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I was a student in the M.A Programme in African Studies at the University of East Africa, Kampala, in 1967-68.
 Two years later, I returned to Uganda as a research associate at the Makerere Institute of Social Research and special tutor in the Department of Political Science and Public Administration at Makerere University, which was no longer a branch of a regional university. In those days, Makerere was renowned for its high quality education. I recall exchanges with the likes of Okello Oculi, Okot p’Bitek, Ngugi wa Thiong’o, David Rubadiri, V. S. Naipul, Paul Theroux, and Johan Galtung. The international acclaim bestowed on such scholars and writers who wanted to visit or be based at Makerere marked its eminence in the early postcolonial period.  


Without romanticizing the past, I may not be able to resist the temptation to share one or two stories with you today. But the point is that at Makerere in the 1960s and 1970s, caliber was a matter of intellectual pleasure. We were fascinated with ideas and approached them from critical positions. Prominent authors and novices presented their work. Scholars engaged in lively debates about theory, history, and philosophy. Academics also addressed policy issues and took independent stands on government initiatives. Creativity was valued. To know excellence, one did not feel compelled to embrace “objective” measures for cultivating habits of the mind and loving learning. To varying degrees, intellectuals were aware of their responsibilities to attend to the concrete problems of a university beset with a colonial legacy and facing the state’s agenda.  


In this phase of nationalism, university league tables had not been invented.  A global brain race for the top tier among higher education institutions was yet to start.

During the ensuing decades, universities in different world regions embraced and localized global scripts. The now-familiar keywords are measurable outcomes, quality assurance systems, strategic planning, benchmarking, branding, best practices, productivity indices, as well as global rankings. These narratives reflect changing priorities, with their costs and benefits. 

Herein lies the conundrum: catalyzed by market incentives, neoliberal ideas of liberalization and privatization, and new technologies, globalizing processes offer extraordinary gains in access to knowledge and information but can repurpose an institution. In updating their programs, universities risk devaluing their time-honored missions of training for democratic citizenship, encouraging critical thinking, and defending academic freedom. 
In most countries, today’s higher education institutions face a congeries of pressures. They include intense competition, state disinvestment in the public sphere, demographic swings (aging populations in the developed world and growing numbers of the young in developing countries), massification (increases in the proportion of the population enrolled in tertiary education), and disruptive technologies. For example, massive open online courses (MOOCs), available worldwide and thus far at low cost, disaggregate the consolidated university’s student learning experiences, assessment, and management functions. Such platforms disembed institutions of higher learning from their home locales. While MOOCs mount lectures by star professors and promise to democratize education, a backlash against them is appearing because of concern that they will lead to dismantling academic units and the loss of jobs. On these grounds, the academic staff (faculty) on U.S. campuses—Amherst College and Duke University—voted against participating in these ventures.  
Yet the demands of the educational marketplace are increasingly compelling, especially when the state is shifting many of its responsibilities for the needs of society onto universities. Universities are expected to generate new knowledge and serve as motors of economic development. Calls also emerge from within academe to change directions. University managers are not content if their institutions act largely as repositories of civilizational values and transmit them to the next generations. Rather, senior administrators race for the top according to would-be objective scoring systems.   

In this vein, it is well to recall the work of Karl Polanyi, a social economist. His classic book The Great Transformation ([1944] 1957) delimited the deleterious effects of the subordination of society to market forces. Writing about industrial capitalism, Polanyi posited a double movement: the spread and deepening the market and a countermove whereby people seek to protect themselves against its jagged edges. Although he did not focus on universities per se, Polanyi advanced concrete institutional and historical analysis to sustain his insights.

 Unlike the era of industrial capitalism, the contemporary period of financial capitalism turns on knowledge as a driver of the economy. With the revaluing of knowledge, higher education is in the throes of a global transformation. The university’s core missions are subordinated in a race for superior status. Yet the counter is less evident than in Polanyi’s retrospective study of the Industrial Revolution.
The main objective in this talk then is to offer a view of the transformation of universities, with attention to countervailing tendencies. Universities are one key site for the production and distribution of knowledge. Global knowledge governance is my topic today. 
This lecture will attempt to answer two questions. What are the distinctive moves, or trends, that constitute the transformation of universities? And more specifically, are there reliable scales for charting the movements of universities as they adapt, as they must, to a changing socio-economic environment?  

Transformation
Competing trends in knowledge governance enter into transformative processes. The first trend is convergence whereby certain standard-setting agencies and processes are fostering isomorphism in academic programs. Clearly, higher education in North America continues to have a powerful impact on different continents (Neubauer 2012). And transnational influences emanating from other regions—notably, the Bologna Process resulting in the European Higher Education Area, and the Brisbane Communiqué area stretching from Australia to Turkey—extend to other continents (Heinze and Knill 2008). The implementation of these rules is veering toward resemblance in university programs: degree requirements, credit transfer systems, literature assigned, and definition of faculty positions. And long ago, Friedrich Nietzsche (1964, 20-21; 1968, 156-63) detected the tendency of education to gravitate toward uniformity. No friend of democracy, he was wary that schooling can produce an unhealthy conformism. Yet sameness is not the only trajectory.  

The second trend is vast divergence. Global scripts combine with local and national histories, cultures, legal frameworks, and economies of scale, thereby augmenting differentiation. Further, educational globalization heightens unevenness between rich and poor institutions, accentuates inequalities in access to higher education, and can feed into decreasing social mobility (“Has Higher Education Become an Engine of Inequality?” 2012). In much of the world, universities are situated in environments that are becoming more unequal. This dynamic affects their higher education institutions, making knowledge governance more variegated, less standardized. The knowledge sphere is populated by public and private, secular and faith-based, and for-profit and nonprofit universities.

Consequently, the paradox is that globalizing processes are forging both greater integration and more fragmentation in higher learning. But the story is more complicated and subtle than the tension between two predominant scenarios. Globalization and localized knowledge clusters interact dynamically. In different contexts, countertrends, anomalies, and glimmers of innovative ideas about steering educational globalization are emerging. Beyond condemning corporatization of the university or embracing it, academics are searching for creative responses to market-oriented globalization.  
How to explain these contending developments? Of course, place—a university’s unique territorial setting—matters greatly. And for particular locales, pressures and incentives for harmonizing higher education are not at all orchestrated.  Yet data on educational globalization in various regions suggest that systemic processes are bleaching universities’ distinctive histories and that institutional autonomy is being redefined (Rhoads and Torres 2006; Kauppi and Erkkilä 2011). Tade Aina (2010) of the Carnegie Corporation, a former executive secretary of the Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa, holds that higher educational restructuring in Africa has gone beyond reforms: “In spite of over a half century of interventions and waves of ‘reforms,’ higher education in Africa today consists of institutions, systems, and practices that lack distinct values and goals, or a mission and vision connecting them to the major challenges of their local and global contexts” (Aina 2010, 21).  He is right about the reach of reforms. They constitute a structural transformation. 
What often appears under the guise of a local university is in fact something else. In many respects, the shifts mimic an external template. It is fabricated on a global stage. In embracing it, or variations of it, universities are becoming removed from their own backyards. 
Reflecting on her experience at universities in Nigeria, Oyerunke Oyewumi, author of the award-winning book The Invention of Women: Making an African Sense of Western Gender Discourses, pointedly asks: “Are they African universities or universities located on the African continent?” (Oyewumi 2011). The question is: who owns the university when it is in the throes of a parametric transformation? 
A complex of actors and forces is propelling change. They shape processes for generating and propagating knowledge, but do not directly determine content or a singular form of institution. Shaping processes involves setting agendas, influencing opinion leaders, aligning programs, rewarding global best practices, and designing instruments for evaluation of the results. The educational globalizers comprise a loose meshwork of drivers. This includes international organizations like the World Trade Organization (WTO). With its policies for the free flow of ideas and the protection of intellectual property rights, the WTO stipulates that its members treat education as a commodity traded on the open market. How then is a small country to limit the entry of a private provider of educational services? In this case, regulatory governance in the Foucauldian sense—framing the practices and mentalities through which subjects are governed in a self-regulatory manner (Foucault1980)—is linked to a global agency. This governance slices across national jurisdictions. The controller secures market access, not education, as a public good. 
Another global governance agency, the World Bank, invests heavily in education systems’ capacities. It crafts strategies “to establish world-class universities” atop their competitors (World Bank 2009, 7) and, to this end, has hosted consultative meetings with partnerships of philanthropic foundations. Regional development banks and bilateral agencies for international cooperation are part of this diverse group of actors. So, too, accreditation bodies are among the standard-setters. As mentioned, the impetus for shifts in knowledge governance comes from academic staff, administrators, and students as well.  

The connections are virtual or real assemblages where actors articulate and share ideas. Emblematic of these links is the World Innovation Summit for Education (WISE), supported by the Qatar Foundation and held annually in Doha. Akin to the World Economic Forum, which convenes leaders of the global economy to brainstorm in Davos, Switzerland, each year, WISE is designed to be the Davos of education—a gathering of ministers of education, heads of universities, foundation officers, professors, and student representatives. It gives prizes for best practices, promotes models for sustainable and scalable ventures, and finances projects. 

The Rankings Race
In this transformation of knowledge structures, global university rankings are a mode of regulation. Insofar as these systems denominate values, their uses warrant a close look. While the rankings, like other currencies, do not have intrinsic worth, the values that constitute them are substantial. So, too, rankings are measures, and a critical issue is what they measure and do not measure: that which is highly valued, undervalued, and devalued. Universities employ these instruments, and are themselves instrumental. But instrumental to what ends? 

Global rankings betoken revaluing the university. These numbering schemes are hardly objective, and may be understood as coded values. The rise of global rankings signifies that the university’s foundational priorities are contested and being devalued. Global rankings are thus not primarily about counting universities’ attributes, but rather are shot through with norms and power relations. It is a matter of which norms are ascendant and whose norms. As registered in rankings systems, universities embody, negotiate, and diffuse values: increasingly the ethos of the global market whereby the university’s marks serve as a means for credentialing and streaming graduating students into a highly specialized division of labor and power. 

Prior to grappling with the broad import of global rankings, one should be mindful of their genesis. In the opening decades of the twenty-first century, the Shanghai Jiao Tong University Institute of Higher Education Academic Ranking of World Universities (known by its acronym ARWU) and the Times Higher Education Supplement’s THES/QS World University Rankings (the THES) have become a staple of higher education in many parts of the world. Established in 2003, ARWU is mainly centered on research indicators. And dating to 2004, the THES is substantially based on a survey of reputation. Since 2010, in cooperation with Thomson Reuters, it has introduced additional indices. Other global-rankings scales are cropping up as well (see Rauhvargers 2011). Regional rosters for rating the standing of universities, including the European Union’s U-Map classification and its U-Multirank, are following suit, albeit with different methodologies. Still other schemes, such as Webometrics Ranking of World Universities, mostly echo the ARWU and the THES.  
From their inception, these systems have been embedded in globalizing processes, which are intertwined with, not separate from, state structures. To be sure, certain standard-setting mechanisms of globalization are ensconced in the domestic sphere. Each country has its own coupling of national and global governance. Regional arrangements are attempts to accommodate or mitigate these dynamics. University rankings have emerged on this multilayered terrain. 

So What? 
The high stakes in the ratings race are evident in the potential rewards or losses from this scoring. Resources and prestige are at issue. It is important to call attention to the fact that ordinal rankings systems are about both their tangible and intangible impact. Yes, the strivings for material returns are prized. But the competition should not be reduced to corporatization of the university. Ideational factors are also on offer.   
Long ago, the educational philosopher John Dewey acknowledged that universities necessarily require revenue to maintain their operations—for libraries, equipment, staff, and so on—yet bear the risk of  “academic materialism” (Dewey [1902]1976, 62). His cautionary words about how the pressure of finances can erode the ideals of the university give pause: 


The great event in the history of an institution is now likely to be a big gift, rather than a new investigation or the development of a strong and vigorous teacher. Institutions are ranked by their obvious material prosperity . . . . The imagination is taken more or less by the thought of this force, vague but potent; the emotions are enkindled by grandiose conceptions of the possibilities latent in money. (Dewey [1902] 1976, 62-63; also see Scott 2009, 452)

The material factor may not only occupy the intellectual imagination but is risky in terms of resetting the purposes of a university. Nowadays, the issue of academic materialism takes concrete form, as in the move toward increasing specialization to the extent that it tilts toward applied knowledge at the expense of the humanistic sciences (Nussbaum 2010). And some universities now charge differential tuition and fees, also known as market pricing, for certain courses that are supposed to fetch high salaries. Fee structures are about the cost and values of inclusion and exclusion. In this respect, education policies on who can afford to attend a university, which one, and which curriculum concern the level of inequality and social mobility, or lack thereof, in and across societies. 
Rankings systems are linked to the social composition of a student body in countries such as Mongolia, Qatar, and Kazakhstan, where scholarships are restricted to students who gain entry to the top 100 universities (Salmi and Saroyan 2007, as cited in Hazelkorn 2011, 162).  Rankings are also tied to other linkages: Brazilian universities collaborate only with the topmost 500 universities in global rankings; Singapore, with the first 100; and the Netherlands and Denmark’s immigration laws favor international students with degrees from the world’s most prestigious universities according to the rankings (Hazelkorn 2011; Guttenplan 2013). Moreover, the governments in Indonesia, Malaysia, South Korea, and Taiwan have launched programs to boost at least one of their universities into the upper 100 rank; and Nigeria promised to catapult two to the front 200 (Hazelkorn 2011, 162; Guttenplan 2013). 
As for African universities in general, none of them appeared among the highest 100 on the Times Higher Education University Rankings in 2012-13. The University of Cape Town placed 113 and three other South African universities ranged from 201-400 (http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/world-university-rankings/2012-13/world-ranking; Mohamedbhai 2012). According to the 2013 Webometrics Ranking for Africa (http://www.webometrics.info/en/Africa), produced by the Spanish Research Council, eight South African universities lead the region. Makerere is in ninth place, followed by the University of Cairo. On this scale, Makerere comes in 1080 in the world. 

Why should this matter? In many countries, higher education managers empanel committees or hire more administrators to craft a strategy to climb the ladder to the super league of elite institutions. They prepare documents, issue reports, and strive to upgrade web presence. Additionally, some heads of universities receive bonuses if their institution moves up significantly in the rankings. 
Rankings systems are thus key factors in not only tabulating information on universities, but also marketing them, attracting students, recruiting academic staff, promoting or firing them, strategically managing these organizations, forming alliances among universities or their campuses, and, in some countries, allocating resources. What is more, global rankings contribute to the denationalization of standards. By identifying Harvard, Cambridge, or another elite university as the gold standard, global-ranking systems are ordering and decontextualizing knowledge governance.  

A university’s principal values are at risk when it is ever more common for higher education institutions to cut and paste policies that conform to world rankings systems. The peril is a group mindset: a globalized prototype that shapes universities. The danger of groupthink is accentuated by the lingering effects of the 2008 economic crisis and the subsequent eurozone debacle, which have rippled to other regions.  These downturns came atop the widespread adoption of neoliberal ideas and policies. 
Reassessment
Yet from the onset of rankings, university leaders have commonly faulted them.  They cite methodological flaws and rehearse debates about the fallibility of the indicators.  What should count─research, reputation, teaching, mobility, or other factors? For how much? And how to quantify them? Notwithstanding their professed reservations about university rankings, higher education executives still insist on using these scorecards for managing their institutions. They invoke global rankings to exhort and give incentives to academic and general staff. 

While the experts who produce these numerical systems are prepared to take criticism and refine their methodologies, the purveyors firmly believe that a university’s value can be counted and do not doubt whether it is inherently uncountable. But can one really compare universities’ results in different historical and cultural contexts, which, after all, present their own challenges? Or do rankings systems maintain a hierarchical order with the result that certain elite institutions are consistently above others?  And what is left out of these schemes? That is, do they silence issues and initiatives that do not fit the metrics of research output and reputation—say, clinical training by a law school for work in impoverished areas or for eroding gender hierarchies—and, in some cases, fail to index the prices borne by students?  
Issues of domination and subordination hardly show up on global rankings’ subjective measures, such as Internet surveys of universities’ reputations, or in their descriptive statistics. Going further, the analysts who compute global rankings may be likened to accountants. As with any accounting firm, their own accountability warrants attention. In the university-ranking business, to whom are the counters accountable? And how are these specialists selected? What type of oversight is exercised? Who hires and pays auditing firms to vet their information? Are their reports disclosed to the public, that is, transparent? Insofar as universities self-report much of the data, what are the consequences for misreporting? Would rankings producers unrank the wrongdoing universities? Should this entire process of valuing resources and prestige be fairly regulated? Fundamentally rethought? 
In the way in which the global rankings race is currently organized, there are winners and losers. The top finisher gets the gold medal: the high standard that other contestants strive to achieve. All competitors want to be in the premier league of “world-class universities.”  But it no longer comes down to competition in Adam Smith’s sense of conflicting interests. The heyday of Smithian market-oriented capitalism is long gone. Now, global university rankings are yoked to institutions that craft strategic plans to outsmart their competitors in an environment in which contemporary globalization has expanded the circuits of circulation and finance. Beyond competition as Smith delineated it in his times, hypercompetition (D’Aveni 1994) catalyzes and monetizes activities, including appraising the value of universities. Figuratively, rankings are like reviews for other commercial services—restaurants, cars, and hotels; they assign a number of stars to universities.     
In fact, the university acts like a transnational corporation (TNC). True, TNCs seek profit and universities pursue knowledge. Yet corporations also invest in research and development (R&D). They are knowledge producers in their own right. The lines between for-profit and nonprofit institutions are blurred. Globally, a growing number of universities are for-profit; and others are home to, or partners with, for-profit endeavors. Moreover, both public and private universities derive revenue from profitable ventures in the form of corporate contributions, government subsidies for grants and scholarships, and, in some instances, tax exemptions that partially offset the costs of MBA and other executive-training programs. 


Just as universities differ from one another, TNCs are of course not all alike. But both actors maneuver in a global environment characterized by uncertainty and insecurity. In this global restructuring, capitalists come into more direct competition with one another, sparking increasingly aggressive strategies, new maneuvers, and greater reach. 


In the highly competitive domain of higher education, one can trace the development of a global marketplace (Wildavsky 2010). Herein, mergers of institutions are common occurrences. But so as not to invite easy accusations of economic reductionism, what should be brought to light is that this pattern entails more than commoditization.  

Vying for higher global rankings, thus market share, universities and TNCs span national frontiers. Offshoring involves subcontracts with suppliers. Similarly, these institutions set up facilities overseas, negotiate management provisions, and sell educational services. For universities, this can take the form of franchise education, with branch campuses, or dual-degree programs; for, TNCs, subsidiaries and joint ventures.

This material orientation has the potential to redirect the university’s guiding mission and use its illustrious principles of democratic training, critical thinking, and academic freedom as a way to legitimate new institutional directions. In this sense, material considerations are bound up with ideas, norms, and morality. The risk is that material values come to permeate the university.  Commonly called an “industry,” higher education is increasingly valued in terms other than its worth for stimulating the mind, bringing intellectual pleasure, and building character. 

In this milieu, global rankings are a mix of material and subjective factors. They instill and facilitate revaluing the university. Tero Erkkilä and Ossi Piironen (forthcoming 2013, XXX) put it in a pithy manner: “Ideology of competition breeds rankings, while rankings uphold the ideology of competition.” As a feature of ideational power relations, rankings have become a mode of fashioning intersubjectivity, a domain where values are not only maintained but also contested. In this sense, ideologies provide the syntax and a substructure of power. 
Diffused by new technologies, the ideological values ingrained in global rankings bear an imprint of North American higher education (Münch forthcoming 2013).  This normalizing of knowledge structures stems from a national ranking—namely, U.S. News and World Report magazine, a private-sector venture, which dates to 1983—and the formats that inspired its launch. Other publishing companies in the United States, including large concerns such as Kiplinger and Forbes, soon joined U.S. News, as competitors. And widespread use of the English language promotes the dissemination of these normative systems. Another source of influence reflected in the rankings is the American share of Nobel Prizes, deemed a standard of scientific leadership. By my calculations (based on Nobel Foundation online, as discussed in Mittelman 2010, 11), U.S. laureates selected in the years 2005 to 2008 constituted just over half—56 per cent—of the new Nobelists.
But why would intellectuals tacitly maintain or, even actively help construct, the agenda of global university rankings? Why comply with regimes for supplying information on scholars’ activities and productivity in accordance with benchmarking exercises, the numbers that managers route into rankings in an effort to elevate their institutions’ standing on a global scale? One reason for consent is socialization: the training whereby university personnel learn the disciplinary conventions of academic culture, including its regulations for rank order of many types (tenure, promotion, and so forth). Second, employees are reluctant to bite the hand that feeds them. Third, playing by the rules offers the promise of research funding and forms of recognition. So, too, dialing into globalizing processes can provide additional tangible rewards like opportunities for travel, and administrators create incentives to compete for these privileges. Lastly, in this context, when individuals are ever more susceptible to competitive, globalizing market forces, coercion takes the form of penalties for nonconformity, including job loss or higher teaching loads at institutions that fare poorly in the rankings. 
Conclusion


In sum, global university rankings are value-laden models. What the modellers include and exclude from their models matters greatly, for they are widely diffused. 

Ranking systems serve to orient universities toward the values of the global marketplace. This market is a cornucopia of educational goods and services. As we have seen, it inclines universities in a contradictory manner: isomorphism and differentiation, hallmarks of the contemporary period of globalization. . 
Rankings serve as a logo of educational globalization. They privilege certain institutions and buttress hierarchies, albeit with limited upward or downward social mobility. Global league tables peg just the world’s top research universities, not other higher education institutions. This is a ladder of prestige with only upper rungs. According to Andrejs Rauhvargers’ report for the European University Association, the global rankings provide reliable data for 700 to 1,000 universities of about 17,000 universities worldwide (Rauhvargers 2011, 65). The other institutions of higher learning are then rewarded or penalized in terms of the methodologies designed by ranking agencies on the basis of figures for the elite universities. In establishing the categories for information-gathering and evaluation according to their own criteria, the rankers are power brokers. By moulding intersubjectivity, ranking systems invite consent for, and participation in, repurposing the university. Ranking pressures induce conformism by bandwagoning best practices and punishing nonconformity. In today’s intellectual environment, dissenters who seek to redress governing codes are greeted with silence or marginalized.  
In exceptional cases, higher education institutions have refused to report information and opted out of participation in the rankings systems (Berndtson forthcoming 2013). For example, Reed College in the United States refused to provide data for U.S. News & World Report’s ranking formula. Reed president Colin Diver cited three reasons for saying no: the review’s practice of conjuring impressions, misrepresented numbers supplied by some universities, and determination to follow his institution's own philosophy of education (Diver 2005, as noted in Berndston forthcoming 2013, XXX). More broadly, pushback against the dominant scenarios in educational globalization manifests as strikes over issues such as increased fees in Britain and protests by academic staff associations. They push for larger roles in governance, better pay and working conditions, and recognition for good performance. 
True, quantitative data on university performance can be quite helpful. Yet one should remember that generations of economists worried that their discipline was not a hard science. They aimed for standards of precision akin to the ones used in a field like physics. Some economists then learned that general modelling has its drawbacks; that robust measures should vary according to the locality and time under scrutiny. Institutional research requires not only innovative techniques but also new approaches.

Activist scholars are contemplating the specific practices of revaluing the university, comparing them in different contexts, and deriving lessons. They are thinking reflexively about higher education itself and linking it to social forces and interests (Williams 2012). Viewing academe as both an ideational and material phenomenon, scholars are using their critical skills to scrutinize the manner in which the politics of the university pivots on the nexus of private interests and the public sphere. This is a way to better understand knowledge governance and enrich public life.   
More a potential than an actuality, the alternative scenario reclaims the spirit of the university’s core values. It would foster different institutional missions. It would also rediscover the liberal arts, re-embed universities in their distinctive socio-political milieus, and create space for greater intellectual autonomy. 
From a distance, it is not for me to venture whether it is in African universities’ interests to be globally ranked. Surely there are other means of assessment. The measures would not take the form of a global race for the top.  The options include regional, national, or an institution’s own rankings established by the stakeholders themselves. The challenge is to develop new methodologies based on criteria suitable for local contexts.
If institutions of higher learning were to forge systematic comparisons to themselves at different intervals, we would have a basis for determining whether the high quality of Makerere as I imagine it in the 1960s and 1970s warrants reimagining. After all, a splendid feature of universities is that they can connect us to the past and peer into the world of our imaginations. 
Thinking rigorously about the past involves interrogating historiography. A society’s integrity and dignity are staked on knowing its cultural inheritance. But can society survive if its institutions of learning are converging on professional programs, fetishizing technocratic skills, rewarding managerialism, and defunding the humanistic sciences, including projects dedicated to historical recovery? 

This line of reasoning provides a glimpse of what universities could look like and indicates pitfalls along the way. It is but a hint of a possible future. My hope is that this picture will be drawn in vivid detail in a manner appropriate for diverse settings. Thank you for this opportunity to return to Makerere. 
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 Note
� Parts of this lecture draw on my chapter “Rankings as a Marker of Revaluing the University.” In Global University Rankings: Challenges for European Ranking Systems, ed. Tero Erkkilä, XXX-XXX (Houndmills, Basingstoke, UK, and New York: Palgrave Macmillan, forthcoming 2013).  I owe debts of gratitude to Nicholas T. Smith for stellar research assistance, Linda J. Yarr for comments on a draft of my text, and the School of International Service at American University for support.








