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ABSTRACT

The primary functions of higher education has beematter of debates
particularly since late 19th century, when the Btdal movements were
accelerated and “productivity” was focused morenttlanowledge for its own
sake.” This shift affected the outlook upon sucheotissues as curricula and
methods to be adopted.

The purpose of this study is to scrutinize themgeints displayed on
the functions of higher education in general anditima higher education in
particular. The data used in the study comprisgboaough review of the
relevant literature.

The overall findings could be highlited as followthe recently
accelerated movements in liberalization and glahéiibn seem to have changed
the outlooks upon the basic functions of highercation. The pursuit of
knowledge for its own sake, which was once the dbasinciple, has been
shifted towards a utilitarian and vocational emphasAnother shift of
signifiance has been observed on the methods —edravioristic to cognitive
approach. The most incompetible challenge expegima this shift has been
“replacing competition with collaboration.” Frometlpoint of MET, the recent
shifts are expected to match with its feature, dadlsi international and
vocational. Thus,the recent changes could be Jtdlzed by MET to enhance
efficent and effictive productivity

The study comprises three parts: an overall etialuan the functions
expected from higher education, the means of acksimmpg such functions,
and to-the-point curricula in accordance with thiesetions.
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OZET

Yuksek@retimin  oncelikli slevleri 6zellikle sanayi devriminin
hizlandgi ve tretkenkin daha fazla vurgulanmayagb@ndigi donemden 19.yy.
ikinci yarisindan bu yana tagimaktadir. Uretkenffin vurgulanmasi,
uygulanacak mufredat ve yontemlere kagilarini da etkilengtir.

Bu calsmanin amaci, genelde yukselgrétim, Ozelde denizcilik
egitimine iligkin sergilenen bakiacilarini derinlemesine irdelemektedir. S6z
konusu irdelemede ilgili yayinlardan edinilen verikullaniimaktadir.

Varilan sonuclarsu sekilde 6zetlenebilir: Hizlanan liberalizasyon ve
kiresellsme hareketlerinin yiksekgietimden beklenen temelleviere iligkin
yaklasimlari etkiledgi goriilmektedir. Onceleri, bilgi gelirmenin salt bilgi
adina yapiimasina kan, yeni yaklaimlar ise yararlgl ve mesleksel dnemi
vurgulamaktadir. er Onemli bir degisiklik de yontemde go6zlenmekte.
Davrangci yaklgimin yerini bilgsel yaklgim almaktadir. Bu dgsiklikte
karsilagilan  6nemli  bir zorlgun “rekabet” yerine “paylamciligin”
yerlestiriimesinde yaanmaktadir. Denizcilik @timi acisindan bakilganda
s6zl edilen d#sikliklerin bu sektoriin uluslar arasi ve meslekseglikleriyle
uyustugu gorilmekte; denizcilik @timini bu desisikliklerden etkin ve verimli
Uretkenlgi pekistirmede yararlanabilegedistntlmektedir.

Calsma t¢ bélimden ofmaktadir: Yiksek gretimden beklenen temel
islevlerin genel dgerlendiriimesi, glevleri yerine getirmenin yollari ve bu
islevler d@rultusunda mifredat getirmedir.

Anahtar sozciikler: Universitenin slevleri, akademik grenme, bilgsel
yaklasim, yuksek @retim mifredati, denizcilik@timi. (MET)

1. The Functions Expected from Higher Education

It has widely been accepted that universities have main and
interrelated functions teaching and research (Kell995:120). An overral
observation through the long history of the termitersity” reveals that the
evolution of this two-fold function has brought aib@onsiderable changes both
on the specific implication and practice of eachction, historically derived
from the classical Greek understanding.

1.1. The Function Assumed Traditionally

According to the classical Greek understanditfye aim of higher
education is wisdom, wisdom is knowledge, pringpad causes... the pursuit
of knowledge is the good of the mind, and the gobthe mind is the highest
good to which humans can aspire... All members ofeaume academic
community must be dedicated to the pursuit of kealgk for its own sake”
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(Gutmann, 1999:185) This traditional outlook updre tbasic function of

universities clearly focuses on “wisdom”, which e interpreted to mean
“research”. Another point to be underlined in thisw is “the highest principles
and causes” which is “wholly unspecialized and watmnal” (Gutmann,

1999:185). This outlook is still supported by a temof scholars. According to
Goker (2007:6), for example, the term “universihds gained a clear idendity,
specifying its function as a center of scientifesearches. Kelly (1995:118)
highlights the mission of a university as “the secof society where the
responsibility for protecting the kind of opennessthe face of knowlledge...
where most of the activies concerned with researchnd understanding
occur.”

1.2 The Function Shifted into “Productivity”

Since the Industrial Revolution, considerable adements have
brought about certain changes in the views onuhetfons of higher education.
The basic function held until then as “the pursfitknowledge for its own
sake” has had “a utilitarian and vocational empdia€soker, 2007:6 and Kelly
1995:119) Kelly attributes this emphasis to the aeds that “the public money
spent on higher education should yield some taagiélurn... towards a view
of education as a national investment.” The nati@amzestment aiming some
tangible return must imply schooling for produdtyiprimarily in the service
of the industry. “Scientific efficiency is regardad a way of increasing worker
productivity” (Hursh and Ross, 2000:3), and schoatscording to this view,
“should aid the economy to function as efficieraly possible by sorting and
training students for their probable destinies lie tworkplace.” The new
outlook upon higher education considers it as diftpthmanpower supplier for
business and industry. “Throughout the industriabrld; corporate and
cinservative interests are demanding that societysahools meet the needs of
business... schools are to be reformed... to meet learging challenges of
international competition and a changing markegala(Hursh, Goldstein, and
Griffith, 2000:190-191) What is claimed through sthview is that higher
education is recognized to reflect corporate irgisteBesides, it aims at shifting
the educational goal away from critical thinkingoward incorporating
appropriate workplace behaviors.”

1.3. The Function Formed into “Career Training Institution”

It wouldn’t be overestimating to infere froffme above highlighted
outlook upon the expectations from higher educatibat the knowledge
pursued and/ or created is believed to serve bssimd its productivity.
Besides, not only knowledge but also certain slaitgl attitudes developed
through higher education are thought to be shapddiaected so as to promote
performance at workplace.” Many universities in tloAmerica, for example,
have lost their focus on knowledge and can be seercareer training
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institutions, generating employable education pobdather than intellectually
rounded individuals. (Grewal and Hougstetter, 20@8). This outlook seems
to have dominated the expectations from higher &itut, which has been
regarded as a center for vocational training.

1.4. Emergence of Multiversities

There have existed certain objections to wbeational emphasis.
The leading reconstructionists, Counts, Dewey, Brameld were some who
“differed with the proponents of social efficientyHursh, Goldstein, and
Griffith, 2000:3) Nevertheless, such oppositionsrsdo have focused on how
vocational training ought to be rather than whetherbasic function of higher
education is to be confided in the “vocational eagi$.”In response to the need
of a distinction between a ‘universty’ and a “cardgaining institution”,
Gutmann (1999:188-190) proposes a new term, “nerity” as abalance
between “radical separation from society” and “catlisubmersion in it... to
preserve a place for the pursuit of knowledge tooiwn sake, to accommodate
subcommunities united by common academic and spaigoses and also to
open their gates to the pursuit of some but nos@dially useful knowledge...
securing a diversity of educational purposes andht#llectual communities
within one institution of higher learning.” The erback of a multiversity is
highlighted as “whether the multiversity has a bras well as a body... a mad
scramble for football stars and professional lumés’ Overcoming such a
drawback must depend upon the extent to which divatdity organizes the
principles it shoulders/ adopts and the methodsdotcation and training it has
adopted.

1.5. Functions Expected from Maritime Education andTraining (MET)

MET is expected to provide education and trgjngervices for an
exclusive but remarkably wide range of audiencelwved in shipping industry.
The services are to address two prominent leghippmg: shore and sea. The
former stands for the maritime business and manegg including
logistics;the latter covers such technical issuesautical science and marine
engineering. Such an exclusive mission, then, pldd&T in a category of
functions called “vocational career developing itagbon,” rather than that
category of functions traditionally expected frongher education. Thus, the
exclusive aims target efficiency,effectiveness, doidivity, and innovation
enabling the shipping industry to adapt to the @vanging needs and demands.

2. Highlights on How to Teach/ Learn at Higher Edgation

In paralel with the everlasting debates on thections expected from
higher education the best possible means of tegchgarning has also been of
the prevalent concerns throughout the recent Kisiinere have been critical
changes in positioning learners and teachers imagdunal activities since a
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critical shift from behavioristic approach to cogye approach was adopted,
wherein conditioning and memorizing was replacethwtritical thinking and
information processing. Consequently, learners, wiked to be treated as
passive individuals in need of getting spoonfed,enghthey are led to
“memorize mechanically the narrated content... tutinéal ‘containers’... to be
filled by teachers” (Hursh, Goldstein and Griffif©00:197), have gradually
been regarded as the profoundly active parts ofathnal activities, charged
with responsibilities, and actively involved in thetivities. Besides, education,
once supressed within the limits of banking modah act of depositing, in
which the students are depositories and the teash#re depositor’(Marker
2000:135) has turned into the means through whathdéents are confronted
with genuine problematic situations for which theyst work out possible
solutions” (Stanley 2000:70) and a context whefstndents gain practice in
framing their own questions and answering them..urBgout how to share
learning in a way that invites consideration, siégwand questions” (Hursh and
Ross 2000:17).

2.1. Changes in the Roles of Teachers and Learners

In the contemporary outlook upon university @ation, teachers are
no longer “in authority”, though they are “an autihg (Kelly 1995:116). In
other words, teachers are supposed to be expett&rawers in the subject
matters studied, but they should not dominate ¢laeting/learning activities,
“as university education is no longer a passivanakgion of preselected
bodies of knowledge” nor is it swallowing the thbigy ideas, beliefs, values,
or knowledge of others. Instead, learners “nedsktassisted to learn to develop
their own knowledge, understanding, and, above wadllues...” (Kelly
1995:116). Hence, “it is the teacher’s respongibid create the conditions in
which understanding is possible, and the studem&ponsibility is to take
advantage of that. Students should take respoitgibilr their own learning,
where they use the university as a set of resodacgely under their control.
This is the most attractive vision of academic n@ag-that of a community of
scholars pursuing their own course towards knowdedgd enlightment,
inspired but not directed by their teachers”(L&urd ,1993:1-2) Teachers in
higher education are regarded as ‘mediators’ aadilifaters’ rather than a
source of knowledge spoonfeeding students.Thiddtion takes teachers out
of authority,but “places much more responsibilitith them,it implies that the
teacher must know something about student leamamidgabout what makes it
possible.Student learning is not just about acagihiigh level knowledge.The
way students handle that knowledge is what reahcerns”academics”.
(Lauillard,1993:14-15)
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2-2.Basic Aspects Distinguishing Higher Education

In higher education,where learraesto be treated as adolescents or
young adults,and thus the basic principles of agaiyg rather than pedagogy
are to be employed,”learning should occupy thedtddoosition of an activity
that develops abstractions from multiple contextdiich implies that
“academic learning is different from other kindlearning in everyday life-a
distinction between natural environments which rmaffahe learning of
“percepts” in everyday life, and unnatural enviroents which afford the
learning are constructed for learning ‘precepts’ettucation.(Lauillard,1993:
19,24) in a sense ,the distinction between thege tiypes of learning and
developing abstractions constitutes the overall uneat of academic
learning,which differs it from other levels of learg.This distinction calls for
the use of ‘mathemagenic’ activities that resultléarning.These activities are
said to cover such basic aspects as ‘apprehendstgicture, integrating
parts,acting on the world(of description), usingdieack,and reflecting on
goals”(Lauillard,1993:50) which could be respeety briefed as “ focus on
the signified,relate and distinguish evidence amdument ;organize and
structure the context into a coherentwholejintegrasign with the
signified;pratice mapping between the two ,and ftracthe forms of
representation of an idea;relate the knowledgexmemrence ,and theory to
pratice;use both intrinsic and extrinsic feedbaxkdjust actions to fit the task
goal;and relate this to the message of the diseghesstructure of the whole.”
(Lauillard,1993:68).

2.3. The Effects of the Changes on Maritime Educain and Training
(MET)

The changes highlighted can be said to havect&fl the methods
used in MET. The most internationalized, shippindustry cannot isolate itself
from such prominent changes in the search forieffey and effectiveness in
higher education, as “unlike many industries, wreegeneral degree in anyfield
will suffice provided it is coupled with on-the-jdbaining... many sectors of
maritime and related industries require people w#becific skills and
experience...” and thus “business and managementatmacnd trainers have
to ensure that the learning experience they ofeilifies the development of
students with the ability to effectively and eféoily manage knowledge and
other resources strategically” (Grewal and HouggsteP007:173-178). Besides,
in addition to the industry-relatedknowledge,thosmployed in shipping
industry need to be provided with various otherlskisome of which are
intergating the parts into a consistent whole, eaaféect relations, problem-
solving skills, communication (interpersonal) skilcritical thinking abilities,
and above all,promoting collaboration-cooperation &eam workspirits. In a
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sense, as Grewal and Hougstetter (2007:174) underbocial aspects of
learning are to be focused, and rather than sépaiatarners from workers, “a
composite mix of learning and working is preferable

The signs of fruitful adaption to the recentawpes in higher
education could be observed at various practies #na reflected to the
periodical international conferences of IMLA (Intational Maritime Lecturers
Association). Besides, the maritime higher eduacatiostitution where the
author is employed has recently changed the traliditeaching method and
adopted ‘Problem-Based Learning’ (PBL) method, adeabt-centered active
learning approach.

3. The Changes in Contexts and Contents at Higherdtication

The debates,accelerated particularly sincellfite century ,cover, in
addition to the functions/ goals and methods toadepted, the medium
(context) of instruction as well as the naturewficula (contents).

3.1. Debates on Contexts

The recent debates on the contexts, omidium of instruction, seem to
have favored such indispensable features as: ‘deamntered”, “participatory”
and “collaborative and cooperative.”

The proposals favoring the learner-centered amticjpative medium
of instruction focus on eliminating the dominanttherity of teachers
suppressing/ restraining the individual freedonteafners. The role of teachers
is proposed to facilitate learning, “to support thevelopment of pupils’ own
powers of reasoning and to promote their abilityhiok for themselves and to
reach their own conclusions, not to dictate thasgclusions to them,” (Kelly,
1995:114) and those of learners being to activey igvolved in learning
activities, and have control over and responsybitit their learning.

As for the proposals favoring “collaboration anmbperation” certain
“should’s” and “must’'s” seem to have encounterediotes challenges. The
foremost challenge seems to have emerged from ty wature of
liberalization and globalization that has imposembmpetition.” As Kelly
rightfully points out, “there are fundamental cadlictions between the market
and education models. The imposition of the mankedlel, the stressing of an
economic view of education, at any level, includihgt of higher education,
puts at risk not only education itself but also denatic structures... one cannot
help children to develop empathy in a context #ratourages competition. One
cannot support decision-making capability when chads limited and/ or made
on one’s behalf by ‘authority’. One cannot promistgividual autonomy when
freedom...is severely limited... If the main task irhsols is to outdo every
other people,... it is unlikely that he/ she will avée able to understand
injunctions to be sensetive to others’ feelings amekeds or to work
cooperatively with them.” (Kelly 1995:127, 177, }8MDespite Kelly's
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understandable pessimizm,however,higher educateonlty must persist on
promoting team spirit,collaboration,and cooperation

3.2. Debates on Curricula

Some of the debates favor “process-based” cuari@ther than content
(knowledge)-based ones if higher education is toomplish basic goals
targeted. According to this view, whatever knowledigarners are offered, they
must be encouraged to recognize as problematidly(K895:92-113) Besides,
“they must learn to challenge, to evaluate, anahétessary to change it.”
R0ss(2000:223) suggests a similiar opinion in ghdly different wording,
“critical teaching should not be merely an abstoactacademic formula... it
should be a strategy for educational originizinat tthanges lives,including our
own.”On the other hand, Gutmann (1999:188) undeslipracticality often
expected from universities. Hursh and Ross (20@ 1)) evaluate knowledge
from a different perspective, suggesting that itstoot be structured to be
prescriptive in nature; otherwise, it would tend‘domesticate” the mind, and
that teachers and students should be activelywedoin planning a curriculum
suited to the school’s cultural and social cont&tiis perspective, however,
could only be taken as making use of the feedbaohkn flearners on the
curriculum to be initially designed by the faculijpnd/or the institution, for
learners are often unlikely to be competent endadbuild a whole curriculum
from scratch.

The significant elements to be included in cutacof management
education and training courses, according to GrewdlHougstetter (2007:173)
are developing in students the skills to collabmrabhd manage networks and
life-long learning. Besides, it could be added tmat only the explicit
knowledge, but olso both technical and cognitiveetisions of tacit knowledge
should be considered while designing curricula.

Still another point to be considered is that thesid principles of
androgogy rather than pedagogy are to be takerastount, for the learners at
higher education level are adolescents or younsadu

As far as curricula for MET are concerned, thaséée considered are
the specif requirements of the shipping-relatedrirdtional conventions, a well
integration of theory to practice, the basic reguents of the parties to the
shipping industry, and periodically recieved intdrras well as external
feedback.

CONCLUSIONS

This study provides a critical approach to theentcdebates on the
primary functions of higher education in generatl anaritime education and
training (MET) in particular. The data used comgsighe relevant literature
review and the experience of the author, an acaggrayMET institution. The
subject studied is considered from three basictpanfi veiew — the recent
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debates on the functions, proposals for the methadd the views on the
favorable contexts and contens (curricula).

The basic changes in the functions expected fragheln education
seems to have been a shift from ‘learning for s sake’ to ‘learning to be
more productive’ in the marketplace of recently eyed liberalization and
globalization.This shift seems to have resulteddopting certain new methods-
behavioristic approach being replaced by cognisipproach whereby teacher's
role changed into facilitating and mediating leagniand learner's position
being encouraged to get involved in learning atitisi Based on these changes,
the medium of instruction has been proposed tot $loin competitive to
collaborative and cooperative contexts and cumiciibm content-based to
process-based

MET seems to have been positively affected byctienges accelerated
since late 19th
Century,having managed to adapt to the rapidid floiwvchanges. Certain
concrete/specific examples of remarkable adapta@oa periodically exhibited
at the internation eonferences of IMLA (InternaabrMaritime Lectures
Association) Still another sign of a fruitful adation is the recent adoption of
problem-based learning method(PBL) at the METuitish where the authorof
this study is employed.
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