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Abstract

This presentation traces historically the importance of the values of academic freedom and institutional autonomy for universities.  It argues that these are the values that make universities distinct as higher education institutions. The speech will then concentrate on contemporary threats to these values.  It will further discuss contradictions between these values themselves: academic freedom versus institutional autonomy and implications for the governance of universities.  It will be stressed that the preservation and the defense of the integrity of the “university” is critically related to institutionalizing respect for these values. The final attempt of the speech will be to share with the audience ideas on how to make these values operational, in these times of change, both at the national and international levels.


Dear friends and esteemed colleagues:

I would like to start by thanking ICHE and its President Ignaz Bender for giving me the opportunity to address this distinguished audience gathered here today in this magnificent stately hall.  It is a great privilege to be invited to speak in the opening session when we are honouring a truly great man, the late İhsan Doğramacı, who was a founder of the ICHE.   He has done so much for Turkish higher education.  First, he founded the Hacettepe University in Ankara that revolutionized medical studies in Turkey.  Hospitals and medical schools of that university became models to be emulated by other universities.  In the early 1980’s he played a leading role in the drafting of higher education legislation and the formation of the national Council of Higher Education.  To my mind the most important aspect of this new legislation was the empowerment of philanthropic organizations (foundations) to establish not-for-profit universities.  It had a great and positive impact on the Turkish higher education system by introducing competition into the system. I served as the rector of Bogazici University, a leading public university in Turkey.  I, and my rector colleagues between1992 – 2000 felt the competition, from newly established foundation universities such as Bilkent, Koç, and Sabancı.  We had to innovate and govern better in order to face the competition.  At the aggregate level the higher education system benefited.  As a former rector, I am grateful to this monument of a man, İhsan Doğramacı for making life for me more challenging. 

One cannot avoid starting with Humboldt when one’s topic has to do with academic freedom and institutional autonomy. An address like this one delivered in Germany puts a nail in the coffin: One cannot help but refer to Humboldt.

The main idea behind the “Humboldtian” (W. V. Humboldt, On the Spirit and the Organizational Framework of Intellectual Institutions in Berlin, Minerva, 1970) concept of university is that society needs institutions dedicated to the search for truth and understanding where scholars and students work together in the pursuit of knowledge. 

For Alfred Whitehead (The Aims of Education and Other Essays. New York: New American Library,1949):  “The justification for a university is that it preserves the connection between knowledge and the zest of life, by uniting the young and the old in the imaginative considerations of learning.” 

Michael Oakeshott in his “Idea of a University” (Academic Questions, Winter 2003/2004, p.24) emphasizes the communitarian aspects of learning: “What distinguishes a university is a special manner of engaging in the pursuit of learning.  It is a corporate body of scholars, each devoted to a particular branch of learning: What is characteristic is the pursuit of learning as a co-operative exercise…. A university, moreover, is a home of learning, a place where tradition of learning is preserved and extended and where the necessary apparatus for the pursuit of learning has been gathered together.”

Truly, what sets apart a university from any other institution of education is that it first provides a safe haven for scholars and academics to pursue truth and disseminate the accumulated knowledge.  This is the academic freedom of the scholar to engage in research and teaching.  Institutional autonomy, on the other hand, denotes the sanctity and integrity of that place or entity where scholarly exchange between scholars in the pursuit of knowledge takes place. That place or space has values and traditions that define how that exchange internally will take place.  Furthermore, the interaction of that place or safe haven with the outside world is largely determined by its traditions and values.

My argument here is that the integrity of a university has a lot to do with how well it guards and promotes the values of academic freedom and institutional autonomy.  These values, I believe, lie at the core of the integrity of our institutions.

In the contemporary world of globalization and techno-science universities are faced with important and serious threats to their integrity. At the same time, coupled with these threats, there are also opportunities that universities could take advantage of.  The thrust of my argument is that these new challenges can only be turned into opportunities if we do not lose sight of our values that have much to do with academic freedom and institutional autonomy. 

Peter Scott in a volume edited by him (The Globalization of Higher Education. Buckingham, UK: Open University Press, 1988) estimates that of the 1,854 universities founded between 1200 and 1985, three quarters were established since 1900, and 1,101 were founded between 1950 and 1985. Thus, the modern university, especially the modern higher education system is a creation of the nation state. But, decolonization first and globalization second have had a phenomenal impact on the growth of the higher education sector.   According to International Journal of Scientometrics, Infometrics and Bibliometrics, the total number of universities in the world is now estimated to be17,036. (The information can be found on www.webometrics.info/methodology.html).   This figure may be debatable according to how one defines a “university.”  I don’t want to go into fine-tuning of definition and into problems of how we count and measure. Yet, it is an indicator that we are faced with a completely new paradigm where the number of universities has dramatically gone up in the world.  

Clark Kerr (The Uses of the University.  Harvard University Press,  Boston, 1963. p.115) makes a very interesting observation.  He states: “about eighty-five institutions in the Western world established by 1520 still exist in recognizable forms, with similar functions and with unbroken histories, including the Catholic church, the Parliaments of the Isle of Man, of Iceland, and of Great Britain, several Swiss Cantons, and seventy universities. Kings that rule, feudal lords with vassals, and guilds with monopolies are all gone. These seventy universities, however, are still in the same locations with some of the same buildings, with professors and students doing much the same things, and with governance carried on in much the same ways.”

The concept of university Clark implies is very much associated with how we do things in our institutions.  Values internalized over ages are terribly important in determining how we carry on with our missions.  We are seeking institutional autonomy (from politics, society and now the market) for our institutions and academic freedom for our scholars in order for them to perform their tasks.  The 70 institutions that Kerr is talking about are most likely to have the wisdom of history and accumulation of ethical considerations related to our profession behind them.  They are probably the institutions that are quite averse to contemporary processes of quality assurance and accountability as they see their reputation and accumulated experience over ages as an indicator of their quality.  The new institutions that emerge all over the world and lay claim to being a university do not have the benefit of such a history behind them.



Technological Change

An important function of the universities in our age, in addition to teaching and research, is service to the society.  In other words, the windows of our universities, if you will, are opening up to the society.  Universities are increasingly called upon to be engines of socio-economic change and growth.  This is creating opportunities for universities especially in fund raising as the research capability of the universities is being offered to the service of the market.  Universities start to play an influential role in technological change and innovation – a service and function universities cannot afford to pass up in this day and age. Yet, the flip side of the coin is that it is creating a plethora of issues relating to pure and applied research.

· Is emphasis slipping away from pure research?
· How are the funds generated allocated?  Do they support research in academic disciplines that are not market and industry relevant?
· Do the companies that contract out research put restrictions on publication of research results?  For example Cary Nelson points out in “BP and Academic Freedom” in her note in Inside Higher Education (July 24, 2010) that “the contracts offered by the giant company ……….. restrict the scientists from publishing research results, sharing them with other scientists, or even talking about them for as long as three years, a serious restraint in the midst of an ongoing crisis.”
· Sometimes universities restrict or prevent publication of research results until the results of the research are patented.  Is this an impingement on academic freedom of the researcher to publish his results or is it a protection of market rights of the same researcher?  Does patenting restrict innovation? Interesting questions, the answers to which may be contextual.

In summary, as Margaret Somerville observed in her address to the IAU entitled Embedding Ethics in the Academy[footnoteRef:2] we are living in an age of techno-science that presents us, meaning universities, with unprecedented challenges ranging from human embryo to nano technology research.  These and the related ethical issues will occupy the attention of our universities in the 21st Century.  The problem will be how to adjust to these challenges without losing sight of the values that make our institutions distinctive.  All of these questions raise issues about academic freedom and impinge on important ethical considerations.  It is no wonder that the formation of committees on ethics is on the rise in our universities. [2:  IAU 2010 International Conference entitled “Ethics and Values in Higher Education in the Era of Globalisation: What Role for the Disciplines?.” Mykolas Romeris University.Vilnius, Lithuania, 24-26 June, 2010 
 ] 



The Rise of Social Sciences and Promoting Democratic Citizenship and Social Justice

Another related development has to do with the rise of social sciences in the second half of the 20th century.  Developments in computing technology making quantitative techniques available to social scientists to process large sets of statistical data have also created ethical problems similar to those discussed just a few minutes ago.   A look at discussions on survey research and public opinion studies will provide ample evidence of customer tailored studies.  On the other hand the advent of quantitative techniques has provided an important spur to the development of social sciences as “science.”

In some national contexts social scientists are called upon to be pacesetters and advocates of social and political change leading to potential politicization of universities.  I will cite an interesting recent case from Turkey.  One of the leading columnists writing for the most read daily Hürriyet heavily criticizes the universities and the academics for not standing up to be counted in the ongoing political debate in Turkey on civil military relations in an article entitled “Where are the Universities?” The responses from some younger academics to this article, quoted by the columnist, are even more interesting and thought provoking. They complain that promotion criteria requiring publications in academically respected journals imposed by the universities and the higher education authority are too stiff to leave time for anything else.  This is strange to me. First, the whole episode indicates tendencies for politicization of academics and the universities. Second, it also raises important questions  and threats about the autonomy of universities to set promotion criteria.

Some scholars of higher education assign quasi-political roles to higher education.  For example, Manuel Castells (“Universities as Dynamic Systems of Contradictory Functions” in a volume edited by J. Muller, N. Cloete, and S. Badat entitled Challenges of Globalization, South African Debates with Manuel Castells. Cape Town: Maskew Miller Longman, 2001) claims that higher education has roles such as formation and selection of dominant elites, formation and diffusion of ideology, generation of new knowledge and the training of bureaucracy.  Martin Trow assigns similar functions to universities as an external service of the institution.  Moreover, the rise of policy studies and policy advocacy project the universities into the controversial domain of politics.  In general promoting the causes of democratic citizenship and social justice has emerged as a third function under the general title of service to the society.  

In political contexts that are settled, the involvement of universities in the formation and diffusion of ideology may not be that controversial. Yet, in societies going through political transition, universities may find themselves in the midst of political conflicts and ideological confrontations and redistribution crises threatening their integrity.

A case in point: The legislation of 1981 establishing the Council of Higher Education in Turkey.  This new comprehensive legislation completely restructuring the higher education system in Turkey introduced important new features into the system like establishing a legal framework for the formation of not-for-profit private universities by philanthropic foundations.  This had an important impact on the system as a whole as it introduced competition into the system forcing public universities to review their academic programs, research policies and the infrastructure of their institutions.  Rectors of public universities started to act like entrepreneurial leaders eager to reform their institutions.  A highly controversial new measure was the introduction of the Council of Higher Education on top of a system that was designed as a highly centralized hierarchical pyramid that reduced the autonomy of the universities in the system.  What is important for us was that the new legislation was introduced under a military government that took over after the coup d’etat of 1980 and remained in power until the end of 1982.  An important diagnosis of the government about political violence in the country during the ‘70s was to hold the universities responsible for radical youth movements – hence the highly centralized and hierarchical system.  Furthermore, the universities were assigned the duty of disseminating the Kemalist ideology of the Turkish revolution.  This naturally put the whole system in the center of politicization.  Reforming the higher education system – meaning doing away with the legislation of 1981 – has since then always been on the political agenda of the country.  Starting with the new millennium the increase in ideological polarization in the country has made the whole system and the Council of Higher Education a prize to capture.  This politicization is an important threat to the concept of university, as we know it.


Changing Demographics and Its Impact on Our Universities 

A recent  OECD report (Trends Shaping Education. Centre for Educational Research and Innovation, OECD: 2008 edition) gives a detailed account of the “aging” phenomenon in leading OECD countries. The report in its Chapter 1 asks the following questions:

· When we expect schooling to prepare young people “for life”, that means something very different if average life expectancy is 80 to 90 years than when it is only 50 to 60 years. 
· Do our “long-life” societies call for re-thinking what education should equip young people with? 
· What role should the school system be playing in meeting the learning and cultural needs of the many older members of the population? Is it doing enough? 
· A lot of older people will be active, mentally and physically, much longer. But such a growth in numbers of elderly people also means many more of us are frail and in need of care, all of which has to be paid for. How will this affect the school sector? What new pressures will there be on resources?

The report goes on to state that higher education has been transformed from an elite experience for the successful few to become mass systems in many countries.  Furthermore, it points out that the number of students who qualify for higher education was less than 1 in 5 in mid-fifties to mid-sixties while the same ratio is now one third within the 25-34 age group. 

Furthermore, the same report points out:

Looking at the other end of the educational spectrum, a different global trend can be seen in higher education. Over the past three decades, the number of students enrolled outside their country of citizenship in higher education has grown dramatically from just over 600 000 worldwide in 1975 to 2.7 million in 2005 – a more than four-fold increase.  Looking at the origins and destinations of international students reveals net one-way traffic from the rest of the world towards the OECD countries. 

What kind of an impact is this having on our universities and on our shared traditions and culture?

Earlier I have already mentioned the dramatic rise in the number of higher education institutions throughout the world.  This naturally puts a very heavy pressure on the tradition and culture of the “university” as we know it.  It is no wonder that terms like corruption, violations of ethics in teaching and research, degree mills have crept into the literature on higher education and onto the agenda of international non-governmental organizations of higher education.

Another response related to the rise in demand for higher education has been the diversification of the system.  Gone are the days of the ivory tower university safely cushioned by state funding.  This was especially true for Europe.  We now see all sorts of institutions ranging from small to large, research to teaching, private-for-profit to public.  Perhaps the best examples of this diversity are for-profit institutions like the University of Phoenix (Apollo Inc.) and Laureate Inc. -- both United States based institutions.  Both are quoted in the stock market.

I have had a chance to talk to the founders of Laureate Inc. – a company quoted in the stock market that has established a network of universities either in countries with high population growth rates or in OECD countries that are at the receiving end of increasing mobility of students.  They told me that, despite our arguments of massification, the traditional universities are still elitist.  According to them, there are out there in the world students in all age groups who want a cheap education to cope with ever changing societies based on technology and learning.  This, according to them, includes rising demand for continuing education.


The Rise of Accreditation and Quality Assurance

Accreditation and quality assurance have long become a part of the life of higher education institutions.  

Internal “assurances of quality” simply by hiring the best published researcher and the most knowledgeable and articulate lecturer –  a process we are so much used to in ivory towers – does not suffice any more to assure our stakeholders (including students who increasingly pay for higher education) that we are doing a good job in return for their support and demand.

The latter half of the twentieth century has witnessed the emergence of a plethora of national and international agencies of quality and accreditation
 
· National accreditation and quality agencies
· National accreditation agencies playing an international role (ABET)
· OECD-UNESCO guidelines
· Bologna Process
· GATS (General Agreement on Trade and Services)
· Magna Charta Observatory (MCO) as a watchdog of academic freedom, institutional autonomy and ethical values that are peculiar to our institutions.
· International quality assurance networks such as ENQA (European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education), EQAR (European Quality Assurance Register in Higher Education), INQAAHE (International Network for Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education).

It is difficult to argue that these agencies have been very popular with our universities and our academics.  They may even be considered as a threat to academic freedom and institutional autonomy as we academics understand the concept.  Surely perceptions such as these are not very rare among academics, including leaders of universities.  Given the diversity, complexity, growth and internationalization of the higher education sector, it may safely be argued that they are here to stay.  Graduates who travel across borders in search of jobs have to carry with them diplomas that are recognized around the world.  Faculty, who are on the move internationally, would like to claim that they have internationally reputable careers in internationally recognized and reputable universities.

How does quality assurance relate to integrity of our institutions?  Academics who complain about the intrusiveness and the bureaucracy of quality assurance agencies are likely to argue that there are no links.  This argument may hold some ground in the case of older institutions in the world which have established traditions, values and ways and means for ensuring the quality of teaching and research output – pure, applied or contract research. 

Yet, for so many and diversified institutions of our day and age ensuring quality in research, and demonstrating that quality to the stakeholders through a quality assurance process (accountability), is very much related to the integrity of the institution.  After all, the integrity of the university is all about how well it accomplishes its mission – and that is quality.

Consider teaching and the process of learning: Quality is certainly related to the integrity of the process. Universities that are degree mills, institutions where degrees are offered in return for economic aggrandizement – in general corrupt processes and malpractice cannot be associated with quality and the integrity of the institution as a centre for learning.

Consider the use of funds by the university:  In cases where the university is a state institution and is subject to the accounting procedures of the state, likelihood of corruption and inefficient use of funds may be less of a problem.  In cases where the institution, whether public or private, depends on diversified sources of funding generated through philanthropy and income generation through offering services to society, incidence of corruption and whether funds are efficiently used or not may be more of a problem.


Decreasing State Funding of Universities

The state involvement in higher education as a major funder is also on the decline and this is having a major impact on how we manage our institutions.  A cursory examination of the statistics and reports of international agencies such as the OECD and the UNESCO provide ample evidence.  Higher education institutions can no longer rely on the cushion of state funding.  Fund raising and income generation are becoming key areas of activity for the leadership of higher education institutions. 

There are many scholars of higher education who see the rising dependence on multiple sources of funding as an opportunity for universities to assert their institutional autonomy.  For them dependence on a single source of funding is a threat to institutional autonomy even if that may be the state.  Burton Clark (Creating the Entrepreneurial University) is probably the leading scholar arguing for multiple sources of funding.  I tend to agree with them with one caveat, however.  More on that later.

 Let me say a few words about ethical issues.  There are important ethical issues on how a university engages in fund raising.  Are any funds acceptable regardless of where they come from? Do income generation policies interfere with research and teaching? Receiving donations carrying the condition of naming buildings, institutes, etc. after the donor has always been controversial within academia.  

To repeat, I agree with those who argue for multiple sources of funding.  Yet, I believe that policies with respect to fundraising (income generation) should be very transparent and shared by at least the academic core of the university to safeguard against any threats to the integrity of the institution.

One can be more specific in providing examples about the challenges universities are facing in the beginning of the 21st century. Let it suffice to say that these are very important challenges and they are very closely related to issues of institutional autonomy, academic freedom and hence integrity.  

On the one hand universities have to respond to these challenges while on the other, they have to preserve an institutional culture and modes of governance that make universities as knowledge generators a very distinctive type of organization.

Being an ivory tower with very loose ties to the society and the market place may no longer be functional.  Yet, ignoring the ivory tower tradition poses the question whether universities are universities any more. That is, are we neglecting our traditional functions of independent research and teaching?  Are we compromising our academic freedom in responding to pressures from the market forces?  Are we misusing our academic freedom when we address political issues? Are we resisting temptations for malpractice in research, teaching, and governance?  Has the market replaced the state and its bureaucracy as a major threat to institutional autonomy and academic freedom? 

A very important question is whether our methods of governance and leadership based on collegiality, i.e. debate, decentralization, empowering academic disciplines and departments (namely a horizontal and a collegial mode of organization) would enable universities to meet new challenges while preserving those values that make our institutions distinctive.

This is a very important matter of leadership.  Rectors or university presidents are being increasingly forced to lead our institutions. Collegiality may no longer be sufficient to steer institutions to strategic goals.  More proactive leadership seems to be the order of the day.  Yet, ignoring collegiality in the name of managerial efficiency may certainly be self-defeating.  

In fact Burton Clark, who came out very strongly in support of entrepreneurial leadership in the university, has revised his original views in his newer book (Sustaining Change in Universities. New York: Open University Press) published in 2004. The thrust of his argument is that managerial efficiency must be reconciled with collegialism.  The logic behind his new stance is that entrepreneurial leaders will not be able to tackle problems or lead their institutions towards innovation if they do not have the support of an academic core.

I would like to quote my colleague Martina Vukasovic from the Magna Charta Observatory.  I completely agree with her statement below:

….one may argue that one facet of integrity of higher education institutions is to strike a right balance between being ‘ivory towers’ entirely detached from society and being institutions so submerged in everyday life as to render impossible any critical analysis of society as a whole. When it comes to transformation, it could be said that it is crucial for any higher education institution or system to continue transforming itself without jeopardizing its integrity.

There are no universal and simple answers to these questions. Internalization and continuing discussion of these problems and issues at an international level is perhaps what we have to do rather than coming up with simple answers and formulas.

After all, we have to deal with these issues in our own different contexts.  Yet, sharing of our experiences and ideas on the international level on how to meet new challenges while preserving our values is critically important.  Even though our solutions may take note of the local context, we should never lose sight of the fact that the values we share as universities are universal.  

I don’t have a simple answer to the questions I have tried to pose this evening with respect to integrity, institutional autonomy, and academic freedom. I would like to propose that two levels of analysis are important.  The first one has to do with the local context and the institution.  Second level analysis is the international level. 

Let’s start with local context.  Each one of our institutions operates within its own local context.  A whole and interrelated series of cultural, political, social and legal factors determine the environment within which each university functions.  All or some of these factors may be supportive of the values of universities thus enhancing and complementing efforts to promote the integrity of universities.  They may also be a threat. The simplest such framework is the local higher education legislation which sets guidelines for institutions to follow as well as disciplinary measures to regulate malpractice by students, faculty and executive and administrative personnel.  The universities themselves also have such written rules and procedures to guard against fraud and malpractice.  Institutional statements on academic freedom and institutional autonomy are, as far as I am concerned, even more important as they are the embodiment of the institutional culture or the vision of the institution.

I am highly suspicious of any intervention from outside the institution in the name of preventing malpractice and promoting integrity.  I am especially wary of the state and public institutions and their capacity to intrude as this may compromise academic freedom and institutional autonomy.  Surely when misuse of public funds may be an issue, public authorities may intervene.  Universities, however, should take care that on matters involving research and teaching the universities should be the address for guarding the integrity of the institutions.

Two recent cases from the United States are illustrative: First, Nicholas Wade of the New York Times reported few days ago (August 20) that Harvard University found a leading researcher, Marc Hauser, in the field of animal and human cognition, “solely responsible” for scientific misconduct involving eight instances of data acquisition, data analysis, data retention, and the reporting of research methodologies and results.  The University did not make public the results of its investigation.  Yet, the University supports a separate investigation by public authorities as Marc Hauser used public funds.

The second case concerns Virginia Attorney General Ken Cuccinelli II’s “fraud investigation” involving the climate-change research of the former University of Virginia assistant professor Michael Mann.  The University of Virginia has resisted and challenged the subpoena issued by Mr. Cuccinelli on grounds of academic freedom and institutional autonomy. Mr. Cuccinelli argued that he is trying to protect Virginia taxpayers from fraud. Molly Corbett Broad, reporting in Inside Higher Education (“We All Could Lose in the UVa Case,” July 29, 2010) states:

No doubt inquiry is appropriate in cases where there is real evidence of financial wrongdoing. But Professor Mann has been cleared of wrongdoing by numerous scientific and governmental bodies that have investigated Climategate. And the exceedingly broad “civil investigative demand” served on UVa sweeps in scientific papers and scholarly exchanges between colleagues -- exactly the kinds of exchanges that prosecutors should be chary to disturb.

She goes on and makes an excellent case for academic freedom:

The stakes are high. Academic freedom protects scholars of every stripe from government repression or retaliation, especially when they take on controversial topics and espouse unpopular theories. Throughout history, nations that protect academic freedom have strong institutions of higher education. Where academic freedom is weak, governmental power goes unchecked. 
The matter concerns not just the academy but all of us as citizens. We know that a thriving, independent, intellectually diverse higher education sector is best able to produce the scientific discoveries and advances in knowledge that make society better.

I believe these are two good examples that help me make the point that protection of the integrity of the university and fighting against malpractice whether it be in research, teaching or governance, the most important level is the university itself.  Universities themselves have to use their institutional autonomy responsibly to guard against malpractice and exploitation of academic freedom.  Otherwise, fight against malpractice will be taken over by outside intruders.  Institutions with established sets of values and organizational academic culture are better positioned to be the guardians of institutional autonomy.  A transparent form of university governance that is able to lead and, at the same time, integrate the academic core of the institution is probably best suited to serve as an antidote to malpractice.

Let’s not be too optimistic.  Given the ever-increasing number of higher education institutions in response to massification of higher education, regulatory interference of the state will increase especially in those parts of the world going through socio-economic transformation under intense population pressure. In such a milieu of diversity and heterogeneity with many very new universities the tendency for the regulatory framework to be overarching is very natural.  

There is also an international dimension to all this: Given increasing mobility of students and faculty across borders, international intergovernmental regulatory framework is bound to flourish as well.  The Bologna process is a case in point.

I place great hope on international non-governmental networking between universities and international non-governmental organizations to disseminate and keep the universal values of good practice and higher education on the agenda of our institutions.  Conferences such as this, the work of organizations such as Scholars at Risk, EUA, IUA, Magna Charta Observatory and other organizations promoting transparency are terribly important.  Development of international codes of ethics and values and their dissemination is critical for the development of institutional autonomy based on responsible governance. The Magna Charta Universitatum is a case in point. Let me cite an example: The Universitatum has been very influential in the drafting of the academic statement of Sabancı University, a ten year old foundation university in Turkey. (Please see the websites of Magna Charta Observatory and of Sabancı University for the Universitatum and the Statement of Academic Freedom respectively: http://www.magna-charta.org/home2.html and http://www.sabanciuniv.edu/eng/?genel_bilgi/felsefemiz/akademik_ozgurluk_anlayisimiz.html

We at the Magna Charta Observatory believe that universities cannot function without academic freedom to further their goals of research and teaching.  Furthermore, institutional autonomy is what makes that linkage between research and teaching possible under the roof of a true university. In fact academic freedom and institutional autonomy are values that distinguish universities from any other organization that one can think of.  Upholding them and guarding against threats to the integrity of our institutions is critically important for the generation of knowledge and the pursuit of truth.

 I would like to stress at this point that Magna Charta Observatory and the values it upholds is a significant and global effort that should not be taken lightly.  The Observatory, by organizing conferences, through its publications, inviting rectors from all over the world to sign the Magna Charta Universitatum, by cooperating with other international non-governmental organizations of higher education tries to keep the issues of academic freedom and institutional autonomy on the agendas of universities.  This has to be a persistent, patient, insistent effort not to be discouraged by periodic reversals and threats to those values.
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