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On 12 and 13 May 2006, at the request of the Magna Charta Observatory and under the co-sponsorship of the Universities of Iceland and Luxembourg, 20 university leaders met to further the discussions started a year earlier in Reykjavik by a taskforce of rectors and former rectors, educationalists and experts of higher education asked to envisage anew the main features of what should be the university of tomorrow. In Luxembourg, participants had been invited either by the Observatory – mainly members of its Collegium and its Board – or by the two co-sponsoring universities, not ot speak of the Ministry of Education of the Grand Duchy, a key supporter of the event, that asked in particular a delegate of the Council of Europe secretariat to join the session as well as the rector of the Science University of Malaysia, an institution going through an intense process of scenario building using as a departure point methodologies tested in ‘future studies’. 

Prospective approaches were indeed the red thread for building the Luxembourg programme. To help structure the debate along such lines, Fabienne Goux Baudiment, the President of the World Future Studies Federation, acted as a resource person while  Eva Egron-Polak, the Canadian Director of the International Association of Universities, facilitated the two day conversation (see the list of participants in annexe).


Participants – a third of them ensuring the continuity of the discussions from 2005 to 2006 - were expected to prepare their participation by reading a few papers that could offer some common references, in particular the report of the taskforce first session in Reykjavik (May 2005) and a survey of the many models explaining present university development
. Thanks to this early preparation and to the excellent hospitality provided by the local hosts, the group quickly developed a sense of shared belonging that allowed for a rich conversation.


In terms of programme, the Reykajvik meeting had  taken account of the growing heterogeneity of those institutions of higher education and research most often known as universities and, rather than searching for common features in their work and organisation, had looked for the social functions these various intellectual centres are supposed to meet in today’s and tomorrow’s society. In Luxembourg, the conversation started from the permanent features that have brought the universities to the present, looking at how their traits combine into what makes the visible face institutions of higher learning offer to society. This analysis was tested in a case study on the role played in its community by the host institution, the University of Luxembourg; that analysis  was then bench-marked with the situation of universities in other small countries. On the second day, participants discussed how such basic features have been and are still influenced by long term trends (be they ‘heavy’, ‘declining’ or ‘emerging’), by possible breakthroughs (positive elements of progress that allow the prevailing paradigm to change) or by ruptures that do radically modify the current situation of academia, thus defacing the customary image we have of higher education. How to re-configure the university for tomorrow – by re-defining its paths of change – was the theme of the last afternoon, a way to envisage the capacity of academic institutions to face a rather unpredictable future.  

A. On Thursday 11 May in the evening, a first get-together allowed participants to indicate where they came from, how their experience affected their view of the university and what they expected from a discussion on the fundamentals of the institution, today and tomorrow. Was the primal role of academic institutions to be a useful tool of social inclusion (in terms of age, gender or class) and how should this dovetail with an intellectual presence supposed to help society change? What are the forces moulding the future of the system of higher education? Can its transformations be defined and mapped – in function of relevance, curiosity or funding ? Does this allow for a shared vision of what the European Higher Education Area should be after integrating the structural changes today engineered by the Bologna process? In other words, if choices are to be made between utilitarian and ethical obligations, are not the universities deluding themselves about their capacity to face change, especially when the system is confronted with new parameters such as the demographic decline and a growing cultural homogeneity? If universities are in a crisis, is there an opportunity to reinvent an institution whose ‘new geometries’, as platforms for the mediation of knowledge, call for a reformed ‘contract’ with the stakeholders of higher education? Participants were equally divided between optimists and pessimists about the answers to these questions as far as the university potential for the 21st century was concerned. The group, over the  two days of the conference, was hoping to find a balanced approach to a common academic future by moving beyond emotions and prejudice - whenever possible. To help them do so, members were asked to  reflect during the night on the standing features that have characterised higher education and research over the centuries – each features being summed up in one word only.

B. On Friday 12 May, participants thus indicated what they considered to  be the causal structures that never change in the university world, whatever the geography, history or culture, i.e., what could be called the ‘invariants’ defining the core of any system of higher education through the ages. Scores of qualifiers – from competence to invariability, from curiosity to qualification - were proposed and a thorough discussion followed to make sense of their variety. What is really essential compared to what is linked to the conjectural past of an individual or to ideological ideas taken for granted at a given time in a specific part of the world? What does stay beyond the range of transformations that draw man’s ‘macrohistory’? 

The taskforce agreed that the basic and permanent need of humanity is for information turned into knowledge; thus mankind may appropriate the chosen facts and specific data contributing to shape its development - in the world of its day. This mutation of 
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information into knowledge requires an ability both to doubt acquired wisdom and to take risks in order to build a community of belonging, ‘society’. Thus, man is understood to be at the heart of tensions between facts and ideas – the comprehension of the world -, on one side, and between the acceptance (consent) and refusal (dissent) of such facts or ideas – the intelligence of the world -, on the other. This is the model sketched above on two axes.


Education represent the ‘blackbox’ that human beings use to turn information into knowledge. And institutions of education – i.e., the formalisation of the ‘blackbox’ -, the university in particular, are like a diamond laid on that grid that is not only refracting the permanent needs of society but also harmonising their tensions - in a given place and time. Taking up the suggestions made in Reykjavik, in 2005
, this may be represented as follows: 
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Participants then made the difference between ‘invariants’ – that are the raison d’être of the university, its fundamental functions for society - and the ‘essential features’ that make  the institution visible in society: they are the necessary and sufficient conditions for the university to exist in a community: For instance, the capacity to think critically from the basic tension between risk and doubt that characterises man’s assimilation of information into knowledge comes ; critical thinking – the ability to take distance from acquired wisdom – places the university at the core of the educational system that it helps renew: this entails for university professors to be also students since they have no ‘superiors’ to teach them; critical thinking requires autonomy too - first in terms of intelligence, since it supposes the ability to imagine new links between facts and ideas: this possibility to ‘protest’ needs to be protected  as it represents society’s potential for long term survival, its capacity to adapt and reform. When the imagination of the few needs to be recognised by the many - if it is to enrich the knowledge of society as a whole -, institutional autonomy becomes an evidence that justifies, between the university and the supporting community, a contract negotiated to outline the partners’ responsibilities.  This contract sketches the university as being both of the world – its ‘consent’ dimension that helps reproduce society through the search for norms and the development of products and services – and in the world  - its power for ‘dissent’ that helps renew society by rearranging the known (scholarship) or rolling back the frontiers of knowledge (basic research). 


 The taskforce recognised the specificity of the university in its culture of dissent that balances the need for social reproduction: creativity questions competence, curiosity convictions, tolerance assurance, openness certitudes. To live with such opposites, and search for synergies, the university has to detach from the powers that be – political, economic or religious – not to refute them but to discuss the canons they tend to survive on. As a result, the university, if not ‘neutral’ vis-à-vis the conflicts  of the day, is basically ‘secular’ i.e., set aside from established truth and prevailing ideologies, thus offering a place for dialogue . In its walls, debate (disputatio) is welcome because peers’ collegiality allows for ethics of confrontation that are based on recognition and tolerance. In a culture of dissent, learning processes centred on the students may subvert and renew teaching when it is conceived as the transmission of the known and already tested. Continuity of purpose, however, is essential too, as it embeds the university in the long-term survival of its community, thus making social sense of an autonomy that validates knowledge and qualifies people by offering credentials for jobs and positions.

In short, any society needs to learn in order to adapt; any society is ‘programmed’ to turn data into information before digesting it as knowledge, a knowledge that, once filtered, becomes the base for wisdom. Thus the university is the crucible society uses to ensure the alchemy of knowledge: as such, it reproduces the fundamental tensions of our individual and collective life in order to test, question and comfort the ways of both continuity and renewal, be they expressed in terms of meaning, prosperity, order or discovery. 

Participants had then the possibility to verify the relevance of these first reflections by discussing the case of the University of Luxembourg with its rector, Prof. Ralf Tarrach. Set up in 2004 (?) by joining and upgrading existing institutions of higher learning, the university now caters for …  students disributed in   … faculties, the facilities being spread in three campuses. The student body is made of … % of Luxemburg citizens, the other  % coming from other European countries and beyond. The professoriate is highly interrnational too … and, in a territory lived in by 475'000 people, it is to be remembered that another 6'000 students from the Grand Duchy are being trained in other countries, mainly in Europe. 

When the European Higher Education area is supposed, by 2010, to allow for the free movement of academics, students and professors,  participants could wonder why a rich country that had developed fully without a university focus would now decide to create a university of its own. Did the country need to roll back the frontiers of knowledge, to make sense of existing culture, to ensure its further growth or to fix the norms of its identity? In fact, to exist as a partner in the development of the EHEA, Luxembourg seemed to need an institution of higher learrning as if the building of Europe still had to go through the nations that constitute the region. In a way,  the country was to catch up with the  nation building (the social reproduction function) that had kept busy other universities of the region over the last two centuries - especially in an area set on the fracture points of the nationalisms that engulfed Europe in two world wars. Intellectual visibility could thus answer the need for collective norms making explicit the organisation of a multilingual, diverse and open community.. But, to be credible, the institution was also to meet the academic requirements for further prosperity: indeed the local society lacks experts in fields of excellence where the country could compete with its neighbours – financial services or biotechnologies,for instance. The university is also to make sense of the local culture ‘by concentrating research driven by societal problems on issues relatively unique to the Grand Duchy : the Lëtzebuergesch language, pedagogy in a multilingual and multinational setting, accommodating a huge foreign working force, the sensitive inegration of large minorities, the sustainability of social developments’.
 As for the discovery of the new, especially when it involves costly infrastrucutres, it should be developed with outside institutions in  Europe or around the world.  Indeed, even rich, Luxembourg is too small to support a comprehensive academic institution covering the breadth of knowledge. Then choices are to be made like  focusing on learning excellence – that is the masters’ level – but in a few areas only. 

Does this mean the setting up of an elite institution or, rather, of a platform of citizenship where the people of Luxembourg feel part of the decision-making process shaping their future? But who are the people of Luxembourg – the inhabitants of the Grand Duchy – many of whom are foreigners – not to speak of the 120'000 workers who, everyday, cross the borders to come and work in the country? Members of the taskforce coming from areas where language or cultural homogeneity spell out national belonging were surprised to hear that, very pragmatically, the university is to be run in French and German at BA level, in French, German and English at higher levels of training. The local language as an evidence of national belonging is certainly not the issue it has become in other parts of the continent. 

If information is to be turned into knowledge, it seemed that, traditionally, Luxembourg society had been using academic institutions from neighbourng countries  to meet this need – the Grand Duchy becoming a bridge between surrounding nations, at individual level at least, since returning students were combining varied personal trainings when sharing local responsibilities – at work or in the community. The recent decision to build a university system seems to keep to the idea of bridging formerly fighting neighbours, this time however at ‘collective’level, that of the multi-national society of Luxembourg. That is why the ‘consent’ dimension of the new institution seems much stronger than the ‘dissent’ one: the Université du Luxembourg is to associate with the future welfare of the country, on one hand, and to represent the intellectual specificity of its supporting community in the European academic concert, on the other. The other functions are present, but in a discreet manner like revisiting the tenets of a community engaged in multi-cultural development in a society of knowledge or taking the back seat in projects of fundamental research (conceived more as an indirect contribution to national welfare than a direct one to man’s curiosity for the unknown). The models envisaged by the taskforce certainly made sense but it became clear that each institution is weighing differently various elements of interest, thus drawing a unique profile of its identity and action. 

The question of homogeneity and diversity was then evoked by Prof Jon Torfi Jonasson, University of Iceland, in a public lecture open to members of the University of Luxembourg. His topic: Great universities in small countries. The question of size is secondary even if it influences the missions the academic institution develops in its milieu. Indeed, the same piece of knowledge can be used in different contexts, to meet different functional needs of the individual or the community. Thus the problem is not the type or the content of knowledge but the way it is approached – regionally, locally, for instance, or as tool for prosperity, for normative behaviour, for cultural redefinitions of social belonging or for the exploration of the unknown. Relevance changes in function of the objectives to  be reached – so does the quality of the intellectual endeavour. And in small countries, the university often covers several levels of pertinence – which explains that in Reykjavik the University bears the name of the country as a whole, the same being true of the host institution of the semianr; it is called Université du rather than de Luxembourg, which, in French, refers to the Grand Duchy rather than the city. Thus, depending on its strategies, a university can be great in a small country or small in a great country ! The judgement will also depend on the bench-mark, usually some kind of reference to the public good. Is the public good always the shared reference of a national system of higher education – often reduced to one or a few institutions in small countries – or can it evoke also wider groupings – clusters of co-operating universities (or countries) in one part of the continent? Or the future EHEA, for instance? Or is the public restricted to the paymasters of the institution – public or private in that case? And what do the stakeholders pay for – in  terms of local prestige, of regional investment? Or should the term public refer to the mass of students – that is still going to grow despite the demographic decline in Europe – who try to take advanatege of the university’s varied forms of knowldege ? Indeed, the piece of knowledge could be similar in academic scope but certainly differently used – and more or less effectively – depending on the functions the university should meet. The face of today’s universities is still very much marked by national belonging and the discourse on the university tends to be ideological or rhetorical rather tha n scholarly. In a globalised world – structured by a generalisation of knowledge beyond borders – national values could be by-passed however, universities losing their symbolic role as builders of homogeneous regional communities. When countries, small or large, are no longer recognised references, university greatness does need new grounding – global or local -  that will call for renewed approaches to knowledge – the reproduction role of higher education, or the meaning of an intelligence taking different dimensions that could require a qualitative leap in the ways universities organise for society even if expressing doubt and taking risks remain basically the same in the assimilation of knowledge. If universities today still make much of the distinctions between different kinds of knowledge, tomorrow’s  institutions will indeed pay more attention to the attitudes towards knowledge, the inclination to use it and the atmosphere created for its development – thus making sense of the context within which knowledge can or may be used.. When different institutions consider dealing with different functions, tehy should translate these obligations – structuring their identity – into different spheres of activities or missions. This leads to a complex matrix of roles and functions – and, at a later stage – at discussions about a possible division of labour that could express university greatness through diverse allegiances  to the international scientific community, to the local community or to the community of enterprises interested in university ideas or graduates.as factors of development. – in and beyond a small country. In other words, the basic identity of the universty takes as many forms as there are situations of social integration – the latter varying very much in function of events and cultural development. 

Then, what are the drivers of change that colour and influence the expression of invariant structures at a certain time and place? Participants made many suggestions:  their organisation into categories of common interest launched a new bout of intense debate. 

Over time, the main driving forces that modified the course of unviersty history – although overlapping and cross-fertilising each other – could be singled out as : 

· the rationalisation of man’s approach to the universe that peaked in the universities in the 13th  (scholasticism), 16th (humanism) and 18th centuries (enlightenment). Parallely : 

· the secularisation focused society’s understanding of itself on lay structures, the university acting as one of the key agents of distanciation from religious thought.

· The individualisation of social responsibility was a side effect of the first two drivers, forcing also a diversification, fragmentation  and democratisation of knowledge.

· The ‘scientisation’ of society  urged for a common language that could relate humanity and the cosmos beyond the diversification of ideas. 

· The materialisation of change as technological progress, accompanied by growing commercialisation of knowledge, transformed reality through scientific rationality.

· Globalisation is inherent both to curiosity-driven innovation and to new forms of production or use of the world. All that has an impact on - or is driven by – an evolving
· perception of time that supposes shortened horizons, i.e., a management of urgency that entails possible superficiality of thought processes. This last ‘driver’ can be considered as one of the shadows of the first six as it questions the permanence and stability of Science as it has been developed at the university. 
· So does massification that participants welcomed in terms of democratisation but feared in so far as it can lead to superficiality, reductionism and the instrumentalisation of ideas, products and people. 
· This is particularly true when associated to the decolonisation of knowledge, minds  and nations that, since the beginning of university history, had experienced the ‘triumph of the West’ - now receding at least in its more blatant forms. Participants considered 
· the rise of obscurantism and irrationality – with its concomitant ideologisation of science – as the opposite of the enlightenment process that  has carried universities forward. 
When sorting out these long-term trends, participants constantly referred to the invariants – the turning of information into knowledge through doubting and risk-taking – asking how the drivers here mentioned influenced society and knowledge, or the university as the institution linking the one to the other – by being what was called above the ‘blackbox’ of transformation. The matter was explored further during the second day of the meeting.

C. On Saturday 13 May, participants first discussed how had evolved until the present the ‘face’ of the university – a university seen as the place where society looks for a common axis to hold together the various forms of knowledge that meet the basic functions of its survival in terms of order, prosperity, meaning and discovery. When the above trends exert pressures for change on the universities’ social role, is there a risk for the institution to change beyond recognition – far away from the ideal sketched the day before?

If universities focus mainly on the consent side of the matrix – in other words focus action on supporting forces of social reproduction -, they could fall into the extremes of reification in different guises: when clinging to their ordering function (thus qualifying and training with no question asked), they could turn into parasites living on the strength of established structures; when explaining the raison d’être of the present culture – scientific, moral or artistic -, they could become simple parrots repeating established truths rather than having them updated to today’s quest for meaning; when  meeting demands for new products and new modalities of growth, they could fall into the direct service of external paymasters thus becoming slaves of outside requirements and bosses; when persuading partners of the value of curiosity driven discovery, they could simply consent to outside wants, acting very much like prostitutes. The ‘diamond’ is still there but some of its faces are  obscured by unfrtunate shortcuts in order to adapt to present circumstances. Of course, the traits of the ‘disfigured’ face of higher education institutions are darkened here to the extreme to show what the temptations of consent could lead to when doubt and risk are forgotten. 
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If one looks at the opposite invariant of the knowledge matrix – dissent – the same kind of analysis can be done to show how universities, as institutions, may fall into various extremes of alienation when refusing to contribute to reality. Thus, when by-passing their normative role in social structures, they can be considered uncommitted or detached; when focusing on the inner justifications of their existence rather than on the modalities of their social presence, they can be judged as navel-gazing; when keeping away from society’s needs for prosperity, they can be perceived as staying in their ivory tower; finally, they are on the verge of autism when they cannot communicate the truth they should explore. 
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All these are forms of irresponsibility, i.e., the unability to respond to outside circumstances: a bit of a problem if the university is understood by society as the mediating institution transforming raw facts into kowledge – for the sake of the community it is part of! When looking at the temptations linked to consent, their common nature seems to be replacing responsibility with responsiveness as if the goal was simply to answer social needs - with no distance from the reality of the community. When doubt is not used, indeed, information cannot be assimilated into knowledge and the university cannot take the risk of choices that may question the system of understanding. Responsiveness does not require autonomy nor academic freedom: it asks for immediate relief from a given problem. As a result, responsiveness is a form of irresponsibility when doubt and risk are not at the core of academic culture and activities – thus balancing consent with dissent, i.e., the two poles between which the dynamics of knowledge develop – in and through the university. To set their social position, institutions differently emphasise the four searches, thus defining a unique offer and a specific profile. And, accordingly, they can fall – more or less - into forms of collective and individual irresponsibility that manifest various levels of involvement. How can then the university define what it means ‘to be true to itself’ – and act in consequence?

In the afternoon, under the heading The paths of change, participants then discussed how the ‘drivers’ – rationalisation, secularisation, globalisation, massification, etc… – have indeed influenced the institutional responsibility to society, mainly in terms of its needs for ideas or people. Globalisation, for example, lives on exponential growth but the world is finite: as a result, saturation should soon affect the organisation of societies often through unexpected shifts of power; this could be reflected in tensions inside the universities, between the universities or between universities and other institutions of knowledge. For universities, one way to solve such tensions is to commit more and more to local agendas, especially in countries with developing economies (thus running the risk of responsiveness), so much so that academic institutions are more and more discouraged to play a political role (and be responsible for the community): in fact, some members of the taskforce considered that universities were more aware of their role as agents of potential change some 20 years ago than now. This seems due in part to the growing inability of academic institutions to hold together different agendas – national, industrial or commercial – although, to be true to their nature, universities should thrive on the cross-fertilising of divergences, thus playing a full and conscious part in development. Finiteness, however, calls for a changed worldview because ‘knowing’, until now, has been based on expansion. This requires a qualitative leap in understanding. As it has not occurred yet, in institutional settings anyway, universities are not ready to speak up; they leave their protest role to other organisations, such as NGOs representing civil society; they then tend to focus on specific issues rather than develop the comprehensive perspectives academia should.

Universities lose thus some of their credibility as well as part of their old monopoly on the turning of information into knowledge. This questions their existence – all the more so as their horizon is usually reduced to a few years of periodical governmental funding. Their horizon equals that of the employability of the ideas and people they deliver. Institutions are therefore tempted to react to short-term requests rather than determine their own fate with their social partners; worse, several duck their head into the sand not to face the challenge of change. Others call for a diversified system of higher education where relevance equates quality for money – even if this means moving towards pre-packaged knowledge that could question the teaching profession  not only in terms of didactics but also as a welcomed partner in the economy of knowledge.  If the classroom disappears, who are the students (be they young, adult or senior) and where to reach them with what type of knowledge offer – in terms of skills and competences? Could universities become validation centres only – a little like London University was in colonial times or, in a different way, the German pre-war university in which courses were not compulsory? Will this be a’true’ university still? In a fragmented society, the temptation  is also to become a problem-solving institution – whose agenda is really dictated by the short-term needs of social survival. All these possibilities are potential illustrations of the model outlined in Luxembourg – and of  its possible drifts.

Such drifts are particularly wide if institutions forget the ‘spine’ of the model the taskforce has been playing with, that is the axis of development represented by the capacity to doubt and risk. When this is set aside, social reproduction and instrumental thinking prevail, especially if universities fall on the consent side of their obligations. However, when they keep to their authenticity (doubt & risk), they can certainly learn from the social partners who ask for responses  for social  development; for instance, they can learn from the ‘corporate’ world whose culture may inspire academic socialisation – remembering that on the way to consent universities are as much ‘of’ the world as industries; the difference comes when academia needs the distance (doubt & risk) that makes universities also actors of change ‘in’ the world. In other words, for the taskforce, responsiveness can be part of university responsibility. That is why maintaining the balance between the two is the key to the redefinition of  institutional missions translating the various approaches to the intellectual, cultural, political, and economic forms of knowledge that ground the raison d’être of both the individual and society. 

Participants felt that such a redefinition of university missions left open the question of the organisational structures that could prove most appropriate to fulfil such missions. They were thus very much impressed by the openness of the search for new structures that has started as a year-long exercise involving the many members of the staff – and students – at the Science University of Malaysia – the Asian university represented on the taskforce. Organisation follows and transcends circumstances – after all each university is a unique collective of individuals - but, in any case, devising the sense of belonging that turns university people into an academic community situates  the institution as the place where one feeds and reinforces the group’s capacity to stay open to the unexpected in order to meet the unpredictable of a future in the making. 

D. During the conference wrap up, participants agreed that optimists and pessimists had been equally represented in Luxembourg but that they all saw universities as mortal institutions since they meet some fundamental needs of society through relative modalities of organisation. Pessimism or optimism reflected each participant’s understanding and experience of university adequacy – or inadequacy - to those outside obligations that shape and challenge the internal organisation of the academic institution as such. The Luxembourg session had allowed for rich discussions but could not, in two days, enter the debate on the stages of evolution that affect present university development. The ambition, indeed, had been not only to evoke the raison d’être of higher education in society, its institutional expression and the influences that had shaped today’s university but also to turn to the 21st century avatar of the institution – sorting out its permanent traits (the turning of information into knowledge through doubt and risk-taking) from its temporary features (the organisational structures invented to meet the needs of massification, globalisation, secularisation and other ‘drivers’ of change). Long term trends and their impact on today’s society and university were explored in a most lively way, indeed, but time failed to envisage the ruptures and breakthroughs that could transform the dynamics of change in the world of higher education and research. The agenda should then be pursued by looking at how the boundaries of the social responsibilities that move between consent and dissent affect the balances of institutional organisation – and how it influences the various levels of governance inside and outside the universities. If participants agreed that the institutionalisation of the process of knowledge assimilation for the sake of social development can sometimes lead to irresponsibility – what was called in Luxembourg the ‘defaced’ university -, they also felt it would be worth considering the tools that allow for a ‘re-configured university’: could not the contradictions between the long term and short term needs of society be met through organisational synergies? Differing according to historical and cultural circumstances, synergies would allow for convergences of objectives and processes within the university community - and outside through the many links developed with the society at large – thus translating the urge for unity (or at least harmonisation) which the universities stand for. Such a discussion of open policies for an unpredictable future should refer to the academic three ‘Rs’: responsibility, responsiveness and resilience, three obligations to be met through keeping alive and strong the institutional capacity to doubt (of itself and of society)and to take risks (for itself and for society) – what participants called the ‘spine’ of institutional belonging in universities.

In other words, for the third yearly session of the taskforce, in 2007, the discussions could focus on the desired future of universities as institutions (the ‘why’ of tomorrow’s universities) and on the policies that would help them – at social and institutional level – to keep adapting and change while keeping to their basic ‘invariants’, i.e., combining  the many forms of knowledge for society, This would mean exploring the ‘how’ of institutional survival and the universities’ adequacy in a transforming knowledge society.  
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