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Abstract

In too many instances, universities have beconféeittese in their role as ‘critic and consciencesaitiety’.
Support for this contention is provided in this papy addressing the questions: What is the evielénat
universities are failing to act as critic and corswe of society? In what ways should universit@stinue

to be the critic and conscience of society? Exerspdad examples of what has been, what is, and what
might be are provided.

It is posited that as a good critic a universityoshd recognise its role, remain sceptical, stretble
boundaries of knowledge imaginatively, defend agadefreedom and institutional autonomy, and
pronounce judgement as appropriate. As a conscjethee university should take into account the moral
guality of the actions and motives of both itseld @ociety, distinguish among dismissiveness,antar and
respect, and differentiate among bare fact, knogéeand wisdom. The conscience, it iS suggestegetsm
the critic. Consideration is given to how much fgrand what type, should be applied to the urgifingews.
Choices are made among expressions of right anchgyrdimensions of meaning, and matrices of values.
Sometimes, wisely, the choice is to be less tlegwiith one’s speech.

Also, it is argued that it is essential to havewsmlerpinning philosophy. Without a philosophy, éhean
be no conscience. Without a conscience, criticaityf little worth.

Introduction: Extremities of an Important Topic

Dig a hole through the centre of the Earth from Niglon, New Zealand, and you will come out in
Salamanca, Spain. Essentially, you will have trartspl yourself from the New World to the Old. Youlw
have left a country that saw European settlemefdtasas the nineteenth century and entered omnéndaba
thriving university by the middle of the thirteentlentury (even before the main Maori migration tewN
Zealand from the eastern Pacific).

Before you commenced your burrowing you might hawéiced that there is a cannon on one of the
‘lookout’ vantage points of Mount Victoria, Wellitan, and, if so, you would have been bemused w fin
that it pointed across the harbour at the city'iwensity. The threat of fire has never been rebk Tannon is
a symbol of colonial times. However, metaphoricaitytriggers thoughts of real and virtual thretisthe
university — and society — of today and tomorratcan remind one, also, of the very real thredtltyd
Geering, a professor of theology, and his beligfeen he was tried for heresy as recently as thesl36ow,
one might wonder, could that have happened in madern times in New Zealand?

Complete the dig to Spain, emerge at Salamanda tti@ almost 800-year-old university within walking
distance of the main plaza of the ancient citysdme research on it, and you will find it has adms of
triumph and tribulation, rise and fall, eminenced anediocrity, leadership and loss. The University o
Salamanca was “once the world’'s pre-eminent cefttearning” (Michener, 1971, p.409); ‘today’, atds,
it has become “the school for lesser intellectadigood family” (ibid., p.416).

Why the huge drop in prestige? Some of the anseamsbe found in the fate of another professor of
theology, Fray Luis de Leon, revered as a humawisg in the latter half of the eighteenth centurgsw
thrown in jail for five years, without trial, fording half Jewish, for translatinging Solomon’s Song of
Songsinto the vernacular, and for querying the accumafcthe Latin version of the Bible in relation toet
Hebrew version (ibid., pp.458-459). Should we jektike our heads and pass this off as yet another
inhumanity of the Spanish Inquisition? Hardly. Ars® must be sought in relation to such injustickawv
should have been done? What should be done inesinilcumstances?
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Specific to this paper, we will consider how wdletuniversities have stood up for the Fray Luis de
Leons and Lloyd Geerings of the world. How hasrble as ‘critic and conscience’ been played forhsuc
people in their times of crisis? How has it relatechuman well-being and wisdom? In the conclusien
will revisit and reflect on the experiences of bwo scholars — one of Wellington, the other of 8alaca. In
the meantime — more generally but with relevancthéoissues and fates of individuals and beligig, t&
underpinning philosophies and ideologies — we @ilblore the historical and current presence orratesef
universities as ‘critic and conscience’.

What Is the ‘Idea’ of a University?

Distinct from the ivy-covered walls, lecture hallfraries and recreational facilities of univeiest around
the world, an essential component is somethinguleatan’t pierce with a cannon ball. It is ‘imadioa’.

As put by the English-American educationist andqdtipher Alfred North Whitehead (1950, p.139): “The
justification of a university is that it preservé® connection between knowledge and the zesfegfby
uniting the young and the old in the imaginativasideration of learning.”

As indicated by Whitehead, a blend of left- anchtilgrain activity in an inter-generational contést
crucial. “Fools act on imagination without knowleggedants act on knowledge without imaginatiore Th
task of a university is to weld together imaginatand experience” (ibid., p.140). As visualisedsbiolars
millennia ago and recalled by Whitehead, learniag‘da torch passing from hand to hand down the
generations” (ibid., p.145).

The focus is community, not individual. It is on b@and of scholars, or ‘a community of scholars’,
“stimulating each other, and freely determiningitivarious activities” (ibid., p.149). Academic &dom is
integral. So is institutional autonomy. Universitishould be and have been “the home of those idduadh
lead men to confront the confusion of their presiemés” (ibid., p.142).

The ‘idea’ has changed over time. The earliestamities — Bologna, Paris, and Oxford dating back t
the eleventh and twelfth centuries — were to atgertent professional schools, preparing their estisl for
work in subjects such as medicine, law, and thgoldgs indicated by Gardner (2007, p.25), with his
panoramic scan from east to west, behaviour rgjatirother skills and knowledge was important:

Several hundred years ago, in both its Chineseitarteuropean guises, an educated élite was
expected to master a set of performances. Upon letiomp of his education, the Confucian
scholar could distinguish himself in calligraphytclzery, music, poetry, horsemanship,
participation in rituals, and mastery of importagxts. His counterpart in Europe was able to
exhibit the performances of the trivium (grammaetoric, and logic) as well as the quadrivium
(music, geometry, astronomy, and arithmetic). kadtef being asked to understand and apply,
the apt student would simply repeat — indeed, oftermorise verbatim — the wisdom of the
intellectual ancestors: Confucius or Mencius inHaet; Aristotle or Aquinas in the West.

Evolution of the earliest universities saw theitna and quadrivium combined with professional stgdiAs
far as educational access was concerned, the tsewefie for the privileged few.

Utilitarianism — with its peculiarly selfish and @wmistic pursuit of Bentham’s ‘greatest happiness
the greatest number'— was the philosophical basis was of concern to John Henry Cardinal Newnman i
Britain in the nineteenth century. In a serieseattlires published akhe Idea of a Universityhe preferred
liberalism — with its encouragement of free exer@$ speech, religion, and association and itsta&sce to
political absolutism — as a philosophical basisc@ding to Newman (1852, cited in Malcolm & Tarling
2007, p.27), a ‘liberal education’ is where “a haifimind is formed which lasts through life, of ieh the
attributes are freedom, equitableness, calmnesdemation, and wisdom ... a philosophical habit ... ikis
the main purpose of a university in its treatmedntsostudents”.

The ‘idea’ according to Newman comprises a commiitnbe universal learning. As expressed in his time,
it enabled ‘a man’ to discharge his duties to 4gcik gave such a person (a man or woman of totiay)
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clear conscious view of his own opinions and judeets, a truth in developing them, an eloquence in
expressing them, and a force in urging them” (ilppc28).

There was an emphasis on factual knowledge. “All #xists, as contemplated by the human mind, forms
one large system of complex fact, and this of a@uesolves itself into an infinite number of pautar facts,
which, as being portions of the whole, have cougstlelations of every kind, one towards anothdait(j
p.25).

Whitehead — as noted above — added imaginationo, Algttingly or otherwise, he encouraged
constructivism (together with liberalism) as a phdphical basis — with its purport that “knowledgenot
something that bombards our consciousness and sigriadd; rather, it is something that we actively
construct to make the world meaningful” (Weigel 020 pp.3-4). “A fact is no longer a bare fact: gt i
invested with all its possibilities. It is no lorrga burden on the memory: it is energising as thet pf our
dreams, and as the architect of our purposes” @ve#d, 1950, p.139).

It has been argued that there is social and pallitesponsibility and accountability. “Academicddom
is as much a duty as a right” (Thorens, 2006, p.87)niversity “is an institution created or allovéy
society and the State to participate in the devatg of knowledge and its dissemination througleassh
and higher education for the welfare of mankindidi, p.89). And, with an emphasis on lack of koas
prejudice: “The university is the instrument thatiety and the State use to promote the developwfent
knowledge in a general and ‘disinterested’ wayid(ibp.90).

A mission is to seek ‘truth’. “This could also bepeessed as the development of knowledge in oader t
avoid stereotypes and be better understood” (ilpdB9). Also, the university has a mission of “eeti
guardian of high level culture” (ibid., p.96). Othmissions are: “higher education, research, mdinlynot
exclusively pure or applied, and other serviceslee®d to society as a whole, whether directly directly”
(ibid., p.90).

As stated by Malcolm and Tarling (2007, p.155),versities are distinctive in five characteristics:
namely, “in their concern with degree-level prognaes related to the current knowledge in a field and
enabling the graduating student ‘to achieve a gt measure of intellectual independence wiipeet to
the use and application of the knowledge gainedth@atapacity of ongoing learning’; “their commigmt
to teaching and research, ‘an integrated functiottfieir international character”; “their ‘repositorole’;
and “their role as ‘critic and conscience of sogfet

Legislative definitions of universities confirm thele of ‘critic and conscience of society’ — fotaenple,
in the New Zealand Education Act 1989, s.162(4)(a).

What Does It Mean to Be a ‘Critic and Conscience dbociety’?

The coupling of ‘critic’ with ‘conscience’ is siditant. A real cannon ball fired at a universityedadamage
that can be repaired. A verbal barrage of ‘cannaifs’bfired continually and indiscriminately at sety
could be permanently divisive and destructive. Agiad by Malcolm & Tarling (2007, p.227):

The inclusion of the word ‘conscience’ is importaithout it the role of critic of society may
easily be viewed as mainly negative, standing aframnh its society and observing and
censuring its faults and shortcomings. But theusicn of the word ‘conscience’ points to a
positive dimension of the role and one that opsr&iem within society in a stance of shared
involvement and responsibility. To be a consciesicgociety is to provide opportunity for self-
reflection within it, to support consideration @$ fundamental objectives and values and to
encourage continuing consideration of the outcoofébose objectives and values for human
well-being.

As a critic, alone, it can be too easy to baseraggis on life’s dichotomies — love or hate, reveesor
ridicule, right or wrong, in or out, present or abs cannon fodder or not. As a conscience weatefle the
interplay of many voices. Like Freud’s ‘superegbe input is from parents, extended family, anassua
relayed tales, peers, church leaders, kindergéetahers, mentors, and a host of others.
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The conscience tempers the critic in us. This metdey influence is crucial to us individually and
socially. It provides indications of strength an@akness of a multiplicity of relationships betwesrd
among members of communities of scholars and soatetarge. Dynamically, from context to context, i
shifts single thoughts along continua of concelptevolves matrices of possibilities in place ahplistic
solutions. It pushes boundaries and explores neworées. On important topics that should be staséth
society, it can transform dismissal as toleranod, talerance as respect. Through its influencedaevis and
well-being can transcend fact and knowledge.

In New Zealand, in recent times, the messages aheule to be played by universities as ‘critica
conscience’ have been mixed. On a qualified supmodide, the comment has been made: “While this
unfettered right to be critic and conscience isdmental to democracy and academic freedom, itesarr
with it the corresponding responsibilities of sousdearch and ethical application of knowledge'rijfigy
Education Advisory Commission, cited in Malcolm &rling, 2007, pp.194-195). On a withdrawal-of-
support side, the threat to the university’s ral®lbvious in this New Zealand Treasury brief favliaister
of Finance: “The role of universities as sociaticrivas [meaning ‘is’] superfluous in the infornmati age”
(Malcolm & Tarling, 2007, p.149).

From an American perspective, as in other partthefworld, universities are being asked to justify
themselves in their various roles: “The ultimatestion is this: Can the public be persuaded thaeusities
represent something as ineffable as the common gaouadre specifically, that higher education conirés
to the development of knowledgeable and responsilileens, encourages social cohesion, promotes and
spreads knowledge, increases social mobility, &ntates the economy” (Kirp, 2003, p.263).

And from America there is a call to keep the edooaaind business mir perspective“There is a place
for the market ... but the market must be kept ipigse” (Arthur Okun, 1975, cited in Kirp, 20037p.

Being ‘critic and conscience’ involves questionitigings as they are. It requires the surfacing of
assumptions. There is a focus on protecting rigftisre is a seeking of ‘truth’. Philosophies aresiioned.
lll-fitting bases are discarded. For example, tatilanism might be interpreted as an inappropriatade
utilitarian vocationalism” accompanied by “fiscabrestraints, a fascination for markets and so-called
modernisation” (Burwood, 2003, p.297). There isleradion of relationships among disciplines. There
anticipatory consideration of the need for new n®dghanges of ‘game’, and shifts of paradigm.

Evidence that Universities Are Failing to Act as ‘Citic and Conscience of Society’

By remaining silent at times when its voice shdo#dheard, a university shirks its responsibilitystziety.
It shares the shame of injustice. It becomes athieits own existence. It retreats to a positatside the
bounds of its conceptual ‘idea’.

In the past — before Newman but straddling the tifnEray Luis de Le6n — the voice of the univeesiti
in the face of social injustice was faint. Theresvea absence of criticism directed at blatant exesnpf
inaccessibility to higher education. Likewise, theras little resistance to the narrowing of fiedistudy on
oppressive political, religious, and ideologicalognds. Among such examples at the University of
Salamanca in and around the times of the Spangglidition were: rejection of minorities such as Mgo
Jews, Jesuits, and Protestants; exclusion of bmys tintitled families (and girls from any families)o
teaching from any book that had been publishedinvidld years; no teaching of Descartes because he wa
considered “too compendious” or of Locke becausavag “obscure and must be read with extreme care”;
cessation of the teaching of mathematics and mmegjieéind discouragement of the study of Greek on the
grounds that the ‘true Bible’ existed only in Lafilichener, 1971). Where was the opposition to such
oppression?

Occasionally, turning to more recent times at taetisg point of our dig, an academic voice is de&or
example, in 1998 an emeritus professor of Victthaversity of Wellington, Peter Munz, felt the netx
express dissatisfaction about the intrusion of rganalism within the university and the consequanti
threat to academic values. Of great concern toviéme comments by the vice-chancellor, Les Holboranv,
what could or should be said in public by membdriaoulty. Munz argued in a letter to the presd tha
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institution was “being run as if it were a bank arfirm of stockbrokers” (Barrowman, 1999, p.365).
Holborow defended himself in a staff newsletter argdreiterated views on communications made thay
into the newspaper. The public perception wasgga — university cannons turned upon each othather
than worthwhile dialogue on an important topic.

Today, it seems, the voices of governments, polagers, and industry are drowning out the too-
compliant universities. Where are the strong oestto business models that have supplanted edncat
models? Why has there been such ready acceptancenufetitive approaches that stifle collaboration?
Where are the suggestions of alternatives to rewel philosophy and ‘New Right’ ideology and their
emphasis on individual greed at the expense ofakoesponsibility? Maybe the threat is not suffittie
obvious. “Academic life is not eliminated by nebdralism. It is tamed and more closely harnessed to
economic interest and state control and henceptutiacular kind of social order” (Marginson, 20Q62).

Unsuitable styles of management and governance bageme commonplace. “Holders of academic
power are increasingly required ‘to adopt managistiactures, mechanisms and values’. Researclirfgnd
is more dependent on defining the research adegid; research carried out ‘in the context of laggtion’
is the norm, the pathway to innovation often bedgmnmdustry” (Henkel, cited in Marginson, 2006,.p®-
24). Despite the warnings of the past — “the mamege of a university faculty has no analogy to thiaa
business organisation” (Whitehead, 1950, p.149bjeations are few. Notwithstanding their realisatiaf
the ‘crisis of identity’ of universities, commenn dhe topic by Malcolm and Tarling (2007, p.14) is
measured: “New styles of ‘governance’ and ‘managehmaight have something to offer; there has always
been and will always be room for improvement. Spidposals and practices have, however, to be meleva
to and supportive of the main objective.”

Pretenders in Mortarboard and Gown Disguises

Stealth-like, an inappropriate philosophical mixttwneo-liberalism dominant) has invaded the edanat
environment. It has led to a focus on economicthéodetriment of a suitably wide range of discigéin
Hand in glove with it, there has been an inappedprichanneling’ of universities by agents of thaes This
has meant that “education has become a subset dgr veiconomic policy” (Peters, 2005, p.630) and
“learning has been explicitly identified as the meatalyst for economic competitiveness and growithiti.,
p.629). As explained by Marginson (2006, p.18):gitalist production develops only where it is ptalfle.

In universities this includes some tuition-basedgpams, for example the education of foreign sttglen
the UK and Australia, and commercial research whaohstitutes a small proportion of total research
activity.” The same has been true in New Zealamflo€ement of intellectual conformity has typicatigen
the result. Most universities as ‘critic and conscie’ have preferred truancy to talk.

Many universities no longer have a meaningful retethip between teaching and research. Being on top
of a ‘league table’ is more important to them thila@ social constructivist exploration of ‘new tégries’.
Sometimes the relationship between funder and rgseragets in the way of truthful reporting — amutac
issue when “a large share of the available fun@dlagated to purposes pre-selected on the bagsliical
decisions” (Thorens, 2006, p.100).

There has been an emphasis on quality that hasistuin-depth, imaginative learning and research.
There is a “mantra of ‘quality, relevant’ educatidiRoberts, 2007, p.6). Whose ‘quality’? Whoevee th
owner might be, obsession has supplanted suffigieQaality assurance is layer upon layer. “Audithe
control of control”, notes Marginson (2006, p.28nhd audit of audit? Where does it end? And relevant
whom? The questions are infrequently put.

Also, rather than resistance, there has been aswpiand use of language that is anachronistibeto t
‘idea of a university’. Buzzwords and terms suchgéabalisation’, ‘world-class standards’, ‘the arfnation
age’, ‘the knowledge economy’, ‘massification oftigy education’, ‘interdisciplinary curricula’,the
learner as consumer’, ‘investing in a plan’, andarketisation’ abound. Only occasionally is the @sag
guestioned. Missing is an assessment of the dan@ge Absent is the delegated role-player of tnd
conscience’.
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Why the lack of voice? One reason relates to snmieg/be ‘cannon smoke’) and mirrors. There has been
a proliferation of institutions that may be of somse but which are misnamed as ‘universities’. Tethety't
really see themselves as such. Their notions @igyfar hey don't reflect the values. An extreme epkams
Hamburger University, McDonald’'s training headqaestin Chicago. “Only in name is ‘Hamburger
University’ a university; and despite the fact tlsa@ime community colleges award course credit fer th
experience, its certificate in ‘hamburgerology”ismhigher education credential” (Kirp, 2003, [Bb25Even
the thought of the misappropriated name is hadigest.

The situation can be seen as a “degree of ‘inteeding’ between the sectors of post-compulsory
education” (Peters, 2005, p.628). There has beatatolisation by the exhortations of industry and
policymaking of governments. Neo-liberalism — witextreme commitment to the ‘free market’, indival
freedom (which translates as selfishness), andetthection of state intervention and welfare (to bleaefit
of the ‘meritorious’ few over the ‘undeserving’ nygn- provides an unsound philosophical foundation.
Many of the institutions have been granted degresr@ding powers but are unappreciative of their wide
roles. Their students frequently find themselvesinsuitable programmes of study. They are desigamng
unsuspecting victims in a world too full of ‘dipl@mills’ and ‘red sheds’ posing as ‘red-brick buiigs’
(the ‘red shed’ tag applying to a warehoused bussiveell-known throughout the cities and towns ofvNe
Zealand). If they study with the University of Phoeor a similarly, unashamedly franchised comnadrci
model, they may come to see themselves as ‘cussdofer ‘Drive-Thru U’ (Kirp, 2003, p.240).

The use of deliberately generalised terms confu€®® notable aspect of the public debate so fapig
politicians have fallen over themselves to ask ‘Whdnigher education for?’ or ‘What is the valdeh@her
education?’ Rarely, if ever, have they asked ‘Wdratuniversities for?’ or ‘What is the value of r@versity
education?” (Burwood, 2003, p.298) Frequently amidiously, universities are smothered by thenkéd
term of ‘tertiary institutions’.

The problem is not new: As stated by Whitehea®@19.136): “this growth of universities, in siznd
in internal complexity of organization, disclosesm& danger of destroying the very sources of their
usefulness”. However, the scale is now greater. d@rstortion within and without is severe. The
complications have compounded.

What Is and Should Be: Exemplars and Examples

A combination of a number of essential parts cosgwithe university as a whole. It is composed of
sustained in-depth learning by a community of safsglteaching integrated with research, an intenmait
focus (which includes local considerations), a radea repository of knowledge and another as aitid
conscience of society.

Based in Boston, Massachusetts, Harvard Univeisign exemplar. It epitomises the inter-generationa
approach to higher education and has done so beeddcades of its distinguished existence. As put b
Whitehead (1950, p.152), a past member of its comityof scholars, “the gift which the University s1to
offer is the old one of imagination, the lightedcto which passes from hand to hand. It is a dangegdt,
which has started many a conflagration.”

The fires have not destroyed the institution. Ratitehas warded off its metaphorically threatening
cannon balls and prospered. Harvard’'s publicatiares wide-ranging and influential. They ‘push the
boundaries’. Howard Gardner’'s recent bo&kye Minds for the Futureis an example. As ‘critic and
conscience’ he expresses his belief that policymsatte2 world over have not come to grips adequatély
major factors:

To be specific: rather than stating our preceptpliegidy, we continue to assume that
educational goals and values are self-evident. Waavledge the importance of science and
technology but do not teach scientific ways of kimg, let alone how to develop individuals
with the synthesizing and creative capacities égddor continual scientific and technological
progress. And too often, we think of science asptfatotype of all knowledge, rather than one
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powerful way of knowing that needs to be complemétty artistic and humanistic and perhaps
also spiritual stances. We acknowledge the faabbrglobalisation — at least when they are
called to our attention — but have not figured batv to prepare youngsters so that they can
survive and thrive in a world different from onesexknown or ever imagined before (Gardner,
2007, p.17).

And what are his ‘minds’ that in combination offespe? First: The disciplined minthas mastered at least
one way of thinking — a distinctive mode of cogmitithat characterizes a special scholarly dis@planaft,
or profession” (ibid., p.3). SecondThe synthesizing minthkes information from disparate sources,
understands and evaluates that information objggtiand puts it together in ways that make seadbd
synthesizer and also to other persons” (ibid.)rdHBuilding on discipline and synthestkie creating mind
breaks new ground. It puts forth new ideas, posésmiliar questions, conjures up fresh ways of kimig,
arrives at unexpected answers” (ibid.). Fourth:c&izing that nowadays one can no longer remainirvi
one’s shell or on one’s home territothie respectful mindotes and welcomes differences between human
individuals and between human groups, tries to tstdied these ‘others’, and seeks to work effegtivath
them” (ibid.). Fifth: “Proceeding on a level morles#ract than the respectful mirttie ethical mingonders
the nature of one’s work and the needs and desiire® society in which one lives” (ibid.).

The respectful mind has direct relevance to the wdl universities as ‘critic and conscience’. ltais
tempering catalyst. As indicated by Gardner (iljdL13):

A truly respectful individual offers the benefit tfe doubt to all human beings. As much as
possible, she avoids thinking in group terms. Sfsenmves censure for those who truly deserve
it. She remains open to the possibility that helgegment may have been wrong. And she is on
the alert for a change in behaviour that will imntueinstate a feeling of respect toward that
other individual.

Respect is beyond ‘political tolerance’, which &ssentially negative, requiring us only to refréan be
prepared to refrain) from interfering with what #émer does” (Snook, 2004, p.6). It is akin to tolera as a
virtue, “which requires us to find value in the tighits and actions of others” (ibid.). Social camstivism —
with its portrayal of the world as imaginatively degaand invented by people rather than taken fartgda—
provides a philosophical basis.

Holding Fire: Occasions for Less-than-Free Speech

Given the openness of the respectful mind, theeetiares when ‘free speech’ is inappropriate. Shauld
have prevailed in favour of French authorities,drample, when Muslim girls and women were barrechf
wearing veils and other religious clothing at tteially secular schools? Gardner (2007, pp.118;1ft®
one, had second thoughts. “Weighing the costsdavitmen of the deprivation of an important parthefir
religion, and realising that the veils did not hg@inpinge on anyone else’s liberties, | concludeat respect
should trump a longstanding norm.” And should tloéces extolling the ‘right’ of Danish newspapers to
publish cartoons highly critical of Muslim leadesasd practices have remained loud and long? Again,
Gardner (ibid., p.119) had a change of mind andthea

...when | detected the degree of hurt felt by Mughensons all over the world and — eventually
— learned of the violence that ensued, | reconsiany initial leanings. Cartoons are a
particularly vicious form of ridicule, and espebyainsulting to those who are unfamiliar with
that idiom. While artists should be allowed to draWvat they like, and newspaper editorialists
should feel free to criticize any and all instituts, the damage done by publication of the
cartoons seems excessive and unnecessary. Ndithearrtists nor the free press would have
suffered unduly if the critiques had been expregseebrds, rather than pictures.

Notably, it is the medium rather than the messadgs ts Gardner’'s focus in the second example.
Accordingly, because he believes the medium is@ppate in this different situation, he “would conte to
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defend the right of Salman Rushdie to publi$te Satanic Verseand of course condemn those who issued
a fatwa on him”. His overall message is clear:ité ¢hese examples not to insist that respect shaluways
trump other virtues, nor to indicate that my changkheart were necessarily correct. Rather, irctmaplex
global terrain in which we now live, we should, wkeger possible, give priority to respect for thegth
different backgrounds and beliefs — and hope thay twill return the favour” (ibid., p.119). Again,
conscience tempers the role of critic. The assedipairts are played on an appropriate philosophktagke.

Constructivism as a philosophy is also the basisaftocus on the development of wisdom beyond fact
and knowledge. “Exploration and discovery lie a base of every human achievement and aspiratton. T
knowledge that leads to wisdom opens new vistasdiscloses how little we really do know. Wisdom
suffers no pretence that one has arrived. Knowlezhge be mastered, but wisdom can only be sought”
(Weigel, 2002, pp.139-140).

Tiered (Not Tired) Wisdom and Positioning Principles

In relation to ‘what might be’, Weigel (ibid., ppl%7) suggests the options for higher educatiotititi®ons

in the new ‘electronic era’ — a time of ‘bricks acletks’ — depend on strategic assets and capabiliThere

will be ‘top-tier institutions’ which “will likely emerge unscathed from the mass-produced distance
education battle” (ibid., p.54), ‘global universsi which “will be able to take advantage of thended for
mass-produced distance education” (ibid., p.5%), ‘alt other institutions’ which “will be able tousvive,

and even thrive, in an era of mass-produced dist@dtication if they can differentiate their ediarzdi
offerings in an intentional, proactive manner” @ihip.56). Of the three categories — top-tier, glpbther —

and based on discussion of the ‘idea of a uniwensitthis paper, few institutions outside the tigr would

be worthy of the name. The advice is straightfodvé#irthey are ‘institutes of technology’, ‘collegef the
arts’, ‘private training establishments’, or whaewcall them that — not ‘universities’.

With a focus on higher education in New Zealanec#jally, Malcolm and Tarling’s (2007@risis of
Identity?provides a set of principles for universities:iffeiple One: The collective identity of knowledge a
pursued and promoted by a university must alwaykeate respect and nurture its essential human
characteristics” (Malcolm & Tarling, 2007, p.223principle Two: The primary motivation for seekiagd
advancing knowledge in a university must be a defir truth — the continuing expression of which is
always evolving in response to human experienceuadérstanding and which is supportive of humar-wel
being” (ibid., p.224). “Principle Three: Within threecessary diversity of academic activities in wensity,
each programme must reflect and contribute to ttiegrating values and characteristics of universal
knowledge, such values and knowledge providing ssemtial and comprehensive unity to a university’s
engagement in teaching and research at the hidglesls” (ibid., p.228). “Principle Four: “Collegial
participation and responsibility in a universityeassential and distinguishing features of its ewadl life”
(ibid., p.231). “Principle Five: Governance and @m@&ment in a university must reflect and embraee th
collegial spirit and character of its academic’lifiid., p.232). “Principle Six: The interdepenaenof
governance and management in a university, and ttwdlegial aspects, must find full and balanced
expression within all areas of its academic lifiéid., p.237).

The humane and communal aspects are embedded. uBs¢ fgr truth and well-being is essential.
Integration of teaching and research is emphasiSeliegiality in place of managerialism is stresséde
crisis of identity is addressed. The role of ‘criind conscience’ is played throughout the naeativ

There is relevance to the case of Lloyd Geeringl (@ncontrast to the case of Fray Luis de Ledn).
Geering as a controversial member and head ofdaifieal school of the Presbyterian Church was &ble
defend himself as an accused heretic (something Eugs de Ledn was never able to do in relation to
whatever the accusation might have been) and wgsteexl. Unlike our chosen figure of contrast, Gegr
came to be lauded as a professor of theology abiécUniversity of Wellington and was awarded thre
‘gongs’ (Order of the British Empire, New Zealandd@r of Merit, Order of New Zealand) by the Governo
General on behalf of the Queen of England in cakédom of his ‘critic and conscience’ achievemenithg
Dominion PostFriday, August 31, 2007).
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Geering's treatment by the university and sociesg wxemplary. Fray Luis de Ledn’s was not. Aftar hi
five years of unjust imprisonment, he was allonedeturn to the University of Salamanca for a bpefiod
but was then once more imprisoned without triali€Tto his beliefs to the end but cut from his comityu
of scholars, he died in what his contemporarieswety too willing to accept as ‘disgrace’.

Conclusion: A Focus on Images ‘Lest We Forget’

Mock though the fire of the cannon that points at®ia University of Wellington may be, the symigol
threat is real. Metaphors around the globe ardaridtic. The warnings should chill. For exampleligher
education has suddenly become a key battlegroumtitish domestic politics and proposals aboundnfro
both government and opposition alike. However, eslemental issues such as its aims and valuesha@nd
just practical concerns like an effective and eahlé method of funding, are up for discussion. Baic Be
very afraid” (Burwood, 2003, p.297).

Choice of suitable philosophical bases is crucialperhaps liberalism combined with social
constructivism. The ‘minds’ that need to be devetbfor the present and future, as articulated brdGa
(2007), warrant serious consideration. The needfonix of disciplinary, synthesising, and creatmonds
makes sense from an academic perspective. As ctarplef the mix, the need for respectful and ethica
minds is compatible with the university’s role astic and conscience of society’.

Some institutions act as critic but not as cong@e@omments are ‘quick fire’ and ill judged. Somay
see themselves as a (or ‘the’) conscience of sobigt do not act as critic. Dialogue occurs in lieture
halls, corridors, and staff rooms of the institngsoDiscussion ricochets off the coffee urns antéieoolers
of informal learning spaces but is not transmiti@@ociety at large. Debate is cloistered. Howréftévho
knows? Frustratingly — even tragically (for theelkof Fray Luis de Ledn) — well-considered crititiis not
widely shared.

For the genuine universities — those with a focnsnaisdom rather than hamburgerology; those with
‘Shakespeare’ and ‘Einstein’ as determiners (rtes) of the ‘bottom line’ — being a ‘critic andnstience
of society’ includes being a critic and conscieatthemselves. Nothing less would be acceptablevdyer,
rather than being heard as a concerted voice rticelation typically comes from a member of faguib the
discomfort of a bureaucrat or hierarchical posiimhder.

It is important to understand a university in terofigvhat it is not. This facilitates an appreciatiof its
conceptual fragility. “In this context, one must deare of the dangers of the present trend of wanti
universities to offer ‘returns’, and more espegia@conomic and immediate returns, and of transfogmi
them into high level vocational schools. This wonidke them lose their specificity and change thetm i
another kind of institution, which is obviously @idebut serves another purpose (Thorens, 2006) p/20a
result of this trend there are a number of ingtnhg that are ‘universities’ in name only. The aws
example is Hamburger University. There are manyerstithat are driven by business entrepreneurs in
mortarboard and gown disguises.

University education is about inter-generationalared wisdom in dynamic mindscapes. The need for
universities to be ‘critic and conscience of societ “to avoid the dictatorship of a given politicsystem, or
a superpower and, today no less, the hegemonyeoé¢bnomic world and the large multinationals, more
powerful than many countries” (ibid., p.108). “Setgi and the State must of their own accord andhéir t
well-understood interest abstain from wanting ttedwine everything and accept the harsh and sorastim
even unjust criticism of the university and the rbens of the academic community if they want the
university to be able fully to play its role in tBervice of mankind and society, its very raisogtr@” (ibid.,
p.98).

Clearly, a truant mentality as ‘critic and conscef society’ is out of place. As put by Burwo@dQ3,
p.300): “There is a challenge for academics intiatato the wider world. This is to find new ways dgive
voice to what many readily take to be a core aspédheir current mission: this is the queryingtbé
dominant consensus and its presuppositions andligotosing of other possibilities; not simply being
responsive to its needs.”
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The invitation is there for the taking. Too oftdrete is evidence that universities are failing ¢b as
critic and conscience. The exceptions are few. Uhiversity of Salamanca failed Fray Luis de Ledre t
people of Spain, and society in general. Over titrieas drifted from its purpose, roles, respotisigs, and
accountabilities. It has not acted as ‘critic andsztience’. It has a crisis of identity. Many othehare the
anxiety. Frequently, over recent decades, it isabse the interests of business have overriddere thbs
education. ‘New right’ ideology, in particular, Wwiits emphasis on the ‘private good’, has threatghe
development of ‘the educated person’. Victoria énsity of Wellington, in accepting Lloyd Geering as
member of its ‘community of scholars’, has showat tim this one instance at the very least it ast&atic
and conscience of society’.

Images can translate as activators. On the otHerddithe world from Wellington, New Zealand, in an
“austere little plaza”, the University of Salamareguarded by the spirit of and “presided ovethsy statue
of a professor in robes, Fray Luis de Ledn” (Miokeri971, p.409). The statue — like the cannonpbiats
at Victoria University of Wellington — is a remindéo universities of their crucial role as ‘critend
conscience of society’. It is a message that shoolde lost on people in general.
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