
JNUTA Report on the JNU Admissions for Research 
Programmes 2017-18 

The Great Admission Hoax 

The statistics presented to the 144th Academic Council expose the admission exercise 
for the research programmes of the university (M.Phil./PhD (JRF/non-JRF), M.Tech, and 
PhD) for the academic year 2017-18 to be a complete failure. What else would one call 
an admission policy that cannot even result in offers for the meagre 290 seats  
announced as intake. Only 159 seats of the meagre 290 seats announced as intake 
were offered for admission. 131 seats were not even offered, making offers of just 
54.8% of the intake.  

Of these 159 seats, only 31 seats were reserved—reservation is therefore just 20.75%, 
in complete violation of the CEI Act and Constitutional provisions. Not one reservation 
quota has been filled.  Shockingly, the bulk (76.33%) of the 131 seats that were NOT 
offered (100 seats) are the reserved seats. 

�1

Table 1: The Scandal of JNU 2017-18 Research 

Programme Intake Offer Enrolment 

M.Phil./M.Tech./PhD 150 90 75

M.Phil/Ph.D (JRF) 80 43 29

Direct PhD 60 26 21

Total 290 159 125

Table 2: 2017-18 Research Degree Admissions: Adherence to Reservation Policy

Intake Direct PhD M.Phil./
M.Tech./PhD

M.Phil./PhD 
(JRF)

Total Shortfall  
(from 
Intake) 

SC (37) 0 (9) 3 (17) 1 (11) 4 33

ST (16) 1 (2) 1 (11) 0 (3) 2 14

OBC (76) 4 (15) 16 (39) 4 (22) 24 52

PC (2) 0(0) 1 (2) 0(0) 1 1

Total 31 100

Reservation (from intake by category) SC: 12.75% ST: 5.51% OBC: 26.20% PC: 0.34%

Reservation (from total offer) SC: 1.37% ST: 0.689% OBC: 8.27% PC: 0.34%



This report by JNUTA, basedon admission statistics submitted to the 144th JNU 
Academic Council, reveals the full extent of the ‘admissions scam’ run in JNU by the 
JNU VC, Prof. Jagadesh Kumar, and his team, as each of these decisions have been 
initiated, implemented, and approved by him alone and not by the Academic Council. 
Teachers’ attempts to discuss and critique these actions have been suppressed with the 
diktat (which has no basis in fact or law) that the issue of admission policy is sub judice 
and cannot be discussed. 

1  The JNU admission policy 
The Admission Policy of any university determines the orientation, nature and quality of 
its research programmes, and more so in one that was set up as a research university by 
an Act of Parliament. JNU’s admission policy flows from the objectives of the university 
laid out in the First Schedule of the Jawaharlal Nehru University Act 1966, (53 of 1966). 
It is stated to be governed by the following principles:  

- (i) to ensure the admission of students with academic competence and potentialities 
of high quality so that its alumni may be able to play their role in the process of 
national construction and social change in a meaningful manner;  

- (ii) to ensure that an adequate number of students from the under-privileged and 
socially handicapped sections of our society are admitted to the University; and  

- (iii) to maintain an all-India character of the University by having on its rolls a fair 
representation of students from different regions of the country especially the 
backward areas.  1

In order to achieve these objectives, the university conducts an entrance examination for 
all the programmes of study it in 52centres across the country. The JNU research degree 
(M.Phil./PhD/M.Tech/MPH/PhD) entrance process comprised, until 2016-17, a written 
examination weighted at 70% and a viva voce examination, weighted at 30%. Only 
candidates who qualify the pass marks in the written test were eligible to appear for the 
viva voce, in which they were required to present and defend a research proposal. The 
aim of this whole exercise was both to determine academic competence as well as 
research potential in equal measure, given the widespread differentials and inhibiting 
factors in access to quality post-graduate education.  

With regards to social justice, besides striving towards a strict adherence to Central 
government reservation policies, the university has over the years developed a unique 
policy of deprivation points which are intended to address the imbalances produced by 
regional, gender, and educational backwardness. Up to 12 extra marks can be given to a 
candidate according to the policy as presented in the prospectus. 

In a series of perverse and illegal decisions, taken on the pretext of implementing the 
UGC Minimum Standards and Procedure for Award of M.Phil. /Ph.D. Degrees) 
Regulations, 2016, the JNU Vice-Chancellor not only imposed an 83% cut in intake (i.e. 

 This formulation is maintained in e-prospectus issued to invite applications for admissions for the Academic Year 1

2018-19.
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seats for admissions), he also unilaterally decided to do away with the Admission Policy 
as cited above, except for the national examination, for the 2017-18 admissions. 

In the 144th Academic Council meeting held on 1 December 2017, the statistics for the 
2017-18 admissions were included as an agenda item. Departing from convention of 
several decades, these statistics were not discussed, and for the first time, the Director of 
Admissions made no presentation about what they tell us about the effectiveness of the 
Admission Policy in enabling the university’s adherence to the JNU Act. This enforced 
silence was borne, as we shall show below, because the statistics reveal a spectacular 
failure of the JNU Vice-Chancellor’s admission policy, leading to multiple violations of 
reservation policy, UGC Regulations 2016, and the JNU Act. 

2 The Shifting Goalposts of Intake 
By the JNU Act, it is the Academic Council that is the body that approves the intake into 
various programmes in the University. The figures of intake approved by the 142nd AC 
meeting were unilaterally set aside and in the months that followed, what the intake was 
to be for any programme was decided on the whims and fancies of the Vice-Chancellor, 
the Director of Admissions, and one or two officers. As a consequence, the actual 
2017-18 intake figures for the few Centres/Schools has never been fixed, and changed 
in any document pertaining to these numbers.  

Ironically, this leads to a violation of the very 2016 UGC Regulations that were cited as a 
pretext for the reduction in intake in the first place, as they require that every university 
“decide on an annual basis through their academic bodies a predetermined and 
manageable number of M.Phil. and/or Ph.D. scholars to be admitted” (Clause 5.2.1). 

3 Intake was not even offered! 
Under the JNU admission policy framework, an important distinction is made between 
‘intake’ and ‘offer’. Whereas intake defines the seats that are available for admission, the 
concept of offer allows Centres/Schools/Special Centres to announce a higher number 
of seats, so as to avoid delays in bringing out second lists etc. For the 2017-18 
admissions, the practice of offers exceeding the number of seats in the intake was 
generally discontinued, and all decisions on how many seats should be offered were 
made by the JNU administration. 
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Table 3. Intake for the 2017-18 Admissions

Intake E-prospectus (Apr ’17) 143rd AC (Jun ’17) 144th AC (Dec ’17)

M.Phil/Ph.D. 102 102
150

M.Tech 49 49

M.Phil/Ph.D (JRF) 28 28 80

Direct Ph.D 64 112 60

Total 243 291 290



As shown through Table 1 above,  a number of the seats announced have been left 
unfilled. This picture is by no means the normal state of affairs for JNU admissions, 
where offers usually far exceed intake, and the shortfall in enrolment is always under 
10%. A comparison with the facts of the last three years in Table 4 demonstrates this. 

Offers have always exceeded intake (up to 11%), but for 2017-18, about 45% of the 
intake was not even offered. There is a clear trend that while enrolment vis-a-vis intake is 
never 100%, the shortfall is always under 10%; in 2017-18 however, the shortfall is closet 
to 57%. Enrolment is also lower than previous years. For 2017-18 it is at 21%, as 
compared to 8-13% in previous years. 

The Reasons 
Besides an extremely irrational mechanism for identifying intake, the JNU VC’s 2017-18 
admission policy had three other features that the teachers and students have protested 
throughout. These were: 
1. A qualifying mark of 50% for the written examination; 
2. A weightage of 100% for the viva voce examination; 
3. No relaxation of marks in the written examinations for reserved categories, as 

mandated by both Supreme Court and High Court judgments; 
4. No award of deprivation points for candidates in the research admissions; 
5. The application of an overall pass mark (not notified as part of the admission policy, 

and applied by the JNU administration surreptitiously). 
6. A general isomorphism between offers and intake, which in many programmes was 

formerly biased towards a larger number of offers vis-a-vis intake 

The abysmal figures for 2017-18 result from a conspiracy of all these factors. To see this, 
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Table 4: Research Degree Admissions 2014-17

M.Phil./PhD/M.Tech./Direct 
PhD/ JRF

2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

Intake 926 951 970 290

Offer 949 1056 995 159

Enrolment 864 924 886 125

Intake vs. Offer +2.48% +11.04% +2.57% -45.17%

Offer vs. Enrolment -8.95% -12.5% -10.95% -21.38%

Intake vs. Enrolment -6.69% -2.83% -8.65% -56.89%



consider the data collected by JNUTA  combined with the statistics in Table 5.  2 3

In every case barring one, enough students appeared for the written test, and where 

 https://jnuta.wordpress.com/2017/08/04/jnutaexpose-on-research-admissions-2017-18-only51-of-intake-offered-for-2

admissions-and-total-collapse-of-reservations/

 It will be noted that in Table 5, the figures for both intake and shortfall differ from Table 1. This is the kind of shoddy job 3

the presented statistics do where figures across sheets do not tally.
�5

Table 5: School’s /Centre-wise distribution of 2017-18 research degree admissions

School/Centre Program Intake Appeared in 
written

Appeared 
in viva

Offered Shortfall

CMM Direct PhD 11 31
8

0 11
CMM M.Phil./PhD (JRF) 4 23 3 1
CNS Direct PhD 5 38 1 4
CNS M.Phil./PhD (JRF) 8 18 0 8
CNS M.Tech 20 189 0 20
SAA M.Phil./PhD 15 218 39 14 1
SCIS Direct PhD 6 42 5 1
SCSS M.Phil./PhD (JRF) 5 42 0 5
SCSS M.Tech 29 708 3 26
SES Direct PhD 4 83 0 4
SES M.Phil./PhD (JRF) 11 85 3 8
SES M.Phil./PhD 12 357 10 2
SLS M.Phil./PhD (JRF) 12 216 11 1
SIS/CITD Direct PhD 9 134 7 2
SLLCS/CCSEAS M.Phil./PhD 3 15 1 2
SLLCS/CFFS M.Phil./PhD 12 27 14 9 3
SLLCS/CGS Direct PhD 5 3 1 2
SLLCS/CGS M.Phil./PhD 9 18 11 7 2
SLLCS/CRS M.Phil./PhD 8 13 3 3 5
SPS Direct PhD 6 83 4 2
SPS M.Phil./PhD (JRF) 16 119 28 11 5
SSS/CESP M.Phil./PhD 13 398 77 12 1
SSS/CESP Direct PhD 5 38 25 4 1
SSS/CISLS Direct PhD 7 49 15 6 1
SSS/GAE Direct PhD 5 10 0 5
SBT Direct PhD 5 154 4 1
SBT M.Phil./PhD (JRF) 16 46 3 13

261 137



we have the information, appeared in the viva voce. Yet, there is a deficit across all 
these programmes.  

• For programmes that have a deficit of 1-3 seats, the reason lies in the non-award of 
deprivation points and the arbitrary pass-mark secretly adopted by the JNU 
admissions branch. The decision that only those candidates that got a pass mark (40 
for Open candidates, 36 for OBCs and 32 for SC/STs) would qualify, was implemented 
without information to the Centres/Schools. Further, had deprivations points been 
assigned, and/or marks of the written text combined with those of the viva voce, at 
least these deficits would have been partially overcome. This was certainly the 
complex of factors that caused the deficit in CESP, SAA, and CISLS. 

• In the case of larger deficits, however, a combination of all the six factors is at work. A 
high cut-off with no relaxations resulted in a much smaller or even negligible pool of 
candidates for the viva voce, after which the non-award of deprivation points, the 
100% weightage to the viva, and the pass mark ensured a collapse. The worst cases 
are from the Science Schools here, with the newly created standalone M.Tech. 
programmes at School of Computer and Systems Sciences (which was an integrated 
M.Tech./PhD programme until the JNU VC’s admission policy decided that the UGC 
Regulations 2016 didn’t allow it to exist) and the Centre for Nano Sciences. Even 
though 708 persons wrote the written exam in the SCSS M.Tech. programme, and 189 
in CNS, only 3 seats could be offered in the former and 0 in the latter. 

• In general, it is the Science Schools that seem to have fared worse than the social 
sciences, arts, and humanities in this new regime of intake exactly matching offers, 
50% cut-off and 100% viva voce; however, given that so few of the social science 
programmes of study had admissions in 2017-18, the data is insufficient to support 
this conclusion robustly. What is clear though is that any illusion that these six factors 
mentioned above do not have relevance to science school admissions cannot be 
maintained, as 92 of the 139 seats that couldn’t be offered for admission are from 
these schools. An already bleak situation was made worse for some science schools by 
the JNU administration’s insistence that M.Sc. would not be considered a qualifying 
degree for consideration in the PhD programme, together with its refusal to allow 
qualified NET-JRFs to walk into the interview.  The policy of not allowing offers to 4

exceed intake also hit the Science Schools the hardest, as these schools have usually 
been the ones whose offers are most liberal as compared to intake. 

3.0 A colossal failure of reservation policy 

Clauses 5.2.3 and 5.3 of the 2016 UGC Regulations clearly require institutions of higher 
education to “adhere to the National/State-level reservation policy”. By slashing the 
intake to below the 2006 figure+54%, JNU had already violated the Central Educational 

 See https://jnuta.wordpress.com/2017/03/30/the-seat-cuts-in-jnu-whats-responsible-the-ugc-regulations-or-4

shutdownjnu/.
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Institutions (Reservation in Admission) Act, 2006, and 
things have only gotten worse. Instead of reservation for 
SCs at 15%, STs at 7.5%, OBCs at 27.5% and the 
physically challenged at 3%, the JNU figures are as in 
Table 6. 

In a reply to an RTI query (Annexure 1), JNU provided the 
scheme by which reservations were attempted. This is the 
formula: 

• No reserved seats for a programme of study if its 
intake is below 2 seats.  

• No SC/ST/PH reservation for a programme of study if its intake is below 4 seats. 
• No ST/PH reserved seats for a programme of study if its intake is below 7 seats. 
• No PH reserved seats for a programme of study if its intake is below 17 seats. 

It should be noted that had this formula been implemented correctly, it would still have 
guaranteed an SC reservation of only 12.7%, ST reservation of 5.38%, OBC reservation 
of 26.2%, and a PC one of 0.34%, i.e. a total reservation of 44.8% in the place of the 
required 52.5%. It is only that reservation as per the total offers is so abysmal is that it 
puts this sleight of hand in the shade. Table 2 gives this information, showing that just 
about 1 in 5 of the admission offers were made to reserved categories. This figure has 
been maintained in enrolment, with 25 of the 125 who had enrolled belonging to 
reserved categories.  

However even this formula has not been faithfully implemented, resulting in a situation 
where programmes with a small intake have no reservation at all. Table 7 gives the 
detailed information per programme of study, by which out of 39 programmes of study 
advertised, only 3 programmes have SC reservations, 2 programmes each have ST and 
PC reservations, and only 15 have OBC. Moreover, the JNU administration has 
converted about 19 reserved seats to unreserved ones. 

Table 7: Centre/School and Programme-wise Break-up of Reservation
Programme Intake Reservation breakdown 

in intake
Offer OBC SC ST PC R converted 

to U seats
CMM M.Phil/PhD JRF 4 OBC (1) SC (1) ST (0) PH(0) 3 N N N N 1
CNS Direct PhD 5 OBC (1) SC (1) ST (0) PH(0) 1 N N N N
SAA/CNS  M.Phil/PhD 5 OBC (1) SC (1) ST (0) PH(0) 4 N N N N 1
SAA/TPS  Direct PhD 1 OBC (0) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 1 N N N N
SAA/TPS  M.Phil/PhD 5 OBC (1) SC (1) ST (0) PH(0) 6 Y(1) Y(1) N Y(1)
SAA/VSA  M.Phil/PhD 5 OBC (1) SC (1) ST (0) PH(0) 4 Y(1) N N N
SBT Direct PhD 5 OBC (1) SC (1) ST (0) PH(0) 4 N N N N 1
SBT M.Phil/PhD JRF 16 OBC (4) SC (3) ST (1) PH (0) 3 N N N N
SCIS Direct PhD 6 OBC (2) SC (1) ST (0) PH (0) 5 Y(2) N N N
SCIS M.Phil/PhD JRF 8 OBC (2) SC (1) ST (1) PH (0) 8 Y(2) N N Y(1) 1

Programme
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Table 6: 2017-18 Reservation %age

Intake Offers 
(159)

% of Offers

SC 6 1.37

ST 2 0.689

OBC 24 8.27

PC 1 0.34



It should also be noted that non-fulfilment of reservation in terms of admissions offers 
has been an established trend in JNU. Consider the comparative trend over the last four 
admission years in Table 8, which shows that this degree of shortfall in the number of 
seats offered under the reservation categories is unprecedented.  

SCSS M.Tech COM 20 OBC (5) SC (3) ST (2) PH (1) 3 N N N N
SES M.Phil/PhD FOR 3 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 4 Y (1) N N N
SES M.Phil/PhD JRF FOR 3 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 2 N N N N
SES M.Phil/PhD JRF ONE 2 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 1 N N N N
SES M.Phil/PhD ONE 3 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 2 N N N N
SES M.Phil/PhD THR 3 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 2 N N N N
SES M.Phil/PhD TWO 3 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 2 N N N N
SIS/CITD M.Phil/PhD 9 OBC (2) SC (1) ST (1) PH (0) 7 N N N N 2
SIS/EUP M.Phil/PhD 1 OBC (0) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 1 N N N N
SIS/SAS M.Phil/PhD 1 OBC (0) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 1 N N N N
SLLCS/CCEAS M.Phil/PhD 3 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 1 N N N N
SLLCS/CFFS M.Phil/PhD 12 OBC (3) SC (2) ST (1) PH (0) 9 Y(1) N N N 2
SLLCS/CGS Direct PhD 5 OBC (1) SC (1) ST (0) PH(0) 1 N N N N
SLLCS/CGS M.Phil/PhD 9 OBC (2) SC (1) ST (1) PH (0) 7 Y(2) N N N
SLLCS/CRS M.Phil/PhD 8 OBC (2) SC (1) ST (1) PH (0) 3 N N N N
SLS M.Phil/PhD, JRF FOR 5 OBC (1) SC (1) ST (0) PH(0) 7 Y(1) Y (1) N N
SLS M.Phil/PhD, JRF ONE 2 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 2 N N N N 1
SLS M.Phil/PhD, JRF THR 3 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 4 Y (1) N N N
SLS M.Phil/PhD, JRF TWO 2 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 2 N N N N 1
SLS M.Phil/PhD FOR 8 OBC (2) SC (1) ST (1) PH (0) 10 Y (3) Y (2) N N
SLS M.Phil/PhD ONE 3 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 3 Y(1) N N N
SLS M.Phil/PhD THR 3 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 3 N N N N 1
SLS M.Phil/PhD TWO 3 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 4 Y(1) N N N
SPS/CHE Direct PhD 2 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 1 N N N N
SPS/CHE M.Phil/PhD 7 OBC (2) SC (1) ST (1) PH (0) 3 N N N N
SPS/MAT M.Phil/PhD 1 OBC (0) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 2 N N N N
SPS/PHY M.Phil/PhD 8 OBC (2) SC (1) ST (1) PH (0) 6 N N N N 2
SPS/PHYDirect PhD 2 OBC (1) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 3 Y(1) N N N
SSS/CESP Direct PhD 5 OBC (1) SC (1) ST (0) PH(0) 4 Y(1) N N N 2
SSS/CESP M.Phil/PhD 13 OBC (4) SC (2) ST (1) PH (0) 12 Y(5) N Y (1) N 1
SSS/CISLS Direct PhD 7 OBC (2) SC (1) ST (1) PH (0) 6 N N Y (1) N 2
SSS/GEO M.Phil/P.hD 1 OBC (0) SC (0) ST (0) PH (0) 1 N N N N
Programmes of study without reservations 27 39 40 40

Programmes of study with reservations 15 3 2 2

Intake Reservation breakdown 
in intake

Offer OBC SC ST PC R converted 
to U seats

Programme
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It is absolutely clear (as was predicted all along by JNUTA) that the JNU VC’s admission 
policy has had a deleterious effect on fulfilling Constitutional obligations and the CEI 
Act. The decline in offers in general is because of the decline in offers to reserved 
categories. All the six factors listed earlier have brought this about. It is not imprudent to 
conjecture that most SC/ST/OBC/PC candidates did not make it beyond the written test. 
The few that did were eliminated at the viva voce level, given the Nafey Committee 
Report, which demonstrated a significant underperformance of candidates from the 
reserved categories in the viva voce.  

5 The loss of a socially inclusive, pro-underprivileged, all-India character 
The 2017-18 admission statistics also confirm another prediction that the JNUTA critique 
of the VC’s admission policy has made,  that a loss of representation for the 5

underprivileged would result. Tables 9 and 10 illustrate the striking deviation from past 
trends in terms of admissions that have a majority rural, low/lower income character. 

 https://jnuta.wordpress.com/2017/04/02/graphic-the-seat-cull-will-lead-to-a-80-85-fall-in-scstobcpwd-enrolment-as-5

compared-to-2016/
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Table 8: Non-Fulfilment of Reservations in Offers 2014-17

M.Phil/PhD/M.Tech./
MPH/PhD

Intake Offers 
(Quota)

Quota 
unmet by

2017-18

SC 37 6 96.63%

ST 16 2 99.311%

OBC 76 24 91.73%

PH 2 1 50%

2016-17

SC 141 131 7.09%

ST 75 65 13.33%

OBC 265 237 8.67%

PH 21 29 0

2015-16

SC 141 122 13.47%

ST 73 65 10.95%

OBC 252 235 6.74%

PH 21 22 0

2014-15

SC 138 125 9.4%

ST 68 53 22.05%

OBC 245 207 15.51%

PH 20 21 0



Please note that the information here is reported by the JNU administration in 2017-18 
as inclusive of a PGDTE programme as well, and that the figures for all years are for 
students who have actually joined the university.) 

The reasons for this sharp fall on both parameters is the withdrawal of deprivation 
points. This same provision has also been crucial in promoting the all-India character of 
the JNU admissions, which has also taken a severe hit, as Table 11 shows. Post 2011, the 
trend has been one in which about slightly more than half the new students enrolled are 
from four major states — Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Delhi and West Bengal; with UP and Bihar 
vying with each other for the top spot. Deprivation points have a very important role in 
ensuring that there isn’t an overwhelming dominance of Delhi and other metros in 
admissions in preventing these four states from taking up the largest chunk of the 
admissions. In 2017-18 however, Bihar has slipped down to the 4th spot with just 7 
admissions into the research programmes. 

By the 2017-18 statistics, 61 men were admitted as compared to 70 women in the 
research programmes,. This is in keeping with the trend of the past three years; 
however, given that gender deprivation points in JNU had had a significant impact on 
admissions from socially and economically disadvantaged groups from backward areas, 
the absence of statistics that correlate all these parameters makes any significant 
conclusion about the full impact of the JNU VC’s admission policy. The fact that there 
has been a sharp decline in SC/ST/OBC/PWD and lower income admissions from rural 
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Table 9: Decline in share of economically weaker sections

Year Total 
admissions

Income below 
Rs. 6000 p.m.

Income below 
Rs. 12000 p.m.

Income above 
Rs. 12001 p.m.

2017-18 131 10 (7.63%) 16 (12.21%) 76 (58%)

2016-17 886 226 (25.50%) 182 (20.54%) 473 (53.38%)

2015-16 924 216 (23.37%) 179 (19.37%) 465 (50.32%)

2014-15 864 209 (24.18%) 173 (20.02%) 482 (55.78%)

Table 10: Decline in share of rural sections

Year Total admissions Rural Urban

2017-18 131 37 (28.24%) 94 (71.75%)

2016-17 886 428 (48.30%) 457 (51.58%)

2015-16 924 355 (38.41%) 407 (44.04%)

2014-15 864 369 (42.70%) 495 (57.29%)



areas suggests that it is more than likely that the representation of such women has 
decreased.  

The share of students coming from public schools versus other schools(government/
local public schools) has not also as yet deviated from the trend that the lion’s share of 
the JNU admissions into research programmes has been claimed by the other schools; 
i.e. the bulk of students who enrol have not studied in elite schools. This is largely a 
function of the national character of the JNU examination and its format, and since both 
of these features have been maintained (as yet), this consistent trend can be explained.  

5 Implications for future research admissions 
The facts reported should indicate to the JNU community what a disaster the JNU VC’s 
admission policy was for the 2017-18 admissions. The outlook for the 2018-19 
admissions, and indeed all future admissions beyond that, is pretty bleak as well, 
. 
The outlook for the 2018-19 admissions, and indeed future admissions beyond that, is 
pretty bleak as well. 

• The negative gap between offers and intake is likely to be maintained, as the 50% 
cut-off for the written, and the 100% weightage to the viva voce, and the denial of 
relaxations in marks for SC/ST/OBC/PC will continue to sharply restrict the pool of 
candidates who make it through to the viva. 

• If the present policy on allocation of reserved seats is one that will continue, a similar 
shortfall will inevitably result in meeting the CEI Act and Constitutional obligations. 
And without the deprivation points to balance the social, economic, and regional 
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Table 11: Decline of an all-India Character

Students joined by State/UT (out of 34) Dominance

2017-18

Only from 15 States/UTs. None from Andhra Pradesh, Arunachal 
Pradesh, Andaman & Nicobar, Chandigarh, Chattisgarh, Daman & 
Diu, Gujarat, Jammu & Kashmir, Jharkhand, Karnataka, Meghalaya, 
Mizoram, Nagaland, Pondicherry, Sikkim, Tripura, Tamil Nadu, 
Telengana, and Lakshwadeep.

UP, Delhi, West Bengal and Bihar 
count for 65.33% of the M.Phil./
PhD, M.Tech. admissions (though 
Bihar is down to just 7)

2016-17
From 30 States & UTs. None from Gujrat, Andaman & Nicobar, 
Daman & Diu, and Lakshwadeep.

UP, Delhi, West Bengal and Bihar 
count for 53.95% of the M.Phil./PhD, 
M.Tech. admissions

2015-16
From 29 States & UTs. None from Tripura, Chandigarh, Andaman & 
Nicobar, Daman & Diu, and Lakshwadeep.

UP, Delhi, West Bengal and Bihar 
count for 52.48% of the M.Phil./PhD, 
M.Tech. admissions

2014-15
From 30 States & UTs. None from Mizoram, Chattisgarh, Daman & 
Diu, and Lakshwadeep.

UP, Delhi, West Bengal and Bihar 
count for 53.70% of the M.Phil./PhD, 
M.Tech. admissions



provenance of students admitted, JNU shall rapidly slide towards becoming a 
university for Delhi, a few places nearby and the other metros. 

• Although it may appear from the 2017-18 admissions, that intake is on the rise from 
2018-19 onwards, this is not true. In fact, the JNU VC’s admission policy has actually 
ensured that JNU shall next see a figure of these proportions once every five years or 
so, as that is the time span that an M.Phil./PhD student that the administration has 
assumed her to have. In the lean years, where intake shall be in 1s and 2s, arguments 
for admitting students at all will grow weaker; in fact, one can expect that the current 
practice of conducting the JNUEE in 52 centres will come to be looked at in askance. 
There will be many more cases like that of Srinagar — a a Centre for the 2018-19 
admissions which has been cancelled just a few days before the JNUEE for 2018-19 
was to be held there (allegedly because the Kendriya Vidyalaya school system just 
realised that it is winter in Srinagar!). 

• The VC’s 2018-19 Prospectus makes students who have completed a Masters degree 
eligible for the Direct PhD programme (in a perverse reading of the UGC Regulations 
2016’s minimum standards as setting the maximum). This lowering of eligibility has 
the potential to lead to a fall in offers in the PhD programme, as it cannot be 
expected that the number of students that they will be able to write a PhD level 
research proposal fresh out of their MA degree exams.  

These dire predictions are however only based on the worrisome trends that the 
statistics reveal, and has not yet factored in the rank illegality that the JNU VC and his 
team have become notorious for. Dictatorial measures such as the illegal delinking of 
the M.Phil./PhD integrated programme unilaterally announced by the Vice-Chancellor 
too have to be factored in. Which other administration would, based on the whims of 
one man, wind up a long-standing 50-year-old programme of study instituted by the 
Academic Council through by a single line duplicitously placed as the final instruction 
on the admit card? Which other one could institute an entirely new programme in the 
space of that very line, one that was not even proposed to, let alone approved by, the 
Academic Council (the sole body that empowered to take these decisions)? Which other 
would blithely attempt to carry out admissions to a programme that has no intake 
specified in the prospectus (specially when intake for a stand-alone M.Phil. programme 
could actually be much higher for many Centres)? Could the answer to all these 
questions be the same — the only administration that could do this would be one 
headed by a VC extremely keen on creating enough hostel rooms for the ONE new 
programme that he truly cares about? 

On behalf of all JNU teachers, JNUTA rejects this no-admission policy that is leading to 
not only a colossal waste of public money but also dashing the hopes of thousands of 
students. JNU teachers have had no part in this admissions catastrophe that has been 
brought upon the university despite all their warnings, and will spare no efforts to hold 
the JNU VC accountable for his wilful violation of the Constitution of India and the Acts 
its Parliament has enacted. It appeals to the public at large, educationists, 
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Parliamentarians, as well as applicants to join the JNUTA in this battle, because such a 
cavalier and waste of public money and contemptuous disregard for national policy 
cannot ever be condoned.  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