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PREFACE 

The purpose of this brochure is to provide information 
about the financing and control of University Education in 
Great Britain and some other foreign countries, which may be 
useful during the consideration of the University Grants Com
mission Bill, 1954, by the Parliamentary Joint Committee. A 
short bibliography provides a further guide for study on the 
subject. 

NEW DELHI; 

The 6th Apri.', 1?~)· 

M.N;K.AUL, 
Secretary. 



THE GENESIS OF THE UNIVERSITY GRANTS COMMISSION 
BIIJ.. 1954 (BIIJ.. No. 47 OF 1954) . 

Constitutional Responsibility 

Co-ordination and determination of standards in institutions for 
higher education is the responsibility of the Central Government 
according to the Indian Constitution1• There has not been any 
effective co-ordination in the activities of the Indian Universities 
and the precarious financial condition of the Indian Universities is 
inevitably leading to a lowe~ing ?f standards. Hen~e . the ~vern- · 
ment has introduced the Umvers1ty Grants CommiSSIOn Bill to 
make provision for the co-ordination and determination of stan
dards in Universities2• 

"The Indian Council of University Education" 

The Inter-University Board, consisting mainly of the Vice
Chancellors of Indian Universities was created in 1924 and func
tioned as an advisory body for co-ordinating the activities of the 
Universities. The advice of this body did not produce the desired 
co-ordination. The University (Regulation of Standards) Bill was 
drafted in 1951 and proposed the setting up of the "Indian Council 
of University Education". This Bill was dropped for reasons given 
later. 

The Existing Non-statutory Commission 

A University Grants Committee, set up on the recommendation 
of the Central Advisory Board of Education, functioned between 
1945 and 1950 and dealt only with the Central Universities3. Its 
activities were suspended in 1950, pending the consideration of the 
recommendations of the University Education Commission, popu· 
larly known as the Radhakrishnan Commission. In pursuance of 
the recommendations of the Radhak.rishnan Commission the 
Government, by a resolution in November, 1952 set up a '(non
statutory) University Grants Commission to consider the financial 
difficulties of the Universities and to give them financial help from 
the Centra~ exchequer whereve~ possible and necessary. The re
comme1_1~at10ns of the. Radhaknshnal_l Commission regarding the 
compos1tlon and functions of the Umversity {}rants Commission 
are elaborately explained in Chapters Xlli and XIV of their 
Report. 

lConstitution of India, Seventh Schedule, List 1, Item 66. 

2Sp~ch ~f Dr. M. M. Das, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Educat10n, m Lok Sabha, on February 22, 1955. 

1Sp~h ~f Sh:i K. L. Shrimali, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Educat10n, m RaJya Sabha, on March 15. 1955. 
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Amalgamation of the Two Objects 

A conference of the State Education Ministers and Vice
Chancellors of Indian Universities was held in April, 19':53. This 
conference unanimously recommended the setting up of a statutory 
University Grants Commission combining the powers of the pro
posed "Indian Council of University Education" and the existing 
non-statutory University Grants Commission. The Government 
accepted this recommendation, dropped the earlier Bill and intro· 
duced the University Grants Commission Bill, 1954'. 

4Speech of Dr. M. M. Das in Lok Sabha on the 22nd February, 1955. 



THE UNIVERSITY GRANTS COMMI'ITEE OF GREAT BRITAIN 

Composition 

A technique of Treasury aid to Universities bas been evolved in 
Great Britain to meet the rival claims of academic autonomy and 
cf the need for central planning. The medium through which this 
is done is the University Grants Committee. This Standing Com
mittee was appointed for the first time in July, 19195• Appoint
ments to the Committee are made by the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer after consultation with the Minister of Education and 
the Secretary of State for Scotland. The members are selected 
for their personal qualifications and serve in a personal capacity, 
and not as representatives. There are no vice-chancellors of 
Universities or other ex-officio members on the British U.G.C. Sir 
Walter Moberly who was the Chairman of the British U.G.C. for 
fifteen years was persuaded to relinquish the vice-chancellorship 
of the University of Manchester in order to become the Chairman 
cf the U.G.C.6 From the beginning the Committee has consisted of 
persons with academic rather than official backgrounds. Most of 
them have been persons with exceptional academic distinction. 
Not only did they share the views of the UniversitLes but they also 
commanded the respect of the Universities. The British Govern
ment have regarded the need for continuity within the U.G.C. as 
imperative7• In the autumn of 1943', . the Committee was 
reconstituted and additional members were appointed. Originally 
the membership of the Committee was restricted to nine persons 
'not in the active service of a University'. It now included pro
fessors still engaged in academic work; but not vice-chancellors. 
The Committee is now composed ::>f sixteen members. The chair
mar.ship of the Committee is a full-time salaried job; out neither 
the vice-chairmanship nor the membership is a full-time or salaried 
job. 

The Terms of Reference 

Criginally the terms of reference were: 

~'To e~quire int? the ~nancial needs of University Education 
m the Umted Kmgdom and to advise the Government 
as to the application of any grants that may be made 
by Parliament towards meeting them." 

In JJly,, J946, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, realizing that 
the C?nm1ttee s~oul~ play a more positive and influential part 
tha;1 m the past m v1ew of the new phase of rapid expansion, 

5U.G.C Report on the years 1947-52. 
6Speecl of Sir Walter Moberly before the Commonwealth Universities 

Congress, 1948. 
7Fifth leport on Estima:es (U.K.) 1951-52. 
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announced in Parliament the following terms of reference for the 
Committee•: 

"To enquire into the financial needs of University education 
in Great Britain; to advise the Government as to the 
application of any grants made by Parliament towards 
meeting them; to collect, examine and make available · 
information on matters relating to University education 
at home and abroad; and to assist, in consultat:on with 
the Universities and other bodies concerned, the prepa· 
ration and execution of such plans for the develop
ment of the Universities as may from time to time be 
required in order to ensure that they are fully adequate 
to national needs." 

Some responsible rrsons like Dr. J. F. Mountford, Vice
Chancellor of Liverpoo University, have expressed concern about 
these enlarged terms of reference9• The only answer that is being 
given to such critics is that the basis of confidence that the 
Universities will continue to be autonomous in future, is the con
viction not .that the State cannot but tbat the State will not 
interfere. 

The Committee has appointed a number · of specialist Sub
Committees to assist them in considering particular spheres of 
academic activity. These Sub-Committees include specialists 
outside the U.G.C. also. 

The Unwritten Laws 

The proportion borne by recurrent Tr.easury grants to the total 
income of the Universities had risen to 64·5 per cent. in 1951-52. 
and the total expenditure on this vote had risen to more than £25 
milLon. This expenditure is not subject to any form of Govern
ment audit. The University Grant is the largest of all the gnnts 
which are not accounted for in detail to the Comptroller and 
Au·:Ltor General10• The accounts of the Universities are audited by 
L1eir own independent accountants. The Treasury has imposed 
upon itself a self-denying ordinance and has left it to the U.G.C. 
to do all the work in connection with the allocation of rnDney 
amongst the Universities. By convention the Treasury uver 
questions the recommendations of the U.G.C. The Chancelbr of 
Exchequer, in consultation with the Treasury, decides the total 
sum which he considers Parliament should be asked to voti. · The 
gran~s are quinquennial In strict law that is not and cannot be 
so. The budget is annual and the legal cCI:mmitment cannot be for 
more than one year. But from the beginning there has b:!en a 
gentleman's understanding between the Treasury, the U.G.C. e.nd 

· the Universities that the grants shall be stabilized for ptrbds of 
five years enabling the Universities to plan ahead. Ever. in the 
slu..T.p of 1931, no reduction was made11• 1 

'The Yearbook of the L"niversities of the Commonwealth; 1951, p. 4. 
'Speech of Dr. J. F. Mountford, befo:e the Commonwealth ~niversities 

~~Hoo~lHL I 
lCFif:h Report on Estimates (U.K.) 1951-52. 1 

l:Speech o! Sir Walter Moberly before the Commonwealth Tniversities 
~ngress, 1943. 
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Not Attached to the MiniStry of Education 

The U.G.C. is attached not to the Ministry of Education. but to 
the Treasury. This arrangement is regarded to be the p11lar . of 
University autonomy. The Universities think that th~ E<'!ucat~on 
Minister will exercise greater interference through 1".1s eaucahon 
experts. The Treasury, unli~e the Mini~try of ~ducation, does. not 
and cannot claim any educational authonty, and 1t has never reJect
ed the advice of the Committee on any educational ground 12

• 

The Staff of the U.G.C. 

The Committee is assisted by a small staff of twenty-four per
sons. The policy of keeping the staff small has been purposely ,pur
sued. These officers of the U.G.C. contribute to the continuity of 
personal and informal contact and acquaintance v.ith the Univer
sity authorities. These methods are preferred to the impersonal ' 
methods of a large Government department13

• The Secretary is 
not a mere appointee of the Committee. He is a civil servant 
seconded from the Treasury. His status was raised in 1951 from 
the Civil Service level of Assistant Secretary to that of Third 
Secretary. 

The U.G.C. Procedure 

The U.G.C. exercises control over the Universities in three main 
ways-through supervision of quinquennial requirements, through 
the receipt of annual returns of staff, students and expenditure 
and through continuous personal contact with the Universities. 
Before the end of each quinquennium, the U.G.C. pays a visit to 
every University and college and holds frank talks with all the com
ponents of the institutions. The Committee annually publishes a 
statistical abstract of student and financial figures relating to Uni
versities and University colleges, and reports quinquennially on their 
financial needs and progress. The U.G.C. submits its reports to the 
Treasury and the Chancellor of the Exchequer presents these reports 
to the Parliament•'. 

The Forms of Allocations 

·The annual Treasury payments to the Universities take the fonn 
of recurrent grants (earmarked or otherwise) and non-recurrent 
grants. It is the U.G.C. who determines the allocation of the annual . 
grant between Universities which is shown in the Estimates. Any 
unissued balance is not carried forward or returned to the Treasury 
that is. the unused grants do not lapse. The greater part of th~ 
recurren! grant is a block contribution to income to supplement the 
general mcome of the Universities with a view to meeting their 
normal regular expenses. Thc;-se bl•rk ~rants are paid in quarterly 
inst.alments. In o~der to finance p.1rticular developments, not of a 
cap1t~l nature, wh1ch are recommended by various Committees 
arpomted by the different Ministri-es, there have been included in 

JJZU. Ahmad. ~y5tems of Education. p. 42. 
l.IU.G.C'. Rt'PClrt on the years 1947-52. 
14Fi!lh Report on Estimates (U.K.) 1951-52. 
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the recurrent grants a number of earmarked grants. The non
recurrent grant is a contribution towards the cost of capital invest· 
ment'~. 

The Sanction behind the U.G.C. 

It is the practice of the Committee, when informing each 
University of the amount of its share of grant for the ensuing year, 
to indicate any items in the programme suggested by the University 
that the allocation is not intended to cover. Thus, while the Uni· 
versities are not required by the Committee to spend their allocation 
in any particular way, they are well aware of the Committee's 
wishes. The University authorities are therefore under an implied 
obligation not to divert the money to purposes which are not 
favoured by the Committee. They know, too, that in due course they 
will need another quinquennial grant and that they will stand a 
better chance of getting what they want if they have made the best 
use of the money they have received in the past. 

The earmarked grants for purposes of national interest can also 
be used as a handle to force the hands of the Universities. But in 
no case was a University forced to und.ertake new work against its 
will. " 

The history of the U.G.C. reveals that it does not regard itself to 
be a collection of supermen making plans for the Universities. It 
has tried to stimulate the Universities to plan for themselves. The 
U.G.C. has also served as a clearing-house for information and as a 
shock-absorber between the Government and the Universities by 
communicating the requirements of the Government to the Vice
Chancellors' Committee". The discussions of the U.G.C. with the 
Universities do to some extent influence their decisions, but certainly 
do not dominate them. 

Success of the British U.G.C. Analysed 

Sir Walter Moberly who \vas the Chairman of the U.G.C. from 
1934 to 1949 and Vice-Chancellor of the Manchester University before 
1934, has been associated with the U.G.C. from both sid...os of the 
table. He analysed the remarkable success of the British U.G.C. in 
his speech at the Commonwealth Universities Congress held in 1948. 
Therein he traced the causes of this success to the national tradition 
of Britain, which abhors regimentation; to the high prestig,e which 
the British Universities have enjoyed for long; to the old-school-tie 
which binds the l\Iinisters and civil servants to their Alma Mater; to 
Uniwrsities <tnJ their grants h2ing kept out of party politics and out 
of acrimunioug pnrty debates; to the confidence commanded by the 
mt:mbers of the U.G.C. on all sides; to Britain's being a small island 
making meetings comparatively easy; to Britain's being a unitary 
and not a !..:d<:ral State with no problem of Central and State 
Unin:rsities; and lastly to the British character of not pushing 
abstract doctrines to their absurd conclusions. 

l:Pi!th Report on Estimates (U.K.) 1951-52. 

lbS. J. Curtis: History of Education in Great Britain, p. 451. 



FINANCING AND CONTROL OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN 
OTHER COUNTRIES 

An International Verdict 

Universities all over the world are facing problems of high 
enrolment and of finance. The private fortunes that have in many 
countries financed universities in the past are disappearing, and, 
more and more. the universities are dependent on governments, 
and, in the end, on the taxpayer, for support. When funds are 
largely derived from public sources, the public and its representa
tives may feel they should have a voice in the development of 
universities. · 

The Preparatory Conference of representatives of universities 
organized by the U.N.E.S.C.O. in 1948, offered the following obser
vations after a careful survey of the various methods of financing 
higher education in different countries: 

(i) There is in general little apprehension, on the part of the 
cou."ltries represented, of the development of, sinister aspects of 
State aid. The danger is always there, but is latent rather than 
actual. 

(ii) It is generally realized that universities must inevitably rely 
more and more on State aid. It seems that the average amount of 
such aid is tending to become stabilized at about 60 per cent. although 
there are many variations on both sides of this figure, ranging from 
the private universities of the United States to countries in which 
State aid is almost the sole support of universities. Apart from 
State aid, an increase in university revenue depends upon the 
policy adopted towards the taking of fees, and on the possibility of 
donations from private benefactors. The latter is increasingly 
remote owing to rising taxation and the disinclination of the wealthy 
to contribute towards institutions which rely largely upon the 
State. In some countries donations from private and industrial 
sources are allowed as deductions from taxable income. The Con
ference strongly approves of this procedure. 

(iii) The Conference emphasizes the great importance of the 
kind of machinery whereby State funds are disbursed for higher 
education. The first essential is for universities to be able to plan 
their own programmes in the certainty of reasonable finances b.eing 
available. This can be done either by the allocation of a definite 
percentage of the national budget or through a suitable Grants 
Committee disposing of ''block grants". of fixed amounts on a longer 
than annual basis. We draw particular attention to the system 
of ''block grants" worked out in Great Britain. There the Univer· 
sitr Grants Committee draws directly from the Treasury on a 
qumquennial estimate, and recommends to the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, at its unfettered discretion, the details of its disburre
ments. 

7 
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(iv) It is not \Vise to pronounce in general terms upon the 
influence liable to be exercised on university autonomy by the 
acceptance of grants, for research or other activities, from govern
ments, industries, professional organisations, or private individuals. 
There is absolute agreement on the necessity for as complete a 
degree of university autonomy as is reasonably compatible with the 
receipt of public funds17, 

The Three Broad Types 

With regard to the freedom of higher education every people 
has its own idiosyncrasies but these may be reduced to three 
principal types: the British, the American and the European. The 
British type claims to be able to dispense with a public education 
service. The American type is non-Federal, leaving the responsi
bility of higher education to the several States and to private initia
tive. The European continental type, with some variations among 
the various countries, is a centralized State system of higher edu
cation. Members of faculties are, except in a relatively few private 
institutions, employees of th~ State. 

The American View 

The Report of the Commission on Financing Higher Education in 
U.S.A. published in 1952, observes: "Freedom is vital to higher 
education. Freedom involves choice. Choice presupposes diversity 
of things from which to choose. What most protects freedom of 
choice in America is the great diversity of its institutions, none of 
which possesses overriding power. This multiplicity of competing 
units prevents any single political party, institution of government, 
corporation, labour union, church, or university from dictating what 
all men shall do or think. Human beings and their institutions 
being what they are, total power is not safe in the hands of any 
single group no matter how well-intentioned." 

The structure of American higher education exemplifies this. 
Its liberty buttressed by the variety of its institutions. No 
arbitrary pattern, no central plan, has ever been imposed. 

Variety is not only a matter of types of institutions. It charac
terizes their sponsorship and control as well. In a general sense, 
there are two kinds of control, public and private. The public insti
tution is sponsored by a unit of government, preponderantly state 
or local. It draws most of its support from direct government 
appropriation. The private institution equally serves the public in
terests: its task also is to provide educational services to those who 
qualify. But it is organized by groups of persons banded together 
in a private capacitv. operating under the general educational or 
corporation law of the state in which it is situated. The private 
institutions usually receive no direct appropriation from govern
ment. In many instances private sponsorship has been or is religi
ous in character. 

l'Report of Preoaratory Conferenr~ of Representatives of Universi:ies. l!J48 
(RPCRU) pp. 26-27. 
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An independent source of income fosters freedom of activity andl 
thought. The well-endowed private institutions tend to have this_ 
Their policies can be adventurous and self-directed. They are free 
from immediate partisan pressures and may stand up for their 
principles without the risk of immediate bankruptcy. The ).'Ublic 
institutions, responsive as they are to the interests of the pt>ople· 
who support them often take the initiative in meeting public 
demands for particular educational programs. State tr!lditions
uf pride in their universities have often resulted in outstanding con
tributions to freedom of instruction and research . 

. The Report of the. Commission on Financing Higher Educali::m 
in U.S.A., published in 1952, observes: "The vigor of higher educa
tion depends upon its being free. Higher education is exploratory 
in nature. Its inquiries are speculative. These characteristics set 
it apart from primary and secondary education. Monopoly in con
trol is incompatible with the free market of ideas if higher educa
tion is to be a forum where ideas are discussed and evaluated, 
where the student is encouraged to think for himself, it may have 
a moderator, but it cannot have a single arbiter." 

In America. in spite of the efforts of Washington. Monroe and 
Madison, the Constitution has not granted jurisdiction over univer
sities to the Federal Government'•. American higher education is 
loosely organized and extremely complex. There is neither centra
lized planning nor one centralized organization. There are various. 
voluntary associations on a national scale, such as the Association 
of American Universities, and the Association of American Colleges; 
Professional schools have national associations, as do other groups 
with common interests such as the National Catholic Education 
Association, the Association of Urban Universities, or the American 
Association of Junior Colleges. There are six regional associaticns. 
in which membership is a recognition of an institution's accepta
bility. Teachers are organized in many professional associations as: 
well as in the American Association of University Professors, and 
the officers of administration, such as deans, registrars, business
managers, and public relations officers, have associations of their 
own. The American Council on Education has been establishEd 
to provide a clearing-house for the exchange of information ana 
opinions and a liaison between these many associations. 

· In a world where the complex machinery of society has tended 
towards more and more centralised direction, this system-where 
institutions, groups, and associations compete, compromise, and co
operate-represents pluralistic democracy at its freest. 

Position in South America 

In Latin America one comes across a method of financing univer
sities by allotting to them automatically a certain percentage of 
the total revenues of the State and not demanding any account of 
how the money was spentu. 

l~S!)t."E'Ch of Prof. Georges Schelle, University of Paris (RPCRU). p. 66. 
l!'Speech of Dr. Julian Huxley, Commonwealth Universities Congress, 194lf. 
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Position in Switzerland 

Of the nine institutions enjoying university rank in Switzerland, 
"One onlv. the Polytechnical School at Zurich, is a Federal establish
ment. The seven universities, properly so-called, and the High 
S_chool of Commerce at St. Gall are cantonal, i.e., they are finan
ciallv dependent on the canton governments, which are responsible 
for all institutions of public education. with the single exception 
mentioned above. Since the Federal authority does not deal with 
the universities, it cannot form a connecting link between them. 
To remedy this defect, a Conference of Rectors has been created, 
and steps are. b~ing taken to give it the requisite stability and per
manence. It 1s mtended to serve as a centre of co-ordination for the 
universities, as a forum for the discussion of their common prob
lems, and as an organ capable of representing them ·before the 
Federal authority. 

The Swiss universities are essentially dependent for their main
tenance on the generosity of the cantons and their upkeep consti
tutes one of the larger items of the cantonal budgets. In accordance 
with the liberal traditicn, which retains its vitality in Switzerland, 
relations of. mutual trust have hitherto been maintained between 
the State authorities and the boards of the universities represented 
by the rectors, who are nominated by their colleagues for an un
specified term of office. The members of the Swiss university staffs 
are not treated as Government officials, and do not regard them
selves as such, for the State gives them complete liberty in the dis-
charge of their duties~. · 

Position in France 

All university degrees in France are awarded by the State. The 
~reat majority of the students are in State universities, which are 
the best equipped. There are 17 of them, but they do not all possess 
the four fundamental faculties of law, medicine and pharmacy, 
science and letters; on the other hand, some of them have additional 
faculties. There are also five free universities, known as "Catholic 
Institutes". 

The State universities are autonomous oodies. The Deans of the 
faculties are elected by their colleagues. The Rector alone is 
designated by the State; he is always chosen from among the uni
versity professors, preferably from among the Deans. His function 
is to preside over the University Council the members of which are 
elected by the faculties. He may sometimes make suggestions, 
but he does not give orders. No control is exercised over the teach· 
in g. 

All the faculties, and every university as a whole, have their 
own autonomous budgets. They may accept donations and grants. 
The main part of their revenue was derived, until recently from 
the fees paid by the students. But as the fees have not yet been 
raised appreciably, the proportion of the university budgets which 
they represent has shrunk considerably, so that the bulk of the 
universities' financial resources is now represented by State grants. 

2rReport by Prof. Andre :\I~rcier. t:niversity of Berne (RPCRU), pp. 137-39 
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'This situation is costly for the tax-payers and full of danger for the 
. autonomy of the universities. 

The majority of the professors are nominated by the Stat~. But 
in the faculties of law and medicine they have to be designated 
as the result of a competitive examination for the whole of Fran~e. 
In the faculties of science and letters they are chosen from a llst 

. of persons possessing qualifications laid down by ~r?~essors, elect-
ed by their colleagues, who know well the c~pab1hhes of. all the 
candidates in each specialized field. The faculties make the1r selec
tion on the basis of this list, and their choice is almost always ratified 
by the State. It may be said that, in this way, the universities 
of France recruit their staff by co-option. 

The State requires the faculties to provide instruction in certain 
. subjects, but even in these subjects the universities frame their own 
.curricula to which the State merely gives formal approvaP 1

• 

Position in New Zealand 

The University of New Zealand is a federal University consisting 
·of four University Colleges, and two Agricultural Colleges. 

The University is governed by a Senate of thirty persons, of 
whom the Government appoints only four, in addition to the Direc
tor of Education. The Senate has final control of the University, 
both in academic and in administrative matters. In academic 
matters, the Senate has the assistance of certain advisory bodies of 
which the most important is the Academic Board, composed of 
representatives of the professorial boards of the colleges. The 
Board advises upon courses of study, upon examinations and upon 
any other academic matters. 

It is almost a tradition in New Zealand that education is the 
financial responsibility of the Government, and the funds for the 
university and its colleges, as in the case of primary and 3econdary 
education, come mainly from Government grants. This 1s so in 
respect· of both capital and income. The endowment income -is 
small. Even the fees paid by students come mainly from Govern
ment bursaries paid to students who qualify for admission to the 
university. In the past, the colleges competed for Government 
grants; now, the University Senate has established a University 
Grants Committee. It will visit the colleges, estimate their res
pective financial needs, and present to the Government a budget 
covering, for example, a quinquennium which will be designed to 
enable each college to fulfil its function in relation to the university 
as a whole. Each college will still have freedom to establish any 
course of study within its constitution, but it is not likely to do so, 
if its own resources are not sufficient, without being assured of con
tinuous funds through the University Grants Committee. Depen
dence on Government grants must always carry the possibility of a 
risk to the independence of a university, but New Zealand Govern
ment have not sought to interfere with that independence22

• 

~ 1 Report by l\1. Andre Allix, Rector of the University of Lyons (RPCRU), 
p 101. 

:l::!'fu>port by Sir David Smith, Chancellor, University of New Zealand 
(RPCRU), pp, 129-31, 
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