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The first annual Global Colloquium of University Presidents met at Columbia University on January 18 and 19, 2005.  Envisioned as a series of annual events growing into an international network of research universities, the inaugural meeting gathered more than 40 university leaders and professors.  In response to the United Nations Secretary-General’s request for greater involvement of the global academic community in exploring international public policy concerns, five New York-area universities launched the Colloquium.  This year, the presidents of 15 universities discussed academic freedom in higher education while their expert representatives met to consider the pressing issue of international cooperation on migration. 

In the introduction to this year’s opening session, Columbia University President, Lee C. Bollinger, welcomed his counterparts from major research universities throughout Europe, Asia, Africa, South America, and Australia, and emphasized the critical importance of increased collaboration among universities.  “In these days of rapid globalization and a more interconnected world,” remarked Bollinger, “we have a tremendous responsibility to lend our collective scholarship and expertise toward the resolution of challenges worldwide.”  The Global Colloquium of University Presidents will facilitate a collaborative network of university leaders and academics that will regularly gather to consider some of the most significant issues facing the global community.  Each year, university presidents will meet to focus on issues of direct importance to the academic community, while their expert faculty members discuss key global policy challenges — chosen for their importance to the Secretary-General.   Hosting responsibilities for  the Colloquium will rotate among the five sponsoring universities: Columbia University, New York University, Princeton University, University of Pennsylvania, and Yale University.  The inaugural Colloquium was made possible through the generous support of the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation. 

The Secretary-General, Kofi Annan, chaired the plenary discussion of both topics, and also addressed the attendees at an opening dinner.  Mr. Annan’s remarks focused on his hopes for the Colloquium and on the results of two of his recent reform reports (described below).

Secretary-General Annan began by noting that, “One of the first speeches I gave on taking office as     Secretary-General was to a distinguished group of university presidents from around the world.  From the outset, I was convinced that universities would be tremendously important partners of the United Nations.  And so it has been.  As educators, as repositories and creators of knowledge, as people deeply involved in helping the world address the issues of our times, your role has been vital.  This colloquium is yet another example of the productive ties we have developed over the years, and I hope it will become a tradition.”

The Secretary-General then remarked that we are “at the start of a year that has the potential to bring fundamental change not only to the United Nations, but also to the way the world handles the challenges and threats we face.  Member States have decided to hold a summit in September to review the progress we have made in implementing the Millennium Declaration
 which, as you know was adopted five years ago at the Millennium Summit.  It is my hope that leaders will use the months between now and then for serious discussions, and arrive in September ready for bold decisions about our common future.”

In his own recommendations to the forthcoming summit, Mr. Annan will draw on two landmark reports, the High Level Panel Report on Threats, Challenges and Change, entitled “A More Secure World,” and the Millennium Project Report.  Mr. Annan embraced the work of the High Level Panel in achieving a definition of terrorism.  He was particularly hopeful that this definition would ultimately be accepted by the global community because it was articulated by a consensus of experts from all regions of the world.     

Noting the interconnectedness of threats in today’s world, Mr. Annan stressed that governments can no longer afford to ignore the plight of citizens of other nations.  He expressed his hope that the Security Council would continue to embrace the role of protecting citizens when their governments were unable or unwilling to do so, and referenced the Evans-Sahnoun Commission’s finding of an emerging international norm of a “duty to protect.”  He also discussed other changes that he hoped would move the international community toward a stronger collective security regime, mentioning the possibility of reforming the Security Council to better reflect the global situation of the world today.

Turning to the Millennium Project Report, Mr. Annan emphasized the link between security and development and welcomed the Report’s inclusion of “ideas to help those who have fallen behind.” Responding to a question regarding the breadth of the agenda expressed by the reports, the Secretary-General stressed his belief that the goals of the reports are achievable.  He stated that he would issue a report in March that outlines priorities for working towards the Millennium Development Goals, noting in particular the pressing need to double the current level of development assistance, from $50 billion to $100 billion.  

Mr. Annan particularly welcomed the participation of the academic community in assisting the United Nations in its work, stressing that, “There is ample scope in the year ahead for university leaders such as you to contribute to this process.  I hope you will do what you do best:  challenge your students, your faculty, and the wider communities in which you operate, to engage and work together for the greater good of humankind.”

The Secretary-General concluded his remarks with a brief discussion of his trip to Asia in the aftermath of the tsunami.  He shared his deep admiration for the way the victims of the disaster, at both local and governmental levels, have come together to rebuild their communities, specifically citing the summit of Asian governments in Jakarta and subsequent fundraising efforts.  Emphasizing the fact that “it is the poorest who are hardest hit,” Mr. Annan also emphasized the need for the global community’s assistance.

The Colloquium focused on two topics: international migration, a key element of globalization, and academic freedom, a crucial foundation of university research and teaching.  The participants met in parallel sessions to discuss the two issues before reconvening in plenary, with the Secretary-General as chair. 

The full record of the symposium, including this report and the background papers prepared by each of the participants, is available at http://www.columbia.edu/~md2221/global_colloquium.htm
The two sessions prepared the following two statements designed to highlight the conclusions of their deliberations.  They have invited other university presidents and other experts in migration to join them in endorsing the statements.

Statement on Academic Freedom

May 26th, 2005

I.

The Context of Academic Freedom

The Purposes of Universities

The international community recognizes the important role played in society by universities and other institutions of higher learning and research.  Indeed, all states are expected to provide higher education in fulfillment of Article 26 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) and Article 13, paragraph 2(c), of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966).

Modern societies now entrust universities with greater responsibilities than ever before.  Universities are charged with preserving the knowledge of the past and transmitting it to the next generation; educating tomorrow’s citizens, professionals, and leaders; and fostering the discovery of new knowledge that may either strengthen or challenge established ideas and norms -- all with the aim of deepening human understanding and bettering the human condition.  They also function as engines of economic development, foster technological and scientific innovation, stimulate creativity in the arts and literature, and address urgent global problems such as poverty, disease, ethno-political conflict, and environmental degradation. 

The Principles of Universities

At the International Conference convened by UNESCO in 1950, in Nice, the Universities of the World articulated three interdependent principles for which every university should stand: 

· The right to pursue knowledge for its own sake and to follow wherever the search for truth may lead.

· The tolerance of divergent opinion and freedom from political interference.

· The obligation as social institutions to promote, through teaching and research, the principles of freedom and justice, of human dignity and solidarity, and to develop mutually material and moral aid on an international level. 

These principles reflect the central role that university-based research and education play in the cultural, social, political and economic development of societies.  They apply regardless of whether universities are state-funded, state-regulated, or private institutions.

II.

The Meaning of Academic Freedom

The Foundations of Academic Freedom

The principles upon which universities, and the academic activities they embody, stand are widely recognized.  These principles are morally, legally, and politically grounded in the values that define the role of scholars in all academic disciplines (including the humanities, the natural, biological, and social sciences, the arts, engineering, law, medicine, etc.) as professionals and the universities in which they work, study, and teach as important social institutions that enable, support, and protect scholars’ professional activities. 

The activities of preserving, pursuing, disseminating, and creating knowledge and understanding require societies to respect the autonomy of universities, of the scholars who research and teach in them, and of the students who come to them to prepare for lives as knowledgeable citizens and capable leaders.  The autonomy of universities is the guarantor of academic freedom in the performance of scholars’ professional duties.

Academic freedom is therefore distinct from -- and not a mere extension of -- the freedoms of thought, conscience, opinion, expression, assembly, and association promised to all human beings under Articles 18, 19, and 20 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and other international covenants.  

The Definition of Academic Freedom

At its simplest, academic freedom may be defined as the freedom to conduct research, teach, speak, and publish, subject to the norms and standards of scholarly inquiry, without interference or penalty, wherever the search for truth and understanding may lead.
The Importance of Academic Freedom

The value of academic freedom is closely linked to the fundamental purposes and mission of the modern university.  The expanding role that universities are playing in the Information Age only increases its significance.  The emergence of a world-wide knowledge economy, the unparalleled transnational flow of information and ideas, and the growing number of young democracies, all make necessary the continued re-examination and articulation of the nature and importance of academic freedom.  Indeed, across the globe, the defense of academic freedom remains at the heart of ongoing political and economic battles over the role and autonomy of universities.  

Academic freedom benefits society in two fundamental ways.  It benefits society directly, and usually immediately, through the impacts and benefits of applied knowledge, the training of skilled professionals, and the education of future leaders and citizens.  It benefits society indirectly, and usually over longer periods of time, through the creation, preservation, and transmission of knowledge and understanding for its own sake, irrespective of immediate applications.

Thus, academic freedom has both intrinsic and practical value.  Above all, by facilitating critical thinking and open discourse, academic freedom provides the foundation for the continued intellectual and social value of the university as a place of unfettered debate and the free exchange of ideas.  It thereby enables universities to produce citizens equipped to thrive in and sustain free and open societies.  

III.

The Practice of Academic Freedom

Academic freedom applies to the activities of faculty and students that are closely related to or impact upon the educational, scholarly, and research purposes of universities.  Academic freedom is not applicable to every activity, and without accountability it can be barren and unproductive.  The “freedom” in “academic freedom” is qualified or bounded by what can reasonably be counted as “academic.”  In practice, this means that universities are best able to gauge the parameters of academic freedom and therefore must be responsible for a considerable degree of self-regulation.  All of the relevant individual actors, governance bodies, and constituencies within the university must use their freedom not only to advance the university’s goals of education, research, and service, but also to contribute positively to an environment of academic freedom, defending its privileges and fulfilling its obligations.

Like other professional privileges, academic freedom confers both rights and responsibilities on universities, individual scholars, and students:  

· The Rights of Scholars and Students

Academic freedom is fundamental to the central values and purposes of universities, which must in turn protect freedom of inquiry and speech, without which neither faculty nor students can flourish or achieve the ends that academic freedom is designed to serve. Scholars and students must be able to study, learn, speak, teach, research, and publish, without fear of intimidation or reprisal, free from political interference, in an environment of tolerance for and engagement with divergent opinions.  The teacher is entitled to freedom in the classroom in discussing his or her subject, and when speaking or writing outside the classroom as an individual, the teacher must be free from institutional censorship or discipline.

· The Responsibilities of Scholars

Academic freedom carries with it a concomitant responsibility of scholars to resist corrupting influences on their research and teaching, to transcend partisanship and prejudice, and to foster intellectually vigorous and open discussion within the classroom, adhering to the highest norms and standards of scholarly inquiry and teaching.  In their academic duties, faculty are responsible to further the learning of students and should avoid statements and actions that may inhibit students’ freedom of inquiry and expression, thereby compromising the university’s most fundamental values.

·  The Rights of Universities

Academic freedom requires the institutional autonomy of universities, which enables them to preserve the human record of knowledge and ideas, to advance the discovery and interpretation of new knowledge, to educate students, and to serve the larger society.  This autonomy includes the right of the university to determine for itself, on academic grounds, who may teach, what may be taught, how it shall be taught, and who may be admitted to study.  Likewise, this institutional autonomy should determine the framework for statutory provisions that govern or impact universities.

· The Responsibilities of Universities

Academic institutions bear a heavy responsibility to protect the scholars and students who work within them from improper pressures, whether political, cultural, economic, or ideological.  Universities must maintain and encourage freedom of inquiry, discourse, teaching, research, and publication, and they must protect all members of the academic staff and student body against external and internal influences that might restrict the exercise of these freedoms. 

The Operational Meaning of Academic Freedom

Though national realities inevitably shape perspectives on the meaning and practice of academic freedom, at minimum, the performance and expressions of faculty in the classroom and other educational settings must be subject solely to the professional judgment of scholarly colleagues. Freedom of expression inside and outside the classroom must be strongly defended by the university, regardless of the popularity or content of the views expressed.  It is essential that each university have established guidelines and procedures that address and safeguard academic freedom.  The structure of relationships, responsibilities, and accountabilities among the constituents of the institution (students, faculty, administrators, and trustees or governing council) should be of a nature that facilitates the full implementation of and respect for such guidelines and procedures.

Although academic freedom can be threatened from a variety of sources, both internal and external to the academic community, historically the most fundamental threats to academic freedom have come from the state, whose political power and disposition to regulate often stands in opposition to the university’s need for institutional autonomy.  

Common practices and institutions of civil society may also threaten the integrity of academic freedom.  For example, the pressures and lures of commercial initiatives and alliances, or attacks by outside groups on the freedom of the academy (particularly, but not only, in periods of national crisis), can seriously threaten the autonomy of universities and the academic freedom of their faculty and students.  Universities must be free of obligation to external groups, alumni, community leaders, the media, or other elements of civil society who may object to or seek the suppression of viewpoints expressed by faculty members, students, public speakers, and others who participate in the academic and educational activities of universities.  

University authorities themselves, by bending to political pressures or popular will, can also weaken the environment of academic freedom within the university, stifling student dissent or the unpopular views of controversial professors.  In addition, disciplinary orthodoxy in some academic fields may pose a threat to the university’s environment of free dialogue by compelling  scholars or students to conform to established lines of thought.  Among the most important mechanisms for maintaining scholarly standards and protecting academic freedom are peer-review systems that determine how research is funded, conducted, and results published, but peer review systems must never be allowed to become vehicles to enforce blind adherence to dominant viewpoints or silence those perspectives that deviate from established, orthodox ideas.

It is our hope that the principles set forth in this document will help to clarify the nature of academic freedom, reaffirm its value, strengthen its practice, and resist threats to the academic freedom of scholars, students and universities around the world.
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STATEMENT ON INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION

June 27, 2005

An estimated 175 million people live outside their place of birth, more than ever before. Of these, about 158 million are deemed international migrants.  Approximately 16 million are recognized refugees fleeing a well-founded fear of persecution and 900,000 are asylum seekers. 
They include the skilled Nigerian computer engineer working in Sweden; the agricultural worker from Guatemala working “irregularly” (without legal documentation) in the United States; the woman trafficked from Ukraine to Bosnia; and the refugee from Afghanistan now in Pakistan and about to return home

Responding to the challenges and opportunities of international migration, the Global Colloquium of University Presidents hosted by Columbia University on January 18 and 19, 2005, identified opportunities for international cooperation.  We, participating migration experts, addressed the obstacles and challenges to international migration and the potential benefits of increased cooperation.  After reaffirming the importance of respecting the principles underlying the protections of refugees and migrants, we highlighted two areas for increased international cooperation on migration: correcting predominant myths held by the general public and policy makers in regard to migration and managing migration cooperatively.

Correcting Myths

Foundational myths about immigration must be corrected through increased awareness about the realities of immigration, at the elite policy-making level, and at the public level, in order to move towards greater international cooperation. Almost everyone understands the many benefits individuals receive from immigrating, including increases in long term earnings.   Many observers, however, have failed to note the large and growing importance of remittances in assisting the countries of origin.  Another popular misconception claims that immigrants both fail to promote the welfare of the nation they enter and pose a threat to national culture.  Many fear that their countries will be swamped by immigrants if they liberalize immigration policies.  In reality, however, large as the absolute numbers are, only 1.5% to 2.5% of the current world population is migrating.  Furthermore, the extent to which migrants prefer temporary migration (a desire to work temporarily in the receiver country rather than settle there permanently) is inadequately understood by the public and policy makers.  As a result of this misconception, policies intended to prevent immigrants from entering countries actually prevent many who would return home from doing so, and in turn, compound sources of immigrant dependency on the receiver state.  Politicians and the media must better educate the public about the truths regarding immigration; otherwise, the support needed for cooperative policies will be lacking.  

Cooperative Management

International migration is under-institutionalized.  Whether through a new central autonomous body, a World Trade Organization for migration or an enhanced International Organization for Migration enjoying a UN-mandate or a cooperative arrangement linking existing relevant agencies, a forum that is representative of all the key stakeholders (including migrants themselves) for setting and coordinating global policy should be established.  It should provide information, initiate the formulation of policies and ensure the protection of migrants.  Its key purposes would be to promote the effective integration of documented immigrants and foster policy coherence among sending, transit and receiving states, especially in the areas of labor and security and particularly among national, regional and global standards.

The best future, we concluded, for migration is not bilateral retaliation and restriction but a more open world that, as it has in trade, will require cooperative rules.   
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INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION

Mr. Jan Karlsson, former minister of Development and Cooperation of Sweden and current co-chair of the Global Commission on International Migration, launched the colloquium with an address emphasizing the need for multi-lateral government collaboration to achieve global cooperation on migration.  Disparities in economic development, demographic imbalances, conflicts and human rights abuses, cheaper transport and communication facilities and the North-South divide have led to increased migration, and the emergence of a global work force.  Smuggling, trafficking and irregular migration pose security threats which further restrict international cooperation regarding international migration.   In recognition of these conflicting trends, the Secretary-General created the Global Commission on International Migration (GCIM), a high level international panel empowered to investigate questions of migration, which seeks to place international migration on the global agenda and to provide the framework for a coherent, comprehensive and global response to migration issues.  The GCIM has started to analyze policy issues relating to the role of international migration in the global labor market, its contribution to economic development, growth and poverty reduction, and its impact on security issues, social diversity and cohesion, human rights, and governance at the global, regional and national levels.  Karlsson concluded by reiterating the need for global, multi-lateral action by governments regarding migration to create a framework that can regulate and manage this phenomenon.  

During the plenary session, Mr. Annan noted that migration is an emerging challenge for the global economy that implicates the interests of individual national integrity and the larger interconnected international community.  The scale and diverse spread of migration globally calls for an international framework of human rights protection and agreed-upon procedures in order to better manage the flow of international migrants, benefiting both the migrants themselves and the countries of origin, transit and destination.

As the Secretary General emphasized in his remarks, the unprecedented scale of global migration today brings many challenges, including human rights issues, questions of economic opportunity, labor shortages, unemployment, “brain drain” and “brain gain,” multiculturalism and integration, law enforcement and human trafficking.  

The question of migration poses particular challenges in part because of the national security concerns of both receiving countries and countries of origin in the age of counter-terrorism.  International cooperation provides the most productive framework within which to address shared concerns surrounding migration and pave the way towards long-term solutions to the problems presented by this modern phenomenon.

In the parallel session that began the discussion, Mr. Karlsson chaired and Professor Rudy de la Garza of Columbia University summarized the conclusions reached.

National Concerns:  Positive and Negative Aspects
Positive Aspects

The migration experts attending identified numerous economic, intellectual, fiscal and multicultural benefits of migration from a national perspective.  Migration offers economic benefits because many developed countries are currently experiencing low or negative birth rates, vis-à-vis an aging population, and these countries benefit from and depend on the labor of immigrants.  Moreover, employers as well as consumers benefit from migration in the labor market because migration allows employers to employ cheaper labor, which in turn allows consumers to enjoy cheaper products.  Migration also generates a positive fiscal effect in many societies, when measuring the fiscal contribution of future descendants of immigrants, and not only immigrant-headed households. 

The intellectual circulation of ideas and skills, known as “brain gain” is a benefit of migration at the national level.  Many highly skilled individuals seek to migrate to other countries, and this migration allows receiver countries to benefit from the skills and intellectual capacity of migrants. 


Furthermore, since many migrants only wish to settle abroad temporarily, sender countries can profit from the skills and knowledge gains when these migrants return to their countries of origin.  These migrant workers can use the skills and knowledge they have acquired abroad to orchestrate development programs at home.  One participant described this exchange of skills and ideas as “brain circulation”, noting that the problem of “brain drain” is no longer relevant in this scenario.  

The sending of remittances from migrants in a receiver country to persons in a sender country can also dramatically accelerate the development process in sender countries.  One participant noted that remittance flows were particularly crucial in the development of Taiwan and South Korea.  However, some participants noted that remittances should be better institutionalized so that they are more effective.  Much of the money transferred in remittances is consumed by transaction costs.  One expert suggested that one way to decrease this loss of funds would be to implement stronger national credit systems in developing countries, which could better receive and disperse remittances.  

Many participants also noted that migration is beneficial in creating diversity within national borders, and can serve to ease problems of overpopulation in a given country.  

Negative Aspects

The primary concerns regarding immigration at the national level as cited by participants included the “brain drain” phenomenon, human and state security problems that immigration poses, and the fiscal burdens of educating and absorbing immigrants that must be borne by receiver countries.  “Brain drain” describes a phenomenon where the natives of a country seek employment abroad where they can utilize their skills and intellectual capacity, rather than in their home country.  The effect of “brain drain” can pose obstacles to developing countries in the attainment of the UN’s millennium goals, because of the lack of professionals that are capable of implementing development projects.  Thus, many participants noted that the departure of immigrants, or the recruitment of skilled migrants to other countries, may damage the level of success and development of sender countries.  

Another national concern of migration involves security issues.  As a result of restrictive immigration policies, many migrants seek to enter receiver countries “irregularly,” and in the process of doing so, experience human rights abuses, particularly in the form of exploitation and trafficking.  Furthermore, as a result of restrictive immigration policies, many asylum seekers must become irregular migrants and use smugglers to enter receiver countries since they cannot gain access through existing policies.  Additionally, the occurrence of “irregular” migration poses security problems for the state, because it has the potential to increase the risk of conflict.  

Participants also noted that the cost of educating, socializing and providing health care to immigrants and their children could be a fiscal burden for receiver countries.  

International Cooperation on Migration
Potential Benefits

Participants agreed that international cooperation on migration could contribute globally to the processes of economic development, growth, and poverty reduction.  One expert proposed the creation of an international network of universities in order to increase international cooperation on migration.  He suggested the establishment of a temporary academic migration policy through enrollment in foreign universities.  This temporary migration policy could counteract the effects of “brain-drain” and enhance the exchange of experience and knowledge among countries, thereby creating a mutually beneficial brain-gain system.  This academic migration could lead to increased human and intellectual capital, because students would ultimately return and contribute to development in their home countries.    

Many participants agreed that a central autonomous body, alongside the GCIM, that would coordinate all aspects of work on migration, initiate the formulation of policies, provide information and ensure the protection of migrants to bring policy coherence should be established.  Some participants suggested that the establishment of an international body with a structure similar to that of the WTO, which could address regional as well as international migration, would be helpful in moving towards the creation of a more expansive organization.  Similar to the WTO, this organization could establish multi-lateral agreements among countries, through which countries could agree to reduce trade barriers and liberalize their immigration policies.  Related to this proposal, some participants noted the importance of adjustment assistant for migrants, and suggested that the UN could play a role in establishing an adjustment assistance fund through an organization such as UNDP or the World Bank.  

Additionally, one participant suggested that standardization of practice in the field of migration is important to international cooperation.  The standardization of visa requirements for migration, definitions of refugees and migrant workers would reduce corruption among the discrepant practices of allocating visas in countries throughout the world.    

Another potential benefit to international cooperation on immigration, specifically in the case of the US and Mexico, is to persuade policy makers to establish programs that would bring irregular migration “aboveboard” through a combination of increasing quotas and establishing guest-worker programs that would allow immigrants to circulate more freely. The ultimate result of such a program would be smaller population growth of immigrants, enhanced development in Mexico, and less financial cost to the United States.  One professor proposed that the US government underbid migrant smugglers by offering visas to migrants at a lower price than the rates offered by smugglers.  The government could then deposit the money acquired from these visas into a fund that could pay for social services for immigrants, or alternatively, the government could give some of these funds to Mexico in the form of development aid.  Thus, the government could generate funds by creating legal trafficking and could spend this money creatively.  Furthermore, the immigrants would pay taxes to the US government, which could be used to create structural adjustment programs.    

Several experts noted that scholars can play a critical role in changing negative perceptions of immigration, and in disseminating greater intellectual accuracy in order to combat popular misconceptions.  Some participants suggested that in helping policy-makers understand the benefits of international cooperation on migration, the Spanish experience could be generalized.  When Spain joined the EU, many Western European countries feared that Spanish immigrants would flood their countries.  In contrast, however, when the EU permitted free movement among European countries, many Spanish migrants returned to Spain.  This example illustrates that when migrants have freedom of choice, their movement differs from migration that is strictly regulated.  This finding may encourage countries to liberalize their immigration policies.    

Potential Costs

The most prominent challenges to international cooperation on migration arise from the misperceptions held by the general public and policy-makers primarily regarding the financial and cultural integration problems posed by immigrants.  Moreover, a large gap exists between scientific knowledge about migration and the naïve ideas that policy-makers hold about this phenomenon, which makes them unable to accept the free flow of labor across international boundaries.  Similarly, the general public is often ignorant of the realities of immigration, which causes them to fear increased immigration and this in turn enhances paranoia about immigrants in many countries.  This fear and paranoia can have disastrous effects on international cooperation for migration because governments tend to respond to the political costs of international migration by formulating restrictive migration policies.  

Several participants highlighted many of the foundational myths of immigration that must be challenged through increased awareness about the realities of immigration, both at the elite policy-making level, as well as at the public level, to move towards greater international cooperation in this area.  These myths include the misconception that immigrants do not benefit the welfare of the nation, and pose a threat to the existence of the prevalent culture.   One participant stated that people fear that their country will be swamped by immigrants if it liberalizes immigration policies, when in reality only 1% to 1.5% of the current world population is migrating.  Another participant illustrated that contrary to popular belief, there is no correlation between countries that are experiencing rapid growth rates and the transport of migrants.  Furthermore, immigration is not strongly connected to wage differentials, and no connection exists between heightened periods of unemployment in receiver countries and the influx of migrants.  

One participant highlighted that many ineffective immigration policies, particularly between Mexico and the United States, are based upon the misconception that immigrants intend to permanently reside in the receiver country.  In fact, most migrants intend to return to their sender countries, but immigration policies actually reduce their incentives to do so and trap them in the receiver country.  This participant illustrated that the paradoxical outcome of policies intended to prevent immigrants from entering countries, in reality, prevents them from leaving, and in turn, compounds sources of dependency of the immigrant on the receiver state.  This participant suggested that governments remove restrictive measures because they are often more detrimental and costly than beneficial.  

Many participants stated that in order to improve international cooperation on migration, policymakers must be educated about the truth regarding immigration, so that they can inform their constituencies.   Many participants agreed that academics can play a crucial role in this arena by educating policy makers about international migration.  
Another challenge to international cooperation on migration that participants agreed must be rectified is the “shared” or “double hypocrisy” of many countries in the area of migration.  This hypocrisy refers to the fact that many of the countries that depend on migrants for skills and labor continue to implement restrictive migration policies, although they know that indispensable illegal migration is occurring across their borders. 

Furthermore, many participants cited the need to decriminalize the way migrants are perceived in order to move towards international cooperation on this issue.  One participant noted that since many migrants cannot enter receiving countries as economic migrants, they enter as asylum seekers.  This has opened the door to corruption as police officers sometimes solicit and receive bribes from migrants who are not genuine refugees.  This expert pointed out that by connecting migration and security problems, a direct link exists in the mind of many people between criminality and migration, and therefore, the positive contribution of migration is often forgotten.  This participant argued that the public’s perception of immigrants must change, so that they do not perceive migrants as people who are coming to harm the citizens of the receiver country.

Related to this challenge, several participants raised concerns about the cost of education, providing healthcare to migrants and the management of the criminal justice system as obstacles to international cooperation on immigration.  Additionally, many participants stated that a system needs to be created to address the difficulties that migrants find in integrating into receiving countries. 

Another potential challenge to international cooperation on migration is developing a system that will involve many different actors.  All levels of society must be represented in moving toward international cooperation on migration, particularly the state and the individual migrant.  A participant underscored the importance of engaging civil society in the formulation of immigration policies.  Governments must recognize that immigration occurs at all levels of the social hierarchy, from respected experts in a given field to janitors and babysitters, and that different migration routes for different immigrants should not exist.  Furthermore, many participants stated that there is a political need to clearly articulate the responsibilities of the states involved and of the immigrant vis-à-vis one another.  Some participants stressed that both the sending as well as the receiving state should have responsibilities to migrants.  Moreover, many experts stated that all too often, nothing is officially asked of the immigrants.   
Lastly, many participants reiterated that international cooperation on migration should first be addressed on a regional level, before cooperation is attempted at the global level.

ACADEMIC FREEDOM

Affirming the vital importance of academic freedom in the university setting, the Secretary-General stated in his opening remarks to the plenary session that “[a]cademic freedom is central to the purpose of a university” and “critical for free inquiry, the pursuit of knowledge and institutional excellence.”  

“It is a right,” he continued, “that must never be taken for granted.  In many parts of the world, professors and students are targets of repression by governments, or manipulation by corporations and others who seek to restrict the freedom to teach and research.  This undermines the capacity of universities to fulfill their sacred mission of increasing the sum of human knowledge.  Moreover, threats to academic freedom are often the beginning of broader assaults on human rights and liberty.”  

In our increasingly interconnected world, the meaning of academic freedom requires critical dialogue, given the immense responsibilities vested in universities and the diverse circumstances in which they operate.  Universities today function as engines of local economic development, scientific innovation, and sources for the alleviation of global problems such as poverty and environmental degradation.  They are also important proponents of human rights, and are important allies for the UN as it seeks to foster wide-spread acceptance and implementation of universal human rights principles.

Universities convened by UNESCO in 1950 recommended three fundamental principles upon which every university should operate: 1) the right to pursue knowledge for its own sake and to follow wherever the search for truth may lead; 2) the tolerance of divergent opinion and freedom from all political interference; 3) the obligation as social institutions to promote the principles of freedom and justice, human dignity and solidarity, and to foster amongst themselves material and moral aid on an international level.  Academic freedom therefore confers both privilege and responsibility on universities, and relies for its vitality on the broad commitment by participants inside and outside the academic community to support and defend its underlying ideals.  

Academic freedom, due to its conceptual breadth and complexity, is threatened from a variety of different sources, both internal and external to the academic community. Most fundamental threats to academic freedom come from the state, whose need to regulate often stands in opposition to the university’s need for institutional autonomy.  Civil society, which has generated and sustained much of the force of the concept of academic freedom, may also cut against its integrity through increased commercialization in universities and through groups that attack the freedom of the academy, particularly in periods of national crisis, as in the post-9/11 United States.  University authorities, by bending to political pressures or popular will, may also pose a threat to academic freedom from within the university, stifling student dissent or the unpopular views of controversial professors.  Additionally, disciplinary orthodoxy in the university structure may pose a threat to the university’s environment of free dialogue by forcing conformity with an established line of thinking.

An international dialogue regarding the fundamental elements of academic freedom and the threats to its vitality is necessary to both acknowledge universal underpinnings of the concept of academic freedom and to examine the diversity of challenges faced by universities in the global community.  

Modern societies have entrusted universities with immense responsibilities.  They have been charged with preserving the knowledge of the past and transmitting it to the next generation, challenging accepted ideas and norms, and fostering the creation of new knowledge; all with the greater goal of contributing to the steady advancement of humanity.

To fulfill this important mission, universities play an integral role in an ever-broadening range of activities—from functioning as engines of scientific innovation to confronting major global problems such as poverty and environmental degradation.  Recognizing the relationship between academic freedom and the effectiveness of modern universities, this first annual Global Colloquium of University Presidents has taken up the issue of academic freedom: what it means, both conceptually and operationally; potential challenges; associated local and regional issues; as well as areas for international cooperation among universities.   

Lee C. Bollinger, President of Columbia University, chaired the session of university presidents examining academic freedom. Ali Doğramaci, Rector of Bilkent University, served as the rapporteur and reported on the proceedings to the plenary session. The discussion began with a debate on the definition of academic freedom and ended with a commitment by the university presidents to author a joint statement addressing both the value of academic freedom and its importance to the modern university.

What is Academic Freedom?

In order to meet current challenges and fulfill their highest purposes, universities rely upon a robust interpretation of the principle of academic freedom. Given the diverse global circumstances, a universally relevant definition of academic freedom should be the product of critical dialogue.  The session began with a general discussion on the concept itself. Participants generally agreed that the term “academic freedom” refers to the freedom for members of the academic community—teaching personnel, students and researchers—to pursue their scholarly activities within a framework determined by that community with respect for ethical rules and standards, and without the threat of external interference.
  While there was little debate about the general concept of academic freedom, from the outset participants engaged in a robust discussion about its operative meaning.

As the participants began to unpack specific issues related to academic freedom, one participant asked several pointed questions:  How do you express academic freedom in societies where the meaning is often unclear? Moreover, in societies where free speech is protected, what is the need for a separate concept called “academic freedom”?  These questions struck at the nature and expression of academic freedom and provoked deeper discussion about the underpinnings of the concept itself.    

The roots of academic freedom, one participant noted, lie in the ideal of scholarly freedom: the value of allowing scholars to pursue ideas (and the teaching of them) wherever they may lead. This is a very specific professional idea, much like the concept of doctor-patient confidentiality. Other participants suggested that the “pursuit of knowledge” serve as the starting point for conceptualizing academic freedom. If one examines questions related to academic freedom by accepting that its primary objective is facilitating the pursuit of knowledge, vehicles for encroachment upon free inquiry become clear.  Framing the discussion in such a manner will have important implications not only inside universities, but in society as a whole.

One important point made was the apparent universality of the definition of academic freedom.  There were differences in administering and protecting academic freedom, but its basic definition remained the same.  One participant suggested analyzing academic freedom in the United States through the framework of the First Amendment.  He noted that the threshold question is whether one is talking about a public or private university.  In the United States’ dual public/private higher education system, the First Amendment’s protections apply only to public universities.
  For example, some schools have speech codes prohibiting students from making speeches that create a hostile environment based on race, religion, or gender.  Whereas public universities can be challenged for enacting such codes, private universities can not.  For private universities, legal challenges to speech codes can not be brought as suits based on the First Amendment.  Therefore, in regards to academic freedom, a preliminary question to ask is whether the university is public or private.  

Other participants, however, questioned whether it is appropriate to frame academic freedom as a purely constitutional issue.  While academic freedom finds support in the rights enshrined in national constitutions and international human rights treaties, the concept’s strength lies in the broad commitment by participants both inside and outside the academic community to uphold its underlying ideals.  For example, in the United States academic freedom does not come from the First Amendment, but rather is derived from society’s value of protecting scholarly pursuits.  The concept stands as society’s recognition that scholars should be able to pursue subjects of their own choosing without interference.  This is a positive freedom to pursue subjects with impunity and, although related, is separate from and more textured than the First Amendment right of free speech.

Participants also recognized that academic freedom comes with both responsibilities and limitations.  Everyone present acknowledged that within the University the pursuit of knowledge and understanding remains the highest value.  However, there are limits on what can be taught, and the University operates under a social compact, which governs discourse. Indeed, some topics are regarded as inappropriate—for example, courses on the benefits of slavery or denying the holocaust. In order to attain their highest purposes and remain relevant to society, universities have a responsibility to maintain certain standards of inquiry and discourse. Academic freedom is not applicable to every activity, and without accountability it is, at best, a barren concept.  Indeed, one participant acknowledged that “perfect academic freedom” might lead the University down a path towards “perfect irrelevance.” Thus, academic freedom is a bounded concept, and in practice, universities are subject to a certain amount of self-regulation.  

While everyone subscribed to the same basic definition of academic freedom, each university president looked to his or her own specific university statutes or national constitution for protection at the institutional level. As the discussion continued, it became clear that national realities shaped perspectives on academic freedom’s operative meaning. One participant emphasized this point, maintaining that academic freedom does not exist in a vacuum; certain environmental factors affect its operative meaning.  Thus, this participant argued, a degree of relativism is appropriate—the academic environment in geographically isolated countries will vary greatly from that of countries sharing borders with unfriendly states.  Academic freedom, he concluded, should therefore be considered in the context of the overall environment of the institution.  Another participant emphasized that there are stark distinctions between the challenges to academic freedom faced by developed and developing countries.

As participants wrestled with the meaning of academic freedom, institutional autonomy quickly emerged as a critical enabling condition. One participant stressed that “institutional freedom,” which also derives its legitimacy from the ideal of scholarly freedom, is important to ensure that academic freedom remains a vibrant and healthy concept. The participant noted that in the United States, Justice Frankfurter’s famous opinion outlined the parameters of this idea.  Frankfurter enumerated the university’s four essential freedoms: “to determine for itself on academic grounds who may teach, what may be taught, how it shall be taught, and who may be admitted to study.”
  

Value of Academic Freedom
The value of academic freedom is closely linked to the fundamental purpose and mission of the modern University.  The expanding role universities are playing in the Information Age; the emergence of a world-wide knowledge economy; the unparalleled trans-national flow of information and ideas; the number of young democracies; and the implications of the American-led war on terror, all cast academic freedom as an issue demanding continued re-examination.  Indeed, across the globe academic freedom remains at the heart of ongoing political and economic battles over the future of the University.  Moreover, as the Secretary-General noted in his remarks to the plenary session, threats to academic freedom are often the beginning of broader assaults on human rights and liberty.

While the discussion did not dwell long on the value of academic freedom, participants agreed on its intrinsic value, as well as its enormous importance for society.  Universities are charged with cultivating a particular kind of intellectual capacity; academic freedom is critical to this goal.  One participant emphasized that by facilitating critical thinking and open debate, academic freedom yields broad benefits to society.  Academic freedom provides the foundation for the continued intellectual and social value of the university as a place of open discourse.  Other participants highlighted the connection between academic freedom and the university’s ability to produce citizens equipped to thrive in and sustain a democracy.  

Challenges to Academic Freedom
The university presidents noted that academic freedom is subject to both subtle and overt threats.  One participant remarked that despite the socially-acknowledged importance of academic freedom, sometimes the pursuit of knowledge and understanding can look quite odd to the outside world, and can especially run counter to trends within the political realm.  The classic example is wartime, when one senses that the country is threatened.  Under such circumstances, varying views expressed within the university setting may be interpreted as treasonous or undermining national unity.  
Participants recognized that given its conceptual breadth, challenges to academic freedom come from a variety of different sources—some of which are integral components of the academic community.  

State

Most discussions of academic freedom focus on the rights of individuals within the academic community.  One of the most salient challenges, however, appears in the tension between state regulation and institutional autonomy.  Indeed, several participants recounted experiences in which government officials directly pressured them to act, or refrain from acting, on certain measures.  For example, one participant said the ambassador of a neighboring country recently asked him to stop two academics from commenting on his government’s activities.

The threat of governmental encroachment upon academic freedom is particularly acute in public universities and in countries where almost all academic funding comes from the government.  Several participants noted that their governments exert pressure through resource control.  One participant said that at his institution research funding comes from the government, and officials exert pressure at the university level, not the professorial level.  Even though university administrators attempt to protect professors from pressure at his institution, the government shapes curricula through its choice of elementary and high school text books. Another participant told of an instance in which universities were threatened in parliament with heavy financial penalties if they cut certain programs.  

In addition to direct challenges, academic freedom also faces a number of oblique threats from the state.  Several participants acknowledged that in many countries the government’s power to appoint and dismiss university administrators can threaten academic freedom.  In response, a number of participants pointed out that boards of trustees help mitigate this problem by offering structural buffers between the government and universities.  Sometimes policies not directly addressing universities have serious consequences for academic freedom.  One participant said that he had recently witnessed an increasing official intolerance toward foreign professors and students in his country.  He observed that new immigration restrictions hamper the capacity of universities to bring into the campus discourse those who are most talented, regardless of their country of origin.

Other participants indicated the state posed little or no threat to academic freedom in their institutions.  One participant called government interference in academia “unthinkable” in his country.  To support this comment, he cited two primary reasons: 1) the Supreme Court has always emphasized the independence and freedom of university professors (one seat on the court is always occupied by a university professor); 2) the public is generally indifferent to what professors have to say.

Civil Society

Although most people usually think of the state as the primary threat to academic freedom, participants stressed that it is not the only threat.  Most of the participants shared instances in which external groups, alumni, community leaders, or the media called upon them to intervene against various viewpoints, faculty members, public speakers, and/or external issues.  As with some of the other challenges to academic freedom, participants noted civil society threats are magnified when tied to funding.  

 Economic Pressures

As the discussion unfolded, the many differences among the political systems represented became clear.  One participant highlighted, however, that one striking similarity is the common threat economic pressures pose to academic freedom.  Participants acknowledged this particular threat is great in developed as well as developing countries.  In addition to pressures stemming from the government’s control of resources, there are pressures from corporations to accept money with “strings attached.”  

The increasing commercialization of universities and the expanded role of private industry in university research threaten to compromise the academic mission.  Increased corporate funding for university research means that universities have yielded some control over research findings. Corporate financiers of research often demand exclusive licensing agreements and/or publication freezes to protect corporate commercial interests while patents are obtained. This marks a potential shift away from the pure and open pursuit of knowledge. One participant noted that this particular challenge presents university leaders with an especially gray area, where they are forced to deal with a devil that is not just a devil.

Orthodoxy

There was wide agreement among participants on the importance of fostering free and open discourse, including a broad spectrum of views. One participant argued linguistic and cultural limitations on knowledge dissemination lead to a certain impoverishment of thought within the international academic community. The monopoly of the big UK/USA scientific reviews breeds a pernicious form of orthodoxy and sharply limits academic freedom in many countries. More generally, peer-review systems determining the manner in which research is funded and results published, can force adherence to dominant paradigms and silence those perspectives deviating from orthodoxy.  

One participant said that one challenge she regularly faces from her alumni is the criticism that the university has become captive to the left, and there is a single perspective represented by the faculty.  Others noted similar challenges, citing increasing attacks from external, highly politicized sources alleging disciplinary orthodoxy and political homogeneity (particularly in the humanities and social sciences) among faculty. Most of the presidents stressed, however, that while it is critical to promote and maintain a robust environment of civil debate, intervening to informally impose or remedy perceived orthodoxy or political bias can ultimately erode academic freedom and do more harm than good.   

Local & Regional Issues

One participant noted that at his university the “classical liberal” aspects of academic freedom have taken a back seat in the face of direct and indirect assaults on institutional autonomy. The State’s interference with admissions policies, the appointment of staff, the determination of programs, qualifications, and even curricula, posed a clear threat to academic freedom. He admitted that the academic community in his country has been so concerned with good governance and administrative matters, many failed to recognize the long range implications of limiting institutional autonomy. Only now is the academic community fully realizing that measures taken for good reasons twenty years ago, are cutting against the ideals of academic freedom today. He stressed that when considering academic freedom, one should begin by assuming good governance and then pay close attention to the content and substance of the structures and policies necessary to ensure academic freedom. Several participants picked up on this point and stressed that given inadequate protections of academic freedom, universities in many countries are not producing citizens equipped to deal with and sustain democracy.

Other participants noted that different categories of universities in their countries are affected by these issues differently. One participant pointed out that in his country a particular university’s category determines the administrative structure as well as the roles the state and civil society play in maintaining or eroding academic freedom. Universities in different categories therefore have varying degrees of autonomy, which determines how susceptible they are to external interference.  

Another participant drew a distinction between private and public universities in his country. He said that in private universities the owner of each university appoints the officers and president.  In many of these private institutions, academic freedom is an empty concept.  Students are not even allowed to have student organizations. On the other hand, in most public universities the faculty selects the leader of the university.

Responses to Hypotheticals

Each invitation to attend the colloquium included a request for the university presidents to respond to one or more hypothetical scenarios.  The second half of the discussion focused on reactions and responses to these scenarios.  As the group reviewed the hypothetical challenges, several participants remarked that the scenarios accurately reflected many of the challenges their universities face.  

 Hypothetical 1

The Secretary/Minister of Education informs you that the Government is unhappy with your university’s teaching of the history of the events that led up to the formation of the government that is currently in office.  It demands that a more favorable presentation of the events is taught, in particular by a Professor X who is recommended for recruitment.

Everyone agreed that this would constitute a clear violation of academic freedom.  While most participants said political realities in their countries would make such a scenario highly unlikely, they also acknowledged this is a serious problem for many universities not represented at the Colloquium.  Several participants, however, recounted instances of being directly pressured by government authorities. Others noted a perceptible anxiety over certain subjects and ideas being taught. Generally, the participants also agreed that the hiring and firing of faculty can be very political, and if not handled properly can pose serious challenges to academic freedom. 

The first scenario led to a discussion about how best to handle professors or deans that express intensely unpopular views.  Presidents face a responsibility to protect the community, but must also stand firm against erosions of academic freedom.  Several participants said the context in which views are expressed is very important. One participant emphasized deans and professors should not be lecturing on issues outside their disciplinary fields; for example, it would be inappropriate for a mathematics professor to lecture on politics.  Another participant countered that all debate should be encouraged within the university, regardless of position or discipline.  If academics do not wrestle with difficult ideas, then who will try to untangle complex issues for society?

Hypothetical 2

Professor Y has informed the chairperson of your Chemistry Department that the X Corporation is prepared to pay for the renovation of the entire chemistry lab (a $40 million renovation), provided that the University agree that a quarter of the lab under the direction of Professor Y is allocated to proprietary and confidential research for the X Corporation.  The chairperson of the Chemistry Department requests your advice on how to respond. 
Most participants noted that given the financial condition of many universities, this scenario presented one of the most regularly encountered challenges for university presidents.  Others indicated they would be all too happy to have this dilemma.  While the issues raised by corporate partnerships reach beyond the realm of academic freedom, such relationships must be managed carefully to ensure that the larger institutional purpose of academic freedom—free and open inquiry—is not compromised.  Participants cited university regulations and national laws that govern such relationships and protect both the intellectual property of the university and the academic’s freedom of inquiry. 

Hypothetical 3

The X Initiative -- a multi-university, independent, privately-funded civil society organization -- is concerned that the teaching of Professor Y is biased against the values and views that X represents.  With the support of a group of students on your campus, it is insisting that you publicly disassociate the University from the views of Y, investigate his classroom teaching and hire additional professors to the same department who will tend to counter-balance the views of Professor Y.  X insists that he is teaching the subject in a fair manner.  What would you do?

Participants all acknowledged that this scenario strikes at the heart of academic freedom.  Some, however, responded by saying that such a situation could not possibly occur in their countries.  Others noted such situations arise frequently on their campuses.  One participant asserted that questions related to the adequacy and appropriateness of a faculty member’s classroom performance are matters solely within the purview of his or her faculty peers, department chair and school dean to determine and address, under well-established “Academic Freedom and Responsibility” procedures in place at the university.  This scenario highlights the importance of having an established set of guidelines and procedures that address and safeguard academic freedom.

Throughout the discussion much debate surrounded the role university presidents should play in protecting academic freedom.  One participant suggested thinking about this through the lens of accountability.  He argued for thinking normatively about the roles of various actors in the system.  University presidents forfeit the ability to speak from the bully pulpit, but this preserves and protects the academic community.  Indeed, sometimes to preserve the institution, presidents must take actions against faculty.  For example, if the viewpoint of a professor moves outside the realm of reasonable discourse, like into holocaust denial, presidents can use their power to discredit the person.  One participant said he could envision himself sanctioning a professor for violating the social compact of the discourse.  Nonetheless, as the steward of campus discourse, the president retains the duty to broaden discourse as much as possible.

International Cooperation on Academic Freedom
The presidents recognized it is quite striking to feel that academic freedom is under threat and must continually be renegotiated.  All of the participants shared examples in which they had to negotiate issues of academic freedom with both the outside world and within the academic community.  Several participants commented on the strong consensus the group had reached regarding the general value of academic freedom, internal and external infringements, and the responsibilities of both institutions and individuals. By the end of the discussion, “making the case for academic freedom” had emerged as one of the primary goals for the group.   

All participants agreed on the importance of clearly articulating the meaning of academic freedom and its value to society. While national realities and specific university circumstances shape the way each university experiences and protects academic freedom, the presidents recognized it would be useful to give university leaders some norms to help them contend with continuing threats and challenges.  One participant noted that the group had been inspired by the Secretary-General’s comments on the value of a unified definition of terrorism.  In order to stress the importance of higher education, highlight and renew the social compact, and draw attention to the many challenges to academic freedom, the university presidents agreed to issue a joint statement addressing academic freedom.  The joint statement marks a first step towards increased high-level cooperation among the world’s universities on this important issue. 
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�  Endorsed by all 191 UN Member States, the Declaration sets international goals across a wide spectrum of global issues, ranging from peace and security through development and poverty eradication to UN reform


� This definition is paraphrased from the International Association of Universities (IAU) document on the feasibility and desirability of an international instrument on academic freedom and university autonomy produced in cooperation with UNESCO (1998).  See http://www.unesco.org/iau/tfaf_feasibility.html


� The First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution is subject to a “state action” or “government action” restriction, which would not apply to private universities.


� In Sweezy v. New Hampshire, 354 U.S. 234, 250 (1957) (plurality opinion); at 261-63 (Frankfurter, J., concurring in the result).
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