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To what extent has the institutionalisation of student representation in higher education 

transformed the nature of student activism? 

Essay 

The university has always been going to hell, but somehow it never gets there 

(Jacob, 2009, p. 511)  

Introduction 

The changing nature of higher education can hardly be denied these days. The debates 

around changes often refer to higher education becoming more of a business, while tossing away 

the social and civic values historically attributed to university missions. In its turn, the changing 

environment of higher education has impacted the way students perceive themselves and are 

perceived by society. The roles and identities of students include those of stakeholders, clients, or 

customers, even partners. It comes as no surprise when in their new roles of cost-sharers students 

have been invited to co-participate in decision making processes, both inside and outside their 

institutions. At present, in the majority of education system, students are members of the governing 

and academic councils, quality assurance agencies; student representative structures are shaped 

into unions, associations, guilds and others. These structures work at institutional, national and 

international levels.  

Student representation is a relatively new case, yet its relevance and impact on 

enhancement of democratic practices within higher education institutions is debated. Some authors 

would argue that student participation exemplifies the democratisation of universities, with positive 

effect on their active citizenship (Bergan, 2004; Boland, 2005; Klemenčič, 2011). Others would argue 

that formalisation of student participation in the decision making has been a sort of co-optation of 

their activism in the long sixties and was regarded as a way to ‘to diffuse their activism and pacify 

their voices’(Kezar, no date, p. 93; Luescher-Mamashela, 2010). These views seem to be at odds with 

one another, yet are indicative that some transformations have been underway. To find out what 

these transformations have entailed and to what extent they have impacted student representation 

will be central to this paper.  

This paper will seek to answer to what extent the institutionalisation of student 

representation in higher education has transformed the nature of student activism. My hypothesis 

would be that such institutionalisation may not have changed the nature of the student activism in 

its historical sense, but has transformed it under dominant discourses and practices of neoliberal 

policies in higher education.  
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I will depart from the changes brought by neoliberal policies into higher education and how 

they have affected the students and the modes of student representation. For the purposes of this 

paper, I will discuss student representation in the UK based on three reasons: as one of the countries 

with strong market-oriented policies, the biggest student representation in its national student 

union and with a case suggesting an interesting dynamics of recent student activism. In this paper, I 

will be using the terms higher education and university interchangeably.  

The changing nature of higher education  

Over the last two decades debates around higher education have been loaded with the 

tension that universities are moving away from being a social idea towards becoming an adjunct to 

the corporate world (Lynch, 2006; Deem, 2012; Giroux, 2014). What the debates hold is that the 

democratic nature of higher education, on which the idea of university had been premised, is getting 

reduced to pursuit of corporate interests and turning into a private good. But to imply that the 

original idea of education was merely social will certainly be delusive. In various times of its eight-

hundred-year history, universities embraced religious, social, industrial, technological, professional 

and personal development purposes. For instance, the tensions with the Church around the secular 

nature of education in France and England in the nineteenth century, or the way education was used 

as indoctrination in the communist regimes, or the massification of higher education driven by the 

economic growth and preparation of skilled workforce. But, as Watson (2014) argues, the essence of 

higher education is more geological: throughout history various strata are being added that differ in 

their purpose. The layers may merge, transform, but cannot be removed. Scott (2011) further claims 

that through time different values get accumulated with some being at the core,  while others being 

more peripheral. The current geology of higher education has become dense and complex under the 

predominant layers of neoliberal policies.  

So what is worrying the scholarly world in regard to the current stratum of higher 

education? For the past two decades, the academia has been concerned with the creeping values of 

neoliberal culture in education. The principles of neoliberal policies define that the state allows the 

market forces to coordinate demand and supply, and allow free competition among these forces to 

bring societal changes (Harland, 2009). It should be taken with caution that neoliberal policies are 

not the hegemonic policies across the world (cf. policies of social cohesion in the Nordic countries). 

Yet, the question is to what extent the neoliberal policies have entrenched education systems may 

sound more legitimate.  
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  In the field of education, these forces brought two new modes: new public management and 

neoliberal market model (Marginson, 2013). One was typified by the introduction of new 

governance modes typical of the corporate world through the application of measurements and 

standards, orientation towards performance indicators. The second was more tied with market-

driven reforms: commodification of knowledge, contractual and client relations between university 

and student, competitive relations between institutions.  

The major detriment of these new policies is often claimed to be ‘apolitical’ in a sense that 

the dominant ideology of economic productivity and competition mask the liberal values of 

education, such as intellectual and scientific advancement, development of criticality, social values, 

civic responsibility. Instead, corporate culture, individualism, market-led citizenship are emphasized 

and become defining principles of education. But if we relate to the geological metaphor of higher 

education, does this means that the universities have ceased serving as social institutions under the 

imperatives of the economic society? What happened to the social layer? 

I would like to discuss the above questions in relation to two ‘public’ features of higher 

education: higher education as public good and as a public sphere.  

Many authors argue that under neoliberal policies higher education as public good is turning 

into a comprehensive market of private goods. There are two types of such good being discussed. 

One is the privatisation of higher education for students, where knowledge can be bought and sold, 

where tuition fees are paid in exchange of knowledge, where students are competing to secure 

exclusive places. The second one sees knowledge as a research product, rather than a non-rivalrous 

commodity available for all (Williams, 2016). For ages, institutions have been involved in creating 

and transmitting knowledge. It may be debated whether this knowledge is Newmanian in its 

character by being the ‘end sufficient in itself’ , or whether it is more utilitarian in production of 

research (Wolf, 2002, p. 255).  What the troubling point is not that universities bring ideas to the 

market, as they have done for ages, but that under market-driven reforms they are often compelled 

to ‘ideas that pay’ (Nelson and Wei, 2012, p. 261). It is troubling because in pursuit to meet 

economic needs, universities may be abandoning their core social value: ‘encouraging and 

protecting intellectual risk’ (ibid, p. 261). This idea of knowledge is central to higher education; it is 

its unique niche, it determines the public character of higher education (Marginson, 2011).  

Let us see how this plays out in relation to the second component of ‘public’-ness. The public 

nature of higher education runs in parallel to its public role in society. Marginson (2011) draws this 

parallel between the space of higher education and the Habermasian public sphere. He notes that 
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the space of higher education has a public dimension of debate, criticism, and competing values. The 

inherent social value of the university is to what extent it is able to promote and preserve its public 

arena for openness, criticality and debate(Jacob, 2009; Giroux, 2014). Marginson  calls it a ‘ test of 

the university public sphere’(2011, p. 419). Universities preserve their public sphere to the extent 

they practise their autonomy and freedom to debate and challenge ideas. As ‘sites of citizenship’, 

they reflect the broader political community they are situated in (Bergan, 2004, p. 27). A 

manifestation of this claim is that universities have historically been sites for social and political 

transformations, such as the civil rights, feminism and LGBT liberation movements of the sixties in 

the US and Europe, anti-marketisation protests of universities in Europe, the Occupy Movement and 

Arab Spring, etc.  

What is debated, though, is that under the neoliberal model these sites of citizenship 

become a ‘privatized affair, with an aim to produce competitive self-interested individuals’ (Giroux, 

2014, p. 429). This shift is often debated to depoliticise the public space of education by masking it 

under the ideology ad language of economic efficiency. Translated into students, it legitimises for 

them the instrumental value of education to pursue career goals. And while it is true that university 

inherently has an instrumental role in preparation for job, when this role is reduced to skills and 

trainings, it appears to be losing its social and civic values.  

We can see that under the new layers of the neoliberal era there appears to be a question 

about what universities have become on this swing from public into private. The public-ness of 

universities does not mean to merely justify their public funding, but most importantly to serve 

public interest, to watchdog academic freedom and impartiality of research.  When the ‘public’ is 

removed from the universities, be it public funding, or public interest, then it is argued the 

universities turn into the ‘factories producing private goods and private knowledge’ (Marginson, 

2011, p. 414).  

This claim of public to private might imply that students, as main participants of the higher 

education learning process, have also been affected by this swing. I would suggest looking at the 

changing perception of students in regards to the new modes that neoliberalism brings.  

How about students? The changing nature of students  

The two modes of neoliberal policies discussed above, namely, the market model and the 

new public management appear to impose different views of students.  

Under the market-oriented model, the dominant rhetoric is that students have transformed 

into individualized customers who under financial pressures tend to refrain from participation in a 
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wider social life. Giroux (2014) goes as far as to claim that the universities may be sending a clear 

message to students - ‘customer satisfaction is offered as a surrogate for learning’ (p. 446). 

However, scholars are not so unanimous in their views. On the contrary, Svensson and Wood (2007) 

argue that the perception of students as customers is rather inappropriate, since the relations of 

university – student do not work as in a traditional market. Instead, they claim that the relations are 

more similar to that of state-citizen. This relationship is driven by reciprocity of rights and obligations 

that students and university possess toward one another. The traditional market relations of 

consumer-supplier are mainly based on the commercial right, without an obligation. In this regard, 

the view of students as customers might imply a distortion of rights and obligations and be reduced 

to merely value-for-money.  

The new public management scheme implies that students are viewed as active members of 

academic community. In this role, students are more positioned to share the responsibility for their 

institution and if their needs are not met, actions will be directed to improve education. This sharing 

responsibility does not imply financial participation only; rather it implies the investment of student 

time, effort, cooperation, as well as bringing in values and experiences. Some counter-arguments for 

this view would state that students are transient members and have short-term goals in the 

universities and that their involvement in the decision making processes would be irrelevant to their 

immediate needs (Altbach, 2006). Others would also argue that as hierarchical institutions, some 

universities may tend to doubt students’ insights and experiences, thus viewing them as incomplete 

members of the community (Luescher-Mamashela, 2012).  

But there seems to be something artificial in these differentiations of students. In fact, many 

authors would argue that these conceptualisations of students are driven more by policy-makers 

and sometimes even institutions themselves, rather than are perceived by the students. 

Indeed, being a student implies multiplicity of roles: a stakeholder, a member of community, 

a consumer, an investor, a citizen and workforce (Ahier, Beck and Moore, 2005; Klemenčič, 2015). 

Similar to the geological nature of higher education, the roles and identities of students may be 

changing too, with some being more at the core. One may tend to think that the roles of a consumer 

and a stakeholder may have become such a core under the neoliberal changes. I would venture to 

argue that such a view may be delusive and we need to see forest for the trees. In fact, some 

authors tend to believe that the construction of either type of students is incomplete and what is 

likely to emerge is the blend of various identities. Ahier et al. (2005) refer to one such blend as a 

combination of consumerism and citizenship. And the most prominent platform where these 

combinatory roles play out is student representation. To this I now turn in my attempt to 

approximate to the main question of this paper.   
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Student representation in higher education  

Student representation usually refers to student representative organizations, such as 

student unions, councils, governments, ‘whose primary aim is to represent and defend the interests 

of the collective student body’ (Klemenčič, 2012, p. 2). There are three main approaches towards 

student representation discussed in the literature.   

The first is the political case. Student involvement into higher education is often attributed 

to the democratisation of university, which was the result of the student unrests of the sixties. This 

way, students were invited to share participation as insiders. Inviting them ‘inside’ was viewed as a 

way to pacify their voices and reduce their disruptive behaviour (Kezar, no date; Boland, 2005; 

Luescher-Mamashela, 2010). In many countries student participation is now legally guaranteed.  De 

Boer and Stensaker (cited in Luescher-Mamashela, 2012) mention that in case of European 

countries, after the unrests of the sixties, laws on ensuring student participation in university 

governance were adopted in Belgium (1971), Denmark (1970), France (1968), the Netherlands 

(1970), Norway (1976). The second massive interest in student participation came into Europe 

together with Bologna reforms. The 2000 Prague communiqué affirmed formal student participation 

within the European Higher Education Area. It ran that ‘students are full members of the higher 

education community... and should participate in and influence the organisation and content of 

education at higher education institutions’ (‘Realising the European Higher Education Area’, 2003, p. 

5). This secured student participation at international level, in addition to national.  

The second approach to student participation is premised on a consumerist model. This 

model assumes that university-student relationship is more of a contractual type, so as clients 

students are entitled to be represented in various decision making circles of university. While 

university may be open to listen to what their client-students say, this model reduces to nature of 

higher education to that of a product, of a market, which as discussed above may be contradictory 

to the essential nature of higher education. Bergan (2004) argues that this contractual model may be 

of special character, since students as special kind of customers are quality markers for their 

institutions.  For instance, the scale and breadth of the national student survey conducted across 

higher education institutions in the UK is often considered to be such a marker of not only students’ 

learning experiences, assessment, availability of resources, but also of personal 

development(Luescher-Mamashela, 2010). Still, such an approach to students and their participation 

is argued to be of default position imposed mostly by the policy actors and institutions, rather than 

reflecting the actual practices and values of student participation.  
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The third model is the democratic student participation. Here, as partners and members of 

the academic community, students are invited to take part in institutional decision making, which 

could potentially cultivate their interest and trust in democratic institutions, principles of equity and 

diversity. This model rests on the premise that the higher education setting  will provide for them a 

significant civic space for their life, ‘preparing them as active, responsible citizens in a democratic 

society’ (Klemenčič, 2012, p. 2). These principles are likely to balance the overwhelming culture of 

individualism and self-interest.  There is no unanimity around this view either. The counter argument 

seems to hold that shared governance has insufficient opportunities for students’ democratic 

participation. On the other hand, it is often claimed that shared participation has been a way to co-

opt students’ real participation in academic life. In support of this claim, some authors would relate 

to political nature of various student unions, far from the democratic principles of university 

governance,  that often act as ‘state surrogates’ and are used as channel of social control over the 

members(Klemenčič, 2012, p. 9).  

There is apparently no common view on student representations and these models tend to 

differ across institutions and countries and cannot be viewed outside their specific social and 

political contexts. But with reference to earlier claim that student representations offer a unique 

blend of consumerism and citizenship, can we assume that the establishment of these student 

structures has become a legitimate and official platform for students to display these identities? 

Perhaps we need to peep into the peculiarities of both formal and informal platforms to address this 

question.  

The peculiarities of national students organisations seem to be constructed as a ‘two-level 

game’, juggling between the ‘logic of membership’ and the ‘logic of influence’(Klemenčič, 2012, pp. 

7–8). As officially recognised formal student bodies, they have to manoeuvre between representing 

interests of their members, while at the same time maintaining relations with public policy 

authorities. At their best, such organisations will possess expertise, advocacy and policy 

development skills.  An example of this, at European level, can be the European Students’ Union 

(ESU). As an umbrella organisation of national student unions from 48 European countries, over 33 

years of existence, ESU has managed to become a significant partner and an active contributor in the 

European Higher Education Area through accumulation of a pool of expertise, production of reports, 

contribution to and managing of various Erasmus+ projects, public policy advocacy skills (European 

Students Union, 2016). Its logic of influence has primarily been more strategic, trust-based and 

corporatist, rather than directly confrontational. One important factor in this logic of influence is 

that at both national and regional levels student unions appear to be positioned as sole 
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organisations representing students and acting as channels in communication with policy makers, 

university leaders, and various types of state agencies.  

But if these student structures appear to be so ‘powerful’, why do we still witness other 

instances of student participation, such as for instance student movements and protests across 

many continents?  

Student movements are defined in simple terms as ‘a large number of students either bring 

about or prevent change’ (Luescher-Mamashela, 2015, p. 37). But there seems to be a little more 

beyond this definition. Altbach claims  that student movements are primarily platforms for ‘public 

expression of new ideas, shaping public debate on a topic’ (Altbach 1992, cited in Luescher-

Mamashela, 2015). For student movements of the 21 century, such a topic is often argued to be 

neoliberal policies and their intrusion into the education. If neoliberalism and marketisation as 

common topics seem to unite students, why do then student movements stand out from the official 

channel of communication?  

One common explanation discussed in the literature relates to the specifics of organisational 

structure and mandates of student unions, whereby they set boundaries for what they can and 

cannot do (Jungblut and Weber, 2015). For instance the mandates of many student organisations 

may include more educational research and strategic lobbying, yet no inclusion into politics. Others 

would refer to lack of trust in student organisations due to their political nature (Popovic, 2015). This 

is often discussed in relation to student organisations in transitioning democracies. For instance, 

Popovic (2015) discusses the mutual distrust and undermining of actions between the national 

student union and student activists in Belgrade during 2007 student protests. The students  opposed 

the union accusing it of being highly politicised (some 10-20 percent of student union students are 

members of a political party), while in their turn the student union doubted legitimacy and capacity 

of individual students to advocate for demands.  

Some others would refer to the broader lack of trust and frustration in formal politics of 

their countries in a way their interests are met by the political parties (Brooks, 2016). We can see 

more about this in the case of the UK movements.  

Despite these variations, there is one common feature among the recent movements, that 

of anti-marketisation. But there is interesting point in the way students express grievances and the 

way they are portrayed in society. The neoliberal discourse portrays students as self-interested 

individuals with their consumerist demands over privatisation of education, escalation in the tuition 

fees. While it seems to be true, the broader picture exists too. In the global context, the demands 



9 

 

often are against the creeping neoliberal values, vanishing of the public-ness of higher education, as 

well as frustrations with the society, political regimes. For instance,  in Chile the students managed 

to remove two education ministers, while in Quebec the protests led to an end of a liberal 

government of 2012 and an abolition of a bill on 80 percent of fee increase (Sukarieh and Tannock, 

2015). Overall, in Europe, over period of 2003-2011 students have been engaged in actions against 

various reforms: around Bologna reforms (Spain, Austria and Germany), around reforms against 

collective college exams (Denmark), around changes in education law (Greece) (Pinheiro and 

Antonowicz, 2015). We can see that the issues of concern differ, yet we can see that the neoliberal 

models might have projected restrictive views of students and their roles in the university and 

society on the whole. 

To situate this discussion, I propose to turn into the discussion of formal and informal 

representative structures based on the case of the UK.  

Student representation in the UK  

In the UK, formal student representation is established through the university governance, 

but also with respect to certain aspects of teaching and learning as well as institution-wide strategy 

and planning. At national level, student representation is guaranteed by the National Union of 

Students (NUS) that is an umbrella of student unions across the UK. It was established in 1922 with 

the objective ‘to represent past and present students from a national and an international point of 

view and to render possible the co-operation of the body of students in the UK’ (Day, 2012). At 

present NUS UK has a student body of seven million. 

The initial mandate of NUS was primarily focused on producing educational research 

(National Union of Students, 2016). The so-called ‘no politics’ was maintained for a long time and has 

been a subject of criticism both by its members and general student population. The Union was 

forced to broaden its objectives and include the political mandate at the onset of the sixties 

protests.  

Similar to other European countries, formal student participation was legally established 

after the revolts of the 60s, when a formal agreement was signed between the NUS and the 

Committee of the Vice-Chancellors of various universities. Through this agreement, it was hoped to 

improve the communication between the student body and subdue the escalation of the protests 

(Day, 2012). 

Over its long history, there have been multiple transformations in NUS, but also tensions 

with the leadership, members and student bodies. The main criticism that has always accompanied 

NUS was that it was detached from its student population.  
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Let us look at recent students’ protests in 2010 to understand the role NUs played. The 

student protests in 2010 were the biggest movements after the revolts of the sixties in the UK and 

across Europe. In the UK, the student protests started against a three-fold increase (setting an 

annual cap of £9000) proposed by the coalition government of Conservative and Liberal Democrats. 

Notably, the tuition fees were introduced in 1998 and increased in 2004 and 2010. Yet, it was the 

increase of fees in 2010 that brought over 130,000 students into streets in opposition of the 

government policies(Sukarieh and Tannock, 2015). Some authors partly explain this by the political 

frustration of the youth against broken promises of the Liberal Democrats while in coalition party 

(ibid). The protests continued over November-December 2010 and ended with students losing the 

battle after the parliament vote at the end of the year. The government claimed that the students 

lost because they did not represent wider public opinion, which allegedly was in favor of the 

intensification of market-based reforms (Brooks, 2016).  

I would like to look at the case from two angles: what constituted the nature of the protest 

and what role NUS played as a student representative organization.  

Despite the hegemonic discourse by policy makers and the media, the protests were not 

only about increase of fees. Kumar(2011) and Rees (2011) argue that these demonstrations were 

about students protesting against the education system under capitalism, perpetuating inequalities 

in the UK system, even the prioritization of STEM subjects over humanities and social sciences. 

Students in the UK were voicing grievances against the marketisation of education and for education 

as public good, not only in terms of its access,  but about it being a public space of critical thinking, 

alternative ideas (Rees, 2011).  

In terms of its participants, it is interesting to see the social fabric of the students. Brown 

(2013) argues that there were two groups of student-participants. One group was represented by 

the middle class for whom university education was for-granted and which was hardly affected by 

the fee increases. Interestingly, this group held leadership positions and promoted a more global 

idea about ‘collective defense of higher education’ (Kumar, 2011). Similar to movements of the 

sixties, this was youth from middle class, liberal and intellectual families, whose education had given 

them a privilege to challenge the development and directions of the industrial society.  

What is interesting, though, is the appearance of the second group in new movements. 

These were working class students who had been promised university education as a channel of 

social mobility. They were the subjects of the widening participation initiative of the UK government, 

the purpose of which was to ensure access and success in participation of working class young 
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people in higher education. The increase in the tuition fees was a broken promise to this youth, 

whose aspirations were raised for better social mobility and a route to employment (Brown, 2013).  

Another interesting feature was the space of the protests. Again, when compared with the 

sixties, the arguments were that universities then were primary sites of revolts, that their settings 

were conducive to debates. In the new era the universities were claimed to be losing their 

importance of public sphere. One explanation for this is attributed to  role of the social media and 

rise of network society, in a sense that  the space of university has been replaced by the ‘networked 

space’ (Pinheiro and Antonowicz, 2015, p. 62; Sukarieh and Tannock, 2015). But in case of the UK, it 

was the occupation of public space of both universities and the networks space, as well as the open 

urban spaces, with overall 46 occupations across the country (Ismail, 2011).  Social media was 

extensively used; University College London showed a record of tweets and software applications 

developed overnight to keep track of protests, hot spots, updates.   

What role did NUS-UK, as a national student representation unit, play in this dynamic? 

Although the actual movement in November, 2010 was started by NUS, with some 50,000 students 

participating in it, it was criticized for the ‘inability to keep up with the movement’(Kumar, 2011). 

Preparation of reports and lobbying were viewed more as a ‘substitute’ (ibid, p. 44) for real action 

on campus. These were determined by the mandate and culture of the Union,  which for years has 

been ‘a legitimate and democratic student body’ (Kumar, 2011, p. 134). But, if the logic of influence 

of NUS was advocacy of changes in a democratic way, there seems to be a sign of failure. This is not 

a failure to capitalize on the movement, but a failure to offer a professional alternative in demands.  

The traditional leadership of NUS remained focused on demanding free public education-- a claim 

that had become irrelevant in times of financial crisis of 2009 and entrenched market values in the 

UK. Although prior to 2010 NUS was already advised to reshuffle its public policy strategies and 

switch to discussing alternative student funding,  this was not brought in the movements of 2010 

(Day, 2012).Especially when the public has already gone broader than the discussion of fees.  

Thus, this small-scale case of NUS and grassroots protest of the 2010 demonstrate various 

misperceptions about the identities of students, their roles in higher education, but also about the 

formal structures of students and the intricate dynamics between the formal and informal student 

participation. Perhaps, the case may be indicative of the earlier claim that there is a blend of 

consumerism and citizenship. While both may be present, it is not always the consumerist one that 

is dominating, even in such a market-oriented society as the UK.  
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Conclusion 

Our discussion on interrelations between the student representation and student activism 

has gone a long way from the changing nature of higher education and its impact on student bodies, 

formal and informal. So, has the formalisation of student representation impacted the activism? 

Discussions throughout this paper might be suggestive of the following. There seems to be a huge 

dynamics in the student representation at both formal and informal levels and that these levels have 

their own peculiarities and frameworks and there appears to be a confusion of perceptions of and 

expectations from either of them. 

We have seen that both formal and informal structures have their own logics, with formal 

structures positioned more with expertise and strategic lobbying; while the informal movements still 

being driven by ‘public’ nature of demands, transformation and creation of newer urban and 

network spaces that add up to the public sphere of universities. Perhaps a general conclusion can be 

that the formalization of student participation does not appear to have subdued the student voices, 

but has transformed them and taken into another level. While, students have gained an insider role 

through participation in representative structures, they still remain outside of system to challenge 

and change it. As Luescher (2015) notes, formal student representative structures often need the 

activist support to backup their decisions or claims. Sometimes, the opposite may also hold true.  

As we have seen, both student structures are embedded in the social, political and 

institutional contexts and cannot be generalized perhaps beyond one point: the grievance against 

the neoliberal values of marketisation and privatization. As we have also seen, the messages and 

views imposed on students as consumers, or stakeholders, are more a default position pushed by 

some policy makers and institutions, rather than actual practices reflecting the blended nature of 

student representations and multiplicity of their identities.  

This case study offers a small-scale discussion over the nature of student representation. 

While the literature is abundant with discussions over students and their activism in the sixties, 

there is very scare literature on new student movements, their transformations and the nature of 

student activism. Perhaps this lends itself to broader research in the future.  

I would like to end on an optimistic note by Harland (2009) that despite the impact of the 

dominating neoliberal policies, there is something secure about modern university that is resistant 

to this reform agenda. But the university has to take seriously its role as a ‘critic and conscience’ of 

society (ibid, p. 515), otherwise, someone else will do that ‘for it, in spite of it and without 

it’(Morrison,  cited in Giroux, 2014, p. 456).    
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