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INTRODUCTION

TORHALVORSEN AND ATLE NYHAGEN

At the end of the first decade of the®2&entury the statement that
universities are organisations in transition hasob@ge commonplace. Still
an intense debate about how profound these chamgeand to what kind
of university they will lead to has been going on the last two decades,
in particular relating to changes in Europe (Nedgickert and Nybom
2006; Massen and Olsen 2007; Michelsen 2010). lmpkack to the start
of the 19 century universities were few in number and srimaliize, yet
the pride of the nation states of Europe and the delected given the
chance to attain a degree. Today they are manwiinbar, hosting more
than half of the young population, and thereforsoalncreasingly
guestioned in terms of its functions and organisati

As a central institution of society, univeiestin Europe have been met
with greater expectations and new demands chafigngstablished
identities and relations to other institutions. Themer sense of pride and
dignity has been exchanged with a deep senses$ @s new actors have
entered the field of higher education and resegalicy. Portrayed as
lacking the quality needed to support an advanacemvledge economy,
universities are only at the threshold of thingscmme in terms of
necessary changes. International organisatioik tanks, consultancies
and a host of other actors penetrating the sexar the outside as well as
the inside share this agenda of extensive reforteoAling to Massen and
Musselin core activities and central conditions tbé universities of
Europe are now being altered, including governastogctures, funding
sources, the organisation of primary processesh s the teaching-
research nexus, and the general political, econamic social conditions
under which universities operate (Massen and Mins2609: 3)

Many changes are of course already in pladevaible at the levels of
institutions, nation-states, regions and even dlpkend the way these
levels are inter-related in new ways. It does m@ns an exaggeration to
state that in a fairly short time the self imagetaf university in Europe —
although a heterogeneous and incoherent image ehlaaged in important
ways, a trend perhaps most readily recognized eatetel of university
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leadership. Increasingly we can observe that Rectatk about links
between knowledge, nation and culture is beingaegu with the rhetoric
of strategic management in search of excellencthfosake of competition.
In contrast to being embedded within a nationaiucaland the boundaries
of the nation state, this kind of rhetoric builds & vision of universities
operating as nodes in cross border internationaarks competing with
other networks for resources and reputation, imibeeand power. It
presupposes a new division of labour where theonakisystem character
of higher education institutions is replaced by ewnlandscape of
deregulated organisations fighting for resourcemftheir states (which in
Europe is still most commonly the owner) as wellfrasn other funding
sources now regarded as even more important, whetlidic, private,
national or international.

The traditional role of the government for thianning of a higher
education system and its research is presentlyectggdd and reshaped by
a new governance of the actors in the field of Kedge. Increased
emphasis on internationalisation and globalisatiemands new modes of
coordination. This is where governance tools, sastratings, rankings,
benchmarking and citation—-indexes, once created iriter academic
communication (Fuller 1997: 71), enter the pictugeolving out of an
international discourse of necessary universitpna these are among
the tools set out to deconstruct the traditionahtitmal systems” of
interlinked and cooperating institutions and retams these into a new
competitive field between strategic actors whosaess depends on each
actor's ability to gain access to resources. Gawemt use of public
resources still remain crucial, but more in ternfisan adding on or a
reward for successful project acquisition. The pubdebate about
knowledge priorities is thus undermined as acadeladdership is
transformed into a matter of money chasing.

The success of a research university andasstipn in a network of
universities developing a common competitive sgatis measured by the
values of the knowledge based economy. The Europeaa of higher
education (EAHE) has for long been in the makind together with the
European Research Area (ERA) it is part of the peam Commission’s
strategy of improving Europe as a knowledge-basssh@my (KBE).
Important parts of the discussions about the araif a European Higher
Education Area were inspired by the developmerttigiier education and
research in the United States, sometimes simplrned to as the “US
model”. The American system — the high quality bé tUS research
universities, the diversity of institutions and ithenique ability to set the
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research agenda globally — has been held forthiarsdill used as an
exemplary model for Europe to learn from, perhagnédo copy.

This understanding of the US as a model féornes in Europe — at
country level - has also in many ways reinforcesl ghIf understanding of
the US community. Arthur M. Cohen , in his bookh& Shaping of
American higher education: Emergence and growtithef contemporary
systerh provides a compelling example of this:

“One clue to the viability of the system is affoddey the way it appears to
the rest of the world. European influence on Awggeri higher education
came in two stages. First was the college formeasafly the curriculum
and the residential pattern, imported from EnglaBdbsequently, the
German model of research, academic freedom, anéicpsérvice was
appended. But all that happened over one hundrads yego. Now, the
Europeans look to the United States as a poinefefence for reforming
their higher education. They admire the Americastay’s ability to
charge tuition as it opens access to all educatmkers and its ability to
combine research and service, academic and voahtemriculum, and
graduate and undergraduate studies, all withirs#ime set of institutions.
The diversity of forms and the students” abilityttansfer among them
seems desirable, along with the capacity to maostifyctures and reassign
responsibilities with minimal restraint from civélervice bureaucracies.
The Europeans know that their future has to incluteny aspects of
America’s complex, highly successful system” (Coti®a8: 440).

The acclaimed superiority of American universitieas, for example,
stimulated a debate in Europe on competition amdextration of resources
as means to upgrade universities at the top-end theating an elite-
group of European research universities similarth®e American Ivy-
League system. From other perspectives though, $Skeld up as a
contrast to how Europe ought to develop in thertutuEurope’s history of
social recruitment, emphasis on popular enlightertmeregional
commitments of higher education institutions andietees of national
priorities, or generally a combination of scale astbpe potentially
integrating large parts of the population in thegass of knowledge
development and dissemination are presented ats ass® not obstacles.
This perspective has perhaps been further stremgthly reference to the
demands posed by the emerging knowledge societyttendieeds of an
innovative economy. The European tradition with amphasis on
“knowledge distribution” might in other words beeseas a competitive
advantage and not (only) a liability.

The European references to the US institutg@amsalso be compared to
the reforms and debates that have occurred witienUsS. In the last
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decade several reform-proposals appear to havedesstioning some of
the merits and qualities that Europe actually held forth as recipes for
change. This was among others evidenced, for examplthe US
Secretary of Education, Margaret Spellings Commis§teportA Test of
Leadership: Charting the Future of U.S. Higher Eattien (2006), and the
debate spurred by this report. A contested issuewvaether the report in
its calls for reform brought forward a false senéerisis. The following
debate indicated consensus on the need for chamge,somewhat
paradoxically the critical issues identified in theport, such as
affordability, access and accountability are toegtain extent parallel to
what has usually been regarded as strengths ofpEarnoexperiences and
educational traditions.

The new goals for the university sector am@rglly expressed by
international and supra-national organisations fclimong them the
European Union and, in particular, the European @wmsion. A
dominating trend in the policy texts of the Comnaasis the notion of
knowledge production and strategic research manege(Keeling 2006)
within the framework of competition. When reseatrtiversities are told
to be more useful in terms of economic and soc@aletbpment better
management with power to make strategic choice®rhes important.
Creating a competitive framework for knowledge prctibn depends on
such management. Such a framework will eventuaiydIto a hierarchy
where the best will set the standard for the rhstwill also lead to
increased differentiation, not only vertically (iveen the best and the rest),
but also horizontally between good and bad faculiighin universities as
well as to specialisation.

Liberal ideas about the “competitive stated #@ne source from which
these EU-policies emanate. The role of the “stqia” this case the
political centre and its elites) is to provide asdtructure for economic
growth. For the European Commission the tool isKnewledge Based
Economy (KBE). This economy is best served by neseaniversities that
compete within EU and beyond on a market regulbiethe same values
that once created the US model for excellencewih@ers of all ratings
and rankings. The sometimes explicit and sometimggicit reference to
the US model justifies the transformation of the BRétional systems as
well as the competitive strategy for the EU researmiversities.
Republican references to the common good are tutiestiby the liberal
idea of the values of the aggregate effect of dsgdional competition.
Also in the area of higher education and reseanchtian state republican
tradition is exchanged with the EU liberalism ofrefgulation (Scharpf
2009). By copying (and thus competing) with the Widsersities, the hope
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is that Europe will succeed in comparison bothhi ipcoming east and
the model ideal of the west. But this needed chamgsupposes the
delinking of the university sector from the franfetle nation states. The
“open method of coordination” as a particular wapmoting the liberal

competitive approach by help of a number of goveceamechanisms of
deregulation seems to be a successful way of ageatcommon European
area of higher education. As an aggregate effetiisfcompetition a shift

of identity, legitimacy and legality to the EU aitd knowledge based
economy (KBE) follows (Jessop 2008 et al.).

In this book we are presenting a number oftrdoutions which
critically reflect on the value of the US model teurope, as well as on the
ideas about knowledge development through the rewrgance of a field
of competition, the new emphasis on the KBE atdbst of democratic
values and possible dysfunctional consequences hef kind of
differentiation within higher education that folldwom this. The different
articles are not unanimous in their interpretatidrihe role of the US or
the value of modelling. Perhaps how we view “thedeidreflects some of
our presuppositions about the model country as Claffie’s book called
“Reflections on America” shows (Offe 2005). The hdiself is about how
Toqueville, Weber, and Adorno experienced the newldvof America
and their reflections thereupon, but Offe makes tiypic relevant for ways
of comparing even today, as many comparisons obvitedge systems”
across the Atlantic are prone to rather uncritiwalys of comparing. To
understand these men’s complex reaction to this-#as “land of action”,
Offe developed a simple model with four possiblevegrs to the question
of how Europe and the United States relate to edodr. These answers,
popular on both sides of the Atlantic in the niestth and twentieth
centuries, involves two incompatible models of th# as either:

(A) an advance guardvhose explorations allow Europeans to gaze into
their own future
or

(B) alatecomer societya kind of immature Europe, standing at a stage of
development that Europe has already passed.

To these hypothesises Offe attaches either a podli) or a negative
interpretation (2). The positive interpretatiortioé two would be:

Al: that the U.S. has a technological, democratz erigin that we
European just have to reproduce
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B1: that the U.S. still has the ability to make o$energies and resources
already exhausted in Europe.

The negative interpretations Offe characterises as:

A2: That the development in the U.S. has gone sthi not only do we
gaze into a (negative) future, we see into an abyss

B2: That U.S. is stuck at the developmental stafjeaw, unbridled,
uncivilized and destructive infantilism, which Epeans have overcome
and sublimated in the form of civilization.

Much more could be said about these dichotomiesadtitides. For us
they are a reminder that there are important gémeesuppositions at
work when we compare Europe and the US, also influg our
understanding of the knowledge societies. Partityula the debate about
the role of the two regions in the process of glish#on it is necessary to
try to make these explicit.

The “general education” tradition, as weltlzs Humboldt characteristics
of the elite universities may be seen as valuessushould reproduce.
The inequalities that this system reproduces, theiak power of
knowledge linked to these, are by others seen ‘aegative future” the
new “competitive Europe” might be driving us towsrdror the late
Martin Trow, leading scholar in higher educatioudsés, there was
however no doubt as to where to place oneself au€lOffe’s model.
When comparing the two continents ifrém mass higher education to
universal access: The American advantag&row 2001), he argued
strongly for the advantages of the American system:

“European systems are moving towards American nsoaelt because the
United States is rich and a superpower, or becafisthe power of
American popular culture — elements in the Ameiization of so many
other institutions in other countries. It is besauAmerican higher
education as a system is simply better adaptedmatorely and
structurally, to the requirements of a “post-indiastage”, which puts a
great premium on the creation and wide distributbknowledge and skill,
and is marked by such rapid social and technolbgltange that decision-
makers in all countries begin to see (or at leatiete in) the necessity of
broader access to postsecondary education” (Tr@4:2[22).

The “American advantage” which Europe has to catphwith, is the
already fully adjusted system to the mass- or evemniversal higher
education demands. Not only the celebrated resaanstersity, but the
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mix of actors within the whole system made it betaend a model Europe
ought to copy in time.

Examples of hypothesis B, linked to a negaititerpretation, are often
to be found in a combined critique of the US globluence with its
religious missions. As the Australian politicalestiist Michael McKinley
(1996) put it, knowing America becomes an attenoptihderstand how
America understands the world, which again leadguestions such as:
How is American knowledge produced, what does Kmewledge tell
Americans about the world? And what is this knowkedelling the people
of the US about the world outside. Or generallywtaipes the US make
the world an object for knowledge? A main worry arginning such
guestions is the idea that the US is “a religioragnzountry”, as Harold
Bloom once put it. Primarily protestant the religgoelement is perhaps the
most stable element of the US culture over the syeBhis dimension is
also penetrating the universities, and how thegteeto the government
and intermingle with think-tanks such as Rand, Hioelson Institute, The
Heritage Foundation, the American Enterprise, tlmtf@ for Strategic
and International studies and the Institute for t€mporary studies.
Could one not argue that the best among the bagpiisof of Gods way of
choosing the best?

While parts of the EU bureaucracy perhaps ddeél at home with
this type of power concentration, a general feelm&urope, particularly
at the universities would be that we long ago Haftebehind religion as
the guiding force, for the sake of enlightenmentteAall, that is the
precondition for academic autonomy and the iderdftthe professoriate.
And, as asked; is it not this religious undercurresich justifies US
knowledge as global domination? Does not the U&ine transform, at
least if it is to be a model for a more modern addanced culture like
Europe?

Claus Offe’s model reminds us of the importate try to bring to the
forefront the hidden and general presuppositionslegginning and
steering our comparisons. This will also clarify ropurposes for
comparing, whether it is for understanding or falifcs. Our modest
hope is that this book may represent one amongaeventributions to
the ongoing debate about Cross—Atlantic comparjsbased on broad
historical-sociological understanding of how indiitns on the two
continents are shaped and why.
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On the contributions

The idea behind the argument of shaping the higtsucation and
research landscape according to a strict competit@ween institutions is
that it will create a more diversified system inrépe, thus bringing it
closer to the model of the US. If this will generamore elite institutions
or even change the university rankings in Europgai®ur is not easily
answered. In the first chapter, David Hollingeegants a fair warning to
the promoters of the idea of competition betweeinarsity organisations
as the salvation to European mediocrity. Not oslythie celebrated elite
university in the US under strong internal critinifrom numerous actors
within society, a criticism many of its Europeamponents tend to ignore,
but it is also struggling to protect one of the tcaincharacteristics of the
academic community, its academic freedom. Compatitbetween
organisations (and not as "academic competitiorBasy Barnes (1985)
describes it) promotes greater cleavages betweadeaic fields and
disciplines, open up for external interventions thutunding dependencies,
and promotes a carrier system where universitie® ha adjust to the
values of the overall labour market.

These values are inclined to reward strategicket positions, rather
than academic abilities. As wage differences, dugeregulation, also can
be detected in Europe, the same references tortheket values” as in the
US can be detected. The reaction of the Americasoéiation of
University Professors (AAUP), the historical guamdi of "academic
freedom", may be typical for a profession being#tened. The professor’s
reaction to threats of degradation by the new gtrenf the competitive
oriented university management seems to be to agt fike a white collar
social collective on the one hand, and on the atitvexdjust more on an
individual basis to the demands of labour marketl @ university
leadership. Both reactions seem to weaken the bveske of the
university as a place for academics of all kind=elsng shelter’ for their
research. What is particularly worrying for profasdollinger is the
downgrading of the humanities and the social s@snalso in the eye of
the public. The lack of respect for these discgdinin contrast to the
1960s when the university of the US was the moktedhinstitution (as
both Bell and Parsons writings bear witness to)keaaHollinger end his
chapter on a rather pessimistic tone: "Perhapsmide problem of the
autonomy of universities will disappear, becausgehwill be nothing to
be autonomous about".

In chapter two, Richard Minch, focuses onphesent reconstruction
of the academic world. The rhetoric of competitiboth serves to
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legitimate far reaching and dramatic consequenarsazning how and for
whom knowledge is created, as well as hiding fraewpossible negative
consequences of the new logic of academic capitafir the German
society. A central aspect of the new rhetoric ofmpetition is that the
university organisations as strategic actors wéherate a knowledge
society of higher quality than before. Contraryths Miinch argues that
the knowledge created becomes less varied, leasvagless critical and
of value only to a shrinking number of citizens. the chapter Miinch
offers a critical comment concerning the consegesnaf the German
‘excellence initiative’. He views this initiative sashaped by global
pressures towards transforming the research uitivérgo autonomous
actors in line with neoliberal ideas about deregmfdregulation. In the

new rhetoric, a certified kind of excellence - atstauthorisation - is given
to those universities who through competition ersem@s the best.
However, as shown by Minch, both the kind of coitipetthat actually

takes place, as well as what is considered "béstates the criteria both
of fair competition and of what is considered gdadwledge. It is the
distorted economy of attention which is driving thecess. A German
society with a broad knowledge base and high qukfibwledge in most
parts of the country is scarified for the sake déwa shining "stars" who
can potentially be ranked among the top univessitie

Again it is the top universities in the USdanding to rankings) which
justifies the need for "global adjustment”. But\Mignch show, it is hard to
know what dimensions of the US University that iaealised, apart from
the rather abstract idea that competition in thehd$S created a growing
concentration of economic and symbolic capital fieva universities, thus
also created the global winners. The "tools" fa¥ fIromotion of such a
process in Germany (and Europe) may have some bémece with the
policy in the US, but there are important differescThe discussion of the
three pillars of the "functional rhetoric" legitithdg the road to a
competitive academic capitalism, argues thatthés"struggle for attention”
as organisations, not as promoters of academic etitiop for the best
knowledge, as this knowledge evolves over time,ctvhis the prime
mover of the dramatic reforms.

The paradigm of differentiation, the entregnamal university, the
international competition for innovation; theseerclusters of functional
arguments for competition, seek their legitimaaynirthe US model, but
at the same time hides from view the interests@wlers in Europe that
drives this process. How social forces promotetranger hierarchy, the
internal "differentiation” leading for example sk resources to the social
sciences and the humanities, or rewards the eptmeprial university,
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which is feeding on a privatisation of knowledged ahe use of public
money for private gain, is hidden by the naturaiisaof the US model.

The transformation of influence from the academicnmunity to the

"entrepreneurs” as Hollinger discusses in chaptbug does not figure in
any comparison legitimating present reforms. Rgshahat is going on in
Germany is an example of how bits and pieces ofuSemodel justify

changes that hardly adds up to copying the Amenwadel. Universities
of excellence, inspired by the US research unitsersire chosen not
according to knowledge criteria, but according twe toligopolistic

networks of domination within the field of knowlegigViiinch 2007). This
system of oligopolistic selection, rather than potenthe US research
model, seems to have some unintended consequé&kbés.in the US the

professor and those aspiring to become profesdoaljc do research —
and are valued for doing so, and supported by diimistrations, in

Germany they are split between professors chasindirfig and his / her
assistants ( many without any career possibilitmgjing bits and pieces
of the research together.

Mary Henkel, in chapter three, discusses hcadamic identities in the
UK — with its distinct characteristics establisheder a long historical
period — has been transformed during the last fesades by neo-liberal
reforms as they evolved out of the regime chandeth® 1970s and
onwards. Showing how inspiration from the US, bls#oafrom EU in
unexpected and new combinations gives momenturhaganéw policies
for higher education and research, she argues'tiratcontext in which
academic professions and institutional identitiess@nstructed in the UK
has changed fundamentally in the last thirty yeafsie neoliberal policy
pushing these changes is characterised by stromfltical centralisation
seeking both to promote more competition and regulaof this
competition. As indicated also in chapter 2, Magnkiel argues that these
new identities are marked by a shift of power betwwgovernment and
universities. This shift, however, seems to be pik leading to an
active redefinition of the academic roles and idierst in Great Britain, at
least at the collective leadership level. The ViGkancellors and
Principals bodies seem to have largely assimildtedexternally defined
policies. This raises the question, given the madekforms in England
(as argued for example by Meny 2008), how such gésuof identity will
spread to other parts of Europe?

Chapter 4 makes a turn from USA, England aedr@ny to Norway.
Ragnvald Kalleberg's focus is on the cultural aedndcratic tasks of the
universities. In a combination of analytical dissioss, proposals for
change and suggestions for theoretical reinterfioesof both Humboldt
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and Merton, the USA and its universities (partidylethe liberal art

tradition of cross-disciplinary education) are grged as an inspiration.
This inspiration is used as a critique of the Bolgprocess and the
undergraduate reform which is leading away from4hgear US college
tradition. Most of the comparisons with higher eation and research
located in US has had the purpose of showing “wiaks better”; what

to strive for when we, the Europeans, need to nefour own system.
Over the last ten years, in the debate in Eurdg®s been hard to find an
article not mentioning the US as a model of sonme #as argued, for the

sake of reform motivation, that the US has bettetivated students,
better finances, better management and bettertyguadisurance. Many
voices also indicated that the whole Bologna pre@ewd the way it has
been implemented in the reforms of our own univgrsivould lead to a

quality reduction. More students, but less time amdney and a

specialisation taking place too early comparedht first 4 years of the
US with its ideas of “broad education”. The Bologpeocess would

undoubtedly have as an effect the opposite ofatmding purpose; it
would lead to brain drain - mostly to the more sssful and quality

oriented US universities.

By building on the US experience, a rebirtithef Humboldt tradition,
as reinterpreted by Kalleberg, might be possibled &vhile both Germany
and England are concerned about the "death of Hidgtibg.ieb 2009),
Kalleberg finds in Norway a reviving interest foukboldt ideas. While
the reforms at the beginning of this century werarkaed by the
deregulation of the university sector in line withe developments in
England as discussed in the chapter of Mary Hefgkeéform also know
as Norwegian Quality reform), a later White Pa2808Y represented a
return to a focus on democratic values. Kallebdsgu$ses this inspiring
shift in the public debate in Norway. And he lirk$o a long tradition of
the university professor of also being active pubitellectuals, thus more
than in most European countries part of a publimatie But he also shows
how it is marked by shortcomings. The present debabut culture and
democracy, and the role of universities RBildung has been rather weak
also in Norway. It has not penetrated the educati@ystem or the
academic discourse, and as to what it should meancdirriculum,
education as well as for students and professerdNthrwegian practises
and debates have not been very clear. Kallebesgotfonstructive ideas
as to how to move this debate further, and als@estgwhat changes
should be pursued. The role model from USA is agefierred to.

In the next chapter we turn to the topic ¢éinationalisation of higher
education and research. In chapter five, Halvorsem Muinch,
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differentiate between two modes of internationslisain higher education
and research. These modes are termed old and nemationalisation
respectively. The old mode is a matter of schotard students crossing
national borders so as to advance learning, researd knowledge as a
collective endeavour. The new mode is a mattemdfeusities conceived
of as enterprises, which engage strategically terivational alliances as a
private asset for attaining a dominant positiothim global academic field.
What they argue is that a set of changes contribmtéhe increasing
superimposition of the old mode of internationdlsa with the new one.
Amongst these are the OECD agenda of employmentgamth in the
knowledge-based economy and the Lisbon strategfyeolEuropean Union.
In the wake of this agenda the nation states objpurare expected to
enhance the international competitiveness of higlhercation and research.
Here the Bologna process of creating a Europearcesmd higher
education may be seen as a tool to lean on to thékshift effective. But
these developments are of a global kind as wedimRthe viewpoint of the
global movement of New Public Management and istgonal rankings,
strategically internationalising universities adertified as key actors for
enhancing the competitive strength of nation statAscording to
Halvorsen and Miinch along with international ragkithe differentiation
of centre and periphery and the stratification lué ficademic field are
being accentuated as part of this process. Thertational integration of
top ranking universities is being accompanied byonal disintegration
and growing inequality in higher education and agsk. In their chapter
changes in higher education and research poli¢yegrmany and Norway
are analysed. Recent reforms in both countries tewdrd replacing the
old mode of internationalisation with the new modéeeir conclusion is
that this leads to increased stratification of timéversity systems in two
countries which traditionally has been seen asesspiting less stratified
systems.

In chapter six, Dieter Plehwe turns to a disgon of a transatlantic
topic, the role of private partisan think tanks. Asphenomenon of
growing importance in both Europe and North Ameraghink tank focus
also provide new insights into processes linkingopaan and American
knowledge spaces in terms of mutual and continkoasvliedge influence.
The early influence of European scholars on theflaf neoliberal think
tanks in the US, for example, shows that simplasdabout the spread of
think tanks as "Americanisation” does not hold @ski and Plehwe
2009). As part of the increasing privatization ammmercialisation of
academic research and education witnessed durinigshdecades, private
partisan think tanks nowadays present a challemgeadlitional centres of
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academic research across disciplines, but mostrianty in the sphere of
social scientific policy research. Think tanks imi# a wide range of
public or private organisations that do not onlyd amot even primarily
serve academic purposes, and yet are capable dfrageny highly
competitive contributions to both intellectual gralitical processes. With
an eye to influential partisan think tanks in postand academia, Plehwe
convincingly argues that relevance is a more ingmrtcategory than
excellence in understanding the transformation adiad sciences and
knowledge power structures past and present.

According to Plehwe the think tank challengafconts social science
and policy analysis in a number of ways. Firsthynk tanks can be seen as
a challenge to basic presuppositions within theiasosciences about
societal differentiation. Think tanks seem to adtecand demonstrate —
through their practice — a dedifferentiation ofisbec Politics, knowledge
and economics, or knowledge economy and societyc@nflated within a
society “pushed” by think tanks. With the numbettofhk tanks estimated
at about 6000, the pressure exerted by think takslditionally gaining
weight in many policy fields and issue areas. Sdbgnthink tanks
challenge dearly held images of social sciencesué@nomous academic
disciplines. Academic social science is both oufgeted by and
increasingly under pressure to adjust to think ten&wledge since the
universal values the academic institutions build which presupposes
institutional differentiation (as discussed by I¢akrg in chapter 4) are no
longer valid. Thirdly, according to Plehwe, ultirat it is not academic
excellence that is driving knowledge developmerdsspite all the
excellence rhetoric (see Minch in chapter 2). Whded craftsmanship
certainly is an important criteria in academic cetition no doubt, the
guestions asked and the fields researched are bgneans matter to
internal selection processes only. Think tanks esgmt an effective
answer to relevance claims and demands (for jusimia social science
solutions to present problems). In the last decadgsments raised about
new relations between knowledge and society (pdatity in relation to
science and engineering) the way has been pavethdodomination of
relevance, as practiced by think tanks, at the oéspublicly created
knowledge within universities. Last but not ledkg challenge to be faced
by social sciences implies the need to take thektbhnk phenomenon
seriously as a research issue of great importartmeth-to understand the
new role and character of think tank knowledge #&mdinderstand the
influence of the social phenomenon "think tanks"its global reach.
Plehwe’s contribution is an invitation to commosearch efforts in such a
direction and represents a programme to guideduesearch in this area.
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In chapter seven Diane Stone presents a cangplge of a university
establishment in Europe, the Central European Usitye The setting is
again, as with Plehwe's chapter, links between ad& Europe, but this
time illustrated by how philanthropy works, repnesel by the empire of
the billionaire George Soros, in particular his @ ociety Institute and
Soros Foundation Network. A remarkable story id tbout how a hybrid
institution is created as a meeting place betwesmodinterests, academic
values and regional actor's commitments to chawgthin this university,
it is particularly the story of the establishmehtlee new master study in
Public Policy that is depicted. Based on analytidahs about processes of
soft policy transfer, the hybrid character of thaiversity and the
discipline is seen to emerge as a result of a cexnpiterplay between
politics and knowledge at many levels. Global actike World Bank and
UNDP as well as local professorial work roles ipfige the organisational
outcome. Avoiding simple explanations that trieglémluct organisational
form and content from the character of the philesytist or even his or her
foundations, Stone highlight the complexity of htlwe new university
(and later) one of its much debated disciplineseaitmout. Although the
Central European University is an American unigrsinumerous
influences, for example the role of EU through Bras Mundus and its
linked Bologna standards, as well as European tsityeand disciplinary
networks, "dilutes" this image as set by the plHeopic donor. The
complex interactions as analysed by Diane Stondeaveand far between.
The value of such a case study show itself firsalbfn its illustration of
how the shaping of a new kind of organisation depgeon the logic of
"governmentalite”, the partnership between numerkimgls of actors,
from governments to civil society, and how thistparship is shaped by
the ongoing discourse about "good practice" anthbysoft policy transfer
processes.

In Voldemar Tomusk’s chapter the level of sl is Europe in the
widest meaning of the word. The Bologna processjchvinow is
supported by 46 countries have over time devel@etlin many respects
become a process driven by EU, or more particuldéiny European
Commission. To Tomusk, this is both an ironic angheadoxical situation,
made possible by a well-organised propaganda maghisystematically
misleading the European public to believe that Beéogna process is a
success. Through numerous documents, backed bydred appeal of the
EU leadership, the impression of continuous andvigrg success of the
different Bologna activities is created. Througk hnalysis of texts and
activities, Tomusk show that this is far from these. Tomusk observes
how the different rhetorical, but academically wébitimised, policy
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documents escalate the cleavages between the Eliand&U member
countries of the Bologna process as it has beeanshpg its membership
eastwards. As the "single largest donor of the ggst EU, sees that
the value of Bologna, its ability to promote theuedtional "brand
Europe" to both keep and attract the good studentsade difficult by a
new plurality of "branding interests”. An illustiat of the limits to
rhetorical image building of escalating progresspag other things due to
the new expansion, is identified through reactiangn protests against
the attempt to build a dominating EU ranking metilody. The political
sensitive question of how such a ranking also thrabe flows of
resources, for example the resources of the stushanket, is not easily
hidden in the rhetorical optimism of the Bolognacdments. How
Bologna hides a variety of interests and cultuiraitd to the rest of the
world is also suppressed by such a process. ThegBalprocess that to
EU is counted as such a success, and an impoo@infior the creation of
European Area of Higher Education, may thus beirdefrtal to the
continuation of the Bologna process itself gives present membership
based on the cultural community of Europe?

In his chapter, Tomusk refers to the Erasmusddis programme of
EU as a way of capitalizing on the Bologna imagke hext chapter by
Roser CussO discusses more explicitly the US iatipm to this
programme. She argues that the EC (European Coionjiss not using
the US University as an exemplary reference, bt agans to introduce
policy and social change. Although emphasis is qutattracting "top
level" foreign students, as the US universitiessatid to do, other learning
effects for the European universities are of meanpdrtance in the long
run from this programme. Cussé highlights how Emasrviundus train
state funded universities to compete for Europealnlip funds, and, as
discussed in previous chapters, in particular byndfj how to base
competition on "institutional behaviour" rather than academic criteria.
This competition, based on EC (European Commisgiecdmmendation
and Erasmus Mundus practices, are in the daily g€als regarded as
learning from the US and "best practices", degpieefact that the US kind
of competition "does not compare”. Rather thisneziee to the US serves
to avoid overtly political debate. Erasmus Mundostdbutes - by process
of learning new practises - to accelerate the ifiansfrom "social
democratic" to "social-liberal" policies. What hlaeen a highly valued
trait of the European higher education system rtawdsout as a drawback
preventing this transition to come through smootahd quickly: What
used to be (and to many still is) a European cantex "rigidity”,
egalitarianism, "isolation", as the Commission fatates it, are only
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problems calling for profound change due to a styped comparison
with the US. Comparisons can be made for seveaslores, but no matter
what the purpose is, it is seldom neutral. Wheeresfce is made to the
American system it is often only parts of the systehich is highlighted.

During the 1990s international organisatioke DECD and UNESCO
in various ways started to promote concepts lilee khowledge society
and the knowledge economy highlighting new demaards challenges of
and for higher education throughout the world — th#er becoming
something of a buzzword for new policies aimed rangforming the
university sector. For OECD an agenda for universgform has been a
particular concern since the late 1990s linkedh® ¢oncept of a ‘new
economy’ (Godin 2004) and this particular organisahas become a very
influential actor promoting and initiating countspecific university
reforms as well as acting as one of many key ‘dleing agencies’
promoting “recipes” for the transformation of unisities in terms of
better management and strategic choices (Henty 20@1).

In their chapter, Susan Wright and Jakob @kbemnalyse the
international context of a country-specific reforthe Danish university
reform. Their focus is on OECD and how this orgatii has adopted a
specific style of framing moving university reforim Europe towards an
increasing departure from the classical liberalversity model, or the
Humboldt model, towards a market-driven model. Replg the
traditional model of collegiate rule and the role central government
planning the new university policy promoted by OEBRimed at making
universities autonomous and more accountable motfirg university
closer to the world of corporate management. 8tily implemented in a
few countries this process has taken a firm hol®émmark, and as the
authors argue with important consequences for deetity of the actors
within the sector. Their case-study reveals howntiv Danish University
Law of 2003 could be traced back to the work of @€CD and the new
agenda for university reform. Their analysis canBrfindings about how
national governments have used international osgdions as a way of
gaining control over the domestic reform agendar{étes and Wolf 2009)
as well as adding how radical reforms elements iateoduced by
reference to old elements, thus appeasing resestaneforms and giving
the reforms further momentum. This particular wayntroducing reform
is analysed as a political strategy and it is asedyboth over time and at
different levels. Central to their argument is temployment of the
concept borrowed from the cultural theorist, Stiiatl, that of a ‘double
shuffle’. Originally coined as a term describing tholitical strategy of
New Labour, moving to a market state via subordidaocial democracy,
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Wright and @rbeck uses this as a frame for anadytie double shuffle
played by the OECD in terms of discourse, but Ase the double shuffle
of university reform in Denmark and elsewhere des place in terms
of policy, symbols and material or technologicabqasses as well. They
show how this double shuffle is played out on theel of university
leadership, through the example of the rector gbeddagen University,
and his campaign for a new excellence programmeirTt¢hapter thus
adds new insights to the work on OECD and the énfae this
organisation has gained in education policy in galndn addition to
influence through comparative statistics and ttemtion of international
benchmarks and good practices (Cusso and D’Ami€&28artens 2007),
OECD is employing soft governance or OMC as a meznsnabling
policy convergence to their proposals. As analyigetthis chapter, OECD
through their policy framings using a specific maafedescription, here
called the double shuffle, also pushes the OECDndayefor reform
forward.

Gry Brandser’s chapter offers an historicategogical account of the
German influence on the emerging US research uwsityeror more
precisely, the reception and subsequent transfawmabf German
academic ideas in the American setting. The purp®de illustrate the
shifting relations between Europe and the US. Whhe German
University before the first world war, due to hugembers of US
academics being educated in Germany, exercised grid@ence on a
number of colleges and universities and affectedpihblic debate on the
role of scientific knowledge for societal developmethis changed
dramatically during and between the two world wans.effort is made to
trace some of the transformations that eventualigecto determine which
interpretation of Humboldt and the German univgreibre generally that
was to be accepted as the most viable or “trueAnmerica. To capture
these changes Brandser focuses particularly omitdhely read and much
debated "Harvard Report on General Education" ftben crucial year
1945. The report is read as the culmination ofrees®f encounters within
American higher education between German and ABgboen traditions.
The report transformed previous academic traditiassghese can be seen
as emerging from confrontations between the Angloe8 university
tradition of academic socialisation to leadershige (gentleman’s ideal)
and the Humboldt (idealist) ideas of individualtoudtion of cognitive and
creative capabilities through "science". The outearhthe Harvard report
is a "third way", but also a compromise with thede of the American
society to reconcile its (Puritan) Christian cudluheritage with a modern
culture of competence-based education. The Kant-Hdldhsplit between
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both knowledge and belief and science for the sdilgeience and science
as tool for society, are through the Harvard Repeinited due to how
faculties are organised, and education composdiffatent levels. A new
meritocratic - and democratic - "gentleman’s ideatherged, creating
great success for the university giving its nameh® report. Harvard
prospered, and became the leading model, but rtbouti new kinds of
cleavages emerging within society. Brandser brimyback to the present
debate in Europe, the transformations linked tooBo&, the EU push for
more coordinated research and the idea that Ewap®&ecome a common
"knowledge area" despite the different traditiorfsfar example Great
Britain and Germany. Reforms in Europe refer tollteas a model, but if
we copy the US, what are we then bringing "back'Etoope? Are we
accepting the American interpretation of the Hurdb¢gdgacy as the truth
about our reality and thus losing out on valuableolpean insights and
different experiences with the educational ideal Bifdung? Or does
“copying” involve an even stronger emphasis on mheation and
disciplinary research that the Americans found nposblematic about the
German universities as it undermined universitiédigation to foster
enlightened citizens with a shared sense of valdeslis it possible to
move beyond both by entering into new and rejuvegadialogues with
tradition and thus find elements that unite the lafgaxon and German
traditions in new and unforeseen ways?

In their chapter, Nyhagen and Halvorsen, aseathe decision to add a
global dimension to the Bologna process. This etfwinternationalise the
European Higher Education Area was called forthvbiges calling for a
more competitive Europe as well as voices arguiog dooperation
extended to the global level. The Bologna Glob&ht8gy could then both
be seen as a response to the dominating trendobflggation of higher
education as well as an effort to set the agenddufther globalisation
process placing more emphasis on values contrarycdatinued
competition and marketisation — such as solidaaitg justice. Focusing
on the agenda-setting phase and the decision-makingess, Nyhagen
and Halvorsen, show how this led to the developroéatstrategy with an
ambiguous content reflecting the views of differaators and stakeholder
groups involved in the Bologna process. The questib Europe taking
global responsibility for developing alternatives imperatives of
competition is justified in the development of Bgtas own imperative of
cooperation. Actual developments however show tthiatis far from the
case and that this seems to be more rhetoric thactaal reflection of the
internationalisation strategies in place in memimuntries. Reminiscent
of the debate of Social Europe vs. Competitive Barthe authors offers
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an analysis of the process that highlights the dhoaand evolving
character of the strategy process where competisiod cooperation
alternate on taking the lead role in defining ttrategy of Bologna global.

In Svein Michelsen’s chapter about Quality éssice and
Accrediation, he shows how this kind of regulatitansformed and
became integrated in the governance of the Norweldigher Education
system. However, as he explicates in a detailetysisaof two cases, not
in a straightforward way as is often implied in theultilevel* and
organisational studies of globally promoted redafatsystems. In the
complex interrelation between a global distrustiubvement for more
regulation of higher education supply and demantherone side, and the
implementation of such a system of regulation quiure of trust — where
quality control has been part of the academic caltd on the other,
Michelsen is able to show that local and natiordiles still matter. Due to
the eagerness to please Bologna and EU initiatiésh could be said to
be rather typical for Norway, the government analdaenic policy makers
quickly adjusted to the new QA demands. But as Blgdn maintains, this
happened in a manner that reproduced important ezlsmof the
Norwegian trust culture. Thus Norway might be texbias a divergent or
special case where the academic community hasneetadr regained
control at the academic shop floor. The variatietmezen the two cases,
the University of Oslo and the University of Bergespectively, indicates,
however, that the impact of ideas about the nee@xternal control, the
value of semi - independent and "europeised" osgdioins as tools for
taking the quality control out of the hands of #heademic community
may have very different consequences. In the lamgthese may lead to
adjustments that will undermine trust and promdie thew level of
bureaucratic control of the higher education sestoXorway as well, if
power at the university level is shifted to the newanagerial ideals
prevalent in HE discourse today and strongly preudty EU.
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WHAT THE RECENTHISTORY OFAMERICAN
UNIVERSITIES OFFERS TtUROPE
AUTONOMY, ACCOUNTABILITY,

AND THE RECENTAMERICAN
ACADEMIC EXPERIENCE

DAVID HOLLINGER

Nearly ninety years ago, the social theorist ThgansY/eblen, perhaps the
most famous Norwegian American prior to, Karl Rovbe recently

resigned aid to President Bush, published an exiog critique of the

corporate leadership of American universiti#ge Higher Learning in

America This book of 1918 lacerated university presidergghe passive
and obsequious servants of businessmen who, angdalVeblen, had no
understanding of the life of the mind and belietealt intellect could be
produced, commodified, and marketed like bathtuapsor automobile

tires. “The underlying business-like presumptioNgblen asserted, is
“that learning is a merchantable commodity, to bedpced on a piece-
rate plan, price-rated, bought and sold by standamids, measured,
counted and reduced to staple equivalence thraugkrisonal, mechanical
tests.”

Yet a remarkable fact about American acaddnsiory during the last
nine decades is that academics themselves, profedsave exercised a
great deal more control over the curriculum, theeagch programs, the
hiring and firing of faculty, and the admission agxhluation of students
than Veblen allowed. The values Veblen espousédsipolemic of 1918
turned out to have multitudes of defenders amorensleprovosts and
professors, who, whatever compromises they maddn wirporate
capitalism, resisted to a significant degree eyatt trends that alarmed
Veblen. Even the most caustic of today’s criticsre€ent and current
partnerships between industry and academia condleese initiatives on
the grounds that these new industry-academia araegts are portentous
departures from a tradition of autonomy that goeskb indeed, to
Veblen’s own time. It was Veblen's contemporariedn) Dewey and



