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FOREWARD

I am pleased to welcome Dr. John Kirkland, Deputy Secretary-General
of Association of Commonwealth Universities, London at Mumbai
University to deliver this third Rajiv Gandhi Oration organised by Rajiv
Gandhi Centre for Contemporary Studies.

The Centre had successfully organised earlier two orations by eminent
personalities. The first oration was delivered by Mr. Wajahat
Habibullah, Chief Information Commissioner of India on 21st May
2006 and the Second oration was delivered by Shri Arjun Singh,
Union Minister for Human Resource Development on 24th

August, 2007. The Centre had invited Justice J. S. Verma to
deliver the third oration on 17th April, 2013 for which he came to
Mumbai but due to ill health, he had to return back to Delhi
without delivering the oration.

I am thankful to my friend John Kirkland for coming all the way
from London to deliver this lecture. The topic chosen for the
oration ‘Universities, Internationalisation and Society’ is very
critical as the whole education system today is going through
change. Also, changing societies are interfacing with various
processes, both micro and macro. Thus societies across the Globe
are demanding more from the universities hence universities
have the responsibility to meet the same.

I hope this lecture will initiate discussion and debate centre
staging societies and people at the University of Mumbai so that
we become more relevant to the society around us.

I welcome you all at this oration.

Dr. Chandrakant Puri,
Chair Professor January 18,2014.



3

Introduction

I’m grateful for the opportunity to present this lecture; all the more so
to have the opportunity to honour Rajiv Ghandi at the start of a year
which will mark the seventieth anniversary of his birth. I am grateful,
too, to be given a title which affords such flexibility.  I promise to try
not to abuse this.

I am also delighted to be here at the University of Mumbai. The
University and my organisation, the Association of Commonwealth
Universities, have a relationship that goes back for over a century. We
are both proud of our age and traditions. One of the first things I note
from your website is that this is the third oldest university in India.  One
of the first that you would notice from our site is that the ACU is the
oldest international inter-university association in the world.

We have grown together. The University of Bombay was one of the 53
universities represented at the meeting in 1912, at which the decision
was made to establish the (then) Universities Bureau of the British
Empire, and Indian universities have played a strong role in its
management ever since. The ACU was one of the first organisations to
stage a major international meeting in India after independence, a much
famed Council meeting that commenced in December 1951 and
concluded in January 1952 – not because of the weight of business, but
because of the enormous hospitality and sense of pride of the hosts,
who pressed for delegates to visit every region of the country.

Some of the topics discussed at that 1912 meeting have a familiar look
today – the relationships between teaching and research, academic and
vocational work, and universities and wider society were all on the
agenda – as was what Lord Ashby, writing on the ACU’s fiftieth
anniversary in 1963, called ‘that dreary perennial’ of extension work.
The last observation is somewhat ironic, in view of some of the remarks
that I plan to make later about the relationship between universities and
the societies in which they operate.
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The world in which that first meeting took place was very different
from that we know today. Each of the six Australian universities was
represented, their leaders taking several weeks to arrive. Not
surprisingly, they decided to remain in the UK for some weeks before
their return journey, although the meeting itself lasted only three days.
The net effect was that every Australian university was without its
leader for the better part of half a year.  History does not record how
they survived, or indeed if they noticed.

So our two institutions have faced the challenges of a century together,
and have emerged all the better for it.  The growth of the University of
Mumbai is here around us, for all to see.  As for the ACU, I am pleased
to say that both the words ‘bureau’ and ‘empire’ were ditched over
sixty years ago.  We are now a dynamic association, governed by
representatives of some 530 universities, representing 45 countries.
Whereas 39 of the 53 representatives at that first meeting came from
two countries, over two thirds of our members now come from low and
middle income countries, including 171 from India.  It is a unique mix,
of which we are very proud. Indian universities have a strong role to
play in our development – not just because of their numbers, but
because of the exceptional role that India can play in developing mutual
understanding between developed and developing countries.  I hope
that today will also be an opportunity for you to feed into that process,
by providing your own ideas for how we can work together in the
future.

The ACU in a Global World

We often hear that higher education is becoming global or, at least, that
internationalisation is one of the most important issues facing
universities. Of course, there is nothing new about universities working
beyond their regional and national boundaries – the very word
university suggests how broad our reach is.  In recent years, however,
internationalisation has been driven not only by our quest for
knowledge, but by strong external factors, too. These include the
increasing realisation that the institutions that make up society are
themselves interdependent; the opportunity to enjoy dialogue with
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colleagues across the globe, through virtual means that would have
been inconceivable to our Australian Vice-Chancellor in 1912; and the
growth of new generations of students hoping to use higher education
as a means of fulfilling their own cultural and international needs, and
willing to pay to do so.  Indeed, so strong is the pressure to have a
global presence for many universities that the main danger is not the
lack of opportunity, but rather that we lose sight of our real objectives.
In some parts of the world, the danger is more that we become too
dependent – not least financially – on our international activities.  There
are many institutions for which even a small fall in their international
recruitment would have profound financial consequences.

In some ways, it might seem quite surprising that the ACU should
thrive in such a world.  In 1913, we were the only formal international
network of universities.  Now, networks proliferate – often with a more
coherent national, regional or subject focus than the Commonwealth
can provide.  Existing networks have been joined by strategic alliances
of universities who are keen to associate with institutions of similar
interests and prestige. And, of course, the majority of contact takes
place through individuals.  If you really want to know which academics
are working in your field in Malawi, Jamaica or Malaysia, the answer –
and the means to contact them – is probably no more than ten clicks
away on your computer.

I think there are three main reasons why the ACU has been able to
thrive in such a world.  First, in an age in which universities are
increasingly conscious of their ‘market position’, the ACU offers a
genuinely neutral space for discussion and reflection.

Nowhere is this last point more vividly reflected than in the
proliferation of league tables, which seek to present publicly-available
information in an (often crude) way in order to make it accessible to the
wider public. The availability of more data about the contribution that
universities make is, in itself, a good thing.  Yet its presentation in a
multitude of different ways, each designed to promote a cause, can
serve to confuse.  In this context, universities need to develop their own
ways of independently assessing their performance, in a less public,
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less threatening, but nonetheless rigorous manner. The ACU seeks to
contribute to this aim through its benchmarking programmes. One
strand of these brings universities together to discuss their management
processes in an honest and open manner, agreeing on a list of good
practices against which each participant can measure their own progress
and identify strengths and weaknesses.  Another uses the technique of
quantitative surveys, through which institutions see only their own
score and the global results.  Again, we believe that by taking out
artificial ranking and rivalry, benchmarking can be used to promote a
more open and valuable dialogue.

A second reason for our success is the fact that the case for higher
education needs constantly to be made at a global level – and, in
particular, the case for higher education as a force for international
development.  There is little that we can add to your efforts to promote
our cause to the authorities in India; you have other organisations and
networks to do this.  But higher education needs to be seen as important
to a much wider range of institutions.  We need look no further than the
near consensus of the world development community little more than a
decade ago that higher education was not a priority in development, and
the devastating consequences that this view had – and in some cases is
still having – on universities in some parts of the world. The ACU was
one of the few voices that objected to this completely false division
between primary, secondary, and higher education.  I am pleased to say
that opinions have reversed in recent years, but there is no room for
complacency.

The international community must not make this mistake again; a
vibrant international campaign is needed to prevent them from doing
so.  The ACU campaign – ‘The world beyond 2015 – is higher
education ready?’ – seeks to fill this need. The aim is to bring together
a range of evidence from throughout our membership of the way in
which higher education plays a critical role in enhancing development
objectives; practical examples – of new research, teaching and
innovation – that make a real difference to the lives of millions, well
beyond the confines of the university campus.  I hope that you will find
time to visit the campaign website – and maybe add your own voice.
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Our third advantage is the diversity of our membership. No other
organisation has the same capacity to bring together the universities of
Oxford, Toronto, Sydney and, for that matter, Mumbai with smaller,
new, and often regional universities seeking the same ultimate goal –
that of increasing our understanding of a complex world.  Some would
cite this diversity as a problem.  Indeed, finding programmes relevant to
our entire membership is quite a challenge.   I would view it as a huge
asset.  Universities are nothing if they are not curious, open to new
ideas, and willing to share their expertise. That is where the ACU
comes in.

It is from this perspective that I would like to offer some thoughts on
issues that now face the university sector.  Some will apply to India
more than others, and I hope you will excuse me for this.

The Pressure of Expectation

As well as a common history and common aspirations, we face
common challenges.  One of these, which I want to discuss today, is the
overwhelming power of the expectations that universities now face.

Universities have always been subject to high expectations, and rightly
so.  Whether founded with private or public money, few have been
tasked only with the job of educating individuals.  The very history of
their formation reflects wider goals – religious, vocational, social or
economic.

And yet, for most of history those expectations were relatively broad,
flexible, and – crucially –universities were trusted to pursue them in a
variety of ways. Perhaps that was because they were seen more as an
intellectual elite – less subject to challenge.  Perhaps it was because
governments were less intrusive and ambitious. Perhaps universities
themselves were closer to the elites that ran government.  Perhaps there
was more mystique about what we did; or perhaps, in an age in which
only a small percentage of the population had any contact with
universities, few were really in a position to criticise.
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Today, universities are swamped with expectations. During the past
few days, I have done a search on the web and seen people argue that:

 Universities should do more to promote Indian culture – a very
interesting claim made by no less than the Dalai Lama.

 Universities do not adequately promote their knowledge to
wider society.

 Universities are not effectively preparing graduates for
employment.

 Universities should maintain the quality and intensity of their
education to ever increasing numbers of students.

 Some areas of study are said to need broadening – engineers, for
example, are sometimes said to need wider skills.  More
students are needed who speak foreign languages.

 We often hear that universities should be responsible for
remedying flaws in the primary or secondary education system.
In the UK, for example, newspapers sometimes recite reports
complaining about the basic literacy and numeracy skills of
some graduates.

And so the list goes on.  I have even heard it argued that the changing
admission priorities of universities – most notably Oxford and
Cambridge – have contributed to the long term decline of the England
cricket team.   There are many responsibilities that I would like to see
universities take in wider society.  Being responsible for English cricket
is not one of them.

The ACU’s recent Centenary Conference concluded with an excellent
debate on the following motion: ‘This house believes that society
expects too much of universities’. I was surprised to find the motion
defeated, by a narrow margin. This said much about the ambition and
belief that universities throughout the world have in their product.
However, I am in the minority.  Universities are being asked to do too
much.  We need to take charge of the (legitimate) debate about what we
can realistically achieve, and how we can measure whether or not we
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are achieving it.  Moreover, we must not fuel expectations by taking on
functions that we cannot fulfil.

Nowhere is this more so than in the area of graduate employment. The
expansion of higher education is now being pursued by governments
and the private sector throughout the globe, at a rate much faster than
the economies which surround them. Families with no experience of
higher education are proudly making the investment of sending their
first ever generation into the sector.  It is, for the most part, a success
story of which we should all be proud.  And yet it could all turn so
horribly wrong if the expectations of these students are not met.
Through the professional network of university graduate employment
staff that the ACU established four years ago, we have uncovered a
wide range of initiatives at universities throughout the world to help
ensure that their graduates have the best possible transition into the
labour market. Yet, that is only one side of the coin.  Expectations need
to be managed just as effectively as the products that we are providing.

Producing socially useful and employable graduates is one of many
ways in which universities seek to respond to the needs of society. I
want to argue that such challenges are not only academic and
intellectual, but administrative and management ones, too; challenges
which go to the heart of the relationship between the university as an
organisation and its individual staff.  I would like to say more about this
relationship later.

The Problem of Information

Universities are often criticised for not making their knowledge,
facilities, expertise and research findings more widely available.  This
is an issue very close to our heart at the ACU, and I think to yours too.
But it is deceptively complex, often a task for which many academics
are not suited, and certainly one that requires specialist skills.

Knowledge and information have always been key strengths of
universities. Historically, we have been repositories of data
information that is not available elsewhere. Protecting and utilising this
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data is a role that we have pursued with enthusiasm.  In the modern era,
however, our relationship with our information – and the expertise that
it generates – has become ever more complex, even problematic. Issues
we face include:

 The challenge of generating information and knowledge has
quickly been rivalled in importance by that of distilling it.
Sometimes, it almost seems that we have access to too much
information. The ability to discriminate and target will be
critical.

 The increasing legal and ethical boundaries around the types of
information that we can hold.

 The problem of presenting information in a form that is
meaningful to multiple audiences.

 The problem of identifying and prioritising those audiences, in
an age of multiple networks.

 The increasing expectation that knowledge, impact and quality
can be quantified.

Making our Expertise Available to Society

So, how do we approach the task of making our information available
to wider society?  In one sense, almost everything that we do
contributes to that aim.  Every graduate that we teach enters society in
some form.  We trust that they will be better equipped as a result of
their time in higher education, and that they will – even if only
subconsciously – share their increased knowledge and aptitudes with
others.

Society, however, is no longer satisfied with such general answers. As
a condition of investing in teaching and research, both public and
private providers seek reassurance that such work has an impact.
Publishing research findings in an academic journal or producing a
graduate who might enter the world of employment are often seen as
basic pre-requisites – desirable, not but sufficient as a justification for
universities.
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We should welcome this challenge. What Lord Ashby described in
1963 as ‘that dreary perennial’ of extension work has long formed part
of the core mission of universities – perhaps even more so in India and
Africa than elsewhere. Indeed, this area is one in which I believe India,
with its vast tradition of extension work, is well placed to lead an
international debate on what works in practice, and what doesn’t.

There is no lack of formal commitment. Universities across the globe
recognise the need to demonstrate the impact of their work. Many
require their staff to report on research exploitation or to undertake
extension work of various kinds; some have included it in their criteria
for assessing research proposals, or take it into account in promotion
prospects. Governments and funding agencies increasingly prioritise
impact in their criteria for making awards. In an increasingly
competitive environment, the better we are able to demonstrate and
articulate impact, the more likely we are to win research funds.

And yet, the more we recognise the problem, the harder it seems to
become.  There was once a time when the transfer of knowledge was
seen as a simple, linear process.  The university did research or
otherwise acquired knowledge that was not commonly available,
generated new findings, passed the findings to a potential ‘user’ (often
perceived as being in the commercial sector), and the knowledge was
used.

Then we found that life was more complex.
 First, because new knowledge is not conveniently produced in a

single place, at a single time, or convenient for packaging.  It is
more often a gradual process, generated through dialogue.
Sometimes the perceived ‘user’ contributes as much to the
design of the solution as the academic.

 Second, new knowledge takes many forms.  Discussions over
the transfer of knowledge have too often relied on a simple
model of the ‘invention’ – a discrete, often legally protectable
invention ready to be handed over. Much more often, our
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knowledge comes in the form of knowhow and incremental
innovation – relatively small changes best implemented as part
of a continuing relationship. And, of course, not all knowledge
being transferred is based on new research.  Much extension
work and consultancy is based on long-standing expertise.

 Third, we recognise that the commercial sector is not the only –
and probably not the main – potential external user.
Policymakers, governments, NGOs, and others are at least
equally important as channels for impacting on the good of
society, and each brings their own complexity.  Those of us in
the United Kingdom remember only too well that the
commitment to use ‘evidence driven policy’ by the incoming
Blair government of 1997 proved all too illusive in practice.

 Fourth, we discover that the idea of transferring our intellectual
capital into commercial profit – a road which universities in
many countries have been encouraged to take – does not always
produce the anticipated rewards. Many governments and
universities that have invested in commercial exploitation over
the last three decades have found the financial returns
disappointing. Some, for example in Canada, have responded by
vastly reducing the scope of their formal protection of
intellectual property, opting increasingly for open access models
that they believe will better aid both society and their own
reputation within it.

 Fifth, we recognise that knowledge being relayed to the external
world requires quality assurance to the same degree as any other
product of university life.  How can the university be sure that
the information being transferred is, in fact, appropriate or
accurate?  And what are the consequences for the university and
the recipients if not? Extension work and knowledge transfer
done badly is not only a lost opportunity.  More than that, it
could create long-standing mistrust and disillusionment.  In a
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worst case scenario, it could even leave the university and
individual with significant legal liabilities.

Faced with these complexities, the academic world has responded by
re-designing and re-articulating its models.  The common language has
moved from ‘technology transfer’ to ‘knowledge transfer’ to ‘research
dissemination’ to ‘research uptake’.  All are slight variants on the
previous model, and all are proving illusive in practice.

A further slight variant, on which the ACU is currently working with 24
partner universities in Africa, is the notion of ‘research uptake
management’.  A critical difference in this approach is the explicit
recognition that, although the generation of new knowledge remains
firmly an academic pursuit, its communication to potential users need
not be. Successful research uptake requires a wide range of skills –
legal, communication, cultural, and financial.  It might also benefit
from a degree of detachment from the initial producer of the research.
It also requires time and enthusiasm.  In short, as the phrase ‘research
uptake management’ suggests, it requires management. Academics are
as likely to possess the necessary skills as anyone, but they are not the
skills for which they were appointed.  Nor, always, is it a good use of
their time to develop them.

Thus, whilst the conduct of research and generation of ideas is the
function of the academic, the management and communication of those
ideas requires support from their institutions.
I use the word support advisedly. The involvement of non-academics
in any aspect of the research process – and I do regard research uptake
as a part of the process, rather than being separate from it – requires
sensitivity. It is support that our academics require, not control.

The Individual and the University

For much of their history, universities have relied heavily on the talents
of individual academic staff to pursue their objectives. Many have
regarded themselves more as a collection of individuals than corporate
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organisations, based on a model (for which the UK is more responsible
than most) through which:

 Universities primarily provided a financial and institutional
framework, within which individual excellence could thrive

 Self-governance prevailed on most practical matters
 Interference with the work of individuals was kept to a

minimum, as was external reporting and accountability

This situation did not arise as a matter of neglect, or by accident.  It
reflected a deeply held principle that knowledge was best generated by
giving talented individuals the room to pursue it in their own way.  To
interfere with this was not only inefficient, but dangerous.  Freedom of
expression has been deeply engrained in universities for centuries.

In many countries, this model dominated until the last two or three
decades.  Now, it seems a long way away.  The demands of
accountability – for funders, society and, increasingly, students – are
leading to the development of quite different relationships between
universities and their staff.

This changing relationship has often been generated by the need of
universities to respond to external factors, rather than demands for
reform internally. When the outside world wants to know what
universities are producing, then somebody has to be in a position to
give answers. Take, for example, the case of South Africa, a country in
which the research funding that an institution receives from government
depends directly on the number of publications its staff produce in
approved journals.

Or, even more dramatically, the United Kingdom, which has moved
since the 1980s to a system in which the entire research output of each
department (unit of assessment), and every individual within it, is
externally reviewed every four or five years, with the resulting grade
determining the entire core research funding (if any) that it will receive.
The growth of such systems has led to a revolution in the relationship
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between universities and their employees. Whether they want to or not,
universities need to know about every project, publication,
collaboration or other research activity of their staff, and they need to
take strategic decisions about which form of research to prioritise.

There is a danger that universities may respond by over-centralising
their activities, and I suspect that in some cases this has been the
immediate reaction.  Too often, university requests for information or
restrictions on activity – whether or not necessary from an
accountability standpoint – were seen as unnecessary attempts to place
barriers in the way of already hard-pressed academics. In recent years,
however, there have been signs that a new, more balanced approach is
emerging – a new form of university management which seeks to meet
the demands of accountability, and yet support flexibility.

A New Form of Leadership?

This new relationship between the university and its staff requires a
new form of leadership.  One that is strategic, and not afraid to make
difficult choices.  One that is not confined to our traditional notions of
university leaders – the vice-chancellor,  their deputies and senior
officials – but instead reinforced by an enhanced cohort of highly
professional, respected managers with key relevant expertise in their
respective areas.  Such leadership would inevitably seek to influence
the work of individual staff more than we have perhaps been used to.
However – and this last point is critical –it would do so in a supportive
manner, recognising that its role is ultimately to support the academic
endeavour, rather than to restrict it; to help academics meet their
aspirations, rather than imposing control for the sake of it.

The new forms of leadership and management that I envisage needs to
embrace:

 The inevitability that universities will increasingly be held
accountable for their work
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 Recognition that university managers need to bring clear and
defined expertise to the table – often backed by professional
qualifications or experience outside the institution

 The ability to prioritise between, and bring together, different
strands of activity into a coherent, strategic approach

 A willingness of academics and managers to work together
throughout the cycle of key initiatives, rather than being
confined to key decision points where control or accountability
is required

 A mind-set that sees university management and administration
as supporting, rather than threatening, the aspirations of
individual academics

The Supportive Professional in Practice

How would this work in practice? The concepts which I have
described go well beyond the transfer of research results. They could
be applied to staff development and human resource management much
more widely.  Time does not permit me to look at all of the
possibilities, but as an example let us pause to consider how the concept
of the supportive professional might be applied to the way in which
universities manage their research activity.

Research is becoming more competitive and project-based.  This is true
even with regard to pure and blue sky research, but all the more to work
that is applied to a specific problem. It operates within a more rigorous
legal, financial and contractual environment than ever before. Even
able academic staff are sometimes discouraged from pursuing
applications for fear of the time and complexity involved. In many
parts of the world, academics are supported by a professional cohort of
research managers – who ease the burden without seeking to become
involved in the research methodology.  Such staff can also help with
project preparation and the sourcing of funding opportunities – both of
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which also require specialist knowledge. Initially, the rise of this
function was seen as a ‘centralised’ activity, and regarded with some
suspicion by many academic staff wary that the integrity of their work
could be compromised.  What is interesting to note, however, in
systems in which the notion of university research management has
become embedded, is the extent to which it has decentralised in recent
years.  In Canada and the United Kingdom, for example, many offices
that were established in the 1980s and 1990s in response to the
accountability requirements that I describe above, have in recent years
decentralised their structure, preferring to have staff work at
departmental or faculty, rather than at central, level.  This could, of
course, be seen as a device to extend the tentacles of central control still
further.  I prefer to view it as welcome evidence that the new breed of
university managers – the supportive professional – see the need to
work with, rather than control, the academic enterprise.

The ACU has supported this process by successfully helping with the
development of research management professionals and networks in
other Commonwealth regions, but has not yet been actively engaged in
India.  I know, however, that Dr Chandrakant Puri and his colleagues
here at the Rajiv Gandhi Centre for Contemporary Studies are actively
engaged in developing local training in the field, and this is an initiative
that we would like to support.  We have therefore agreed to work with
the team here to support the idea of an Indian research management
association, perhaps helping that process in the early stages by bringing
in some colleagues from other countries to describe the work that they
do. It would then, of course, be for Indian institutions to determine
how this can be applied to their particular needs.

Control, Creativity and Serendipity

The notion that universities must take a closer interest in the work of
individual academics, supporting them in areas that have traditionally
been the province of the individual, is always controversial.  Let me
end, therefore, by saying that the consequences of my comments are
even more profound for university administrators than for individual
academics.  I mean here not the vice-chancellors, but the layers of
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managers and administrators who support their work.  If academics are
to be supported in the way that I have described above, university
administration itself needs to develop as a profession – reflecting both
the skills and knowledge needed, and an imaginative, supportive
attitude which reflects a belief that, ultimately, universities stand or fall
on their ability to produce and disseminate knowledge. We need to
think, as a higher education community, about how such an attitude can
be ensured, and how, where it does exist, the administrators or
managers that exhibit it can be given the proper respect.

I have also emphasised management – perhaps too much.  As my final
closing remark, I should like to recognise the limits to what can be
managed and measured.  The value of higher education will always be
more that its ability to perform against specific indicators. The benefits
of bringing highly talented people together, in a creative environment
of open discussion, has a value way, way beyond that which can be
described in formal indicators.

There is no better example of this, perhaps, than the person who we
have gathered here to honour today.  In a world of performance
indicators, Rajiv Ghandi might have been a disappointment to both of
the UK universities where he studied in the 1960s.  In fact, he did not
gain a degree in either.  Yet the skills, knowledge and experience that
he gained there undoubtedly held him in good stead for his remarkable
career both inside and outside politics.  In an age before we spoke
widely of the power of internationalisation, Rajiv Ghandi provides a
reminder both of its value, and that such value cannot always be
measured. In his own case, it also led to his bringing back to India a
wife who, I see from the newspapers this morning, is still influencing
the direction of Indian politics almost half a century later.

So, in our emphasis on management, accountability, and support, we
must never underestimate the power of serendipity.

Thank you very much for listening.
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In the year 2006, the Government of India had decided to honour the
contribution of our Late Prime Minister, Shri Rajiv Gandhi by
establishing Rajiv Gandhi Chair in Contemporary Studies in the
University of Mumbai.  The Ministry of Human Resource Development
through the University Grants Commission, has given financial
assistance for establishment of the Chair, which has now evolved into
an autonomous Centre of the University.

The Centre works within the broad theme of Globalization, Democracy
and Development. The areas of interest are primarily on the theme of
Panchayati Raj and Local Governance, Impact of Technology on
Society, Secularism & Nation Building along with other areas of work
such as Tribal Development, Social Justice, Livelihood and Food
Security, Women’s Empowerment, Eco-System and Sustainable
Development, Nuclear Disarmament and Peace Studies, Protection of
Child Rights.

The following are the functions of the Centre.
 To coordinate and to provide a think tank in the area of studies

drawing expertise and inputs from academic and from experts from
other sectors like Government and NGOs.

 To provide a forum for inter university/intercollegiate Post
Graduate and research level dialogues, discussion meetings,
summer/winter institutes, involving other Institutions/Centres.

 To design and execute capacity-building programmes for teachers
in higher education in the designated discipline of the Centre.

 To strengthen the role of Universities in Public Policy making.
 To conduct short-term courses in the concerned disciplines.
 Publications of proceedings.
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