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UNIVERSITY AS SITE OF CITIZENSHIP
A COUNCIL OF EUROPE PILOT PROJECT
1999 - 2001

I INTRODUCTION
1. The Initiative — Background and Context

The concept of sites of citizenship originates with the Council of Europe project on
Education for Democratic Citizenship (EDC). The project, the operational phase of which
ended in 2000 was launched in 1996 and was adapted in the light of the Council of
Europe Second Summit of Heads of State and Governments (1997). It was expected that
the Sites’ network of the EDC project would continue after the formal completion of the
EDC project. This network would also have a higher education input.

The concept of Education for Democratic Citizenship was taken a considerable step
further through the Budapest Declaration for a Greater Europe Without Dividing Lines,
adopted on the occasion of the 50" anniversary of the Council of Europe (May 1999),
and in particular through the Declaration and Programme on Education for Democratic
Citizenship, based on the Rights and Responsibilities of Citizens.

The Declaration and Programme adopted in Budapest underline, among other things, the
fundamental role of education in promoting the active participation of all individuals in
democratic life at all levels, the importance of learning about democracy in school and
university life, including participation in the decision-making process and the associated
structures of students and teachers.

As a follow-up to one of its preliminary contributions to the definition of the concept of
citizenship, the CC-HER adopted, at its 6™ plenary session on 16-18 March 1999, an
outline project called “University as site of citizenship” and instructed its Bureau and its
Secretariat to develop the project further.

At the same time academic circles in the United States of America became involved in
the development of projects concerning citizenship within higher education institutions.
The CC-HER Bureau established close links of cooperation with those circles. In
addition to the importance of such cooperation, it is worth underlining the fact that the
United States now has general observer status with the Council of Europe, including
observer status with the CC-HER.

The concern of the USA academic community on the matter of citizenship within higher
education institutions has been expressed through the Wingspread Declaration on
Renewing the Civic Mission of the American Research University (December 1998) and
the Presidents’ Fourth of July Declaration on the Civic Responsibility of Higher
Education (Presidents' Leadership Colloquium convened by Campus Compact and the
American Council on Education at the Aspen Institute on 29 June-1 July 1999).
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As a result, two parallel projects were launched in Europe and in the United States under
the responsibility of the Higher Education and Research Committee of the Council of
Europe and a consortium of European and US researchers and institutional
representatives (see list of members in Appendix).

The purpose of this document, and the preliminary version of the General Report of the
pilot project drafted by Mr. Frank Plantan, is to underline the main areas of work carried
out over the past two years and to serve, as a basis for discussion on possible further
action.

2. Aims of the Project
The project was established:

- to consider the actual activities of institutions of higher education in Europe and
the USA, that support democratic values and practices;

- to assess their capabilities and dispositions to promote democratic political
developments;

- to make recommendations and dissemination of resources in order to improve the
contribution of higher education to democracy on the campus, and to the local
community, and the society.

3. Methodology
3.1 Establishing the project

Following the recommendations of the CC-HER and its Bureau, a Working Group was
set up, responsible for outlining and carrying out the project.

The Working Group decided to launch a pilot project with the following objectives:
- to map current activities and problems in education for democratic citizenship
within higher education institutions;
- to collect information from the target groups (students, faculty members,
administrative staff) through pre-tested questionnaires and guidelines;
- to produce case study reports detailing the variety of problems and successes.

Fifteen European Universities were selected among new and old democracies and 15
collaborating researchers (making up a Contact Group) were appointed who were
responsible for conducting the case studies. They reported their findings through
monographs to the General Rapporteur who was responsible for producing the final
report.

The organization of the case studies was aided by the use of questionnaires and
guidelines drawn up by the Working Group. An interesting quantity of information was
collected during this exercise that took place in 13 of the 15 European institutions
selected at the beginning of the project and 14 American institutions.
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3.2 Time-scales

The pilot project covered the period from March 1999 to March 2001 and was carried out
in the following stages:

- At its plenary session on 16-18 March 1999, the Higher Education and Research
Committee (CC-HER) adopted the outline project and mandated its Bureau and
the Secretariat to develop it further;

- In May 1999, the CC-HER received additional funding for follow up action to the
Second Summit, making the financing of the project possible; in the USA
National Science Foundation decided to finance the American part of the project;

- In September 1999, the CC-HER Bureau decided to appoint a Working Party for
the project;

- On behalf of the Working Group, the chair of the CC-HER established contacts
with US academic circles in June 1999;

- The Working Group met on 17 September 1999 to consider in detail the scope of
the project and the modalities for financing it;

- The Working Group held a joint meeting on 22 October 1999 with collaborating
researchers from six European universities in order to launch the case studies; US
representatives attended the meeting;

- The Working Group held a joint meeting on 11 February 2000 with collaborating
researchers from nine European universities; US representatives attended the
meeting;

- Drafting of student/faculty questionnaires and guidelines by the Working Group
from October 1999 to March 2000;

- At its 7™ plenary session on 28-30 March 2000, the Higher Education and
Research Committee (CC-HER) noted the progress report on the project and
approved its further plans. It further noted that it would decide on a possible large
scale follow-up project at its 2001 plenary session, on the basis of the outcomes of
the pilot project;

- The case studies were launched in 15 European universities as well as in 15 US
universities in March 2000. They were completed by the end of July 2000;

- The Working Group and the Contact Group held a joint meeting on 11-12
December 2000 to consider the final results of the European and American case
studies; (US representatives attended the meeting);
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- Drafting of the preliminary version of the General Report of the pilot project from
January — March 2001;

- The final version of the General Report will be submitted to the Secretariat by the
end of August 2001.

33 Organisation and approach to the research

The remit of this project was to determine the actual activities and capacities of
universities in education for democracy. The project maps the variety of what was being
done in universities to promote citizenship, and hence, democracy; and therefore, to
assess the civic responsibility of institutions of higher education in contributing to these
outcomes.

The collection of information about universities and their localities in relation to the aims
of this project noted above was aided by the use of questionnaires and guidelines. The
collaborating researchers responsibilities were quite broad, and included the gathering of
official documents, conducting interviews, soliciting official statements and policies from
relevant officials, and collecting survey data.

At the conclusion of these efforts each researcher was asked to write a narrative of about
15 pages highlighting the main features of democracy at the university and its locality.
The focus of this monograph was on what is not present in the institution or revealed in
the accumulated documentary evidence or survey data.

The format and substance of this narrative was up to the researcher, keeping in mind that
this pilot project was designed to map the variety of democratic experiences, or their
opposite, within universities and the place where they are located.

The information necessary to meet the demands of these guidelines was documentary, (in
the form of records, publications, or official policy statements), and in the minds of the
selected informants (their experience and knowledge). The guidelines were in three parts:

- The first involved interviews with individuals from targeted groups in the
university and community. The interviews were designed as a source of
information for the third part (summary).

- The second involved a group of interviews with 20 students and 20 academic
staff.

- The third was a summary, evaluative narrative of what the university was doing in
education on democracy not only within the university but also within its locality.

The questionnaires focused on three main discussion topics:
- Student participation in University governance

- University teaching
- Relations with community environment
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Further Background to the Pilot Project

This report summarizes the findings of twelve monographs constituting the site
reports of European universities selected for the research project, “Universities as Sites of
Citizenship and Civic Responsibility,” (hereafter, “Universities as Sites”) titled
“Compendium” and cited elsewhere as Council of Europe document DGIV/EDU/HE
(2000) 36. It focuses on the European site’s reports, which together with the companion
summary findings of the United States’ sites constitutes the Final Report of an
international comparative research project featuring the collaboration of researchers at 28
universities in Europe and the United States.'

The research was designed as a pilot study to test the research protocols;” the
interview and survey instruments;’ and to formulate key analytical concepts for the
classification and analysis of universities as democratic and civic institutions. The pilot
study also served as a preliminary inventory of both the actual practices of universities in
the teaching and research of democracy and civic responsibility. It also examined the
degree to which the internal organization of the university’s administration and
management of the university’s relationships between administration, faculty and
students corresponds to norms and expectations of accountability, transparency and
participation in democratic communities. It studied the relationships between the
university and the community in which it resides and with the wider society and how it
fosters and encourages civic engagement, democratic participation and the development
of the foundations of a civil society. It identified relevant similarities and differences
among universities, facilitating a better understanding of the universal dimensions and
characteristics of democratic and civic practices that transcend unique national and
cultural differences. This study provides an empirical basis for policy recommendations
and action, and for a discussion and examination of the normative and prescriptive
dimensions of democratic engagement.

The Universities as Sites of Citizenship project advances the education policy
agenda set forth in the European-focused Budapest Declaration and in the higher
education reform initiatives in the United States represented by The Wingspread

"I wish to thank Dr. Henry Teune, the Principle Investigator of the National Science Foundation grant
which funded the U.S. research, Dr. Ira Harkavy, Co-Chair of the International Consortium for Higher
Education, Civic Responsibility and Democracy, and my research assistant, Margaret Watt for their help in
producing and editing this report. However, I am responsible for the content of this report. A summary of
the U.S. study is attached in Appendix Five. The introduction of this report addresses in more detail the
conceptual issues pertaining to democracy and civil society, the role of the university in these issues as
well as in political socialization in general, and the significance of this research.

? See DECS/EDU/HE (00) 3 revised 2.1, “Guidelines and Research Protocols for Collaborating
Researchers—Pilot Project”, January 10, 2000 original, revised February 10, 2000.

3 See Appendix 3, Student Questionaire, Preliminary Draft No. 6 and Appendix 4, Faculty Questionaire,
Preliminary Draft No. 4.



Universities as Sites of Citizenship 7
And Civic Responsibility

Declaration and The President’s Fourth of July Declaration.* This research also
contributes to the Bologna Process for the democratic transformation of higher education
in Europe in its beginning to identify good or “best” practices in university governance
and administration and the teaching of democracy and civic responsibility. The findings
and recommendations presented provide a basis for discussion and debate about next
steps in the higher education reform processes by examining the dimensions of the
problem that had previously been identified in the Magna Charta of the European
Universities.” These include issues of accountability in a democratic state, the
relationship of universities to local and national governments, and “the expression of
democratic principles” and “...in particular the participation of internal and external
stakeholders.”®

This study postulates the notion that universities can become key institutions for
the transmission of democratic values through direct engagement in democratic activities,
democratic education on campus. Ivar Bleiklie, one of the participating researchers,
expressed this argument as follows:

“First, students need to learn 7ow democracy works — through participation in
student organizations and university decision-making bodies, and by developing a
conceptual understanding of democracy. Second, they need to learn that
democracy works by experiencing that they can influence events and their own
living conditions through participation.”

The Universities as Sites of Citizenship and Civic Responsibility project is
an important step in realizing these aims. It is focused on institutions of higher education
as strategic institutions in democratic political development. It is a cross-national study,
comparing universities in fifteen European countries, both new and established
democracies, and fifteen colleges and universities in the United States. It addresses the
actual activities of institutions of higher education that support democratic values and
practices; an assessment of their capabilities and dispositions to promote democracy; and
dissemination of resources to improve the contributions of higher education to democracy
on the campus, and to the local community, and society. It seeks to provide a basis for an
analysis and formulation of recommendations, and distribution of materials and
approaches that can be used by institutions of higher education to discuss and decide their
responsibilities for civic education and democracy.

This is also the first Trans-Atlantic empirical study of its kind. Most of the
research on education for democracy and civic engagement are largely descriptive and
rest on their normative and prescriptive propositions.” This research will make general
academic contributions to a better understanding of many issues and dynamics in
democracy education. In focusing on universities as sites of citizenship, it makes a

* See [add cite]

> CC-HER (2001) 28, “Autonomy and Participation in Higher Education: towards a European standard,” a
discussion paper for the plenary session, p. 4.

® Ibid, p. 4.

7 A major transnational empirical study at the elementary and secondary education levels was recently
completed. See Judith Torney-Porta, [add cite]
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serious examination of a core social institution shaping democratic development. A by-
product of this research will be the development of approaches, methodologies, and
networks for advancing democratic and civic education on the basis of comparative
research that goes beyond the mere sharing of examples of best practices.

Highlights of Findings

Any attempt to summarize the disparate findings of so many institutions, chosen to
capture the diversity in higher education in Europe, poses special challenges. Because of
the vast differences in size, demographic composition, financial basis and legal
incorporation, each site report confirmed the unique aspects of civic engagement on each
campus. These reports present an amalgam of findings, the differences and similarities of
which are outlined in the report that follows. A few generalizations can be made
however, with the caveat that the applicability and relevance of each point will vary by
institution. A discussion of more institution-specific findings follows.

Salient points/summary

¢ While national political and ethnic context is important to the development of new
approaches to the teaching of citizenship and democracy, these contexts can also be
barriers to change where cultural and historical relativism postulate that each national
situation is unique.

¢ Universities as cultural institutions are embedded in society and, therefore, reforms
intended to promote democratic values or greater civic engagement can conflict with
the traditional role of universities as providers of “useful” education.

¢ In addition to historical and cultural traditions, the legal and institutional framework
universities operate in, and their effect on the larger issues embraced by this study
(participation, civic responsibility, civic engagement, democratic education), are
critical to understanding the degree of freedom an institution has in promoting these
values.

¢ The legal and statutory framework of universities determine the parameters that
universities must work in when attempting reforms or implementing new policies or
means to promote a greater degree of civic engagement. Academic and
administrative leadership of universities can choose not only the mechanisms for
change, but also determine the amount of latitude they can take in effecting new
initiatives based on their interpretation and enforcement of these statutes.

¢ Formal and statutory provisions for shared governance, transparency of decision-
making and protection of faculty and student rights are often at odds with reality and
actual practices.

¢ Traditional social and professional relationships between administration, faculty and
students, rooted in cultural expectations create inertia against change even when
statutory provisions are made for greater participation and inclusion.

¢ Sustainability of initiatives for change and promotion of democracy and civic
responsibility are affected by the availability of resources, the larger national
economic conditions, and the onset of intellectual fatigue for political action.
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¢

Formal institutional structures and arrangements are a necessary, but not sufficient
condition for:
1. greater democratic participation in both university politics and governance and in
the community and society by students;
2. the promotion of aims and objectives of instilling notions of civic responsibility
within students;
3. understanding the nature and extent of a university’s interaction with its
surrounding community; and
4. curricular change and altering the management functions within the university.
Despite provision for formal organizational roles and rights for both faculty and
students at most institutions in the study, participation in governance processes is not
what might be hoped for and expected. Many researchers noted the existence of
misunderstanding or lack of knowledge among respondents of organizational and
administrative processes within universities that further limited possibilities for
greater participation.
Informal personal networks and peer-learning play a major role in what students
know about their rights. These interactions also shape their expectations regarding
their rights, their understandings about what possibilities exist for them to participate
in university governance or decision-making, and in the ways in which they learn and
internalize notions of civic responsibility and democracy.
Most sites reported that university administrators and many faculty considered many
aspects of citizenship and democracy to be entirely a personal matter such as
decisions to vote, to volunteer in the community, to participate in campus
organizations, or to engage in political debate and, therefore, not within their ken nor
responsibilities as teachers and scholars.
As a corollary to the previous point, most university administrators and faculty
considered institutional responses to promoting democratic values and civic
engagement as an infringement upon or a dilution of the university’s primary
educational mission, such as the training of specialists and technicians and other
professionals.
Any attempts to better understand the problems of democratic and civic education
must come to grips with the problem of fragmentation. Students and faculty have
“separate lives” outside the university and often segregate their social roles and
actions between life within and without the university.
Segregation of roles and responsibilities also affects the role of the university vis-a-
vis the community and/or the nation. How the university conceives its role vis-a-vis
society and the local community affects its response to social and political trends. It
also determines how these issues and policies are engaged by the university.
There is a problem of a status quo based on complacency, comfort, indifference and
inefficacy. In stable situations where students are content with their life, they believe
as one respondent reported, “what’s point of using democracy through the
university?””®

¥ There is a certain tautology expressed here between this finding and the inferred hypotheses and
motivations for this study. Are political stability (or certainty) and general comfort and well-being
causally related to inefficacy and indifference, or are they intervening variables between socialization and
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¢ Student participation in university governance and in asserting or understanding their
rights as students are characterized by a pervasive passivity bordering on indifference.
This was true across almost every case in the study.

SUMMARY OF SITE REPORTS

Characteristics of campuses

The universities selected for this pilot study, while not randomly selected, do
represent a geographical diversity that has characterized the emergence and growth of
European universities since the founding of the universities in Bologna and Paris. The
universities in this study vary from prominent, old, established institutions to newly
created schools growing along with the municipalities they reside in. Some are located in
wealthy nations sheltered by the political stability of the European Union, and others are
in what are commonly referred to as “transitional” countries, struggling with radical and
rapid social, political and economic change. Still others pursue their educational mission
in the context of civil strife, reconstruction from war, and the depravations that
accompany conflict. Yet all share profound similarities, such as universal educational
mission in the production of knowledge, human capital and technical expertise in service
to the nation.

They also share similar difficulties. These difficulties differ only in scale between
institutions. Universities face new and special difficulties in finance and budgeting; in
their relationship to their surrounding community; in developing and maintaining the
requisite infrastructure to meet their educational mission; and in reforming and adapting
new institutional structures, processes, and programs in response to the changes in
borders, governments, and the political-economy of Europe of the last decade.

A brief survey of the universities studied is illustrative of their differences and
provides a backdrop for analysis and conclusions. Uniqueness does not mean they do not
share experiences, or that common approaches in administrative policies, practices and
reforms to promote democratic values and an enhanced sense of civil responsibility can
not be achieved. Similarities in mission, faculty-student relationships, administrative
organization, and relationships to government oversight and funding agencies provide
much common ground for understanding and benefiting from comparative research. The
location and distribution of a university’s physical plant is an important characteristic for
understanding its relationship with the community. Together with the composition and
size of the student body, and residential options available, it shapes both the internal and
external environment of the university.

Many universities, particularly urban ones, are dispersed throughout the
surrounding community, and therefore, defy traditional notions of the “campus.” The
University of Tuzla, in Bosnia-Herzegovinia is spread over the entire town in which it is

educational processes that political socialization research postulates shapes the predispositions and
behavior of students in terms of their political participation and sense of civil responsibility?
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located. It is one of main universities in the national system. About a third of its students
are part-time or correspondence students. All of its students are local in origin with few
foreign students to speak of. The government plays a major role in funding and
regulating the affairs of the school. The University was reconstituted under a new higher
education law in 1999.

Similarly, the University of Cergy-Pontoise, in France has its buildings spread
throughout the community. It is a very young campus of 10 years. It is suburban, part of
the Paris metropolitan area. What is distinctive is that the town has over thirty ethnic and
foreign groups residing in it. Eighty percent of its students are from the local region. It
has a small but growing number of foreign students. Its links with the local government
are very strong—almost symbiotic. The closeness of this relationship and the dominance
of the university in local affairs and culture makes it a quintessential university town.

The University of Tirana, in Albania, is located in the capital city, benefiting from
the advantages of its location by enriching the life and opportunities of its students,
faculty and staff. It is the national university and enjoys the privileges of being “the
largest, the most consolidated, most complete and best quality university in Albania.”

The University of Milano-Bicocca, in Italy is new—three years old. It has been
part of the “hyperactive” growth and building in the old industrial district of this city of
eight million people. It literally grew overnight and has a large population of 27,000
students. Though thought of as a “campus” university due to the clustering of its
buildings, it has no residential facilities. Students are commuters and live in the city.

The University of Vytauti Magni—of Lithuania has ancient roots with its original
incorporation traced back 423 years. It has been reorganized and reconstituted several
times as a result of historical changes in the geopolitical situation of Lithuania, Most
recently as Kaunas Lithuanian University. Most recently, it has been reconstituted under
new statutes as part of the “national revival” campaign following the country’s
independence.

The University of Samara in the Russian Federation is a maturing institution
founded in 1969 in a large industrial city. Today, the city confronts the duality of
deteriorating economy and infrastructure, though it has a “high market potential” (is a net
donor to central government) because of oil enterprises and a strong agricultural base.
Samara has a 2-1 female-male student ratio and is very homogeneous (all Russian), who
are inhabitants of the region.

The University of Thessaly, in Greece, is also relatively new, taking its first
students in 1989. It is characterized by a historically powerful Rector that is now elected
by and accountable to the university Senate. Most of the university’s departments are
located in the town of Volos, with others spread through other locations. Thessaly is an
industrial region in Greece with a changing economic base. Many regard the
establishment of the university as an imposition and relations with the community have
been marked by strife and suspicion of the university and in the interactions between
residents and students.

The University of Bergen, in Norway, was established following World War II. It
is in largest city in Norway (but small relative to others on continent—with a population
0f 250,000). Changing national demographics and the standardization of the curriculum

 DGIV/EDU/HE (2000), University of Tirana, Albania, p. 7
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in Norwegian higher education has led to a large increase in the student population in
recent years.

The University of Skopje, in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, is a
large, urban, comprehensive research university. It too was reorganized following
independence and creation of a new Constitution. It is now more autonomous and
increasingly places emphasis on merit for access and participation in the management of
the institution.

The University of Ankara, in Turkey, is a large, urban, secular university located
in a capital city. As the flagship university of Turkey it works in close conjunction and
partnership with the government and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) to
support local and national policies through teaching and research and joint outreach
programs with the community.

The Tavrichesky National University of Ukraine is also a large institution and the
main university of Crimea. Due to its mission of service to the Crimea and its
population, its facilities are dispersed in 14 towns. It has a large number of
correspondence course students.

The Queen’s University of Belfast, in the United Kingdom (Northern Ireland),
was founded as one of the three main universities of Ireland. Today it is a comprehensive
research university. It is situated in the vibrant and popular south side of Belfast near the
center of the city. It is surrounded by the major cultural institutions of Belfast. It is also
located in a city that witnessed a quarter century of violent ethno-religious political
conflict.

This is a large and diverse group of institutions, culturally and historically bound
in their national context. How can we generalize or find commonalities among such
diversity? Certainly there is no way to describe the “average” of these institutions. If we
can not identify many common experiences, then what can be learned from the other’s
experience? We look not only for common experiences, but common difficulties, which
is perhaps the more important task of a pilot study such as this. Developing inventories
of democratic policies and practices and of what forms of civic engagement universities
are currently pursuing provides the baseline for new initiatives. These inventories also
provide the basis of comparing the diverse group of universities participating in the study.
Can the Turkish example of educational reform in the context of its modernization drive
help university officials and policy makers better understand the challenges for Bosnia,
Albania, Lithuania, etc.? Can the size, stage of development, financial situation, or the
cultural and historical constraints of an institution inform other universities on ways to
address similar issues in their local context?

The practical necessity to find answers to these rhetorical questions rests in the
development of shared concepts of citizenship and civic responsibility-- democracy and
democratic values that facilitate a stronger European identity and prosperity while
protecting and maintaining the rich intellectual and cultural traditions of each nation.
Professor Alain Renault captured this ambition when he noted that ...if it were deemed a
good idea to enrich the intellectual and cultural education systems specific to each
country by adding a common element through which, as part of the learning process, a
number of values and principles could be shared, universities would seem to be the most
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apt institution to fulfil this function.”'® This study continues the exploration begun by
others of how democratic citizenship can be made possible in an increasing multi-cultural
context and differing national needs.

The Political Environment of Universities

The political context and environment of a country strongly relates to the delivery
of higher education, and to the organization and activities of universities as sites of
citizenship. In addition, the legal context defines the parameters of what universities can
and can not do. For example, in what might appear to be ironic to more mature
democracies, many newly independent and transitional countries place legal prohibitions
on political activities within the university. This is especially the case in contexts shaped
by conflict where maintenance of the peace and civil society takes precedence over the
promotion of political debate. Many of the institutions studied also exhibited a primacy
of culture and history over principles of political participation, political organization, and
even the principle of pluralism.

In several institutions the majority of faculty considered the support of national
goals as a primary mission of the university. This seemed even more apparent in the
transitional countries and those having suffered war or violent civil unrest (Queens
College is an exception in this regard). Human rights concerns in some countries also
took primacy over the day-to-day processes and interactions of democratic life or the
promotion of civic responsibility.

A university’s ability to sustain initiatives for greater participation in the political
life of the community and the decision-making and governance of the university is
shaped by larger historical political and economic factors. For example, following the
demise of the dictatorship in 1974, student activism reached its peak. Many changes
resulted in the organization of universities and in the development of student rights. At
the University of Thessaly today, students are regarded as being apathetic and not fully
availing themselves of the rights won by earlier generations of students. More recently at
the University of Vytauti Magni in Lithuania, during the “National Revival” period, there
was very high political activity and civic engagement in effort to resurrect national
traditions and increase student awareness. This has been followed by an extended period
of less activeness as students become more preoccupied with their immediate living
needs and future vocations. The site researcher reported on the need to refocus the
university mission as the hardships of transition begin to lesson aspirations. Societal
factors (ruling parties, corruption, unemployment, crime, etc.) increasingly impinge on
the motivations and calculations of students and have cooled enthusiasm for change.
Because of these factors young people have an incentive to emigrate, making it has made
it all the more critical for those that stay to receive a quality education that is relevant to
their needs. The university, in consequence, despite its new openness and promotion of
democratic practices, must renew its concentration on its traditional and primary mission

' Alain Renaut, “The Role of Universities in Developing a Democratic European Culture,” in Concepts of
Democratic Citizenship, Strasbourg: Council of Europe Publishing, 2000, p. 99.
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of training and education to meet the vocational needs of students and the human capital
needs of society.

This phenomenon is being witnessed at several of the university sites. It could be
a major obstacle to teaching democracy and citizenship, because of the overwhelming
need to meet the vocational interests and demands of students, whose most salient
concern appears to be to ensure employment and relevant work following graduation.
External pressures are also put on universities to intensify their focus on meeting national
needs and in the demand for specialists and technicians. At the University of Samara, for
example, the Rector was chosen not only to help lead the university, but to help
coordinate the use of university resources and personnel with city officials to facilitate
the challenges of transition to a market-based economy. As a consequence, the university
has become more deeply connected throughout the locale and region. Similarly,
Tavrichesky National University in Ukraine was reorganized in 1999 under a new higher
education law that implies an “internal logic” intending to facilitate the connection of the
university to the problems of transition to a market economy.

In contrast, a more sustained, long term effort occurred at the University of
Ankara suggesting that democracy and civic education do not have to be sacrificed to
larger social and political pressures. According to the site researcher, Ankara has
confronted the changes in organizational structure and academic programs to meet the
demands for human rights and democratization through the nation’s process of
modernization. The driving force in this effort has been reorganization of the education
system in conjunction with the government’s efforts to expand its relationship with the
European Union by putting tolerance, freedom and individual rights at the center of
education. The University of Ankara is continuing to develop programs and initiatives,
often in conjunction with international organizations and non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), to meet international standards by facilitating the alignment of domestic laws
and institutions with these standards.

The Ankara example is instructive in the connections it makes between the
democratic and civil society agenda of universities with larger societal apolitical and
economic purposes. This is an important residual macro social effect of teaching and
research targeted at students and individuals in the university and surrounding
community. Arguments that the pursuit of the twin agendas of democracy education and
civic engagement is fundamental to larger social, political and economic transformations
and gains is usually couched in theoretical terms. This case and others in the study such
as the experiences of Queen’s University suggest concrete connections between a
university’s democratic education mission and societal-level benefits.

Prohibition of Political Parties and Their Activities

Another structural characteristic of universities is the legal and administrative
prescriptions regarding organized political activity within the university. Many
institutions in this study, particularly those in transitional societies or who have recently
experienced violent conflict are attempting to respond to new statutory and constitutional
arrangements. They are struggling with redefining roles and responsibilities while
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simultaneously dealing with basic issues of meeting their educational mission within tight
fiscal and budgetary constraints.

At the universities of Tirana and Tuzla, university-affiliated persons may belong
to political parties and organizations as long as their party work is outside the person’s
university functions—i.e., in their normal capacity as a citizen. At these institutions, any
student participation in politics is a matter of personal choice and is not encouraged or
discouraged by the university (“..life of students outside their normal activities is not a
matter of interest to the University.”)'' More specifically, at the University of Tirana
political parties are restricted. Since the revolution, universities are considered to be
depoliticized by statutory requirement. This is considered a “victory for democracy”
because in the past the university was compelled to pursue the indoctrination of youth in
communist ideology as part of its educational mission. Likewise, at the University
Vytauti Magni no political parties are allowed. Students and faculty who engage in
political party activities do so outside the university in their capacity as private citizens.
At the University of Samara, Russian national constitutional law prohibits activities of
political O{Zganizations on campus. In consequence, “...political life in the university is
minimal.”

Contrasting these situations with countries with no ban risks simplification of the
social, cultural and historical differences of the universities—the age of the institution,
the nation’s experience with democracy, and general social stability. But the expectation
that there would be greater political activity at institutions where there is no ban does not
appear to be true in most cases. Even at institutions where political organizations are not
prohibited, political activity among students is not much greater. In fact, student political
activity could be characterized as somnambulant. At the University of Thessaly few
students are involved in political parties. There is little political party activity on campus
because, according to site researcher, students are simply apolitical in their general
orientation and life. Across the Adriatic political parties are not restricted in the Italian
context at Milano-Biccoca. Also, there is not much public debate on campus, even
though there is some departmental activity that would encourage discussion of political
issues. At Biccoca, both student activists and non-activists reported that groups that
promote democratic participation do not have a large following among the student body.
Most declare themselves as independent of political parties while faculty describe their
political actions within the university as being independent of political party affiliation.
This latter point hardly seems unusual and contrasts the distinction between party
identification and party membership. Many individuals would describe themselves as
having a party identification (“Social Democrat,” “Christian Democrat” or “Green”) but
their political actions or advocacy may not be the result of party affiliation or party
directed activity.

At Tavrichesky National University its educational mission includes “defending
culture and education from political experiments.”"® While there are no restrictions on

""" DGIV/EDU/HE (2000), University of Tirana, Albania, p. 14.
12 DGIV/EDU/HE (2000), University of Samara, Russia report, p. 101
" Ibid., Tavrichesky National University, Ukraine report, p. 149
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political activity, none occurs. The atmosphere is stultified by constraints imposed by
government and administration and reinforced by the vocational orientation of apolitical
students. The University of Skopje does not have political organizations on campus,
though it is not clear if they are banned. Students get involved in political organizations
outside of campus through political party youth organizations. Also, students are very
active in NGOs, for the promotion of democracy in the entire society.'*

The increasing role played by NGOs at universities is increasingly recognized by
universities as a means of pursuing or complementing their objectives. NGOs play a
facilitating role in several institutions. At Ankara, NGOs work in partnership with the
university for the promotion of human rights and democracy and work closely with
universities to advance their agenda. At Tavrichesky National, NGOs can even be
established in the university with material university support as long as their activities are
in keeping with the university mission. Because the University of Tirana is located in the
capital it is able to take advantage of all other activities, seminars, conferences, etc.
available in the city and because of the presence of these resources the university is
making more vigorous efforts to co-ordinate its efforts with other agencies and NGOs
located in the city.

Administrative Practices and University Leadership

The range of options and parameters for change in a university is largely
determined by the roles and responsibilities of the authorities that govern and manage
universities including a university’s central administration, local government officials,
and the Ministry of Education. Statutory and legal arrangements provisions further
delineate and constrain options and action. These factors together can also be a source
of institutional inertia by protecting an institution’s cultural traditions, or by establishing
excessive or arbitrary bureaucratic impediments to change.

Generally, most administrators were supportive and cooperative with the project
by providing catalogs, mission statements, program brochures and other materials to the
Contact Group. In learning of the purpose of the project, some university administrators
became very interested in how this pilot study might advance other related civic
education projects they had started on their campuses. For example, some already have a
civic education agenda and more interest in human rights and democracy education to
help meet criteria for European Union admission. Also, many administrators reported
interelsst in implementation problems and how to deal with legal changes and conflicts of
laws.

In transitional countries changes in administrative organization and practices,
were generally acknowledged as improvements since independence, though as noted
below, these changes have not completely altered many bureaucratic practices or

" Ibid., University of Skopje, Macedonia report, p. 128.
' This was reported during the Contact Group meeting in December, 2000, but not explicitly noted in
reports.
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authoritative styles of leadership. More importantly, many perceive that the social
changes in society made and continue to make a difference in terms of restructuring of
university management, the orientation of the university to its surrounding community,
and the redefinition of its mission in service to society. However, many of these efforts
at working with the community or serving the nation were based on the actions of faculty
and administrators working as individuals, and less in terms of an organized institutional
response to societal needs.

This can be seen, for example, in the University of Tirana report, which noted that
the university still “lacks concept of management,” and where certain officials still
exercise arbitrariness, particularly in employment practices. Few individuals continue to
dominate the decision-making process. There is little public notice of decisions and less
discussion and debate within the university community, hence, there is little
accountability (in terms of challenging decisions or explaining the basis of decisions).
Many institutions are still characterized by a rigid hierarchical structure, with a Rector
appointed by the Ministry of Education and having significant authority to make
decisions in the absence of shared governance traditions. The general perception among
faculty and students throughout all the cases in this study was that power was
concentrated at the top and most decisions in the university are made by a few
individuals.

Students are rarely, if ever, consulted. The University of Bergen, for example, is
marked by the administration’s failure to consult students. There are no public hearings
on university decisions. Similar perceptions exist at the University of Thessaly where
excessively bureaucratic approaches to student quality of life issues has created tension
and resentment. There needs to be a stronger awareness that administrative style is as
important as administrative structures as it affects students’ attitudes toward good
citizenship due to poor modeling of behavior. This remains true at most institutions
studied. Student participation in governance of universities is generally weak. Even
where formal rights exist for inclusion of students in governing bodies, most students at
nearly all institutions surveyed expressed disenchantment with the university’s practices
and lack of communication. Most also do not feel they are consulted on matters of
university governance. In many ways this comes as no surprise and may be endemic to
the structure of university decision-making because of the relatively short academic
lifespan of students. Students are transient and move through their academic programs
and the institution with relative speed, whereas faculty and administrators endure at an
institution through multiple academic generations. Faculty and administrators represent
the institutional memory of a university, which is particularly important in the decision-
making process where many issues are recurring and institutional history is important to
establishing context. This may help to explain the apparent lack of input by students in
university governance (further discussed below).

There is also a certain irony in contrasting participation opportunities for students
with university administrator’s beliefs. Students claim they take little part in nor have
much opportunity to participate in university decision-making while administrators
tended to point to the existence of opportunities—usually highlighting formal legal
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arrangements--and other efforts to be more inclusive. The perception remains, however,
for most (Samara, Vytauti Magni, and Queens seem to be exceptions ) of widespread
student feelings of inefficacy. The example of Queens University shows that leadership
matters. Both the chancellor and vice-chancellor have distinguished records of collegial
leadership and in conflict resolution. This not only sets a ‘tone’ for proper democratic
demand and problem solving, such leadership typically directs the university mission
towards meeting the objectives of civic education and democracy in its education
programs.

Changes in the external environment, such as changes in funding sources or
amount of funding allocated to the university, impacts the administrative decision-
making of universities. As pressures increase for more efficient management of
universities, concerns are growing over how a more corporate model of the university
might affect the promotion of democracy and civic education.

Formal Provisions vs. Actual Practice

One of the most consistent findings throughout the site reports was the disjunction
between formal, constitutional and statutory provisions for participation and input by
students and faculty into university decisions and governance, and the actual practices of
universities. Perceptions among faculty and students were even more at odds with reality
and are perhaps more important because they represent the institutional climate and
mindsets that produce a heightened sense of disillusionment, and therefore, higher levels
of political cynicism and personal inefficacy. These conclusions extend both to matters
of university governance and decision-making, and to student organizations and self-
government. The few exceptions to this generalization highlight the possibilities that
exist for strengthening shared governance structures in universities in a way that
facilitates the learning of democracy and acquiring norms of civic responsibility through
practice and experience within the university itself.

A brief inventory of some details from the site reports illustrate these themes. In
the most extreme instance of student distance from the governance process, in Ankara
there is not even formal arrangements for student representation in university governance.
There is indirect influence through the student union and its representatives. However,
the students are poorly organized and not very representative of the wider student body.
The university is not making any attempt to improve student governance bodies, or to
expand their input into university governance.

At Tuzla, students have an equal vote in Council of Academic Staff and can
propose agenda and vote. These privileges, however, appear to be only nominal either by
virtue of the lack of voting strength or because students are marginalized or unable to
exert any influence on decision-making. Students themselves report a high degree of
inefficacy or cynicism about this process. As many as 75% of respondents indicated that
students are not consulted in issues of university governance. However, the site
researcher reported that they do not need to be consulted because they are included in the
decision-making process that is “pluralistic.” It was unclear what this meant in the
context of the university’s governance processes.



Universities as Sites of Citizenship 19
And Civic Responsibility

At Thessaly, the presence of students is generally considered simply a formality
to fulfill statutory requirements. However, while not effective centrally, students have
more input and impact at the departmental levels—perhaps due to closer relationships
with professors. Students feel they are not consulted in governance issues and
participation in governance of the university is weak. Such too was the case at Samara,
which had formal arrangements for student participation but likewise found that students
disagreed on their effectiveness.

At Biccoca, this is taken a step further with student representation (15% of total)
mandated on departmental committees. However, despite this presence, students do not
count towards a quorum for substantive votes and decisions, and are excluded from
deliberations on professorial and research positions. Formal arrangements for student
inclusion in university governance are clearly demarcated at various levels of
administration at Biccoca. “Nearly all information to participate actively” in the
University’s democratic life is available on its Internet website. However, despite these
arrangements and considerable information made available to them, Biccoca students do
not consider the election of their representatives an important event (less than 12%
turnout to vote in student elections). Student representatives are well known among the
students though perceived to have little influence. According to the site researcher, the
university is more adept at gathering information on student attitudes and opinions than
in including them in the deliberative process. At Biccoca, the Rector and University
Senate, the main deliberative organ with a role in funding allocations and human
resources, makes most decisions. The Senate includes student representation with
incentives for students to vote because low voter turnout (less than 8%) results in
decreasing the number of student seats. Also, there is a pervasive sense that there is a
lack of mechanisms available for expression of the student viewpoint (despite
representation on many committees). A lack of efficacy is widespread among students—
yet also, there is no sense of great dissatisfaction either.

Similar results were reported at Bergen. Students there are aware of formal
structures and the mechanisms of representation, but are seriously skeptical about the
efficacy of their participation and influence. This attitude was surprising at an institution
with a highly politicized student body where election of representatives to university
governing bodies is organized around political groupings. These perceptions, however,
were not shared with the faculty, who clearly disagreed that some groups are excluded
from university life and governance. Here we see a significant gap between faculty and
student attitudes. These differences between formal provisions for input and shared
governance was described at Thessaly as a “democratic deficit,” despite a statutory
structure that provided for student representation.'® The students do not take advantage
of what is available to them, and the university does not consult with students. The
researcher reported that students have full voting rights, yet a huge perception-reality gap
exists between what statutes allow and what is practiced. At some point student roles
became only a kind of nominal representation. The current trend is that students see the
university as becoming less open and transparent in its decision-making. Where they do

' DGIV/EDU/HE (2000),University of Thessaly, Greece report, p. 54
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have input is usually on secondary issues. Formal administrative arrangements are
nominally democratic, but practice reveals a different reality.

Some institutions have a greater degree of student influence on decision-making.
At Vytauti Magni the President of the Student Union is a “full and equal member of the
rectorate.”!’ However, even with this level of input and influence, half of the students
and faculty reporting thought student participation is not effective. The experience at
Cergy-Pontoise suggests that voting rights are not the only means of participating in
decisions and governance. Consultative capacities can have as much influence on
decisions, if the administration truly values and solicits student input. On the major
decision-making body at Cergy-Pontoise, (Conseil d’Administration (C.A.)) students
only have consultative role. At lower levels as well, Conseil des Etudes et de la Vie
Universitaire (CEVU) students have consultative role. Yet, students are perceived to
have strong representation. The CA-CEVU link is seen as vital to developing the
democratic experience. New doctoral organization at Cergy-Pontoise is expected to
produce greater student involvement in direct decision-making, with its own governing
body. Administrators however, reported that student involvement is only superficially
democratic. There is dialogue, but no real demands. The site researcher suggests that
this is perhaps attributable to lack of training, maturity or objective goals among students.

This is a key issue and not unlike the situation in universities in the United States.
The effectiveness of student input often depends on the attitude of leadership. Simple
consultation can have a greater impact on decision-making than voting rights, depending
on institutional and leadership orientation and beliefs and faculty interests and attitudes
towards including students in the teaching and learning process and decisions
surrounding them.

At Skopje students took a more active position. Student representatives from the
Student Union hold positions on University Senate and are demanding an even greater
degree of representation. Still overall, most students view their participation in the
management of the university as not effective and that the university’s governance as
poor. While extensive legal provisions are made, there has not been a transference of
legal provisions into norms. Such legal provisions therefore become an “alibi” for “real”
democratization in the university.'"® Student representation at Tirana included an
allocation of ten percent of the membership in university governance bodies (“real”
representation of student’s views claimed.) This was seen as necessary because there are
no student governance bodies for student self-governance.

At Tuzla students were found to be generally dissatisfied with the governance of
university and their lack of input into university decision-making. Moreover, it was
reported that the administration is little concerned with the interests or demands of
students. Several reports noted that students are mainly concerned with social and life
matters outside the university, which may explain 