towards institution determination than towards encouraging autonomy. Nowadays, neither the parochial exercise of the autonomy nor the mere adaptation to contexts yields results, while a new solution has become indispensable.


Public universities are financed from different sources more and more, and the share of their own resources increases in many countries. The universities financed only from budget allowances are rarer and rarer. In fact, “by 1970, institutional revenues were far more diverse than a century earlier, and observers were noting the advantages of variety… The financial complexity of the enterprise is greater than ever. Economic downturn and political change have squeezed revenues from governments… Students acceptance of rising prices has somewhat offset this trend, but not entirely, and legislators and the public resist sustained, significant rises. Making matters worse, labor, construction, plant maintenance and health-care costs have risen dramatically, lessening the likelihood of significant overall cost containment”
. Under these circumstances, many universities carry out activities that are somewhat non-traditional, such as the attraction of a larger number of students that pay fees, community services etc. These activities increase the impact of universities in society, but they affect the quality of the studies and the relevance of their own scientific research, due to the diminution of the financing from the state or communities’ budget. This does not diminish under any circumstances the need to defend and promote the core values of the university in an environment that claims at least flexibility, competence and initiative.


We are definitely experiencing nowadays the massification of higher education. In all countries, the number of students in higher education is constantly increasing, and the generations considered being older start to go back to school. The professional validity of academic diplomas is no longer unlimited, as it once was, but starts to become limited. However, in many universities, the rapid increase in the number of students has found academic administrations to be insufficiently prepared, so that we can already perceive a crisis of highly qualified professors. On the other hand, the increase in the number of students, the passage from distance learning to e-learning, the evolution towards a “virtual university” have claimed the development of adequate pedagogy and methodology. “Quality assurance” systems have been implemented in universities. One of the problems that becomes more severe today is the protection of the study quality and the competitiveness of academic scientific research, however without installing a new bureaucracy – the bureaucracy of the quality evaluators.


Imperceptibly, universities have entered the competition for the recruitment of competitive professors, student attraction, accession of research grants, obtaining financial resources. Academic solidarity is no longer the only one in the field. The universities’ offers compete on the markets, and the seriousness of exams and the fields covered by the diplomas start to be questioned. The malpractices (corruption of exams, diploma commercialization, forms of harassment, nepotism etc.) have become, in the meantime, the subject of public debate. The famous academic collegiality and the praised academic ethics are subjected to unprecedented pressures. Avoiding the mercantilism of the services provided by universities, under the conditions set by the competitions on globalised markets, becomes a main preoccupation and requires explicit and elaborated policies.


Some time ago, faculties and chairs were organized according to the accepted division of sciences. Cognitive criteria ordered the inner organization of the universities. Kant could still rightfully invoke such criteria in the famous work Der Streit der Fakultäten (1794). Meanwhile, faculties and departments are organized according to contextual needs and administrative criteria. Departments and academic specializations follow, in their turn, the market oscillations. Under these circumstances, academic organization, studies and research lose their former transparency for one who wants to understand. More and more they become consequences of the actions of the forces existing on the market, in administration, in the accreditation bodies, which are merging into a factor that transforms the university into an appendix of administrative systems. On the other hand, the division of sciences has become confusing, while the understanding of science has become disputable or has even decreased. While the opportunity itself of world understanding is diminishing, perplexity becomes the attitude that gains ground among specialists before the developments around us. However, perplexity does not solve any kind of problems, not even the problems of the universities and claims to be overcome.


Under the pressure set to adapt to the requirements of the market and to the demands of the administrations that sponsor universities, the curricula become rather instrumental: they follows less a paideic project and more a prescribed practical purpose. The dominating orientation within the systems of higher education is nowadays rather towards professional formation than towards education, towards skills creation than towards the formation of a personality, rather towards the formation of abilities than towards the formation of a conception. Therefore, already through the curricula there has been “programmed” such a formation of the new generations of specialists where values have often been put aside.

Already from the above-mentioned statements, one can notice how widespread the presence of options is among the values in the alternatives that lie before the current universities and how vast the impact of the reflection upon the values of the university really is. We will not get here into axiological details of the alternatives faced by present universities. They were presented, not long ago, in the reflections devoted to the “ideological conflict”
 (Lacapra) and can be seen in the reflections upon the future of the university
. We are going to refer to only seven present problems, the solving of which has widespread effects that can be found in the public debate: academic freedom and university autonomy; unity of disciplines; knowledge use; democracy support; the need to complement the “knowledge society” with the “wisdom society”; the need to complement knowledge with elaborated visions. Afterwards, I will be briefly addressing long-term issues: the need to go back to education (Bildung); the overcoming of relativism; the professor’s integrity; the problem of the action’s beginning.


According to those who created the Humboldtian university, knowledge can only be obtained if the members of the university community enjoy freedom and autonomy. The university professor is the one that sets forth his or her issues, his or her method and formulates the results of his or her investigations. The professor is the one that autonomously decides on the organization and content of the courses, the seminars and practical work. The university community is the one that autonomously decides on the organization and content of study and research programs. The relationship between performance and academic freedom was rightly reaffirmed in the Magna Charta Universitatum (1988) and thus transmitted to our generation. Universities are conditioned in their very existence on academic freedom and autonomy. If these are harmed, the status of an institution changes, or, at least, is affected. This impact is direct under dictatorship, but it can be indirect as well, through politicization (from “political correctness” to the “politicization of the university disciplines”), through the control of paymasters on the academic activity (“corporatization”), through technocratic organizations of the university (“managerialism”) and through the legal restriction of constitutional provisions on university autonomy.

Academic freedom and university autonomy depend on their understanding and practice. The practical challenge is that not only does the harming of university freedom and autonomy represent a problem, but so does the lack of performance that can be hiding behind it. One can easily notice, for instance, the quality of the trivial scientific research in the annual reports of some professors, chairs and universities. There are also other examples of university pathology hidden behind a misuse of university autonomy: the closure of some universities in the face of incoming staff from outside a favored circle; the promotion of dignitaries in public office to professorships: the defense of evident corruption in the name of academic solidarity; nepotism. The absence – but also the misuse – of academic freedom and university autonomy makes the functioning of the university difficult.

As the list of academic specializations has been increasing, just like the competition on the market of academic specializations, the monolithic university of the past has become obsolete. In the course of time, sciences became re-divided among various faculties, applied sciences made their way into the universities, social sciences left behind the 19th century hermeneutics, and many new sciences (computer science, management, marketing, communications, public administration, business, etc.) entered the arena. But, in recent decades, many faculties and departments are being created without concern for the unity of the university, for reasons pertaining to labor market demand or for administrative reasons. These faculties and departments defend their “specificity” and autonomy, so in fact the university has gradually become a multiversity. As a consequence, the traditional university structured into the four famous faculties can no longer be a model to be followed, and it would be naive to consider it so. The unity ensured by an a priori vision shared by all faculties is no longer tangible, since scientists themselves try to articulate alternative outlooks. We are confronted with various university structures – comprehensive, technical, mixed, assembled schools etc. – and the market will continue to enhance the internal differences within universities. The unity of academic studies – always necessary and a prerequisite for competitiveness and performance – must be reshaped at least in terms of a shared vision and quality performance. The university is a true university as long as it presents a unity of faculties and specializations, but this unity lies now beyond the current pluriversities, in the new territory of shared visions in fundamental issues and of the efforts for competitive quality. The new tendencies in the direction of flexible training, of learning how to learn, of a training aimed at a changing labor market, come as yet another stimulus to strengthen the already weakened unity of the university.

Many academics entertain the illusion that knowledge and its use are one and the same, and that ethical issues end once knowledge is produced: Max Weber's axiological neutrality of the knowledge postulate continues to hold true. Actually, the very production of knowledge, even at the initial level of formulating questions is inevitably conditioned by interests and by values. The immanence of values in the process of knowledge is behind doubt. It is not a reason for pessimism, but a supplementary reason for increasing reflexivity and assuming responsibility. Reflexivity is needed and responsibility is crucial.

However, let us remain in the field of knowledge use. An academic, as a scientific researcher, possesses some data that, owing to the prestige bestowed on him or her through an institution, has social impact. We do not refer here to the troubling issues related to the genetic code interventions, or to the energies that can be set in motion thanks to contemporary physics. We are also referring to the social sciences and especially to the case of sociology and psychology, as a potential manipulation of information about man and society. 

Democracy involves competition, and democratic competition is supported by information, which requires certain competences. We will mention here an ethical issue for sociologists, namely duty in the service of various power groups. We want to highlight as well the more serious ethical issue of handling the data itself with a manipulative purpose. Considering that the emerging democracies – in which the obsession of collecting votes surpasses the care for the pluralism of approaches, in which democracy is understood more as an instrument of confirming leaders than as a source for better solutions, and in which money is to be made by manipulating and twisting facts – the preoccupation of some academics for manipulation has become a public issue, in many countries.


Recently, a remarkable physicist reminded us that, due to several factors – the competition in research, the pressure from the society to transfer scientific knowledge, the search for funds, the unstable work situation – the new generations in universities engage in more factual research, finding solutions for problems in the short term, without committing themselves to far-reaching projects. We may add that this is the situation not only in the field of scientific research, but it is connected to a more comprehensive orientation of culture in late modernity towards facts, immediate, customs, and to the indisposition towards what lies at the origin of the fact, of the immediate, of the custom, which implies a reduction in the appetite for theories, systems or projects. In the ‘80s, Habermas identified as one of the consequences of this orientation the apparent “exhaustion of the Utopian energies (Erschöpfung der utopischen Energien)”
. The dominant direction in today’s culture is that of exploiting what is given, rather than asking and imagining what is possible. Moreover, a “negative futurism” is developed: let’s leave things the way they are, otherwise there may be trouble!


Anyway, the physicist we have quoted, after having analyzed the application, salutary of course, of the Bologna Declaration (1999), draws this conclusion: the challenge of the European society today is to go beyond ‘the knowledge society’, and to evolve into what could be called a ‘wisdom society’. “«Knowledge» is a conscious use of information; «wisdom» means choosing one’s behavior based on knowledge and shared values, in order to enhance the well-being of all, and the awareness that personal actions have social consequences”
.


Indeed, this is an effective and pressing problem – to put in motion visions capable of enlightening people about their own responsibility. We believe the refined physicist is too optimistic when he speaks about the “restoration of some medieval values – the quest for truth, the unity of knowledge, the openness to the unknown and to other cultures”, as simple “restoration” has grown improbable for reasons of complexity of the late modern society. Still, the author we have mentioned is right when he considers that today’s universities have the responsibility of setting a larger and greater goal than producing and imparting knowledge: the elaboration of visions that comprise wisdom.


We may transform these observations into practical considerations, by dwelling on what analyses from the last decade have contributed to more and more: the visionary leadership. It has become clear that we have to distinguish different types of exercising leadership and to evaluate those who lead not only according to the denotations of terms like ”boss”, ”manager” or ”leader”, but also by considering the different types of leaders. We are going to resume the conclusion drawn by one piece of research
, which has the advantage of distinguishing, in a fertile heuristic manner, between the different types of academic leaders. By surveying leaders of institutions of higher education, the above-mentioned research distinguishes among the following types: “the Net Carter”, “the Focused Visionary”, “the Focused Performer”, “the Prioritizer”, “the Dreamer”, “the Implementer”, “the Maintainer”, and they argue in favor of another type of leader – “the Integrator”. The latter “effectively integrates vision, focus and implementation”, as he/she is “the truly visionary, strategic and transformational leader”. The other types may be appropriate at a certain moment in the evolution of a university, but they remain incomplete: “the Net Carter” has no focus; “the Focus Visionary” does not have the expertise of the situations; “the Focused Performer” has no vision; “the Prioritizer” does not have the abilities to implement options; “the Dreamer” does not have the necessary discipline; “the Implementer” cannot justify his/her vision; “the Maintainer” has neither vision nor expertise or the essential commitment to implement projects. Nowadays there is a pressing need for the intellectual, moral and actional “Integrator”.


Since some countries tried to establish which universities were more attractive and why, and especially after the authorities in China wanted to establish the agenda for the higher education reforms, by observing which universities were the most competitive as to scientific research, the concern for the universities’ hierarchy grew stronger. There is virtually no academic reunion where the topic of rankings is absent. And the existing rankings are used in order to bring universities, traditions, and situations into one perspective or another. There has been reached, however, the instrumentalization of rankings, even though, since the beginning, it has been very clear that they depended on the criteria used, that a rigorous methodology for the classification of universities has not yet been created. Under these circumstances, two extreme attitudes have been detected: all values are being denied to rankings or the existing rankings are being considered as truth.


It is predictable that rankings are still going to have an important position being related to the media society of our days and, especially, to the commercial interests inevitably existing in higher education. Rankings cannot be avoided, but their elaboration has to become reflexive. The most fertile basis to obtain rankings that are publicly trustworthy is to take into consideration the university’s values, synthesized in its mission and functions. From the very moment we assume that university is literally a formative institution that shares and expands knowledge, a center for competitive scientific research, a source of technological innovation, a forum for critical analysis of the situations, a place to engage civil rights, social justice and reforms; we possess the indispensable criteria for the universities’ hierarchy. We therefore get to measuring the universities’ isolated actions (personalities invoked in their museums, publications; the concern for those who visit them etc.) and to presenting these measurements as evaluations of the entire institutions. In fact, an institution’s visibility does not represent the equivalent for value, and the caliber cannot be established without taking into consideration the various values the university embodies and promotes, and, at the same time, the problems the university has to solve in the context in which it operates. Anyway, in relation to the stage in which their elaboration is, rankings represent useful working instruments for different actions of the universities, but they cannot be considered conclusive evaluations, except in trivial cases, when records are obtained in other ways as well.


The purpose of academic formation has been, from the beginning, to transform individuals into gentlemen (as it was stated at the beginning of the history of the American colleges) or, in simpler terms, “to form personality (die Bildung der Persönlichkeit)”. In the meantime, things have changes, so that nowadays the aim of education is reduced to the formation of abilities and skills, the most ambitious aim remaining the development of “critical thinking”. The famous “Bildung” has become over time a mere “Ausbildung” in vocational purposes. This evolution cannot be blamed for the mission and function themselves of the university, which remain to form qualified staff to apply knowledge. Therefore, it is too harsh to blame this evolution, as a passage from “Bildung” to “Halbbildung” and then to “Unbildung”
. By saying this, we do not have the justification to ignore the need to assume the formation of the personality in the term “Bildung” as an academic program, within the present diversification of the levels of university qualification. As it is related to the very mission of the university to always confront its actions to this high aim of forming personalities as a clue to its own caliber, and one who remains faithful to the values of the university explicitly assumes that aim.


Meanwhile, from many directions there come pressures for the internationalization of higher education. On the other hand, after World War II, “the national university” has been continuously eroded. The European Unification resulting from the Treaty of Rome (1957), the impact of the American academic experiences, globalization, and the multiplication of higher education providers are at the origin of this change. The internationalization of universities, understood as a process of integrating the solutions coming from different countries, reaches all dimensions resulting from the exercise of the universities’ functions: education, learning, scientific research, formation of new researchers and of those who apply knowledge, technological innovation, community services, exercising criticism within society, civil commitment. A large number of solutions adopted by universities – for example, the structure of the curriculum, the establishment of specializations, methods of computer-assisted learning, criteria to evaluate research, centers for technological transfer etc. – are rather the result of the universities’ network. The local, regional or national originalities survive only if they allow for achievements according to certain internationalized standards.


The internationalization movement, which is, on the other hand, inevitable, yields results in the era of globalization only if at least two prerequisites are met. The first condition is that, along with the internationalization, the university cannot alienate the educational purpose itself, i.e. “formation of personalities (die Bildung der Persönlichkeiten)”. The second condition is the connection of the institution’s functions to the historical context of the given society. Above all, we have to take into consideration the fact that internationalization and globalization are not one and the same thing, and the fact that the era of globalization requires each one of us to ensure the reassuming of problems and original solutions, sustainable and competitive, which result from contexts determined by life.


Modern society is being continuously differentiated; this differentiation also affects education, and especially universities, and within the university there are differentiations as well. It is common knowledge that seldom do the views of the students, administration, teaching staff, academic leadership, and of the sponsor of a university converge. Similar to other situations in social life, the different points of view invoke factual arguments, so that each of them seems to be valid, and relativism seems to be inevitable. In many places of higher education, the acknowledgement of diversity is taken for the final word of wisdom. Certainly, the issue of diversity does not concern this situation: it is rather related to records, and the tendency of the modern society is to continuously differentiate, with all its implications. The problem is another one and has two levels. The first level is that of reassuming the mere truth that only when and if it establishes itself, beyond all differentiations, as a living acting unit, can an entity like an institution lead to long-lasting achievements. One cannot successfully act without overcoming relativism, even tacitly
. To elaborate trans-differentiating, integrative and non-relativistic points of view – and with this we pass on to the second level – is not only a pragmatic imperative, related to the conditions under which universities operate nowadays, but also a function of the university: that of offering, critically when necessary, the image of the historical situations and the best alternatives to evolution. The current “dictatorship of relativism” is the major present-day intellectual challenge regarding values, one against which universities are asked to measure themselves.


Higher education provides academic freedom and university autonomy and is not productive without these values. They are legitimated together with the individual and social responsibility for the results of the activity. The higher education institutions conceive, more and more during the last decade, measures (financial incentives, criteria of personnel selection etc) to motivate and give a sense of responsibility to every professor. Providing teaching staff of the highest qualification determines, anywhere in the world, the success of higher education. Not long ago, in the U.S.A., it was said that “if the American university is to survive and prosper in the years ahead, we must embrace change and explore new ways of recruiting and retaining high-quality faculty. We must develop better models for analyzing the academic labor market, and must address serious policy issues related to recruitment, retention, and retirement. But at every step of the process we must ensure that we remain true to our three-part mission (teaching, research and practical service to our citizens) and to the pursuit of excellence”
. We acknowledge the fact that this reflection is practically valid everywhere.

Within the academic realities of our time, we also encounter not only successful outcomes, but also numerous “pathologies of the academic freedom”: the access to the teaching staff, in some countries, of certain ineffective persons, after brief or corrupt selections, as a result of legal defaults; the massive occupation of professorships by politicians; the obtaining of professorships during a parliamentary mandate; the occupying of positions in several universities simultaneously after having obtained a position in the first one; the lack of achievements; the commercialization of the profession. Confronted by this situation, we may react and we have to react with wise regulations. However, we have to notice that, no matter how many and wise the regulations, the values of the professor’s integrity remains crucial. As there is always a difference between belonging to a professional group and behaving like a professional, the professor’s integrity is not only indispensable, but there is also no other substitute ever. In its turn, integrity is a founding value of the university, just like academic freedom, and has to be developed within universities by all means – legal, civil, moral.


In higher education administration, the emphasis on the inner connection between academic freedom and the responsibility for the results of activities is always of topical interest. Without academic freedom, no achievements are possible in higher education, in learning, in scientific research. The tacit assumption of academic freedom is that one who benefits from it has been appointed as a result of a certain rigorous selection, dedicates himself/herself, with all his/her energies, to the maximization of professional achievements, promotes values in relation to adapting interests and is capable of objective evaluations. When this assumption is not satisfied, academic freedom weakens is meaning, and universities have to intervene, at the same time, in favor of the respect for academic freedom and for the promotion of the academic’s integrity, the separation of the two being counterproductive. The intervention has become more necessary as the pressures on the academic have intensified, under the conditions of the competition among universities, where we witness a situation in which values would not count in relation to the directly useful values that bring immediate profit.


Higher education has its own values, which have become norms (being provided for in constitutions, laws, regulations and statutes). The norm system delineates, on the one hand, higher education from other domains (subsystems) of a given society and also places it, on the other hand, in relation to society. In the practice of some higher education institutions, three evolutions have intervened during the last decades and they have to be rectified. In some places, the existing norms, such as establishing academic freedom and university autonomy, are illicitly taken for purposes
. In fact, they always remain just the frame and the basis of activities, at the most. In other places, norms are assumed in such a way that the communication on the situations and even on norms is excluded or limited, passing over in silence the fact that higher education remains connected to the value of the cooperative search for the best solution. There are places where, in the name of a continuously open communication, to which the university is already connected through its mission and functions, the efficiency of activities is betrayed, deliberately or involuntarily ignoring the fact that that communication that characterizes the university is different from the one of the civil society, the university remaining an institution called upon to generate specific achievements (the expansion of knowledge, for instance). Nowadays we need to consider the values of the university from all these three perspectives – the understanding of values as foundations, the enlargement of communication and the assuming of communication in order to maximize achievements.


For several years now, we may notice the diversification of the higher education institutions. To comprehensive universities, specific to the classical era, numerous other types of universities have been added: monospecialized universities, like some technical universities today, medical universities, universities focused on distance learning, universities that extend foundations, banks, companies etc. The universities’ profile registers a sometimes disconcerting variation, therefore the following question is legitimate: when are we actually dealing with a university and when are we talking of a higher education institution or a pluriversity? However, before any other interrogation regarding the placing in the class of universities, we have to underline the fact that belonging to the class of higher education institutions is conditioned, before any other criterion, by the professors’ integrity. In fact, there is no education where integrity is harmed, and any education is built on the credibility ensured by integrity, professionalism, a capacity to form beliefs. The universities’ prestige is conferred, before all, by the professors’ integrity and practices
.


The values of higher education are multiple – academic freedom, university autonomy, pursuit and promotion of truth, integrity, equity, argumentative cooperation, social responsibility etc. – and have to be taken together. These values condition one another, therefore factual research dedicated to higher education in the last decade offers us many pieces of evidence. From the reciprocal conditioning of the different values of higher education does not result, under any circumstances, that values are necessarily convergent. There are many examples of “divergence or conflict of values”: a university’s achievement in scientific research can be in conflict with academic freedom understood individualistically; university autonomy and the qualification framework established by the authorities can get into contradiction; the wide participation in the decision-making and decision efficiency can be divergent etc. Faced with a conflict of values, neither the refuge into formalism nor passivity is the solution, but the continuous finding of a superior and integrative point of view where the personality of the person involved is the one that matters. It is the same situation for the disagreements or even for the conflict of approaches between higher education institutions and the agents in the environment or even the university’s stakeholders. Neither the appeal to the counterfactual postulation of convergences nor the disarming of will under the saying “there is nothing else to be done now” produces any results. In any situation, personalities change the condition of things, so that nowadays there is, first of all, a need for people who honestly, competently and courageously set about addressing the problems of a supercomplex world, things that would otherwise drag us in directions that are harder and harder to control. Where there are personalities that manifest themselves, new horizons are open and, in fact, solutions are found.
7. Political consequences

The analysis so far has political consequences, which can be synthesized under the compressed form of several theses, as follows:

a) higher education is the engine of the technological, institutional and cultural development of local, national and global communities; and, in order to overcome the financial and economic crisis that started in 2008, universities can play a crucial role through the formation of specialists, contribution to technological renewal, configuration of a new model of development and preparation of new approaches to social and human problems in the era of differentiation and globalization;

b) higher education has a favorable position, within the complex societies of our time, to transform the era’s “challenges” and crisis into projects and to contribute to their promotion;

c) higher education institutions, especially universities, have to establish their mission and functions, to make them obvious in the reality of the present society, and they have to make their voice heard in society through approaches in the medium and long term;

d) higher education remains, even under the conditions of the diversification of the financing sources and of the emergence, together with public institutions, a public good that society has equally the right to be interested in and the duty to adequately support it from a financial point of view, as well as regarding legal regulations;

e) a constellation of multiple values – academic freedom, university autonomy, protection of truth, social responsibility, integrity, argumentative cooperation, equity, creativity – result from the well understood mission and functions of the university, and these values have to be assumed together in new and variable contexts of the individuals’ life development;

f) the values of the university can be legitimated by considering them competitive conditions, but they do not reduce their content to the use of instruments, as they have a richer meaning, and the programmatic preoccupation of the university for the superior value of “forming (Bildung)” creative and responsible personalities is of present acuteness, in a new era of the modernity;

g) the knowledge society we have entered feels the need to complement knowledge with wisdom and elaborated visions, so that it is the universities’ duty to work on creating visions that are appropriate for the new era in history;

h) the financial and economic crisis we entered in 2008 is the crisis of a development pattern, in relation to which universities – through their capacity for cutting edge knowledge, through their orientation towards the connection of inclusiveness and quality, through values and the non-instrumental character of their own values, through a respect for the past, the present and the future – can prepare improved alternatives, based on adequate regulations and clear answers;

i) after the higher education institutions in Central and Eastern Europe have implemented, following the historic changes in 1989, reforms to recover the traditions of democratic openness, academic freedom and institutional autonomy, and after reforms have been implemented in several countries to synchronize to the practices of the developed countries, a new generation of reforms – the reforms to confront the conditions of globalization – enter the agenda of higher education, and universities have the duty to prepare and promote these reforms;

j) values are crucial to overcome the financial and economic crisis started in 2008; new organizations and governance and management solutions, a new language to lead beyond the positivist-utilitarian, functionalist or traditionalistic approaches are indispensable in universities and in their economic, administrative and cultural environment;

k) by virtue of their mission and functions, but also in order to face the “challenges” and defiance of the new era in the world history, universities act wisely, operating proactively in relation to themselves and to the world around and engaging changes within and outside themselves: the proactive university today is inclusive, being open to larger categories of population, under circumstances of education quality; it valuates its function of research institution; it develops the “interactions” with the internal and external environment, under conditions of efficiency of the activities; and it assumes the values of higher education;

l) not only are universities going to be confronted with such changes, but they are also going to be asked to explore them, support them and, mostly, to prepare them. The societies we are living in need material resources, technological solutions, qualified approaches, management skills, cultural values, sustainable development, wise leadership, informed citizens and cooperation. In the name of their social and civil responsibility, universities are asked to substantially contribute to the satisfaction of these needs. Admitting the importance of higher education, the increased investments in its institutions, the change of the institutions and the exercise of social and civil responsibilities by universities presuppose one another and go hand in hand. Reaching creative solutions, which are needed by the present societies in order to handle the problems that affect them, is no longer possible without the substantial support ensured by society for higher education institutions. And nowadays this support has to include the encouragement of the intellectual and the moral integrity of scholars, academic freedom and university autonomy, of all other values of the university.
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