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INTRODUCTION TO THE PROCEEDINGS 

The Jawaharlal Nehru University Teachers‘ Association (JNUTA), as mandated by its General 

Body, submitted a charge-sheet detailing the charges against the Vice-Chancellor, Jawaharlal 

Nehru University to the office of the Vice- Chancellor on 17.10.2017 and requested his response 

on each of those charges by the end of 20.10.2017 should he wish to. Since no reply was 

received, the general body of the JNUTA decided to proceed with its public inquiry on the 

charges against the JNU Vice-Chancellor. This public inquiry against the Vice Chancellor was 

decided as a mode of protest modeled on an official inquiry but deriving its legitimacy not from 

powers vested in any statutory authority but by being an expression of the collective sentiment of 

teachers of JNU. Through this public inquiry, the JNUTA wanted to place a comprehensive 

picture of the severe damage being done to a public institution by its current administration 

under the leadership of the Vice-Chancellor in the public domain. In order that concerned 

members of the public may also be able to arrive at an informed judgment, the GBM also 

decided to try and cover the issues comprehensively, including by giving space to the JNU 

Administration‘s viewpoint in the inquiry process.  

Starting from October 23, 2017, the Jawaharlal Nehru University Teachers‘ Association held a 

public inquiry against Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar, Vice-Chancellor, JNU on seven charges. 

The format of the inquiry that was followed was that every day, JNU teachers argued the seven 

different charges leveled against Prof. Jagadesh Kumar and presented evidence to substantiate 

the charges before a jury of 4-5 eminent persons drawn from journalism, the legal profession, the 

arts, and social movements. Jury members commented on the day‘s proceedings and also 

submitted their final observations. Although Prof. Jagadesh Kumar did not consent to be part of 

these proceedings, JNUTA made every effort to record his response to the charges once 

presented. The distinguished jury members who came for the JNUTA public Enquiry were: 

Akshaya Mukul, Award winning Journalist and Author. 

Anand Kumar, Retired Professor of Sociology, CSSS, JNU. 

Apoorvanand, Professor, University of Delhi. 

Bezwada Wilson, Prominent social activist and Convener of the Safai Karamchari Andolan. 
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Bhasha Singh, Award winning Journalist and Author 

Gauhar Raza, Former Prof. AcSIR, Chief Scientist and Poet 

Kalyani Menon Sen, Feminist Activist and Writer 

Kirti Jain, Former Director, National School of Drama, New Delhi. 

Nandita Narain, Professor, Delhi University and Former President of the DUTA 

P.K. Yadava, Retired Professor, School of Life Sciences, JNU. 

Prabhat Patnaik, Emeritus Professor, CESP, JNU. 

Rahul Roy, Filmmaker.  

Saif Mahmood, Advocate, Supreme Court of India 

T.K. Rajalakshmi, Senior journalist and former President, IWPC 

Utsa Patnaik, Emeritus Professor, CESP, JNU. 

Vinod Dua, Distinguished Senior Journalist. 

Zoya Hasan, Retired Professor of Politics, CPS, JNU. 

 

What JNU should be: A JNUTA perspective 

The most recent articulation of what JNU aspires to be is ironically to be found in the self study 

report that was presented by the JNU Administration to the visiting National Assessment and 

Accreditation Council (NAAC) team between October 9 and 11 2017, and certified as true to the 

best of his knowledge by the Vice-Chancellor, Prof. M. Jagadesh Kumar himself. The report 

presents a stunning picture of a model university, academically and culturally vibrant, healthy 

university space where social and gender justice in education is cherished as an essential feature 

of academic excellence, and one in which all decisions are taken through a consultative, 

democratic process. The GSCASH is still in office (in fact close to two pages are devoted to the 

GSCASH), the deprivation points system is in place, reservation policy is fulfilled, JNU has had 

no cut in research admissions, all the statutory bodies are functioning as per their powers in the 

JNU Act, recruitment and promotion are conducted in complete conformity with the UGC 
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Regulations and the JNU Act and Statutes, and the university is a haven for the free expression 

of all manners of opinion. 

But contrary to the vision presented in the NAAC report, the reality of JNU is however — as 

anyone who has been reading the newspapers in the past 18 months or or so knows — quite 

different. In fact, the lies in the NAAC report that the JNU VC has certified as ―true to the best of 

his knowledge‖ are made possible only because the report only covers the JNU of 2012 to 2016. 

In other words, the JNU Vice-Chancellor has hidden his own misdeeds by editing the first full 

academic year of his reign out. Just a smattering of events in the last two months illustrate just 

how bad things are in JNU: 

 The 2017-18 M.Phil./PhD admissions to JNU have seen an overall 83% cut from the 

previous year. Actual admissions are reported to be less than 100 out of this 194 seats. 

Intake for 2018-19 is projected to be just a little more than 50% of the 2016 values. None 

of these decisions about intake and admission policy have been deliberated upon by the 

Academic Council, the only forum with the authority to do so by the JNU Act. 

 National reservation policy has been violated with impunity, with confirmed admissions 

of only 3 SCs, 2 STs, and 13 OBCs for the 2017-18 admissions. The JNU innovation of 

awarding deprivation points for regional, economic and gender backwardness has been 

dispensed with entirely for research admissions. 

 Hailed as a landmark example of how to address sexual harassment in universities by the 

late Justice Verma Commission of Inquiry Report, and presented as a model for other 

universities by the UGC‘s Saksham Guidelines, JNU‘s Gender Sensitisation Committee 

Against Sexual Harassment has been abruptly wound up and replaced by a committee in 

which all the faculty members are nominated by the Vice-Chancellor. Today the 

replacement Committee is busy organising self defence classes in collaboration with the 

Delhi Police but has not a word to say about the fact that JNU women students are being 

harassed and defamed in the name of hostel security checks. 

 The full effects of the Vice-Chancellor‘s arrogating to himself the power (which the UGC 

or the JNU Act does not give him) to determine who is an expert in every field taught and 

researched in JNU, and to call only those he has so named to Selection Committee 
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meetings are being felt in full now. The last two months have seen Selection Committee 

after Selection Committee stacked with ‗experts‘ whom the Vice-Chancellor has picked. 

Academic considerations are being subordinated in the selections made, with an alarming 

frequency. The names of these so-called experts and the Minutes of these Selection 

Committees are not even being shown to the Executive Council.  Any protest at these 

violations by the ex-officio members in Selection Committees, such as heads of 

departments or Deans, is met with a swift reprisal and disciplinary action. With about 280 

appointments and scores of promotions in the offing, the academic future of the 

university looks bleak. 

 The promotions of several teachers have been held up for nearly two years, instead of 

implementing the already existing decisions of the Executive Council based on the 

relevant UGC Regulations on counting of past service, the Vice-Chancellor has to 

overturn every decision already made. In one case, a colleague is being harassed because 

her joining report is on a Monday, rather than a Sunday thirteen years ago, when she 

returned from a post-doctoral stint at Harvard. Other teachers have been denied 

promotion on trifling grounds that have no basis in rule, despite outstanding CVs. 

 JNU is a residential university and the hostel wardens play a very important role in 

maintaining order, good humour, freedom from violence, and democracy in hostel 

functioning. Further, hostel wardenship is the means by which younger colleagues can 

avail of university accommodation. Over the past six months or so, more than 20 wardens 

have been summarily informed that they are to be relieved of wardenship within the next 

six months, without any explanation. 

 All norms that have ensured democracy of functioning have been given the complete go-

by. The appointments of Heads of departments and Deans of faculties is no longer one by 

the principle of seniority by rotation. In the School of International Studies, the third 

senior-most Professor was designated Dean and in the School of Social Sciences, the 

appointed Dean is sixth on the seniority list. 

 Disciplinary action and vindictive punishment has become the norm, without even the 

cursory gesture towards due process, Just in the last week 15 students have been issued 

show-cause notices for a range of very severe punishments, faculty have been removed 
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from their positions as chairs for daring to disagree with the Vice-Chancellor. A ever-

growing round the clock surveillance, whose only aim is to retro-fit every opinion and act 

into the language of misdemeanour, has pinned all democratic discussion and dissent 

under the gaze of a ruthless panopticon. Even while there may be humour to be found in a 

JNU administration that surround itself with barricades at the sight of a poster by some 

young women resolving to read the works of Audre Lord near his office, this cannot 

override the overwhelming sense of despair that for this Vice-Chancellor, the university 

has to become a bootcamp in which the message has to be delivered through a tank rather 

than through reflection, consultation, and mutual respect. 

Universities demand democracy, both as an institution that promotes intellectual inquiry as well 

as social change. To produce both, there can be no unassailable authorities. 

Why this public inquiry? 

JNU is a public institution, funded by the taxes that the people of India pay, which must be run in 

accordance with the framework laid down by the JNU Act. For each of the decisions above, the 

Vice-Chancellor is responsible, as they have been taken by him alone or with his approval. By 

the JNU Act of 1966, Statute 4, it is the Vice-Chancellor, who ―has the responsibility for 

maintaining and promoting the efficiency and good order of the University‖ and his duty to ―see 

that the provisions of the Act, these Statutes, the Ordinances and the Regulations are duly 

observed and the decisions taken by the authorities of the University are implemented‖. But even 

beyond the JNU Act, the hostile atmosphere engineered by Prof. M. Jagadesh Kumar is leading 

to the rapid destruction of the university itself, an institution that Jawaharlal Nehru famously 

defined as standing for humanism, for tolerance, for reason, for the adventure of ideas and for the 

search of truth, and for the onward march of the human race towards ever higher objectives. 
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CHARGE-SHEET AGAINST THE VICE-CHANCELLOR, JNU SUBMITTED TO 

THE OFFICE OF THE VICE- CHANCELLOR, JNU ON 17-10-2017 
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ARTICLE 1 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM: REPEATED VIOLATION OF 

STATUTORY PROVISIONS AND OBLIGATIONS 

MEMBERS OF THE JURY  

Akshaya Mukul, Award winning Journalist and Author. 

Apoorvanand, Distinguished Professor at Delhi University 

Nandita Narain, Distinguished Professor at Delhi University and Former President of the DUTA  

P.K. Yadava, Retired Professor of the School of Life Sciences, JNU. 

Prabhat Patnaik, Emeritus Professor at CESP, JNU 

 

 STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF ARTICLE 1 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM: 

REPEATED VIOLATION OF STATUTORY PROVISIONS AND OBLIGATIONS  

 

Jawaharlal Nehru University was created through an Act of the Indian Parliament. Section 4 of 

the JNU Act, 1966, sets out the basis objects of the institution which are broader in scope than 

narrowly defined academic instruction: 

Section 4 of JNU Act, 1966 

The objects, of the University shall be to disseminate and advance knowledge, wisdom and 

understanding by teaching and research and by the example and influence of its corporate life 

and in particular the objects set out in the First Schedule. 

 

The preamble to the First Schedule: 

The University shall endeavour to promote the study of the principles for which Jawaharlal 

Nehru worked during his life-time, national integration, social justice, secularism, democratic 

way of life, international understanding and scientific approach to the problems of society. 

Section 10 of the JNU Act also defines the basic Authorities of the University, which are bodies 

and not individuals and it is through whom that other bodies like Schools of Studies, Centres, 

etc. and their corresponding decision-making bodies are created. 
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Section 10 of JNU Act, 1966 

The authorities of the University shall be the Court, the Executive Council, the Academic 

Council, the Schools of Studies, the Finance Committee and such other authorities as may be 

declared by the Statutes to be authorities of the University. 

The status of the Vice-Chancellor defined by the Act is that of an Officer of the University 

who chairs authoritative bodies but is not a substitute for them. 

Section 9. (3) of JNU Act, 1966 

There shall be a Vice-Chancellor appointed in the manner prescribed by the Statutes who shall 

be the principal executive and Academic Officer of the University and ex officioChairman of the 

Executive Council, Academic Council and Finance Committee …… 

The Act also defines the powers of the authoritative bodies. The powers of the Court are mainly 

powers of ratification and review and it is the Executive and Academic Councils which are 

empowered to make key decisions and clearly in academic matters, the special role of the 

Academic Council has explicit acknowledgement. 

Sections 12 and 13 of JNU Act, 1966 

12. (1) The Executive Council shall be the Executive Body of the University, and its constitution 

and the terms of office of its members, other than ex-officio members, shall be prescribed by the 

Statutes. 

(2) It shall be in charge of the general management and administration (including the revenue 

and property) of the University. 

13. (1) The Academic Council shall be the academic body of the University, and its constitution 

and the terms of office of its members, other than ex-officio members, shall be prescribed by the 

Statutes. 

(2) The Academic Council shall, subject to the provisions of this Act, the Statutes and the 

Ordinances, have the control and general regulation, and be responsible for the maintenance 

ofstandards of instruction, education and examination within the University, and shall exercise 
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such other powers and perform such other duties as may be conferred or imposed upon it by the 

Statutes. 

Statutes 14 and 16 then elaborate the powers of these two bodies. 

The JNU Act also gives the Executive Council powers, subject to relevant restraints, to make 

statutes and ordinances and also the power to make regulations to all authoritative bodies. Here 

too, however, the special position of the Academic Council finds recognition. 

Section 16. (2) of JNU Act, 1966 

The Executive Council may, from time to time, make new or additional Statutes or may amend 

or repeal the Statutes in the manner hereafter in this section provided; 

Provided that the Executive Council shall not make any Statutes or any amendment of a Statute 

affecting the status, powers or constitution of any existing authority of the University until such 

authority has been given an opportunity of expressing an opinion on the proposal, and any 

opinion so expressed shall be in writing and shall be considered by the Executive Council; 

Provided further that no Statute shall be made by the Executive Council affecting the discipline 

of students, and standards of instruction, education and examination except after consultation 

with the Academic Council. 

 

Section 17 (2) of JNU Act, 1966 

The first Ordinances shall be made by the Vice-Chancellor with the previous approval of the 

Central Government and the Ordinances so made may be amended, repealed or addedto at any 

time by the Executive Council in the manner prescribed by the Statutes. 

Extract from Statute 36. 

(1) The first Ordinances shall be made by the Vice-Chancellor with the previous approval of the 

Central Government. 

(2) The said Ordinances may be amended, repealed or added to at any time by the Executive 

Council provided that – 



20 

 

(a) no Ordinance shall be made affecting the conditions of residence or discipline of students, 

except after consultation with the Academic Council; 

(b) no Ordinance shall be made: 

(i) affecting the admission or enrolment of students or prescribing examinations, to be recognised 

as equivalent to the University examinations, or  

(ii) affecting the conditions, mode of appointment or duties of examiners or the conduct or 

standard of examination or any course of study,  

unless adraft of such Ordinance has been proposed by the Academic Council  

(3) The Executive Council shall not have power to amend any draft proposed by the Academic 

Council under clause (2) but may reject the proposal or return the draft to the Academic Council 

for reconsideration, either in whole or in part, together with any amendments which the 

Executive Council may suggest. 

 

Section 18 of JNU Act, 1966 

The authorities of the University may make Regulations consistentwith this Act, the Statutes and 

the Ordinances for the conduct oftheir own business and that of the committees appointed by 

themand not provided for by this Act, the Statutes or the Ordinances inthe manner prescribed by 

the Statutes. 

Clearly, therefore, the functioning of the Vice-Chancellor has to be within the framework of 

statutory provisions, and Statute 4 in fact makes ensuring the general adherence to Statutory 

provisions the principle responsibility of the Vice Chancellor. 

Statute 4 (2)  

It shall be the duty of the Vice-Chancellor to see that the provisions of the Act, these Statutes, the 

Ordinances and the Regulations are duly observed and the decisions taken by the authorities of 

the University are implemented. 
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Professor M.Jagadesh Kumar, however, has failed to himself uphold and implemented what he is 

expected to ensure from the entire University, as the following instances given under Serial Nos. 

1 to 5 will establish. 

1. Regulation M 1 of the University adopted by the Executive Council contains the provisions 

governing the conduct of Academic Council meetings including their frequency: 

Clause (3) of Regulation M 1: 

The Council shall meet as often as necessary but not less than two times in each semester of 

the academic year. 

Since he took over as Vice-Chancellor in January 2016, the following is the schedule of four 

Academic Council meetings convened by him: 

140
th

 – 9
th

 May 2016 and adjourned meeting reconvened on27 May 2016 

141
st
 – 7 October 2016 and adjourned meeting reconvened on 20 October 2016 

142
nd

 – 23 December 2016and adjourned meeting reconvened on 26 December 2016 

143
rd

 –9 May 2017 and adjourned meeting reconvened on 16 June 2017 

What is notable is that so many of the meetings have been during vacations (6 December to 5 

January and 13 May to 21 July) and Regulation M 1 Clause (3) has been violated with impunity 

in letter and spirit. Four meetings have been convened and we are approaching the end of four 

semesters. Only one meeting was held during the winter semester 2016-17 (6 January 2017 to, 

that too during the summer vacation. None has been held so far in Monsoon semester 2017-18, 

and it appears unlikely that any will be held before the vacations begin because no notice has 

been sent out yet for the 144
th

 Meeting while the Executive Council has been scheduled for 16 

November 2017.  

2. The minutes on Item 4 of the 142
nd

 Academic Council, as written by the Administration itself 

and approval of the Vice-Chancellor, states as follows:  

04 Considered the Intake/proposed offers for admission to various programmes of study as 

suggested by various Centres/Schools for the Academic Year 2017-18, and; 
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Approved the Intake/proposed offers for admission to various programmes of study as suggested 

by various Centres/Schools for the Academic Year 2017-18 as per Annexure - IV and 

Annexure - V. However, it was felt that final intake would be decided after a clarification on 

intake is received from the UGC on this issue in the light of adoption of UGC Gazette 

Notification of May 5, 2016.  

The final intake announced in the prospectus for 2017-18 and those set out in the 

abovementioned Annexures IV and V, however, did not match for the M.Phil/Ph.D and Direct 

Ph.Dprogrammes, the final intake representing a big cut (see enclosed Annexures1 and 2 to this 

Statement) in the number of seats which was never approved by the Academic Council. Thus, 

the intake announcement by the University in its prospectus was in violation of the statutory 

provisions.  

Recourse to even the line on the UGC Regulations in the minutes (on which more later) does not 

provide a sanction for the intake announcement given the following clause in those very 

regulations giving sanction to what was already the established practice in JNU: 

Higher Educational Institutions (HEIs) referred to in sub-clause 1.2 above and Colleges 

underthem which are allowed to conduct M.Phil. and/or Ph.D. programmes, shall: 

5.2.1 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 depending on the number of available 

Research Supervisors and other academic and physical facilities available, keeping in mind the 

norms regarding the scholar- teacher ratio (as indicated in Para 6.5), laboratory, library and such 

other facilities; 

By what method was the intake for various research programmes in 2017-18 determined? 

Certainly not something that was authorized by a decision of the Academic Council. Neither did 

the Academic Council approve the changes in the Admission Policy implemented in 2017-18 

admissions. 

For the 2018-19 admissions, the intakes for all programmes have been again announced in the 

prospectus (see Annexure 3 to this Statement) without any Academic Council approval as there 

has been no meeting of the Council. In fact, even the intake for programmes other than research 
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programmes (PG and UG) have not been approved. Again, by what method the intake figures 

have been arrived at is not known as they certainly do not flow from the ‗Guidelines‘ sent by the 

Administration to the Centres (this will be elaborated when Article 3 is taken up).  

3. If the minutes of the Academic Council available on record conclusively establish the 

violation of Statutory provisions in matter of admissions by the Vice-Chancellor, this is despite 

the fact that minutes themselves are not accurate records of the proceedings of these meetings, 

and the meetings themselves are often conducted in a way whose objective is to impose the Vice-

Chancellor‘s writ on the Academic Council irrespective of the opinion of its members. Evidence 

of this are what was said by members of the Academic Council. 

34 members of the Academic Council, more than half the number present at the 142
nd

 meeting of 

the Academic Councilpointed out all procedural violations during the AC meeting, including the 

incorrectly recording of the minutes of the 141
st
 meeting of the AC (See Annexure 4 to this 

Statement). 

One member present also detailed what happened in the 142
nd

meeting in a media article (See 

Annexure 5 to this Statement).A similar story was repeated in the 143
rd

 Academic Council 

meeting where the house overwhelmingly (44 to 20) insisted that the minutes of the 142nd AC 

were incorrectly recorded, and that they must be corrected to reflect the actual discussions and 

decisions that were taken. Despite the fact that44 members —overwhelming majority of the 

143
rd

(A) AC meeting— spoke at length about the necessity of minutes being a faithful record of 

the actual discussion, that minutes can only be confirmed on the floor of the house, and how 

amendments moved on the floor must and indeed should be made and all objections registered. 

The Amendments moved were the following:  

 That the 142
nd

 AC did not approve any seat cuts for M.Phil/Ph.D admissions and in fact 

had approved intake figures that were about 83% higher. 

 No revisiting of JNU‘s progressive admission policy was approved by the 142
nd

  AC 

 The weightage of written exam to viva voce for M.Phil./PhD was approved at 80/20. 

However, the VC ruled that he would append only nine of the objections that he received in 

January 2017 to the minutes. Upon the House raising objections to this decision, he abruptly 
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adjourned the meeting and left, without supplying a reason for such an adjournment. On 11 May 

2017, thirty-six faculty members of the JNU Academic Council (a clear majority of members 

present at that time) wrote to the Registrar of the University to ensure that the opinion of the 

AC is adequately reflected in the Minutes being drawn up of the meeting. [See Annexure 6 

to this Statement] 

The abovementioned letter also stated categorically that the meeting bereconvened either before 

the vacation begins or after the period denoted as ―Summer Vacations‖ in the JNU Academic 

Calendar. But, once again showing utter disregard of the Statutes and Regulations of JNU, the 

VC reconvened the 143rd Academic Council meeting at a notice of just four days on the 16th of 

June 2017. [As per Regulation M1, 3(1): ―A written notice of every meeting shall be circulated 

by the Registrar to the members of the Academic Council at least 21 days before the meeting.] 

In the reconvened 143
rd

 AC meeting, members were also not allowed to register their dissent. 34 

teachers submitted the note of dissent for the Part A proceedings (see Annexure 7 to this 

Statement), but this was rejected by the Registrar, because this was a clear majority of those 

present. 

After not allowing members to discuss agenda items and then manipulating the minutes to 

manufacture ‗decisions‘ of the Academic Council, without the AC members being even given an 

opportunity to see the draft minutes, let alone confirming them, these were placed before the 

Executive Council as ‗recommendations‘ of the AC. This has happened repeatedly as can be 

seen from the extracts of different documents given below: 

From Comments of Elected Representative dated 16.12.2016 on Minutes of 266
th

 Executive 

Council meeting 

Item 6.1: Consideration of the Recommendations of the Academic Council 

The draft minutes omit an important element of the decision – namely, that all approvals of the 

recommendations of the Academic Council are subject to the Academic Council‘s confirmation 

of the minutes of its meeting in which they were adopted. 
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From Minutes of 267
th

 Executive Council Meeting held on 03.01.2017 

6.1 Considered the recommendations of the Academic Council held on 23.12.2016 

and its adjourned meeting held on 26.12.2016, and; 

Resolved to approve the recommendations of the Academic Council held on23.12.2016 and its 

adjourned meeting held on 26.12.2016, given asAnnexure – III, with the following 

observations. 

1. One of the members opined that all the recommendations of the AcademicCouncil should be 

approved by the Executive Council only after confirmationof the Minutes in the next meeting of 

the Academic Council. 

In his view adequate discussion did not take place in the last Academic Councilmeeting and, 

therefore, those Agenda Items be referred back to AcademicCouncil. The Chairman clarified that 

decisions on Agenda Items were takenafter due deliberations and, therefore, it was incorrect to 

say that discussion didnot take place. The Chairman further clarified that only those decisions 

neededapproval of Executive Council which have a bearing on important policymatters, like 

introduction of new programmes, amendments to Ordinances,admission policy, evaluation 

system, etc. Further, he said that observations oncertain items, if any, can also be taken up in the 

next Academic Councilmeeting at the time of confirmation of the Minutes,without changing 

thecontext of the decisions already taken. In addition, follow-up action on thedecisions taken by 

Academic Council need to be taken up immediately afterreceiving comments, if any, without 

waiting until the next meeting for timelyimplementation of decisions. 

However, four Executive Council members wanted their dissent to be recorded. 

 

From Comments of Elected Representative dated 21.07.2017 on Minutes of 268
th

 Executive 

Council meeting 

Item 6.1 (A): Consideration of the Recommendations of the Academic Council -The draft 

minutes do not record the dissent I had expressed along with other members on the decision to 

ratify the supposed recommendations of the Academic Council which were brought as an 



26 

 

additional item to the Executive Council and once again before the minutes of the Academic 

Council had even been circulated to AC members and despite it being known that what the 

Academic Council has decided is known to be disputed by many members. 

c. As is clear from the statutory provisions spelt out earlier, Ordinances governing the 

University‘s M.Phil/Ph.D programmes have to be created by the Executive Council on the basis 

of the draft prepared by the Academic Council. However, amendments to these Ordinances have 

been notified through a process involving the violations listed previously: 

- First manipulation of the minutes of the 142 (B) Academic Council where no discussion on 

these was actually permitted. 

- Second, presenting these before the 266
th

 Meeting of the Executive Council as 

‗recommendations‘ of the Academic Council before circulation of the AC minutes or their 

confirmation. 

As if these were not enough, Professor Kumar has then manufactured further amendments to the 

Ordinances. This is clear from the discrepancies between what his own Administration has 

recorded in the minutes of the two bodies and what has been notified. 

All of these were brought to the attention of Professor Kumar in the 268
th

 Meeting of the 

Academic Council. 

Extract from the Letter of Elected Representatives dated 6 July 2017 on the proceedings of 

the 268
th

 Meeting: 

For the third successive time, the supposed recommendations of the Academic Council (AC) 

were tabled in the Executive Council even before the members of the AC had an opportunity to 

see the draft minutes. This is despite the fact that on each occasion several members of the AC 

have gone on record to dispute the University Administration‘s version of what were the 

decisions of the AC – and this is true even on this occasion. Indeed it is extremely surprising that 

the Executive Council was not informed about the letter addressed to it and submitted by 50 

members of the Academic Council in which they have stated that the 142
nd

 AC did not adopt the 

ordinances which were placed before the Executive Council as the AC‘s recommendations (copy 

enclosed). In the Executive Council meeting it had also been pointed out that the notified 
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ordinances were at variance with even what was claimed by the University Administration in the 

minutes to be adopted by both the Executive Council and AC. In substantiation of that point, 

please find attached a report on the discrepancies. 

For the letter from Academic Council members mentioned (see Annexure 8 to this Statement)  

These were, however, completely ignored even when the minutes were prepared, as can be seen 

from the following: 

From Comments of Elected Representative dated 21.07.2017 on Minutes of 268
th

 Executive 

Council meeting 

Also missing in the draft minutes is the fact that the issue of discrepancies between notified 

Ordinances and what appears in the minutes of Academic and Executive Council minutes had 

been raised in the meeting. A report on those discrepancies has subsequently been given to you 

and the Chairperson as an annexure to a letter dated 6 July 2017 from me and two other 

colleagues who are elected teachers‘ representatives. 

Further, Clause 6.1 (ii) of the Ph.D Ordinance has been subsequently deleted by an executive fiat 

and applied retrospectively. This clause stated that: 

6.1: The candidate shall be considered for confirmation by the Committee for Advanced Studies 

and 

Research on the basis of the following: 

…. 

(ii) Completion of all the prescribed M.Phil./M.Tech./MPH course work as per therespective 

Ordinances with a minimum CGPA of 6.5. 

However, a circular was issued on 25.9.2017 with the approval of the Vice Chancellor 

(Annexure 9 to this Statement) which has rendered this clause inoperative without any discussion 

in the Academic Council and without the due process of amending an Ordinance. 

3. On the Issue of Experts for Selection Committees, the details of violations will be elaborated 

along with other dimensions of the issue when Article 2 is placed. However, the violations of 

statutory provisions listed therein constitute components of this charge too. 
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4.  The minutes of the 269
th

 Executive Councilheld on 18 September 2017 state the following: 

The Council was also apprised of the decision taken by the University Grants Commission in 

accepting the proposal of the University for establishment of School of Engineering, and School 

of Management and Entrepreneurship with full funding. In this connection, a workshop was held 

with participation of all IITs in the country and Deans and Chairpersons of the University. 

As mentioned earlier, the Academic Council is the principal academic body of the University 

and Statute 16 elaborates its relevant powers of the Academic Council. This authorises the 

Academic Council to make proposals for establishment of new departments inside the 

University. 

From Statute 16 of JNU 

Subject to the provisions of the Act and these Statutes, theAcademic Council shall, in addition to 

all other powers vested in it,have the following powers, duties and functions, namely:- 

.… 

(ii) to make proposals to the Executive Council for theestablishment of Departments, Colleges, 

Institutions ofhigher learning, Special Centres, Specialized Laboratories,Libraries and Museums; 

(iii) to formulate, modify or revise schemes for the organizationof, and assignment of subjects to 

Schools of Studies; 

…. 

Further, all Schools of Studies have to be created through an Ordinance made by the Executive 

Council on the recommendation of the Academic Council: 

Statute 18 (1) of JNU 

The University shall have such Schools of Studies, SpecialCentres and Specialized Laboratories 

as may be specified inthe Ordinances. 

No proposal to create the Schools of Engineering and Management has ever been discussed or 

decided upon in the JNU‘s Academic and Executive Councils. Yet the Vice-Chancellor has gone 
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ahead to seek, on his own, permission and funding for creation of such Schools. This 

unauthorized move on his part represents a gross violation of Statute 16 and other provisions.  

5. The Executive Council decision to replace GSCASH by the ICC has also resulted from 

Professor Kumar‘s willful and deliberate ignoring of the procedure for changes in GSCASH 

rules and procedures laid down within those rules by an Executive Council decision. 

When the Executive Council at its 269
th

meeting on 18 September 2017 took up the agenda item 

5.3, the pre-existing GSCASH rules passed by the Executive Council decision on 18 September 

2015 vide resolution no (5.1/EC18.09.2015) and approved in the 44th JNU Court Meeting dated 

December 5, 2016 (under the present Vice-Chancellor) were operative. Clause X (4) of those 

rules also specified the process that had to be followed if any change is necessitated in them by 

evolving laws, regulations and guidelines.   

X (4) Amendment to the Rules & Procedures of GSCASH 

i. Amendments to the Rules and Procedures of GSCASH shall have effect only ifthey are in 

consonance with the letter and spirit of the Supreme CourtJudgement, the Report of the Working 

Group on Sexual Harassment headed byKaruna Chanana, the Policy, and the Rules and 

Procedures based on theguidelines laid down by the Hon‘ble Supreme Court of India, in its 

ruling on theWrit Petition (Criminal) Vishaka vs. State of Rajasthan (reported as 1997 (6) 

SCC241) on 13 August 1997, on the prevention and deterrence of Sexual Harassmentat the 

Workplace, Saksham guideline by UGC ,Justice J.S. Verma CommitteeReport and Work Place 

Act. 

ii. Amendments shall be effected by a decision taken in a Special Meeting ofGSCASH called for 

the purpose. 

iii. The proposed amendment (s), together with the objectives and reasons thereof,shall be 

recorded in writing and circulated by the proposer of the amendment (s)at least fifteen working 

days prior to the Special Meeting called for the purpose. 

iv. An amendment motion shall be adopted by two-thirds of the members presentand voting. In 

the event of a tie on an amendment motion, it shall be put to voteone more time. If a tie recurs, 

the amendment motion shall be reconsidered byanother Special Meeting to be called after at least 
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fifteen working days. In theevent of a tie occurring for the third time, the decision of the 

Chairperson shallbe final. 

v. GSCASH amended rules should be placed before the EC prior to adoption. 

By placing the matter directly before the EC for a decision, the Vice-Chancellor violated this laid 

down statutory procedure. 

All the instances highlighted in Serial Nos. 1 to 5 of this statement serve to establish that there is 

substantial evidence of Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar‘s complete lack of respect for statutory 

provisions and that he is willing to brazenly breach them repeatedly. As such he is guilty of the 

charge mentioned as Article 1 of the charge memorandum. 

 

Defence “Statement” on behalf of the Vice Chancellor on Article 1 

1. Academic Council meetings have been called as and when required and possible. 

2. The admissions to M.Phil/Ph.D programmes including determination of intake were as 

per the UGC regulations which are mandatory and have to be adopted by every 

University without any deviation,  - as has been clarified by the UGC and upheld by the 

Honourable High Court.  

3. Amendment of Ordinances became necessary in order to comply with the UGC 

Regulations – as these are mandatory, there is no question of these not being approved by 

the Academic Council. Discrepancies if any are being examined and if found, will be 

removed.    

4. The calculation of intake in both 2017-18 and for 2018-19 are in accordance with the 

caps prescribed under Clause 6.5 of the UGC 2016 Regulations and were the only intakes 

possible if the Regulations were to be complied with. 

5. Recommendations of the Academic Council have been taken for approval to the 

Executive Council before circulation of the minutes of the Academic Council as these 

were required for implementation of those recommendations.  

6. It is the responsibility of the Administration to prepare the minutes of the Academic and 
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Executive Councils and these are then circulated to all members. If anyone has any 

objections, they should submit these in writing within the date specified, otherwise it is 

assumed that they have no objections to the minutes. As such, all minutes of meetings are 

entirely in order and it is wrong to claim that they are inaccurate records of the 

proceedings of the minutes. 

7. As regards the conduct of meetings, attention may be drawn to Clause 5 of regulation M 

1 which states 

Ruling of the Chair: The ruling of the Chairman of the Academic Council in regard to 

all questions on procedure shall be final. 

It is because several members have failed to respect this rule that problems have occurred 

in Academic Council meetings. 

8. As the head of the institution, the Vice-Chancellor is entitled to make or promote 

proposals for creation of new schools. As and when the proposals for creation of Schools 

of Engineering and Management reach the stage of implementation, the appropriate 

statutory procedure for creating new Schools and Centres will be complied with.  

9. The implementation of the UGC Gazette Notification of 2 May 2016 on constitution of 

an Internal Complaints Committee was also mandatory and not subject to review by the 

GSCASH. Therefore the Executive Council authorized the Vice-Chancellor to initiate the 

process by constituting a Committee to make necessary recommendations which were 

then approved by the Executive Council. 

In view of what has been said above (Serial Nos. 1 to 9), there is no basis for the charge 

that the Vice-Chancellor is guilty of violating any statutory provisions. Instead, in each 

and every instance he has stood for implementation of laws, regulations and rules.   
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 OBSERVATIONS MADE BY THE JURY MEMBERS ON ARTICLE 1  

P.K. YADAVA, RETIRED PROFESSOR, SCHOOL OF LIFE SCIENCES, JNU. 

It is indeed a pathetic situation right now in the university. I just superannuated from the active 

service here and I did not propose an extension, the reason being that I don‘t want to subjugate 

myself to a functioning which has erased democracy from its protocol altogether. Today the 

functioning in JNU is anything but democracy. There was no such opportunity of dialogue 

coming from the VC to solve the problems. We had Vice Chancellors who used to say in this 

kind of meetings that you can walk into my office as and when you please. Each student and 

functionary in this University learns something by default and that can be treated as common 

sense that is, objective assessment of the situation and arriving at the conclusion objectively, that 

is missing all together. Then the principles of natural justice should have been followed in 

matters of dispute, that doesn‘t even exist today. Democracy requires participatory planning, 

management and even administration. It has to be participatory because democracy respects all 

the respective constituents and treat them as equals not unequal. Today even in academic matters 

like opening a new programme, the proposal is not open for debate and discussion and we get 

first information when it is somewhere close to a conclusion and a resolution that things will be 

implemented, and a new programme is launched. This is not a meaningful way to evolve 

academic programmes. These things should be open for discussion in the academic body and 

there variant opinions have to be taken note of before a conclusion be reached. This process is 

long drawn and takes longer time but it refines the proposal to a more meaningful form. 

Omniscience is an illusion. It makes everything hazy except the things which have entered your 

mind as resolved conflicts. No one is omniscient, not even the prophets. That is why we require 

inputs from all. The academic programmes may not expose us to everything in this earth on our 

path, but we can bring in inputs and reconstruct a more meaningful version. This is something 

which is in real amiss on the campus today. When someone alleges that the JNU community is 

anarchist, I am not sure whether they go by the literal meaning of the word anarchy? The word 

anarchy means opting out of any individual‘s governance. It is not lawlessness when we share 

and abide by law, but we refuse to be governed by somebody arbitrarily. This is seeking more 

independence, more freedom in our personal spheres. A community cannot be anarchic, because 

they coexist; they take care of each other‘s interests. So it is wrong observation that the 
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community is itself anarchic. JNU was such kind of university which used to formulate norms 

and rules for the programs and it used be adopted by the UGC and used to be displayed for other 

universities to emulate, but some of these same norms are thrust back on JNU perhaps with a 

sense of tyranny, and in fact they are finding that JNU has deviated from these rules. JNU has 

inbuilt mechanisms through which it is dealt if at all there are deviations, it‘s not done as per the 

whims and fancies. I am very happy that the VC is given a chance to come and defend here. 

Even if he confesses that he has done these things, as presented under the seven points on the 

charge sheet, under pressure from someone else, we would stand with him to enable him to be 

more independent. In a democracy elected members get the better off of the selected ones 

because they have the endorsement of the entire community. Elections have their own problems, 

that is another issue, but that doesn‘t mean that somebody who is elected is overruled by 

somebody who is selected or nominated. Today in the University an elected body GSCASH 

which was functioning well has been replaced by another body Internal Complaints Committee 

(ICC). Why was it necessary to do that unless there are huge complaints against GSCASH. I 

don‘t see any such reasons. This is another illustration of diminishing recognition of democracy. 

There are prescriptions for this even in the languages they respect as Indianism. The Panch 

Vikaras in Indian teachings include Krodha, Ahankara which is so often exhibited by the 

administration maybe blending with Lobha and Moha.  

Then the issue of reduction in the PhD seats, the seats had to be increased in the past by 54 

percent by the Government of India during the time of implementation of the OBC reservation so 

that the unreserved category students don‘t lose on that count. The government had then 

launched the capacity building programme and JNU has consumed the supplementary funds and 

when it comes to the student admissions we are shrinking in numbers. The UGC can put a base 

line number rather than a ceiling.  A faculty will not like to admit indefinite number of students. 

It will touch the limit by itself. I am very much puzzled and deeply anguished that what best can 

be done, if the system has learnt to refract any complaints and doesn‘t listen to any of the 

criticisms made. The undemocratic manner in which JNU is running now was unheard of in this 

university founded for adventure of ideas. It is far away from any kind of the JNU ethos which 

can be recalled from the past. I would still give the VC a chance to communicate with the 

faculty, which can be a turning point. I see some hope, provided he appreciates this. If he doesn‘t 
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appreciate this I don‘t know what kind of inferences to draw, whether he had any pressures and 

wants our support, then definitely we are there with him but he has to commit himself to function 

independently of all the dispensations influencing him.   

AKSHAYA MUKUL: AWARD WINNING JOURNALIST and AUTHOR 

I will speak more as a journalist, who has interacted with Prof. Jagadish Kumar. One of the first 

things that strike about him is his disdainful attitude towards the institution he heads. Rarely have 

I met a vice-chancellor or head of any educational institution like this. I remember he had just 

taken over and was still in IIT when I asked him, what are your plans? He said he was astonished 

with the way JNU runs.  

I expected this kind of outrage against the vice-chancellor little earlier if not public enquiry. Prof. 

Kumar has been repetitively telling, many journalists will vouch for it, that he is completely 

foxed by the rules and conventions and this whole bureaucracy, which he calls JNU bureaucracy, 

that doesn‘t let anything happen.  

One thing that I noticed with this charge sheet is that a lot of thing are happening though UGC. 

He is also a member of UGC, a very vocal member, I am told. He is using UGC very 

successfully to do a lot of things. What we are witnessing in JNU is a rare combination of HRD 

bureaucracy and VC speaking in the same voice. Ministry has been trying for years to control 

JNU one way or the other. However, VCs have stood their ground.  

I am also not surprised that one of the first things under attack are all the rules and statutes. He 

has also been saying that why should social science be central to JNU. He is very distrustful of 

social sciences. He thinks it is the breeding ground all kinds of wonky ideas, all kinds of thing 

happen in social science. No wonder when asked what is his first priority he said it will be to 

open a management institute. This is not so innocent as it seems. What he wants is a IIT model, 

which works on autopilot and students have no time left to do the kind of things that JNU 

students do and VC does not like. He thinks JNU students have too much time to do all kinds of 

nefarious things.  

Therefore, you will find, I would like to be proven wrong, in a couple of years JNU having 

engineering and management institutes. MHRD is not going to fund them. They will be industry-

funded. The idea is to completely change JNU's character. He wants science and management to 
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outnumber the social sciences, because he doesn‘t see why there has been so much stress on 

social science. He has told me so many times that I don‘t understand where do so many students 

go; what they do after that JNU. The whole idea of so much space to social science completely 

defeats him. On top of that there is ideological battle. In the early 80s when RSS mouthpiece 

Organiser wrote that famous piece on JNU suggesting that the South Delhi colleges should be 

affiliated to JNU in order to to break the hold of Marxists on this campus. This is not 1980 when 

they were not even in power. Now they are in full majority and have a bureaucracy which is fully 

supportive.  

VC wants to dilute the basic character of this university as a pre-meditated strategy which Prof. 

Gosh was talking about. I know many of these big corporate houses that have diversified into 

education sector as new business. He has been meeting many of them. VC thinks that JNU rules 

and statutes are a big roadblock. So, he is going about diluting them systematically.  

As far as Deans are concerned he thinks they should play second fiddle to the vice-chancellor. 

The position of Dean is rotational in basis but he think at times they become far too independent 

from the vice-chancellor. He wants university should speak in one voice and there should be no 

differing opinion.  

As far as JNU conventions are concerned, his take is that conventions are illegal in nature. In the 

next few months VC's attempt to undermine rules and conventions is going to get intense. I 

expect the JNU teachers will fight it collectively. What has also surprised me that unlike in the 

past whenever JNU was under attack teachers from different ideological persuasions came 

together to save the JNU identity, for the first time I find that many JNU teachers are supporting 

the VC even when the very basis of the university is under threat.  

The idea is to turn JNU into any other university, erase all its distinguishing marks -- democratic 

spirit, culture of conversation, of dissent -- that make JNU different from all the central 

universities. Coming from IIT and his own belief system he finds it strange why in JNU there is 

so much debate on small things; why there is whole night debate on who becomes the president 

of JNUSU; why this place wastes so much time in discussion? 

This is just the beginning and from the several chargers, the first charge was discussed today. I 

think JNU community, which include the faculty, students and staffs and this is the time to fight 
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it out. I am an optimist, so I think JNU act is itself gives you enough to fight this out because 

what has been happening is illegal and disregard to what JNU always stood for and JNU should 

not become like any other central university or BHU because that‘s the new model of university. 

So, with these things, this is what I feel about charge number one.  

NANDITA NARAIN: DISTINGUISHED PROFESSOR, UNIVERSITY OF DELHI and 

FORMER PRESIDENT OF DUTA  

I am here today as part of the jury and irrespective of my opinions about couple of matters I will 

try to be as neutral because that‘s what I am supposed to do. We have been listening to the 

charges. The charge number one which was presented by two colleagues from JNU and you 

know the various instances supporting charge number one, which is basically about violation of 

statutory provisions and violation of norms, which is the democratic and academic norms; which 

has made JNU what it is, which has earned it the top place in the country‘s educational 

institutions. What is it that was going wrong that needed to be changed, what is it that was 

broken that needed to be mended and what is to be done now if it is not breaking, that is the 

question that is placed before us. After listening to both the sides even though the vice chancellor 

is not here in person he has made certain statements which has been summarized by another 

colleague from JNU. So after listening to both the sides I would just briefly summarize what I 

feel about these charges. I feel that the violation of the statutory norms is the charges that is 

upheld, it is because that there are two kinds of norms; One is statutory obligations, you have 

bodies larger than educational institutions; whose certain regulations made by them, whether it is 

made by the act of Parliament or whether it is the UGC or any other body, they have to be 

followed, we are functioning within that constraint. And those constraints are clearly laid down 

and the charge of violation of Central Educational Institutions Act in which the intake was 

increased to 154% in 2007 to enable OBC reservations and number of seats hence could not have 

been reduced is clearly stands violated by the Vice Chancellor of JNU and that‘s a very serious 

matter because it is an Act of Parliament. Second is the UGC Act which is also an Act of 

Parliament which mandated the reservation policy of the country has to be adhered to. Under 

section 20 of the UGC Act, the government has made it mandatory for the UGC to issue 

instructions on the reservation of different sections as that of SC/ST and OBC. That has also 
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been violated. The reduction of seats from 1086 is completely unjustifiable. It is in contempt of 

the highest body of the country that is Parliament itself. 

The Second thing is that the UGC regulations have been violated, there is a certain degree of 

flexibility that has been given to the various Central Universities which have their own character, 

but certain things are mandatory. As far as selection committees are concerned, we have had 

directives from the Visitor way back and in 2003 as well and that has to be adhered to. In the 

UGC regulation itself it is very clear that the VC can nominate experts out of the panel prepared 

by the statutory bodies that is the academic and executive council and that has been violated by 

him. In fact now he tries to justify himself by creating a regulation of JNU itself, the regulation 

of JNU is subservient even to the ordinances of JNU and the statutes of the JNU Act. It certainly 

cannot supersede the regulation of the UGC. Therefore the regulation that he seeks to make by 

resolution of the Executive Council, giving him the powers to violate the UGC regulation, is bad 

in law, it cannot be implemented and it is null and void. This is as far as the UGC regulation is 

concerned. 

Then we come to the UGC Act itself and the UGC statutes and the ordinances, The Academic 

Council is the academic body. Any matter related to the academics has to go through the 

Academic Council before it reaches the Executive Council. The Executive Council does not have 

the right to bypass the Academic Council. The Executive Council cannot amend the ordinances 

which affect anything about academics before its being referred through the Academic Council. 

So that is as far as the powers of the Academic Council is concerned and the VC who is sworn 

by his own statutes to uphold Acts, statutes and ordinances of  UGC is in contempt of the Act of 

UGC which gives the Academic Council its power. He has usurped this power or he has enabled 

the executive council to usurp that power and that cannot be allowed. He has even bypassed the 

Executive Council in the creation of new schools of Management and that is completely illegal. 

Then we come to the functioning of the statutory bodies, even these are dealt with regulations 

and norms of functioning. If the majority of the members of the academic council says that the 

minutes are false then that minutes stands cancelled and fresh minutes needs to be prepared. He 

cannot just ignore that. These are the legal things I am pointing out. 
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Apart from the laws which are being violated there are the processes. Every University will have 

something called best practices, when this University is designed primarily for research in Social 

Sciences and that fundamental character of the University is being altered by suppressing dissent, 

by subverting democratic spaces, by subverting the functioning of the statutory bodies, by not 

allowing discussions, by giving rulings which are not conformed with the procedures and by 

subverting the functioning by the disciplinary methods. In doing that he is not only subverting 

the role of statutory bodies, he is destroying the ethos of this university, he is destroying the best 

practices of JNU for which it is being held up as a model Central University and even accepted 

by the government‘s own ranking as the top University in the country. 

Apart from that he is also in violation of something, that he is always in awe of that everything 

that comes from the UGC, whereas the UGC does not have any right to legislate over the 

GSCASH, the Parliament does have a law and it has decided by the earlier VC of JNU that the 

GSCASH is not in violation of the law, it supplements it, complements it, it actually enables it to 

function in a University whereas the Parliament law is only about the employees, whereas in 

education it must take care of the different layers here, it must take care of the most vulnerable in 

the university and clearly the UGC cannot legislate on this. And what has been done is in 

contempt of the earlier Executive Council resolution and also the fundamental purpose in which 

the sexual harassment law is set up. I must also point out here that by not allowing people to 

express freely and prosecuting members of the executive and academic council, he is in violation 

of the UGC code on professional ethics, He, by preventing the members from doing their duty 

academically and democratically as members of the statutory bodies, as members of schools, as 

members of the departments, as students, is in gross violation and contempt of the UGC code of 

professional ethics. As the member of the jury I will hold this Vice Chancellor guilty as charged 

and there should be a Visitorial enquiry and he clearly should not continue as Vice Chancellor of 

this University. 

APOORVANAND, DISTINGUISHED PROFESSOR, UNIVERSITY OF DELHI 

हम प ाँच लोगो को जव हर ल ल नेहरू शिक्षक संघ की ऒर से जव हर ल ल नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय के कुलपशि प्रोफेसर 

जगदीि कुम र के खिल फ प्रसु्ति शकये गए आरोपो ंपर शवच र करने के शलए जू्यरी  के सदस्य के रूप में क म करने के 

शलए कह  गय  थ । हमने जू्यरी के सदस्य के रूप में क म करने की स्वीकृशि यह सोच समझ कर दी थी शक हम जव हर 
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ल ल नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय शिक्षक संघ शक िरफ से जो आरोप प्रसु्ति शकये ज एंगे, उन्हें सुनेंगे और कुलपशि की िरफ 

से उन आरोपो ंको लेकर अगर कोई सफ ई है िो उन्हें भी सुनेंगे और उनके आध र पर अपनी र य क यम करें गे। सबसे 

पहले मैं ये कहन  च हि  हाँ शक मैं जू्यरी की सदस्य डॉक्टर नंशदि  न र यण की जो र य थी,उस र य से सहमि हाँ और 

उसके पक्ष में उन्होनें जो शबंदु प्रसु्ति शकए हैं, उनमे अलग से कुछ जोड़ने शक जरुरि महसूस नही ंकरि  हाँ। लेशकन 

जू्यरी के एक सदस्य के रूप में मैं ये कहन  च हि  हाँ शक शवश्व शवद्य लय, उसके statutes, उसके ordinances और 

समय समय पर बन ये ज ने व ले regulations के म ध्यम से चलि  है। शवश्व शवद्य लय में अगर कोई एक चीज़ सबसे 

ज्य द  अस्थ ई है िो वह कुलपशि है। और इस ब ि को नोट शकय  ज न  च शहए। कुलपशि की अपेक्ष , शवश्व शवद्य लय के 

शिक्षक और शवश्व शवद्य लय के छ त्र और शवश्व शवद्य लय के अन्य कममच री कही ंअशधक स्थ ई ित्त्व हैं। इसीशलए शकसी 

भी शवश्व शवद्य लय में शनयुक्त शकये गए कुलपशि को हमेि  ही यह ध्य न रिन  च शहए की वह statutes, ordinances 

और regulations के द्व र  शनध मररि सशमशियो,ं प्रशिय ओ ंके म ध्यम से क म करेग  न  की स्विंत्र रूप से और स्व यि 

रूप से क म करेग । शवश्व शवद्य लय के कुलपशि को हमेि  ही सशमशियो ं के म ध्यम से क म करन  है। दो वररष्ठ 

अध्य पको ंके द्व र  जो आरोप प्रसु्ति शकये गए हैं, उनसे यह स्पष्ट होि  है शक शवश्व शवद्य लय के कुलपशि ने अपने आप 

को इन सशमशियो ंसे पूरी िरह से स्विंत्र कर शलय  है। और इस वजह से वह JNU एक्ट के उलंघन के दोषी प ए ज िे हैं। 

कोई भी शवश्व शवद्य लय अपने एक््ट से चलि  है। और वह एक्ट उस शवश्व शवद्य लय के चररत्र क  शनध मरण करि  है। जो 

दो आरोप पत्र प्रसु्ति शकये गए हैं उनसे यह पि  चलि  है शक एक िरफ िो शवश्व शवद्य लय के कुलपशि भ रि की संसद 

और यूशनवशसमटी ग् ंट कमीिन के द्व र  िय शकये क नून और शनयमो ंक  उलंघन करिे हैं और स्विंत्र रूप से क नून 

बन िे हैं जो शक जव हर ल ल नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय में द खिल शकये ज ने व ले छ त्रो ंकी संख्य  में िब्दीली से पि  चलि  

है। दूसरी िरफ वे GSCASH को पूरी िरह से ध्वस्त करके जव हर ल ल नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय की जो अपनी एक ख़ स 

ईज द थी, इस म मले में जो देि की स रे शवश्व शवद्य लयो ंकी शलए अनुकणीय थी, उसको ध्वस्त कर देिे हैं, इस से यह 

स्पस्ट होि  है शक प्रोफेसर जगदीि कुम र को न  िो जव हर ल ल नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय के शवशिष्ट चररत्र की रक्ष  करने 

की परव ह है और न ही उनके मन में भ रि के संसद और शवश्व शवद्य लय अनुद न आयोग के शनयमो ंके प्रशि ज़र  भी 

सम्म न है और इस वजह से भी वे इस आध र पर दोषी प ए ज िे हैं। कुलपशि क  सबसे बड़  द शयत्व होि  है शवश्व 

शवद्य लय के भीिर की संसृ्कशि को बन कर रिन  कंू्शक शवश्व शवद्य लय शजिन  शनयम, क नून, क यदे से नही ंचलि  

उिन  अनौपच ररक प्रशिय ओ ंसे चलि  है और शवश्व शवद्य लय के भीिर की संसृ्कशि से चलि  है। जो दो प्रसु्तशििय ं 

की गयी वे शवश्व शवद्य लय के वररष्ठिम शिक्षको ंके द्व र  है। जब शवश्व शवद्य लय के वररष्ठिम शिक्षक यह कहिे हैं और यह 

म नने क  कोई क रण नही ंशक वो गलि कह रहे हैं, शक उन्होनें कुलपशि से शमलने के 12 प्रय स शकये य  12 कोशििें 

की और कुलपशि ने एक ब र भी उनसे शमलने की जहमि नही ंमौल ली िो इसक  मिलब यह है शक कुलपशि के मन में 

शवश्व शवद्य लय के शिक्षक समुद य के प्रशि कोई भी सम्म न नही ंहै और इस से यह शसद्ध होि  है शक वे जव हर ल ल 

नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय के शिक्षक समुद य के स थ क म करने के योग्य नही ं हैं। और इसशलए भी कुलपशि पद के 
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अनुकूल उनक  आचरण नही ंप य  ज ि  है। दूसर , शपछले एक वषम में शवश्व शवद्य लय के शवशभन शनक यो ंमें, वो च हे 

अक दशमक कॉउंशसल हो य  दूसरी सशमशिय ं हो,ं उनमें छ त्रो ंकी भ गीद री को लेकर शजस प्रक र क  शवरोध उन्होनें 

प्रदशिमि शकय  है, जैस  इन दोनो ंवररष्ठ अध्य पको ंके आरोप पत्र से स्पष्ट होि  है और शजसक  कोई प्रशिक र उनकी 

िरफ से नही ंआय  है। इस से यह स्पष्ट है शक वे शफर जव हर ल ल नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय की एक शविेष परंपर  जो शक 

इसकी अक दशमक शनणमयो ंमें भी छ त्रो ंकी भ गीद री से बनिी है, उस शवशिष्ट परंपर  को पूरी िरीके से ध्वस्त कर देन  

च हिे हैं और इसशलए भी वे जव हर ल ल नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय के कुलपशि के अनुकूल नही ंप ए ज िे हैं। सबसे ज्य द  

शचंि  क  शवषय और िकलीफ क  शवषय हम रे शलए यह है, जू्यरी के सदस्य के रूप में, शक जव हर ल ल नेहरू शवश्व 

शवद्य लय को देि के दूसरे शवश्व शवद्य लयो ंके स्तर पर ििीट कर नीचे ल ये ज ने की कोशिि की ज  रही है। जो आरोप 

हमने सुने, उन आरोपो ंको सुनिे हुए शदल्ली शवश्व शवद्य लय की ब र ब र य द आन  बहुि ही स्व भ शवक है। शदल्ली शवश्व 

शवद्य लय के शिक्षक कुछ वषम पहले िक जव हर ल ल नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय को ईर्ष् म की शनग ह से देििे थे लेशकन इन 

दो आरोप पत्रो ंसे यह पि  चलि  है शक अब जव हर ल ल नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय को घसीट कर शदल्ली शवश्व शवद्य लय के 

स्तर पर ले आय  गय  है। यह अपने आप में जव हर ल ल नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय के स थ बहुि बड़  अन्य य है। ि ि कर 

अक दशमक पररषद् की बैठको,ं minutes को बदल शदए ज ने य  गलि minutes प्रसु्ति शकये ज ने; अक दशमक 

कॉउंशसल की बैठको ंको छूशटयो ंमें करने क  ररव ज़, यह ररव ज़ हमने शदल्ली शवश्व शवद्य लय में कुछ समय पहले देि  

थ  जब ज्य द िर शिक्षक शवश्व शवद्य लय से ब हर हो िो अक दशमक कॉउंशसल और executive कॉउंशसल की बैठकें  

बुल ई ज िी थी।ं यह परंपर  जव हर ल ल नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय में िुरू की गयी है और इसक  मिलब यह है शक 

कुलपशि शबलकुल ही अप रदिी िरीके से क म करन  च हिे हैं और इस से यह शसद्ध होि  है शक वे इस शवश्व शवद्य लय 

के जो कुलपशियो ंकी परंपर  रही है, उस परंपर  के भी अनुकूल नही ंहैं। कुल शमल कर जो आरोप पत्र प्रसु्ति शकये गए 

हैं और सम च र पत्रो ंमें और दूसरी जगह बीच बीच में उनके बय नो ंक  जो संके्षपीकरण यह ाँ प्रसु्ति शकय  गय  है, उस 

से यह बहुि स फ़ ज शहर है शक कुलपशि ऐस  समझिे हैं शक शवश्व शवद्य लय की िम म प्रशिय ओ,ं िम म शनक यो ंऔर 

शवश्व शवद्य लय समुद य के िम म सदस्यो ंसे ऊपर कोई एक अशधक री हैं शजने्ह इस ब ि क  अशधक र प्र प्त है शक वे 

अपनी मज़ी के अनुस र जव हर ल ल नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय क  चररत्र बदल देंगे। यह कुलपशि के अशधक र के्षत्र के पूरी 

िरह से ब हर है और कुलपशि अपने अशधक र के्षत्र क  उलंघन कर रहे हैं। स रे आरोपो ंके आध र पर मैं इस आरंशभक 

शनष्कषम पर पहुाँचि  हाँ और मैं डॉक्टर नंशदि  न र यण के इस शनष्कषम से अपने आप को सहमि प ि  हाँ शक प्रोफेसर 

जगदीि कुम र में जव हर ल ल नेहरू शवश्व शवद्य लय क  कुलपशि बने रहने की क्षमि  नही ं है और फौरी िौर पर 

जव हरल ल नेहरू शवश्वशवद्य लय के visitor द्व र  उनके खिल फ एक ज ंच सशमशि बैठ ये ज ने की आवयश्कि  है। 
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(Summary in English)  

 

A university runs according to the rules and regulations made by its statutes and ordinances. But 

it much more than a formal structure dependent on a set of rules and regulations. It is the 

informal internal life of a university consisting of its students, teachers and non-teaching and 

administrative staff which makes a university what it is.  

 

If there is one thing that is most unstable in the University, it is the Vice-Chancellor. The 

teachers, the students and members of the staff of the University is much more permanent than 

the VC of the University. It is the duty of the VC and his/her team to ensure that the culture of 

the university is preserved.  Universities have been conceived as autonomous bodies. Generally 

the VCs enjoy great power and the Acts of the central universities have been so designed as to 

ensure that the VC act without fear of political interference. But this power and autonomy 

granted to them by the Acts has to be exercised with an objective to ensure autonomy of all the 

constituents of the university.  

 

Therefore, all VCs of the Universities must keep in mind that they have to work with the statutes 

and through the committees of the University and not independent of it. The charges put against 

the VC of JNU by the JNUTA today testify that the VC has made the statutory committees of the 

University subservient to him. and hence he is found guilty of the charges of the violation of the 

spirit of the JNU Act. All Universities run through an Act and it is this Act which determines the 

character of the University. While on the one hand the JNU VC has violated the policy and 

regulation of the Parliament of India and makes independent rules that restricted thousand of 

aspirants from getting admission in JNU, and on the other, he dismantled the GSCASH, which 

wan autonomous institution of the University. Thus, it is clear from this that the JNU VC is 

neither bothered about preserving the unique character of JNU, nor has he any respect for the 

Parliament of India and the UGC. It is the duty of any VC to preserve the character of the 

University, because Universities cannot be run only on the basis of rules and regulations but by 

norms and conventions evolved in the course of its long journey. When senior teachers of the 

University depose before us that the VC does not meet them despite trying for more than twelve 
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times, it means that the VC doesn't have any respect towards teacher community. This clearly 

means that he is not worthy of working with the teachers. The actions of the JNU VC have also 

proved that he also had a problem in accepting students’ participation in statutory bodies. This 

proves that he cannot fathom the unique practice of students’ participation in decision-making 

process regarding academics and hence wants to completely destroy it. The practice of 

conducting AC and EC meetings during the vacations is very dangerous. It seems the VC does 

not want full participation of the members of these bodies who would be away from the campus 

during vacations. It is also against the tradition of the JNU.  

 

The VC should have learnt from the tradition set by his predecessors who took care to develop a 

collegial atmosphere in the university. The testimonies convince us that the continuation of the 

present VC would vitiate the academic and corporate life of the university.  Keeping in view of 

the seriousness of the situation and the charges against the VC it would be proper that a 

Visitorial inquiry be set up to look into these charges.  

 

PROFESSOR PRABHAT PATNAIK, EMERITUS PROFESSOR AT CESP 

I agree with other jury members that there is indubitable evidence of the Vice-Chancellor having 

violated several important statutory provisions. He has violated Acts of Parliament and hence, 

the JNUTA should take up the issue of violation of the Parliament‘s Acts with the MPs and with 

the public at large.  

 

JNU is one of the success stories of post-independence India, and the reason why it has been a 

success story is that it has always functioned on the basis of a sense of community. This does not 

mean that there are no contradictions within this community. It rather means that this University 

has been created by a community of students, teachers and staff who truly represent the diversity 

of our country, amidst great challenges; it also means that it has been created not simply with a 

narrow legal framework but with an ―ethico-legal‖ framework. Such an ―ethico-legal‖ 

framework actually is, and should be, the hallmark of all major Universities in the true sense.  
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A University is a highly moral space and this morality is ensured by everybody‘s adherence to an 

ethico-legal framework, which implies not just the statutes but a whole range of conventions: the 

fact that deanship should rotate, the fact that the diversity of opinions within the university 

should be heard, the fact that the VC should be open to people who wish to talk to him, and so 

on. The fact that this ethico legal framework was in place from the very beginning and ensured 

that the university functioned as a moral space even though there were innumerable quarrels and 

contradictions within it is what made a sense of community possible.  

 

I believe that apart from the explicit violation of the statutes the current Vice Chancellor is 

destroying this ethico legal framework. This is evident in the way he flouts conventions; this is 

even evident in the arguments he advances in defence of his actions. Whether in the matter of 

procedures, or in the matter of student intake or in the matter of reservations in admissions, quite 

apart from the statutes being violated, I think there is an explicit and an implicit violation of the 

ethico legal framework on the basis of which this university has functioned.  

 

It is quite strange that the VC himself is undermining the premises upon which this university 

has been founded. This is a matter which requires us to take the issue to the public at large 

because a university‘s ethico legal framework is something which spills over to the society at 

large. The university can function as a moral space only in a society that has a certain morality in 

its functioning. The university must actually influence the society and that is why I believe we 

should take this out to the public. And where there is a violation of the acts of parliament we 

should take it to the parliament. 

 

Therefore we should generalise the concerns that all of us have, as jury members, as members of 

the audience, over what is happening in this university. And in so far as the Vice-Chancellor is 

having a mindset which is different from the fundamental presumptions on which this university 

is based and on which alone it can fulfil the mandate that parliament had placed before it while 

creating it, I would certainly agree with the preceding speakers that he is undeserving to be the 

head of this institution.  
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 ARTICLE 2 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM: UNDERMINING THE 

INTEGRITY OF THE FACULTY SELECTION PROCESS 

 ARTICLE 3 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM: DAMAGING THE INTERESTS 

OF STUDENTS ASPIRING FOR RESEARCH, WASTING PUBLIC MONEY AND 

VIOLATING CEI ACT AND RESERVATION POLICY 

 

JURY MEMBERS:  

1. Utsa Patnaik, Emeritus Professor at CESP, JNU 

2. Kirti Jain, Former Director, National School of Drama, New Delhi  

3. Gauhar Raza, Former Prof. AcSIR, Chief Scientist and Poet 

 

 STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF ARTICLE 2 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM:  

1. The faculty selection process is a very important issue in the context of a public university for 

more than one reason: 

- The first is of course that quality appointments are necessary in order that the University 

may maintain the highest academic standards – and therefore the operation of extraneous 

considerations in appointments need to be checked. 

- The second is that insofar as faculty appointments are permanent appointments bringing 

several financial and other benefits to persons selected whose cost is borne by the public 

exchequer, every selection process needs to give equal opportunity for all possible 

claimants to that position to have their case considered. 

It follows therefore that the assessment process through which candidates are selected should not 

only be above board but also appear to be so. Therefore, the process through which those who 

have to make the assessment are arrived at is extremely critical. 

2. In the case of Universities like JNU, the appointment of faculty is done by the Executive 

Council on the recommendation of a duly constituted Selection Committee (except for 
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exceptional appointments under Statute 28). These are laid out in the relevant clauses [ (2a) and 

(9)] of Statute 26 of the University: 

From Statute 26 of JNU.  

(2) Appointed teachers of the University shall be either – 

(a) employees of the University paid by the University and appointed by the Executive Council 

as Professors, Readers or Lecturers or otherwise as teachers of the University,… 

… 

(9) No person shall be appointed or recognized as a teacher of the University except on the 

recommendations of a Selection Committee constituted for the purpose or except when 

appointed by the Executive Council under Statute 28. 

 

3. The Composition and constitution of Selection Committees for faculty appointments in 

Universities are currently governed by the University Grants Commission(Minimum 

Qualifications of Teachers and other Academic Staff in Universities and Colleges and other 

Measures for the Maintenance of Standards in Higher Education) Regulations 2010 published in 

the Gazette of India on 18 September 2010(UGC 2010 Regulations hereafter). These 

Regulations, relevant clauses of which are reproduced below,are mandatory in nature for Central 

Universities.  
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In other words, the Vice Chancellor is only permitted by these regulations to call experts from an 

approved panel, not any expert he/she chooses. Though by no means a perfect mechanism for 

achieving this purpose, this approval clause is extremely important as it constitutes the sole in-

built check against misuse of powers vested in the Vice-Chancellor in matters of appointment of 

faculty. 

4. Statute 27 of JNU defines the composition of Selection Committees in a manner consistent 

with the4 UGC 2010 Regulations. Regulation M 18 approved by the Executive Council in turn 

defined the procedure for creation of a database of experts which envisaged a process involving 

Centres, the Academic Council and the Executive Council (see below). 
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The role of the Centres/Schools was critical because identification of experts in different fields 

has to be based on specialized academic knowledge, as was the approval of the Academic 

Council, statutorily the highest academic body of the University. 

5. On 17
th

 June 2016, a process of replacing the existing list of experts in the database was 

initiated by the Rector writing to all Deans and Chairpersons for fresh lists of names(Annexure 1 

of this Statement)). The lists received from the Centres (usually very long ones with many 

names) were approved by the 141
st
(B) meeting of the Academic Council held on 20.10.2016 

without any changes. Before, however, the minutes of this meeting had been circulated to 

members, let alone confirmed, the recommendations of this AC were placed before the 266
th

 

Meeting of the Executive Council under Agenda Item 6.1, whose papers were only placed on the 

table. In those papers, the Academic Council recommendation was reported as below: 

Extract from Agenda papers (Tabled) of the 266
th

 Meeting of the Executive Council held on 

22 November 2017 

09 Considered the revised Panel of Experts for faculty positions additional/updatedpanel of 

experts received from the Schools/Centres for approval of AcademicCouncil, and; 

Resolved to recommend to the Executive Council the names of experts as listed in 

additional/updated panel of experts in respect of the following specializations for their inclusion 

in the databank/database and nomination on various Selection Committees: 

1. School of Arts & Aesthetics letter dated 23.06.2016 

2. School of Computer & Systems Sciences letter dated 01.07.2016 

3. School of Environmental Sciences letter dated 01.07.2016 

4. School of Life Sciences letter dated 19.07.2016 

5. Special Centre for Nanoscience letter dated 29.06.2016 

6. Special Centre for Sanskrit Studies letter dated 01.07.2016 

7. Special Centre for Molecular Medicine letter dated 05.07.2016 

8. Centre for the Study of Law & Governance letter dated 05.08.2016 

9. School of Physical Sciences letter dated 26.09.2016 
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(Dean, SPS requested to retain the earlier/existing panel) 

10. School of Biotechnology letter dated 27.09.2016 

11. School of Computational & Integrative Sciences letter dated 23.09.2016 

12. Linguistic Empowerment Cell letter dated 03.10.2016 

SCHOOL OF INTERNATIONAL STUDIES 

13. Centre for Russian and Central Asian Studies letter dated 01.08.2016 

14. Centre for East Asian Studies letter dated 25.07.2016 

15. Centre for International Trade & Development letter dated 15.07.2016 

16. Centre for International Legal Studies letter dated 12.07.2016 

17. Centre for European Studies letter dated 02.08.2016 

18. Centre for Canadian, US & Latin American Studies letter dated 25.07.2016 

19. Centre for Comparative Politics and Political Theory letter dated 08.08.2016 

20. Centre for International Politics, Organization and Disarmament 

letter dated 19.08.2016 

21. Centre for Inner Asian Studies letter dated 25.07.2016 

22. Centre for South Asian Studies email dated 03.10.2016 

23. Centre for African Studies letter dated 26.09.2016 

(Chairperson, CAS requested to retain the earlier/existing panel) 

SCHOOL OF SOCIAL SCIENCES 

24. Centre for Political Studies letter dated 16.08.2016 

25. Centre of Social Medicine & Community Health letter dated 29.08.2016 

26. Centre for Economic Studies & Planning letter dated 10.08.2016 

27. Centre for Informal Sector and Labour Studies letter dated 03.08.2016 

28. Centre for Historical Studies letter dated 24.08.2016 
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29. Zakir Husain Centre for Educational Studies letter dated 05.08.2016 

30. Centre for the Study of Social Systems letter dated 30.06.2016 

31. Centre for Studies in Science Policy letter dated 27.06.2016 

32. Centre for Philosophy letter dated 11.07.2016 

33. Centre for the Study of Discrimination and Exclusion letter dated 01.07.2016 

34. Centre for Media Studies letter dated 24.06.2016 

35. Centre for Women‘s Studies letter dated 16.08.2016 

36. North East India Studies Programme letter dated 22.07.2016 

37. Group of Adult Education letter dated 30.06.2016 

38. Centre for the Study of Regional Development letter dated 23 and 26.09.2016 

 

SCHOOL OF LANGUAGE, LITERATURE & CULTURE STUDIES 

39. Centre of Indian Languages letter dated 29.06.2016 

40. Centre of Spanish, Portuguese, Italian and Latin American Studies 

letter dated 21.06.2016 

41. Centre of Persian and Central Asian Studies letter dated 18.07.2016 

42. Centre for Japanese Studies letter dated 08.07.2016 

43. Centre for Chinese & South-East Asian Studies letter dated 28.06.2016 

44. Centre for French and Francophone Studies letter dated 01.07.2016 

45. Centre of German Studies letter dated 23.06.2016 

46. Centre of Russian Studies letter dated 22.06.2016 

47. Centre for Arabic & African Studies letter dated 29.06.2016 

48. Centre for Linguistics note dated 04.08.2016 

49. Centre for English Studies letter dated 19.09.2016 
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50. Centre for Korean Studies letter dated 26.09.2016 

The Council authorized the Vice-Chancellor to finalize panel of experts for approval of 

Executive Council. 

  

Thus, clearly the Centres had supplied the lists to the University Administration and these were 

approved by the AC. However, a crucial final line was added in the minutes which suggested that 

the Vice-Chancellor had been authorized to add names to the panel before placing them for 

approval of the Executive Council. 

6.  In view of the circumstances and the last line mentioned above, in the 266
th

 Meeting of the 

Executive Council the elected teacher representatives raised two issues: 

- that the decisions of the EC approving the Academic Council recommendations should be 

subject to confirmation of minutes by the AC – this was not contested in the deliberations. 

- an enquiry was made whether the panel of the experts being placed for approval before the 

Executive Council had any names added by the Vice-Chancellor – in response the Vice-

Chancellor and the Administration insisted that the Vice-Chancellor should always have some 

discretionary power to add names of experts as and when required. It was on this issue that four 

members of the Executive Council recorded their dissent. (Three were initially mentioned in the 

minutes and then subsequently corrected) 

7.  The minutes of the 266
th

 Executive Council then added another twist to the tale by invoking a 

1997 Resolution to suggest that the VC had discretionary power.  

Extracts from the Minutes of the 266
th

 Executive Council Meeting of 22 November 2017 

6.1 Considered the recommendations of the Academic Council held on 07.10.2016 and its 

adjourned meeting held on 20.10.2016, and; 

Resolved to approve the recommendations of the Academic Council held on 07.10.2016 and its 

adjourned meeting held on 20.10.2016, given as Annexure – II. 

One of the members enquired whether the panels of experts placed before the Executive Council 

were the same as recommended by Schools/Centres. The Vice-Chancellor informed that these 
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were as per recommendations of Schools/Centres, and the Academic Council has authorized the 

Vice-Chancellor to finalize the panel of experts for approval of the Executive Council. After 

discussion, it was also clarified that Vice-Chancellor has been authorized to add names by an 

earlier resolution of the Academic Council/Executive Council which is reproduced below for 

information of the members: 

“Considered recommendations of the Academic Council made at its meetings held on 

17.03.1997 and 18.03.1997 regarding panels of experts on various Selection Committees, 

and; 

―Resolved to recommend to the Executive Council the panels of experts on various Selection 

Committees for faculty positions. 

Resolved further to authorize the Vice-Chancellor to make additions, wherever necessary, in the 

panel of experts in consultation with the experts and such names be reported to the Academic 

Council at its subsequent meeting.‖ 

The above recommendation of the Academic Council was approved by the Executive Council 

vide Resolution No. 5.11 at its meeting held on 15.04.1997.  

However, three members wanted their dissent to be recorded in this regard. 

The minutes, however, made it clear that as on 22 November 2016, the only lists of experts 

approved by the Executive Council for Selection Committees were those received from the 

Centres and approved by the Academic Council. In other words, these were the only panels of 

experts existing which met the conditions laid down in the UGC 2010 Regulations, JNU’s 

Statute 27 as well as Regulation M 18. Calling of any expert for a Selection Committee from 

outside those panels had therefore no legal basis except the 1997 Resolution which was 

infructuous as explained below. 

8. Extracts from the comments of an elected teacher representative to the minutes given below 

make it clear that the 1997 resolution was an afterthought which was illegitimately brought into 

the picture simply to find a justification for the granting of additional discretionary power to the 

Vice Chancellor in relation to the panel of experts. 
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Extract from Comments of an elected teacher representative on minutes of the 266
th

 

Meeting of the Executive Council 

Item 6.1: Consideration of the Recommendations of the Academic Council 

a) The draft minutes omit an important element of the decision – namely, that all approvals of the 

recommendations of the Academic Council are subject to the Academic Council‘s confirmation 

of the minutes of its meeting in which they were adopted.  

b) With regard to the approval of the panel of experts, the draft minutes cite resolutions adopted 

by the Academic Council in 1997 and the confirmation of the same by the Executive Council in 

the same year.  

Apart from the fact that these resolutions were not specifically mentioned in the deliberations of 

the Executive Council meeting in whose minutes they are included, it is also clear from the 

reading of those resolutions that the authorization given to the Vice-Chancellor to make 

additions to the panel of experts applied only to the specific panels recommended at that time 

(and that too with the rider that additions, if any, be reported to the AC). No such authorization 

was part of the resolution adopted by the Academic Council at its meeting held on 20.10.2016. In 

any case, this should be a matter for the Academic Council to confirm. 

It should also be noted that between the 1997 decision and the current one, new UGC regulations 

regarding Selection Committees have come into force and have become part of the statutory 

framework of the University through appropriate amendments to the Statutes. Invoking the 1997 

resolution cannot be considered appropriate if it is not consistent with these statutory provisions. 

That discretion being given to the Vice-Chancellor to make amendments to the panel is not 

consistent with existing Statutes is precisely what had been argued by some members and formed 

a part of the basis for their dissent on the decision. 

……. 

Even more surprising is the omission from the minutes of the grounds for the dissent by the 

elected teacher representatives, which were submitted in writing. I am reproducing below the 

text of the note submitted: 
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―Extension of the approval to the panel of experts to cover anonymous changes 

(additions/deletions) that may be made by the Vice-Chancellor to the lists received from the 

Centres and approved by the Academic Council is inappropriate. Such changes would be 

violative of both the letter as well as the spirit of the relevant UGC Regulations which are 

incorporated into Statute 27(2) of the University.‖    

 

9. In the subsequent 142
nd

(B) Meeting of the Academic Council held on 26 December 2016 

despite written requests to not hold it during the vacation, the Vice-Chancellor steamrolled the 

decision to confirm the minutes of the 141
st
 AC and did not pay heed to the objections of several 

members in a relatively thinly attended meeting. The details of this have already been described 

in the Statement on Article 1 of the Charge Memorandum. A letter written to the Vice-

Chancellor by 34 members of the Academic Council attended by barely 55members, recording 

their protest at the way the meeting was conducted, was also sent to members of the Executive 

Council (Annexure 2 to this Statement). The only acknowledgement of all of this by the Vice-

Chancellor was to record the decision of the Academic Council as one which was not 

unanimous. 

Extract from Minutes of 142
nd

(B) Academic Council Meeting 

Item No. 9: On panel of Experts for faculty positions, the Council resolved by majority that the 

decision already taken by the Academic Council and approved by the Executive Council on 

2.11.2016 shall remain unchanged. 

10. In almost every Selection Committee constituted for faculty appointments, since the new 

database of experts was created -and there have been over 30 such committees constituted 

that have recommended nearly as many appointments across a range of Centres/disciplines - the 

Vice-Chancellor has called at least two of the three experts from outside the approved panel of 

experts using his discretionary power (something that even the 1997 Academic Council 

resolution neither envisaged nor resulted in). Which are the subject experts he has consulted to 

identify these experts for selection committees no one knows. In other words, the discretionary 

power has not even been used rarely and in exceptional circumstances but clearly with the 

objective of circumventing the provision that experts must be called from a panel arrived at 
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through a due process and approved by the statutory bodies. This has in fact made a complete 

mockery of that process. 

11. By an earlier Executive Council resolution, the Vice-Chancellor has been authorised to issue 

appointment letters based on Selection Committee recommendations, but the decisions need to 

be subsequently approved by the Executive Council. Practice was that only if the 

recommendations were unanimous would the appointment letter be issued without the prior 

approval of the Council. Prior to the 268
th

 Meeting of the Executive Council held on 30
th

 June, 

an elected representative had in writing sought information on the Selection Committees and 

their minutes as given below:  

Extract from Letter to Chairperson of Executive Council from elected teacher 

representative dated 23.06.2017  

―With regard to item 4.23 in the agenda, I would like that the minutes of the Selection 

Committees and any notings by members be also made available to the members of the 

Executive Council in view of the controversies that have arisen regarding the recommendations 

of some of them. Please also do provide details wherever experts not included in the panels 

received from the Centres and approved by the Academic Council have been invited as members 

of the selection committees.‖ 

The Vice-Chancellor did not respond to this request and when it was repeated orally in the 

meeting, he refused to share this information with the members of the body which was being 

asked to approve the decision! Three elected teacher representatives expressed their protest again 

in writing immediately after the meeting. 

Extract from Letter dated 6 July 2017 from three elected teacher representatives on the 

proceedings of the 268
th

 meeting. 

―We would also like to put on record our strong objection to the formal refusal in the meeting to 

provide the Executive Council and its members: a) information on the number of occasions on 

which the Vice-Chancellor used his discretion to call experts from outside the panels received 

from Centres and approved by the Academic Council; and b) the minutes of the Selection 

Committees. These too had been asked for in advance in writing in the previously mentioned 
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communication and the request was orally reiterated in the meeting. Since the statutory 

responsibility for considering the recommendations of selection committees is vested in the 

Executive Council, denying the information requested while asking the Council to ratify the 

decisions taken by the Vice-Chancellor in these matters is entirely inappropriate. What is 

paradoxical is that while the decisions of selection committees ratified by the Executive Council 

in the past are being opened up and examined afresh for supposed ‗correction‘, information on 

what is happening at present is being withheld. If the University Administration is not to be 

vulnerable to the charge that it has something to hide, it could still correct this error and share 

with the Executive Council members the requested information.‖ 

The response to this from the Registrar, received just before the 269
th

 meeting, remained silent 

on this matter. Predictably, the minutes also recorded the deliberations inaccurately but indirectly 

revealed that there had been such a discussion. 

Extract from Minutes of 268
th

 EC on Item 4.3 

One of the members wanted to know the details of differing views, if any, recorded by the 

expert(s) in their recommendations for recruitment/promotion cases. 

On this point, the Executive Council held the view that wisdom of the Selection Committee 

should be respected and honoured irrespective of one or two differing views since Selection 

Committee normally consists seven members. 

 

Extract from Comments of Elected Teacher Representative dated 21.07.2017 on Minutes of 

268
th

 EC 

―The draft minutes do not accurately reflect the issues raised by me and which have been 

reiterated in the previously mentioned letter dated 6 July 2017. The issue here is that a request 

was made to share with the Executive Council members some information – about the experts 

called from outside the previously approved panels and the minutes of the selection committees - 

before considering the recommendations of selection committees. That this request was denied is 

what the minutes should state if they are to be an accurate recording of the proceedings. The 
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minutes should also state that some members did not in such circumstances endorse the approval 

of the recommendations of the selection committees.‖ 

In the 269
th

 EC again the matter came up at the time of confirmation of minutes with regard to 

but was brushed aside and not even mentioned in the draft minutes: 

Extract from Comments of Elected Teacher Representative dated 03.10.2017 on Minutes of 

269
th

 EC 

―The draft minutes are silent on the factthat I had submitted in writing my commentsthe minutes 

of the 268
th

 meeting and was given very little time in the 269
th

 meeting to explain these. I did not 

receive any satisfactory response to these comments – which were in fact dismissed as being the 

objections of only one person - hence my inability to endorse those minutes. I did, however, 

manage to make at least one point which I must reiterate here – if the University Administration 

is absolutely convinced that it has not infringed its statutory obligations by asking the Council to 

approve decisions in response to selection committee recommendations even while denying 

members information asked for (about cases where experts were from outside the approved 

panels and the minutes of those committees), then it should have the courage to say so in writing 

and not hide behind the fact that it gets to draft the minutes. Plain honesty surely is not too much 

to ask for.‖ 

In the 269
th

 EC itself, under item No. 4.10, the Vice-Chancellor sought post-fact approval for 

names he had added to the panel of experts but refused to share the details of these experts with 

the EC. Again, when the Dean, SSS raised a simple point that approval cannot be given to 

additions to a list of experts whose identities and how they have been selected members are not 

even aware of, the Vice-Chancellor refused to share details. 

Extract from Minutes of 269
th

 Executive Council (Item 4.10) 

However, the elected members wanted their dissent to be recorded, as they wanted the names of 

experts alongwith their CV added by the Vice-Chancellor to be placed before the Executive 

Council. Dean, SSS also expressed the same view. The Council, however, noted that the experts‘ 

names should be kept confidential, and if any member desires to see such names, he/she may 

approach the Vice-Chancellor. 
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12. The 1997 AC Resolution still required the Vice Chancellor to report additions he or she made 

to the panel of experts to the Academic and Executive Councils. By a sleight of hand,the Vice-

Chancellor has done away with this and the role of the Academic Council in the approval 

process. In the 269
th

 Meeting of the Executive Councilheld on 18 September 2017, bringing it as 

an additional tabled agenda not circulated to members beforehand, the Vice Chancellor 

engineered an amendment of Regulation M 18 which would eliminate the requirement of 

approval of experts by the Academic Council and write his discretionary power to add names 

into the Regulation (Annexure 3 of this Statement). After this amendment, effectively the panel 

of experts is entirely under the control of the Vice-Chancellor as is evident from the following 

extracts of the new regulation. 

Extracts from Minutes of 269
th

 EC Item 6.11 

1. Panel of experts for recruitment to faculty positions received from Schools/ Centres shall 

beplaced before Executive Council for approval. ….. 

2.……The Vice-Chancellor is authorized to make additions in the panel of experts in 

consultation with expertsand such names be reported to the Executive Council in its next 

meeting. 

A regulation, however, cannot supersede a statute and therefore this amendment is illegal too 

apart from being unethical - this has been pointed out as shown below which also describes the 

circumstances in which the amendment was passed. 

Extract from comments of an elected teacher representative to the draft minutes of the 

269
th

 Executive Council meeting 

Item 6.11: Amendment to Regulation M-18 for nomination of Experts on Selection 

Committees–It is amusing, to say the least, to see the way in which the draft minutes describe 

my dissent on the decision. Quite clearly, the intention is to belittle the dissent and to suggest 

that it was an afterthought even though my dissent on this was as predictable as it can get given 

what I have consistently argued. The fact of the matter was that this was a tabled item which was 

skipped over by the Chair and the discussion taken to other matters. In other words, there was no 

deliberation on this item and I was not given any time to explain my position. In such 
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circumstances it is not my dignity but the Administration‘s which is lowered by an official 

recording of the dissent in the manner that the draft minutes do. I shall simply stick to recording 

the reasons for my dissent – which are that I cannot support a bypassing of the highest Academic 

Body of the university in a matter that is as academic as it gets and I am opposed to a Regulation 

granting unlimited discretionary powers to the Vice-Chancellor to add names to the panel of 

experts. In my view this Regulation would be in contravention of UGC Regulations and JNU‘s 

Statute 27 derived from those Regulations. 

What then emerges from all that has been outlined in Serial Nos. 1 to 12 above is a series of 

questions. 

Would someone who is above board go to such lengths to wrest for himself such discretionary 

power in a selection process for faculty that the law does not vest in him and which the faculty 

does not wish him to have?Would someone who is concerned about his reputation for integrity 

and of the Institution he heads do what M. Jagadesh Kumar has done in not only grabbing 

discretionary power in selection matters but also use it almost always to call experts from outside 

the approved panel? Could it have been the case that experts from the approved panel were 

suddenly unavailable on such a scale this year that the majority of experts had to be from outside 

the panel on almost every occasion? If there were legitimate reasons for adding names to the 

panel of experts, would the Vice-Chancellor have been so insistent on shrouding his actions in 

such secrecy? 

Even if the answer to the above questions is unlikely, M. Jagadesh Kumar is guilty of 

undermining the integrity of the selection process for faculty appointments. He has provided 

every reason for all the candidates applying for faculty positions in JNU and the public at large 

to believe that the faculty appointment process in JNU is rigged. 
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 STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF ARTICLE 3 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM: 

DAMAGING THE INTERESTS OF STUDENTS ASPIRING FOR RESEARCH, 

WASTING PUBLIC MONEY AND VIOLATING CEI ACT AND RESERVATION 

POLICY 

 

Under the present Vice Chancellor‘s leadership, admissions to JNU in the year 2017-18 were 

drastically cut by deliberate misuse of the UGC (Minimum Standards and Procedure for Award 

of M.PHIL./PH.D Degrees) Regulations, 2016 and by turning a blind eye to the Central 

Educational Institutions (Reservation in Admission) Act 2006 (henceforth, the CEI Act 2006). 

This has deprived a large number of potential students from gaining admission to a premier 

university of the country. This act was directly in violation of the CEI Act passed by the 

parliament in 2006. The changes in admission policies and shoddy implementation of admissions 

have resulted in a drastic reduction in the intake of students from deprived communities. 

JNU is primarily a research university and typically research programmes account for about two 

thirds of its student strength. In discharging its role as a premier research university, JNU has 

done a stellar national service by training teachers and researchers that are working in 

educational and research institutions all over the country. Stifling research programmes of the 

university would thus have far reaching consequences for functioning of institutions of higher 

education across the country. Many Centres in the university have only MPhil/PhD programmes. 

Except in the School of Languages, teachers do not have the burden of undergraduate teaching. 

Apart from teaching in postgraduate classes, supervising research scholars is their primary 

duty.Stifling research programmes has meant a huge waste of resources in JNU.  

The seat cut was introduced in the most autocratic manner in JNU. The UGC Regulations 2016 

were brought in Part B of the 141
st
 Academic Council meeting, in which student representatives 

were not present, though it was clearly an item that should have been placed in Part A of the 

meeting.Members raised various issues and clarifications were sought. However, the item was 

wrongly recorded in the minutes as passed and members strongly objected to this when the 

minutes of the 141
st
 AC meeting were placed for approval in the 142

nd
 meeting. Members also 

protested that the minutes of the meeting of the Standing Committee of Admissions were 

presented to the 142
nd

 AC meeting even before they were confirmed by members of the Standing 
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Committee of Admissions. Members of the Standing Committee who were present in the 142
nd

 

AC meeting disapproved of those minutes on the floor of the AC meeting.  

The disputed minutes of the AC meetings were placed before the Execute Council before these 

had been confirmed by the AC.  

All further decisions were taken directly by the JNU VC, or by the JNU Administration directly 

under orders from the VC, without consulting the Boards of Studies of Schools or the Academic 

Council of JNU. These included completely flawed calculation of the intake, giving up the policy 

of deprivation points, computation of reserved category seats for each Centre, derecognising the 

Pre-PhD programme in Science Schools, and enforcing 100 per cent weightage to viva-voce 

marks. 

As we attempt to show, the consequences of these decisions, for which the JNU Vice Chancellor 

has been directly responsible, have been disastrous for JNU‘s academic programmes. 

1. Preventing a large number of research scholars from gaining admission to a premier 

university 

As shown in Table 1, number of seats announced by the JNU administration were 84 per cent 

less than the intake approved by the Academic Council for 2017-18. While number of seats 

offered was reduced by 1067, the shoddy implementation resulted in not even 194 research 

students being allowed to take admission. As yet, there is no official document that would tell us 

how many students actually managed to get admitted to different programmes this year. 

Table 1. The extent of the seat cut 

 Seats approved by the 

Academic Council 

Seats announced by JNU 

administration 

M.Phil/Ph.D (or Pre-Ph.D) 987 102 

M.Phil/Ph.D (JRF) 96 28 

Direct Ph.D 178 64 

Total 1261 194 

Source: Document 1 and 2 

2. Wastage of Resources - The CAG had indicted JNU in 2011-12 for not utilizing resources 

fully on account of giving admissions to fewer students than the agreed intake every year[A1]. 
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Even after that, the actual intake in research programmes has been below the 969 candidatesthat 

JNU was required to take as per the CEI Act 2006. In other words, the current strength of 

research students is less than what it would have been had all seats been filled every year. 

Table 2: Actual Admissions to M.Phil/Ph.D programmes in JNU, 2010-11 to 2016-17 

2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 
2013-

14 

2014-

15 

2015-

16 
2016-17 

814 818 885 829 864 924 886 

Source: Admission Data as presented to 141
st
 AC and 42

nd
Annual Report of JNU 

Over this period, strength of the faculty has increased faster than the student intake, so that the 

average number of research scholars (MPhil and PhD students) supervised by a teacher has fallen 

steadily since 2012, and was only 8.5 per teacher in 2016 (Table 3). This simple statistic exposes 

the lie that has been spread about JNU teachers supervising unrealistic number of research 

scholars. 

Table 3: Student and Faculty Strength in JNU 

 Category 

31.3.201

1 

31.3.201

2 

31.3.201

3 

31.3.201

4 

31.3.201

5 

31.3.201

6 

Faculty Strength 470 452 478 522 565 614 

M.Phil/Ph.D Students 3864 4359 4609 4846 4990 5219 

Total Students 6665 7304 7677 8061 8308 8432 

All students per 

teacher 14.18 16.16 16.86 15.44 14.70 13.73 

M.Phil/Ph.D Students 

per teacher 8.22 9.64 9.64 9.28 8.83 8.50 

Source: JNU Annual Reports for Relevant Years 

The seat cut has thus led to a massive waste of the faculty and other resources. As many as 32 

Centres,which a totalfaculty strength of 308, had zero admissions in their M.Phil programmes in 

2017 [See Appendix Table 2 for centre-wise details for those who have a M.Phil/Ph.D integrated 

programme]. This means that 308faculty members, and others who join during this academic 

year, have:  

- no course-work teaching to do in the 2017-18 academic year.  

- no work of supervising M.Phil dissertations in the 2018-19 academic. 
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- no students moving into the Ph.D programme in 2019-20.  

 

These 30 Centres with zero admissions to their research programmes include Centres that only 

have M.Phil/Ph.D programmes and no/limited teaching responsibilities in M.A./M.Sc 

programmes.Even in Centres with a positive intake, the numbers are very small (just 1 in several 

Centres) and therefore most faculty in these Centres will also not have students to supervise for 

their M.Phil dissertations in 2018-19. 

3. Violation of CEI (Reservation in Admission) Act - The Central Educational 

Institutions (Reservation in Admission) Act, 2006 mandated all institutions to increase intake by 

54 per cent over the level of intake in 2006. Clause 5 of the Act states: 

5. Mandatory increase of seats: 

 

(1) Notwithstanding anything contained in clause (iii) of section 3 and in any 

other law for the time being in force, every Central Educational Institution shall, 

with the prior approval of the appropriate authority, increase the number of seats 

in a branch of study or faculty over and above its annual permitted strength so 

that the number of seats, excluding those reserved for the persons belonging to 

the Scheduled Castes, the Scheduled Tribes and the Other Backward Classes, is 

not less than the 
4
[number of such seats available or actually filled, whichever be 

less,] for the academic session immediately preceding the date of the coming into 

force of this Act. 

 

(2) Where, on a representation by any Central Educational Institution, the Central 

Government, in consultation with the appropriate authority, is satisfied that for 

reasons of financial, physical or academic limitations or in order to maintain the 

standards of education, the annual permitted strength in any branch of study or 

faculty of such institution cannot be increased for the academic session following 

the commencement of this Act, it may permit by notification in the Official 

Gazette, such institution to increase the annual permitted strength over a 

maximum period of 
5
[six years] beginning with the academic session following 
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the commencement of this Act; and then, the extent of reservation for the Other 

Backward Classes as provided in clause (iii) of section 3 shall be limited for that 

academic session in such manner that the number of seats available to the Other 

Backward Classes for each academic session are commensurate with the increase 

in the permitted strength for each year. 

 

The seats declared by the JNU administration in 2017-18 were in violation of the CEI Act 2006.  

In 2006-07, the intake for MPhil/PhD and Direct PhD programmes was 683. As a result of the 

CEI Act itself, the seats increased by 54 per cent, to 1055 (Table 4). Intake in almost all the 

programmes in JNU had remained fixed at that level (2006 level + 54 per cent increase) from the 

time the CEI Act was fully implemented until 2016-17. Almost all the increase in intake since 

implementation of the CEI Act 2006 had been on account of new programmes that have been 

started in JNU (see Table 5). 

It is worth noting that the UGC had earlier pressed for implementation of the CEI Act and 

utilization of additional grants given to Universities for enabling expansion [Item 6.02 in A2 and 

revised version in 1.01 (Item 6.02, Page 2) in A3].While the CEI Act originally required the 

universities to expand their capacity and increase intake over a period of three years, this was 

subsequently extended to six years, which came to an end in 2012. 

In a letter dated June 3, 2016 (which is after the 2016 UGC Regulations were finalised), the 

UGC sent a letter to all Central Educational Institutions to comply with the CEI Act [A4]. The 

letter specifically said: 

University may follow the reservation policy in admissions in all courses as per 

provisions contained in the Central Educational Institutions (Reservation in 

Admission) Act, 2006 (Gazette notification dated 04.01.2007) and as amended in 

2012 (Gazette notification dated 20.06.2012). 

The letter included a copy of the Gazette notifications which spelled out the requirement for 

university to maintain a minimum intake as specified in the CEI Act, 2006. However, while the 

JNU VC selectively chose to implement the May 2016 UGC Regulations, he decided to 
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arbitrarily ignore the said letter dated June 3, which required him to implement the provisions of 

the CEI Act in admissions to all courses. 

It is also of note that the intake approved by JNU‘s Academic Council for 2017-18, on which the 

cut was applied by the VC, ensured little more than compliance with the CEI Act, 2006 (Table 

5). 

Table 4: Effect of CEI Act 2006 on Intake for JNU M.Phil/Ph.D and Direct Ph.D Programmes 

Programme Intake in 2006-07 Intake in 2006-07 + 54% 

M.Phil/Ph.D (including JRF) 627 969 

Direct Ph.D 56 86 

Total 683 1055 

[Source: A5 and A6] 

Table 5: Approved Intake for M.Phil/Ph.D programmes, 2006-07, 2016-17 and 2017-18 

School 

Intake 

2006-07 

Approved Intake 2016-17 

Intake 2017-18 Approved by 

AC 

In Old 

Programmes 

In New 

Programmes 

In Old 

Programmes 

In New 

Programmes 

SIS 144 230 8 224 8 

SSS 180 293 47 293 47 

SLLCS 134 211 10 214 13 

Others 116 166 5 163 25 

Total 574 900 70 894 93 

M.Phil/Ph.D 

(JRF) 53 90 8 88 8 

Grand Total 627 990 78 982 101 

Note: Old Programmes refer to those that were in existence in 2006-07 and those started later are 

New Programmes. 

[Source: A5, A7 and A8]  

4. Undermining the affirmative action policy 

4.1 Undermining reservation of seats 
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As per the constitutional mandate, the university is required to reserve 15 per cent seats for 

Scheduled Caste candidates, 7.5 per cent seats for Scheduled Tribe candidates and 27 per cent 

seats for OBC candidates (non-creamy layer).  

In terms of the number of seats that were reserved for these categories, JNU failed to meet this 

constitutional requirement in 2017-18. This was done because the reservations were 

implemented only at the level of individual Centres, and since the number of seats available were 

very few, in many Centres which had some admission, there were no reserved seats for some of 

these categories. 

If these reservation percentages have to be implemented at the level of individual Centres, a 

Centre has to have at least 6 seats to have 1 reserved seat for SC and at least 15 seats to have 1 

reserved seat for ST candidates. Of the 12 Centres/Schools that had admissions for MPhil/PhD 

programmes, 4 had no seat reserved for SC and 10 had no seat reserved for ST. Of the 3 Schools 

that had admissions for MPhil/PhD (JRF), 1 had no seat for SC and none had any seat for ST. 

For 11 Centres/Schools that had Direct PhD admission, 7 had no seats for ST and 10 had no seats 

for ST candidates (Table 6). 

Table 6. Number of Centres/Schools which had admissions but no seats for SC and ST 

candidates 

 Number of Centres/ 

Schools with 

admission 

No seats reserved 

for SC candidates 

No seats reserved 

for ST candidates 

Mphil/Phd 12 4 10 

Mphil/PHD (JRF) 3 1 3 

Direct PhD 11 7 10 

Source: Computed from A8. 

4.2 Barring qualified candidates from selection on reserved seats 

Even in Centres/Schools where some seats were reserved, very few candidates were able to get 

admissions. The statutory provisions require that candidates from reserved categories (SC, ST, 

OC (non-creamy layer) and Differently-abled) are given a relaxation of 5 percentage points in 
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entrance tests. This was given up last year and all candidates were required to get 50 per cent 

marks in the qualifying exam. 

According to the UGC Regulation 2016, the admissions to MPhil/PhD process take place in a 

two-stage process. The first stage requires candidates to clear a qualifying entrance exam. All 

students who qualify the exam are then required to appear in an interview through which 

candidates are selected given the number of seats. 

Without going into the merit of the prescribed selection process, we would like to submit that the 

manner in which JNU implemented the regulation was wrong and illegal. As per the UGC 

Regulation 2016, everyone who qualifies the first stage of exam is deemed qualified and thus 

eligible depending upon the availability of seats and other resources (for example, supervisor in 

the proposed area of work). However, JNU administration decided to pick a leaf from the earlier 

system of admissions in JNU, and imposed a passing mark in the scores given in the interviews. 

As a result, a number of candidates who had qualified and may have been admitted, were 

prevented from gaining admission because JNU imposed a passing mark of 30 per cent in the 

interview without having made this clear to either the candidates or the interview panel. In fact, 

there were no guidelines this year on how the candidates were to be scored. There were no 

guidelines that spelt out that candidates had to obtain any passing marks. Centres used different 

scales and methods to rank candidates, without any idea that a passing mark would be imposed 

on the score given to the candidates. A significant number of candidates from reserved categories 

were thus wrongly disqualified in the second stage. 

4.3 Doing away with the system of deprivation points 

It may also be noted that the JNU has a long history of using deprivation points to help 

candidates who have been a victim of caste, class and gender disadvantage gain admission to 

various points. After reservations were introduced, deprivation points were given to candidates 

from backward regions, to Kashmiri migrants and to women/transgender candidates. This system 

of deprivation points has historically been crucial in ensuring that JNU remained accessible to 

candidates who had faced various kinds of disadvantages and lack of opportunity. The system of 
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deprivation points was widely hailed as a model of affirmative action that needed to be emulated 

by other institutions. 

However, the current Vice Chancellor, without any approval of the Academic Council, decided 

to do away with the system of deprivation points for admission to research programmes. The 

direct implication of this would have been a reduction in intake of students from backward 

regions and of women/transgender candidates. The University administration must provide data 

to verify how many such students managed to gain admission last year, and how this compares 

with JNU‘s performance in earlier years.  

4.4 Making the admission process subject to greater arbitrariness and subjectivity 

Over the last few years, JNU community has debated the need to reduce subjectivity in selection 

of candidates through interviews. JNU Student Union had been demanding a reduction in the 

weightage of Viva Voce marks (from 30 per cent to 15 per cent) in admissions to MPhil/PhD 

programmes. This was an important item of agenda of the 141
st
 and 142

nd
 meeting of the 

Academic Council and was debated at length in both the meetings. While opinion of members 

varied on the quantum of reduction of Viva Voce marks, most members (including JNU 

administration) had agreed that the Viva Voce marks should be reduced. However, in a complete 

turnaround, JNU Administration decided to make Viva Voce the only stage on which final 

selection for MPhil/PhD and Direct PhD programmes depended. In order to justify their position 

it was falsely made out as if the Nafey Committee, which was constituted to review the 

weightage of viva-voce marks in MPhil/PhD admission, was concerned with viva weightage of 

programmes other than M.Phil/Ph.D. In reality, the Nafey Committee report did not deal with 

programmes other than M.Phil/Ph.D at all. 

The minutes of item 5 of the 141 (A) Meeting of the Academic Council (23 

December) state: 

05 Considered the recommendations of a Committee constituted by the Vice-

Chancellor to look into the demand of the students‟ representatives to reduce 

the viva-voce marks from 30% to 10-15% as per the resolution of the 

140
th

Academic Council meeting held on May 27, 2016. 
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The Report of the Committee under the Chairpersonship of Prof. Abdul Nafey was 

considered in detail. The students‘ representatives also participated in the entire 

process expressing their views on viva-voce marks. Keeping in mind the demands 

of the students to reduce the weightage of Viva marks to prevent the perceived 

discrimination, the Vice-Chancellor proposed zero weightage to viva. However, 

there were divergent views in the Academic Council on acceptance of the 

recommendations of Nafey Committee. No consensus could be arrived at the 

quantum of weightage for viva. The Chairperson of the Academic Council, 

therefore, suggested that the Centres/Schools may give either 20% weightage or 

follow the current system of assigning 30% to viva voce in programmes other than 

M.Phil./Ph.D. which would now be regulated as per UGC notification dated 5
th

May, 

2016.  

This created an extremely unfortunate situation that students had to be selected merely on the 

basis of Viva Voce that lasted a few minutes. Given the large number of candidates who apply 

for JNU‘s very prestigious research programmes, in most Centres, number of seats were barely 

10-15 per cent of the number of candidates who had qualified the entrance test. Given that, 

selection on the basis of a short interview is fundamentally unfair.  

4.5 Lack of transparency 

As per JNU‘s ordinances, the Vice Chancellor is obliged to report to the Academic Council the 

actual number of candidates that have been admitted in different programmes. However, the VC 

has neither called the Academic Council meeting so far nor has he made public any information 

on actual admissions. 

Information collected by JNUTA from various Centres/Schools showed that of 139 seats in 

various research programmes announced by JNU administration, admissions were given to only 

74 candidates. In all of the university, only 3 candidates from SC category, 1 candidate from ST 

category, 13 candidates from OBC categories, and none from Differently-abled category got 

admission [A9]. Of the few candidates belonging to these categories, some had qualified to get 

admission under the General category. As a result, the actual intake under the reserved categories 

was even lower. 

5. Inconsistencies between computation of intake for 2017-18 and 2018-19 
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JNU administration under the current VC have been unable to implement even the May 2016 

UGC regulations properly and consistently. While the administration issued guidelines for 

computing the intake for 2017-18 [A10] and 2018-19 [A11],these have not been used to do the 

actual calculation of intakes.  

As per these guidelines, while faculty members who have excess students cannot supervise any 

new students until the number of their students fall below the ceiling, faculty members who have 

vacancies are eligible to take new students. However, in 2017-18, in reality, the administration 

cancelled vacancies of faculty members against excess students of other faculty members, 

resulting in very little intake. They have not done that in 2018-19, which is one of the reasons for 

a substantial increase in intake of Direct PhD students from 64 in 2017-18 [A12] to 339 in 2018-

19 [A13].  The irrationality of the calculation is shown by the fact that 339 is well above the 

figure that used to be admitted before 2017 to Direct Ph,D while the intake for integrated 

M.Phil/Ph.D  – the main route of entry into research programmes - is still well below. This is 

true even individually for many Centres! 

In 2017-18, JNU administration also insisted that science schools in JNU had to discontinue the 

Pre-PhD programmes through which students with MSc degrees could register for PhD. This was 

an important route for admission to PhD programmes in subjects in which MPhil programmes do 

not exist, including in JNU.  

In a letter dated August 22, 2017 [A13], the UGC has clarified that candidates with postgraduate 

degrees with at least 55% marks are indeed eligible for admission to PhD. And therefore the 

University Administration‘s position has been shown to be false. 

Consequently, in 2018-19, the Pre-PhD programmes have been merged with the Direct PhD 

programmes, another change that explains the substantial increase in Direct PhD seats between 

2017-18 and 2018-19. 

In fact, the fact that JNU has announced an intake of 339 for Direct PhD in 2018-19 raises the 

question as to why many of these seats were not open for admission in 2017-18? 
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On the other hand, in 2018-19, JNU administration refused to allow for the possibility that a 

student could do MPhil with one supervisor who has vacancies for MPhil students and do PhD 

with another supervisor who has vacancies for PhD students. As a result, many faculty members 

who had vacancies for MPhil students were not allowed to take MPhil students. As a result, even 

in 2018-19, the intake announced for MPhil programmes is only 381 [A12]. 

As per JNU‘s programmes, MPhil is a two-year degree, of which the first year comprises course 

work. While teachers are engaged in teaching these students in the classroom, there is no burden 

of research supervision for these students. In most Centres, allocation of supervisors takes place 

only at the end of the first year. Despite this, the university has insisted that these students will 

have to be accounted for as being supervised by somebody. This irrationally inflates the number 

of students needing ‗supervision‘ which then form the basis for application of caps.This has been 

the most important reason for a massive reduction in intake of MPhil students since 2017-18. 

Summing up 

Under the current Vice Chancellor‘s leadership, JNU has seen a drastic reduction in number of 

seats in research programmes. This reduction has been directly in violation of the CEI Act of 

2006 and has resulted in a colossal waste of resources that had been provided to JNU for 

implementing the CEI Act. Faculty members in many Centres are unable to teach because no 

admissions to MPhil programmes took place. The manner in which the UGC Regulations of 

2016 have been implemented and admissions undertaken have not only undone valuable aspects 

of affirmative action policies in JNU and have resulted in depriving a large number of very 

deserving candidates from deprived categories from gaining admission to JNU. 

As we have shown, the current Vice Chancellor is singularly responsible for these and must be 

held accountable. 

Defence “Statement” on behalf of the Vice Chancellor on Article 2 

10. As per the UGC Regulations 2010, the panel of experts for Selection Committees needs 

the approval of the relevant statutory body of the University. In JNU‘s case, the relevant 

statutory body is the Executive Council given the powers vested in the Council vide 
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Statute 14. The extract from the Statute given below clearly makes the Executive Council 

the appointing authority for faculty and its is only required to consult the Academic 

Council on the number, qualifications and emoluments of teachers.  

 

11. Regulation M-18 was adopted by the Executive Council and it was within its powers to 

amend the said regulation too. The part of the amendment adopted at the 269
th

 meeting of 

the Executive Council held on 18
th

 September 2017 which removed the requirement of 

panel of experts proposed by Centres to be placed directly before the Executive Council 

without requiring the approval of the Academic Council is perfectly in order in the light 

of what has been said in Serial No. 1 above. 

12. Clause (xiv) of Statute 14 further empowers the Executive Council: 

 

If, therefore, the Executive Council has authorized the Vice-Chancellor to add names to 

the panel of experts and seek post-facto approval for the same, it has acted within its 
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powers.   

13. It follows from the points raised in Serial Nos. 1 to 3 that the additions of names by the 

Vice-Chancellor to the panel of experts for Selection Committees for recruitment of 

faculty are not in violation of the UGC‘s 2010 Regulations or Statute 27 of the University 

as any names added by the Vice-Chancellor would be deemed to have approval of the 

relevant statutory body both before as well as after their formal approval by the Executive 

Council.   

14. Also, since confidentiality about the identities of experts has to be maintained in a 

sensitive matter like appointments, placing all details of experts before the Council at the 

time of approval simply because some members want to know them is also inappropriate. 

The same applies to sharing details of Selection Committee minutes – the final 

recommendations of Selection Committees should be respected even if some members 

dissent.  

15. Finally, on the issue of the public credibility of the selection process of faculty and 

dangers of misuse of powers - the Vice-Chancellor should be trusted to have the best 

interests of the University he heads in mind and act accordingly. That is in any case an 

underpinning of the statutory provisions which make the Vice-Chancellor the Chair of the 

Selection Committee and empower him/her to select the experts from the approved panel. 

In view of what has been said above (Serial Nos. 1 to 6), there is no basis for the charge that 

the Vice-Chancellor is guilty of undermining the integrity of the faculty selection process.  

 

Defence “Statement” on behalf of the Vice Chancellor on Article 3 

1. The UGC Regulations on M.Phil and Ph.D
1
 degrees were notified under the clauses of 

the UGC Act which empower it to make such regulations specifying minimum standards 

and requirements for conferment of degrees which are mandatory for Universities to 

adhere too without any deviation. This has been upheld by Court decisions too.  

                                                           
1
 University Grants Commission (Minimum Standards and Procedure for Award of M.PHIL./PH.D Degrees) 

Regulations, 2016 
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2. The University is also required by the regulations to issue a certificate prior to award of 

the degree stating that the degree has been awarded in accordance with the provisions of 

the UGC regulations 2016. Without such a certificate, the M.Phil and Ph.D degrees 

awarded to students may not be recognized. Therefore it was not in the interests of 

students receiving these degrees that the University wilfully violate the provisions of the 

UGC Regulations. 

3. The determination of intake for research programmes, and the procedure followed for the 

admissions were as per the UGC 2016 Regulations and directions of the Honourable 

High Court
2
. The requirement of 50 per cent in the entrance test as the uniform qualifying 

mark is derived from those regulations as was the requirement that the written 

examination would only be qualifying. Different minimum eligibility marks for 

admissions – with appropriate relaxation for admissions under reserved categories - were 

applied to the viva-voce as per the existing decisions of the JNU Academic Council. 

Reservation policy was applied as per the rules on the intake determined on the basis of 

the regulations. 

4. Once the cap on number of M.Phil/Ph.D students per supervisor (Clause 6.5 of the UGC 

2016 Regulations) came into force, the intake became dynamic - to be determined every 

year keeping in mind the existing faculty and research scholars‘ strengths. As such, to 

claim that there was a ‗cut‘ in the intake is without basis. Also, since faculty recruitment 

is now being given top priority, the capacity of the University to take in students in 

research programmes can also be expected to increase rapidly. 

5. The pre-existing UGC Regulations 2009 also had placed caps on the permissible number 

of research students per supervisor. Part of the problem resulted from the fact that JNU 

did not adhere to those caps as a result of which it already had an excessive number of 

students.  The present JNU Administration did not want to repeat that mistake. It can be 

seen that the intake for 2916-19 is already more than in 2017-18  

6. Since the intake in research programmes has to be inherently dynamic if standards are to 

                                                           
2
 Judgement on W.P.(C) 1557/2017 & CM 7018/2017 delivered on 16 March 2016 
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be maintained by avoiding overload of supervisors, there is no ground for calculation of 

intake on the basis of Clause 5 of the CEI Act 2006. The clause is being adhered to in 

admissions to undergraduate and Masters programmes. Moreover, the Parliament of India 

which enacted the CEI Act 2006 has not overruled the UGC 2016 Regulations and 

declared them invalid.    

In view of what has been said above (Serial Nos. 1 to 6), there is no basis for the Vice-

Chancellor being guilty as charged under Article 3 of the Charge memorandum. 

 

 OBSERVATIONS MADE BY THE JURY MEMBERS ON ARTICLE 2 and 3 

GAUHAR RAZA, FORMER PROF. ACSIR, CHIEF SCIENTIST and POET 

After listening the argument in the favour of the JNU VC during the proceedings and before that 

arguments against him that charges has been put,  I get an idea that JNU is being moved 

backward.  VC consider himself living in 15
th

 and 16
th

 century where his word should be allowed 

like a king. He probably does not have idea that there is no more king, and JNU is not his 

kingdom. He has to move according to laws, rule and regulations. In my opinion he has violated 

large numbers of rules and regulations. I am astounded that he is still holding the post of VC of 

JNU. I am amazed that you patient and patient of the students that they are not demanding the 

immediate dismissing of the VC. I think that VC has come to the university with some kind of 

mandate not only to violate the rules and rules and regulation but push to the university towards 

closer which is very dangerous thing to be happen. This university is one of the precious 

universities of this country and it is very unfortunate. I think charges against him are well argued 

and I think that one should demand immediate dismissal of the VC.  

KIRTI JAIN: FORMER DIRECTOR, NATIONAL SCHOOL OF DRAMA, NEW DELHI 

I would like to express my thanks to JNUTA for the privilege to be part of your struggle which is 

an extremely significant struggle to protect and safeguard the academic standards of a reputed 

university as also its inclusive and democratic conventions. What I heard that day of the charges 

against the VC and the administration really saddened me and shocked me. I knew that there was 

constant attempt at subverting the due processes of governance with no concern for academic 
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standards, but the extent of these and the impunity with which they are being carried out is really 

shocking.  

The matter of selection Committees for Faculty needs immediate attention as induction of even 

one mediocre faculty member through handpicked Selection Committees has the potential of 

ruining the department for at least thirty years to come and therefore several generations of 

students. A reputation for excellence so painstakingly built by the University and the faculty by 

its commitment and hard work would be ruined for good. Any further appointments through this 

tainted process should to be sought to be stayed by legal or other means till the whole matter is 

investigated. the violations of the statutes are so obvious that the UGC should have stepped in 

and stopped the autocratic decisions of the VC. If they have not fulfilled their mandate the 

Chancellor and the courts are the only recourse.  

About Article 3 of the statute it is sad that in a country where avenues for serious research are so 

limited, hundreds of students were denied opportunity for admission where facilities were 

available. This opportunity once lost cannot be availed by students. The authorities who took this 

arbitrary decision should be accountable for this loss. And in denying rightful admission to 

reserve category students they are defying / violating decisions taken by the Indian Parliament ie 

the CEI Act and Reservation Policy. These are indeed very serious violations and should be 

deemed Anti National. They should face serious penal action for these violations.  

I know I am not saying anything new but this is just to put my concern and anxiety on the 

violations on record. I fail to understand that when we want to put India on the world map why 

on earth would we want to destroy a reputed institution which is respected for its high academic 

standards and rigour in research practices. 

UTSA PATNAIK: EMERITA PROFESSOR, CESP, JNU 

JNUTA should be congratulated on carrying out a valuable information dissemination exercise 

by organizing the presentation, in a serious and detailed manner, of the evidence of violation of 

University statutes and ordinances at the highest levels. I have taught in this university for 37 

years, I still remain connected to this university as an emeritus professor, I visit regularly and I 

still supervise my old PhD students who have re-registered. Yet even I was not aware of the 

depth and extent of the violation of the JNU statutes and regulations before listening to the 
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presentations. The Act which set up JNU in 1966 was an Act of Indian Parliament.  Violation the 

provisions of the Act are the serious matter - It should be a matter of national concern, not only a 

concern of the JNU communities. It is very clear from the detailed presentation of the charges 

that VC has not only violated the JNU Act, and the JNU ordinances  governing the democratic 

functioning of academic decision making bodies; in the process, we have witnessed effective 

violation of the national policy of reservation and of  affirmative action. These matters are 

extremely serious. The presenters of the charges have tried to be as fair as possible, they have 

asked that whether it is a matter of ignorance and inexperience, that a person holding the highest 

administrative post has undertaken the actions detailed by them. But from the systematic, 

repeated and blatant manner in which gross violations of statutes and regulations have been 

carried out, it is clear that these violations are willful and deliberate.  

As previous jury members have already emphasized, a university should be a space for 

completely free expression of views and of unrestricted debate. Some 2000 years ago, Aristotle 

had pointed out that any argument which is an argument ad baculum is a fallacious argument (ad 

baculum refers to violence in any form against the person with whom you disagree) and such an 

‗argument‘ which intimidates is not a valid form of argument. A University is the space where 

there may well be very different, even completely opposite view points but persons holding these 

diverse views should be able to meet and engage with each other through rational discourse. But 

clearly what is happening, judging from the measures that have been taken, and considering the 

totality of these measures, it seems that the basic objective in recent months has been to destroy 

this space for freedom of expression and rational debate. The objective seems to be to promote 

some particular views and some particular ideas to the exclusion of dissent. I would draw you 

attention towards the word – much used in the last few years that is corruption. The word 

corruption is generally associated with monetary or material gain, but there is such a thing as 

intellectual corruption too which is even more dangerous and heinous.  Under intellectual 

corruption I would include the abandoning of the basic ethical and moral values which underlie 

civilized behaviour. When there is a complete giving up of the idea of fair play, of even-

handedness and hence an abandoning of basic ethical and moral values in dealing with students 

and teachers, there is a descent into intellectual corruption.  
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Rules, Statutes, and regulation do not exist in the abstract - they are formulated on the basis of 

certain principles. Their purpose is to ensure as far as possible, transparency in the functioning of 

decision making bodies, fair play and no discrimination either in admission processes for 

students or selection processes of the academic staff of the university. No discrimination should 

arise on the basis of gender, caste, social and economic background or political views, and these 

are the principles on which this University was founded and has always striven to realize. And 

giving up these values what I call intellectual corruption. I would say that this public hearing has 

served the very valuable purpose of disseminating what is going wrong with JNU. This may be 

only a rehearsal, but it has to be converted into legal reality. The arguments that have been 

presented today, to my mind, provide a very strong legal case for class action. By class action 

one means not action by individuals but action by teachers as a class – there is always strength in 

numbers, and arbitrary administrative actions cannot be meekly submitted to. For all teachers 

taken as a class, it is clear that their basic work conditions, their conditions of service are being 

violated. The work condition under they teach, the condition under which the number of the 

student they get to teach and supervise is being violated and their right to participate effectively 

in the democratic decision making bodies of the University is being violated as well.  Above all 

the basic moral rationale of being a teacher is being violated when students and teachers alike are 

subjected to capricious and arbitrary administrative actions.  I urge the JNUTA to explore legal 

redress particularly on the basis of class action, for which very strong grounds exist.   
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 ARTICLE 4 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM: HARASSING TEACHERS AND 

DENYING THEM THEIR LEGITIMATE DUES 

 ARTICLE 5 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM: ASSAULTING DEMOCRACY 

AND PROMOTING AUTHORITARIANISM 

MEMBERS OF THE JURY 

 Anand Kumar, Retired Professor of Sociology from JNU. 

 Bezwada Wilson, Prominent social activist and Convener of the Safai Karamchari 

Andolan. 

 Vinod Dua, Distinguished Senior Journalist. 

 Zoya Hasan, Retired Professor of Politics from JNU. 

 

 STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF ARTICLE 4 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM: 

HARASSING TEACHERS AND DENYING THEM THEIR LEGITIMATE DUES 

It shouldn‘t need emphasizing that teachers play a critical role in the University and it is the 

responsibility of the Administration to ensure that teachers are provided with such conducive 

environment that  they are able to discharge their duties optimally. However, under the 

leadership of the current Vice-Chancellor, many teachers have been subjected by the 

Administration to undue and morale damaging harassment. So common has become this 

situation that almost every teacher confronts a situation where they don‘t know what crisis is 

going to befall them tomorrow. It is as if no opportunity is being spared by the Vice-Chancellor 

to harass teachers and deny them their rights and respect. Given their sheer number and 

circumstances in which teachers are vulnerable to victimization, it is not possible to delineate all 

the cases. The following instances, however, serve as illustrations of the larger phenomenon. 

1. All University teachers are eligible for promotion under the Career Advancement Scheme 

spelt out in the relevant UGC Regulations, which become applicable in JNU through Ordinance 

2 of the University. All promotions require the teacher to have completed a certain number of 

years of qualifying service before they can be considered for promotion. The fact that teachers 

being considered for promotion could have rendered service at some other institution prior to 
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their appointment in JNU means that there is a question of how that past service should be 

treated for determining the date of eligibility for promotion. Clause 6.6.1 of Ordinance 2 lays 

down the relevant rules in this regard. To facilitate implementation, wherever it was considered 

necessary to consider and assess details, the University has formed a committee from time to 

time to verify and make recommendations to the Executive Council. 

The provisions of Ordinance 2 including those on past service were amended in the light of the 

UGC Regulations 2010 w.e.f 31.12.2008 after extensive deliberation vide Resolution 

No.6.1/EC/13.07.2011 of the Executive Council and the same have been in implementation since 

2012. 

Based on the rules and process described above, cases of past service counting have been from 

time to time approved by the JNU Executive Council (Annexure 1 to this Statement is one 

example). Of these cases approved before Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar became the Vice-

Chancellor of JNU, the interviews for several had been held and their promotions processed. 

Some, however, were left pending for no fault of theirs but simply because they could not be 

completed before the end of the tenure of the previous Vice-Chancellor. Instead of taking these 

cases to their logical conclusion, however, Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar put them on hold and 

ordered a fresh review of eighteen cases that had already been approved by the Executive 

Council. Subsequently, he has come in the way of resolving the matter and put them on hold by 

engineering a needless reference of these cases to the UGC – which is nothing but a convenient 

way of stalling any resolution. Such a selective and discriminatory review by the University of 

its own decision is unprecedented and all it has achieved is that these 18 teachers and others are 

still waiting for their promotions to be processed – 21 months after Professor M. Jagadesh 

Kumar took over as Vice Chancellor. Moreover, none of them knows what will exactly happen 

and when if at all their promotions will be possible. 

2. In one case, an apparent audit objection has been misused to even harass someone who had 

already been promoted. Notably, the individual concerned has been an elected member of the 

Executive Council and had raised her voice against irregularities. The promotion of the teacher 

concerned had been processed in accordance with the existing rules applicable to all and without 

any special consideration being shown – as such there was no irregularity. Instead of replying to 

the audit observation in an appropriate manner, however, the University chose to send a recovery 
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notice to the teacher concerned and that too without bringing the matter to the Executive 

Council. Subsequently, this case has also been referred to the UGC for ‗clarification‘ (vide 

resolution 6.3 of the 268
th 

EC). 

3. The Vice Chancellor has also been singularly responsible for denial of promotions and severe 

loss to faculty by manipulating the decisions of Selection Committees and the Executive Council 

in flagrant violation of the relevant UGC regulations and the JNU Statutes derived from them. 

These denials have no academic basis and have the solitary objective of targeting those whom 

the Vice Chancellor considers as not in his camp. 

Once a teacher meets the eligibility requirements for promotion to the next stage set out in the 

UGC Regulations and the corresponding University Statutes and Ordinance - in terms of the 

necessary years of qualifying service and the minimum API points required under the PBAS - 

which are scrutinized and verified by the University‘s IQAC, he/she is required to appear before 

a duly constituted Selection Committee/Screening cum Evaluation Committee which has to do 

an expert assessment.  

Two faculty members of the Centre for English Studies were interviewed by the Selection 

Committee Committee on 30
th

 May 2017 chaired by Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar for 

promotion from Associate Professor to Professor (w.e.f. 21.8.2014 in one case and 17.09.2016 in 

the other). All the candidates met the minimum eligibility requirements and the University‘s 

IQAC had accordingly cleared these three cases.   

Strangely, in both cases, the reported ‗recommendations‘ of the Selection Committee were the 

same – that the candidates ―may reappear for CAS interview after three months‖. This was 

conveyed to them through letters from the Academic Branch dated June 12, 2017 (See Annexure 

for instance Letter No. Acad.I/SLL&CS/1(390)/5301/Acad/). How did the Selection Committee 

come to give this unusual ‗recommendation‘, which included no explicit statement that the 

candidates were found unsuitable for promotion, in all three cases except under the guidance of 

the Chair? In the same Centre, a Screening Cum Evaluation Committee to consider an 

application for promotion from Assistant Professor with AGP of Rs. 6000 to AGP of Rs. 7000 

(w.e.f. 20.11.2012) had given a similar odd recommendation. 
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Subsequently, on 23
rd

 June 2017, one of the affected teachers represented to the Vice-Chancellor 

in his capacity as Chairperson of Executive Council under the University‘s Statute 14 (x) which 

empowers the Council " to entertain, adjudicate upon, and if it thinks fit, to redress any 

grievances of the salaried officers, the teaching staff and other employees of the University who 

may for any reasons feel aggrieved". Using this same clause as a pretext, the Vice Chancellor 

had sought earlier to interfere in a GSCASH enquiry (as mentioned in the statement on Article 6 

of the charge memorandum). However, in this instance, the appeal was never placed before the 

Council when it met for its 268
th

 Meeting on 30
th

 June 2017. In that same meeting however, 

the Executive Council was asked to ratify the orders issued on the basis of the recommendation 

of the Selection Committee in all three cases of the faculty of the Centre for English Studies. 

When this agenda item came up in the meeting, with the same Vice-Chancellor in the Chair who 

had chaired the Selection Committee, the grounds for the Selection Committee 

recommendation were not placed before the Council and like in every other case, the 

Selection Committee minutes were not shared (as explained in the statement on Article 2 of the 

charge memorandum).  

Instead, the issue of the UGC Regulations on promotions was selectively raised by the 

Administration to maneuver the EC into revising the order issued and increase the length of time 

after which these teachers could be re-assessed from three months to one year and pushing their 

date of eligibility to later - by at least two years in one case, four years in the second and almost 

6 years in the third.  

Extract from Minutes of 268
th

 EC  

4.23 Approved the recommendations of the Selection Committees for various faculty positions in 

the University as per details given below:- 

……….. 

*Note: In case of Sl. Nos. 11, 16 and 17 the Executive Council decided that these cases will have 

to be re-assessed only after a minimum period of one year as per UGC Regulations, 2010. The 

date of promotion shall be the date on which he/she has successfully got reassessed. 

One of the members wanted to know the details of differing views, if any, recorded by the 

expert(s) in their recommendations for recruitment/promotion cases. 
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On this point, the Executive Council held the view that wisdom of the Selection Committee 

should be respected and honoured irrespective of one or two differing views since Selection 

Committee normally consists seven members. 

 

Extract from Comments of Elected Teacher Representative on Minutes 

The issue of inability to endorse the recommendations of selection committees applies 

particularly to the cases where promotions of faculty members fulfilling all the requirements 

have been denied on grounds that were not shared with the Executive Council. In three cases (S. 

Nos 11, 16 and 17), the draft minutes themselves contain a glaring contradiction – they state on 

the one hand that ―the Executive Council held the view that wisdom of the Selection Committee 

should be respected‖ and on the other also contain a part overruling the recommendations of the 

Selection Committees in these three cases by replacing three months with a year. If the argument 

in favour of the latter is that it is to bring the decision in line with the rules, that only constitutes 

an additional ground for not accepting the recommendation of the selection committees in these 

three cases. For one, what the selection committees have recommended had they been made 

aware that the rules specify that the candidate can only reappear after one year is not known. 

Secondly, irrespective of the period specified in the recommendation (3 months or a year), the 

recommendation asking the candidates to reappear itself is not consistent with the mandate given 

to selection committees/ screening committees by the rules of CAS promotion. 

 

Extract from Letter by elected representatives dated 6 July 2017, before the draft minutes 

of 268
th

 were prepared and circulated.. 

It has also come to our notice that a faculty member has submitted a representation under Statute 

14 (x) against one order that came up for ratification and which was issued reportedly on the 

basis of the recommendation of a Selection Committee. Since Statute 14 (x) was only very 

recently invoked to back a decision of the Council, we are sure you are aware that it empowers 

the Executive Council to consider and adjudicate on any grievance of a salaried officer of the 

University. This said representation, however, was not placed before the Executive Council. By 
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bringing the order for ratification to the Council but not placing before the council the 

representation against it, the University Administration is guilty of violating a statutory provision 

as well as a basic principle of justice. 

In other words, the Executive Council neither ratified an existing order issued on the basis of the 

recommendation of a Selection Committee nor did the fresh order it authorized flow from 

acceptance of the recommendation of a Selection Committee. The Vice-Chancellor thus 

engineered in his capacity as Chair of the two bodies, two irregular decisions that were also 

incompatible with each other. The irregularities were pointed out but the Vice-Chancellor chose 

to ignore these objections.   

Before the 269
th

 meeting of the Executive Council, the affected teacher again wrote to the 

Executive Council drawing attention to the irregularities (Annexure 2 to this Statement). That 

letter is self-explanatory.  

In the 269
th

 Meeting, the Vice Chancellor completely ignored this representation like he had the 

earlier appeal . When it was raised in the meeting by elected representatives, he refused to 

respond to the questions raised and in the minutes the deliberations were completely obliterated 

Extract from Comments of Elected Representative 

2.Item 3: Report of Action Taken on the Minutes of the 268
th

Meeting of the EC - The draft 

minutes, in the section on observations, are silent on at least three matters that came up for 

discussion: 

- In the case of denial of promotions to faculty members and amendment of the recommendation 

by the Executive Council of the recommendations of the Selection Committee (Item 4.23 in the 

ATR), I had raised the issue of the representation made by one of them and the fact that it 

pointed towards the fact that Selection Committee recommendation as well as the Executive 

Council decision may be inconsistent with the UGC Regulations and JNU‘s Statutes unless the 

Selection Committee had given the candidate less than 50 per cent in the overall evaluation 

based on the stipulated criteria and the weighting pattern. No satisfactory answer was, however, 

provided as to why this was incorrect and nor was the House informed that the Selection 

Committee had indeed done such an evaluation. 



85 

 

 

It is clear that no procedural questions about the denial of promotion could have been raised had 

the Expert Assessment actually given a score of less than 50 per cent to the candidates and found 

them all unsuitable for promotion. In such a case, however, the Selection Committee 

recommendation and minutes could have been easily shared with the Executive Council - so why 

this subterfuge? A very plausible explanation is that the Vice-Chancellor was prejudiced against 

the candidates but would have found it impossible to ‗persuade‘ the Selection Committee to 

unanimously give a score below 50 per cent given the academic credentials of the candidates. He 

then opted for a different strategy of getting them to accept what they thought was a 

recommendation that would only delay the promotions by a few months but not do too much 

damageto the teachers‘ interests. Then he used that recommendation to manipulate the EC into 

taking it as a denial of promotion and deferring their date of eligibility – doing severe damage to 

their interests.  

4. The Vice-Chancellor has also failed to resolve the issue of salaries to be paid to Re-Employed 

Teachers and JNU continues to enact what can only be called a travesty of rule implementation. 

All employees including teachers get as salary a basic pay which depends on their designation 

and experience as well as a Dearness Allowance which depends on the increase in price-level 

since the basic pay structure was originally fixed (currently the DA is more than 125 per cent of 

the Basic). Other allowances such as HRA are also payable to them according to rules. JNU, 

however, has a category of teachers – those who are re-employed after their superannuation – 

who are only paid the basic salary they are entitled to (net of any adjustment of pension). In other 

words, they are paid the same amount today as would have been payable to someone at the same 

level almost 11 years ago on 1 January 2006 when the existing pay scales were implemented, 

and that too without allowances. This completely irrational interpretation of some 

communications from the UGC regarding the method of fixation of pay of re-employed teachers 

persists despite the facts that: 

a) All Central Universities received in April 2013 a letter from the UGC which spelt out clearly 

the method of determination of salaries of re-employed teachers stating that these would be 

governed by DOPT letter of 05.04.2010 (Annexure 3 to this Statement ) and made it clear that 
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once their basic pay is fixed, re-employed teachers are entitled to receive allowances such as DA 

and HRA like any other regular employee); and 

b) JNU being aware, on the basis of its own query prompted by the matter being repeatedly 

raised in the Executive Council, that its practice is at variance with that in other Central 

Universities which too are governed by the same UGC Rules (Annexure 4 to this Statement)  

While the problem of incorrect pay fixation of re-employed teachers started before Professor M. 

Jagadesh Kumar became Vice-Chancellor of JNU, in the 21 months of his tenure there has been 

no movement towards elimination of a practice that is neither reasonable nor rational. The 

question to ask is why after having checked with other Central Universities about their practice 

does the Vice-Chancellor not follow what is the logical next step? Why is a problem like this 

kept pending by again and again seeking clarifications from the UGC of which Professor M. 

Jagadesh Kumar himself is a member?  

5. From the very beginning of his tenure, Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar has been insisting on a 

practice of ‗interviewing‘ faculty members before their appointment as Chairpersons and Deans. 

They are also required to submit in writing their individual ‗vision statements‘ without which the 

appointment orders are not issued. Originally instituted by the Vice-Chancellor as part of his 

partially thwarted attempt to do away with the non-discretionary system of rotational 

appointment by order of seniority, this practice is being continued even when the next in order of 

seniority is to be appointed.  

Positions of Deans and Chairpersons involve individual faculty members taking turns at 

discharging duties in addition to their basic responsibilities as faculty members that are essential 

to the faculty, the Centres and the Schools collectively discharging their academic functions. 

They are neither positions for which any open selection is involved nor do they constitute 

additional ‗rewards‘ available to members of the faculty.  

Even as it goes against the spirit of collective functioning, the procedure being followed by the 

Vice-Chancellor before Chairpersons and Deans are appointed subjects the faculty member 

concerned to the individual indignity of having to prove their credentials for doing their duty, 

which is compounded by the treatment that is often meted out to them in these ‗interviews‘ 

which are often conducted like interrogations.  
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The appointments of wardens of hostels also become subject to a similar process. Ordinance 

12.1.1. spells out the procedure for appointment of faculty members as wardens, envisaging also 

a process of renewal of appointments. 

Ordinance 12.1.1 

The Wardens for Hostels shall be appointed by the Vice-Chancellor on the recommendation of 

the Provost to the Dean of Students for a period of two years in the first instance. The term 

would be renewable on the recommendation of the Provost to the Dean of Students. The Vice-

Chancellor may, however, terminate the assignment of the Warden by giving at least one 

month‘s notice. 

Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar has not only insisted on conducting interviews for appointments of 

new wardens against vacancies but also for renewal of terms, something that has always been a 

routine matter. In these interviews too, the faculty members have been again subject to 

humiliating questioning with the added threat of being suddenly deprived of housing facilities. 

The actual results of such decision-making make it evident that arbitrariness, favouritism and 

discrimination have characterized the decision-making process on appointments of wardens. 

Thus, among 28 cases of renewal of appointment as wardens, 5 have been renewed for only a 6-

month duration, another 3 for 9 months, 10 for 1 year and only 10 for a full term of 2 years. No 

justifiable criteria underlie the differences in the duration of the renewal.  

6. Immediately after the Executive Council Meeting of 30 June 2017, reports appeared in the 

media about a ‗scam‘ in the admissions to the M.A. programme of the Centre for the Study of 

Social Systems in which fingers were pointed at the faculty (Annexure 5 to this Statement). The 

context for this story was the placing before the Council the report of a committee constituted by 

the Vice-Chancellor to look into alleged ‗discrepancies‘ between the marks awarded to 

candidates and those entered in the entrance examination for 2017-18. The Committee, it may be 

noted, had not spoken to the Centre concerned before finalizing its report. It had also not found 

any pattern in the mistakes of entries which would suggest a ‗scam‘ and more importantly there 

was absolutely no evidence of wrongdoing on the part of the faculty of the Centre in the 

evaluation process nor were they responsible for the mistakes in the entries (Annexure 6 to this 

Statement). The records with the Committe placed before the Council had in addition incorrect 
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information about the members of the faculty actually involved in the evaluation of the scripts, 

which was also used to also malign the CSSS faculty both within the Executive Council as well 

as in the media. When the information provided was contested, the University was forced to 

accept its mistake(see Annexure 7 to this Statement). However, the Vice-Chancellor has refused 

to accede to the demand of the CSSS faculty to issue a press statement on the same to undo the 

damage done to their reputation.  

7. The Statutory provisions with regard to the appointment of teachers under Ordinance 1 

Clauses 3 and 4 specify that all appointments will ordinarily have a probation period before they 

are confirmed and which make it clear that any denial of confirmation must be done through due 

process before expiry of the probation period. 

Extracts from Ordinance 1 

3. Probation: 

(a) Teachers shall be appointed on probation ordinarily for a period of twelvemonths, but in no 

case the total period of probation shall exceed twenty-fourmonths; 

….. 

(d) The confirmation at the end of one year shall be automatic, unless extended foranother year 

by a specific order, before expiry of the first year. 

4. Confirmation: 

(a) It shall be the duty of the Registrar to place before the Executive Council the case of 

confirmation of a teacher on probation not later than forty days before the end of the period of 

probation. 

(b) The Executive Council may then either confirm the teacher or decide not to confirm him/her, 

or extend the probation for a further period not exceeding twelve months. In case the Executive 

Council decides not to confirm the teacher, whether before the end of the twelve months period 

of his/her probation, or before the end of the extended period of probation, as the case may be, 

he/she shall be informed in writing to that effect, not later than thirtydays before the expiration of 

that period: 
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Provided that the decision not to confirm a teacher shall require a two-third majority of the 

members of the Executive Council present and voting. 

 

Despite these clear provisions, in several cases on one or the other pretext confirmation of 

appointment of faculty members has been held in abeyance well beyond the stipulated probation 

period. As a result they have been kept on the tenterhooks apart from these creating 

administrative difficulties - like blocking transfer of benefits from their previous employers or 

losing lien on permanent positions held previously before confirmation in the existing position. 

The ultimate farce of this kind was enacted when the Vice-Chancellor effectively unilaterally 

sacked a Professor simply on the pretext that another institution asked him to! The details of the 

case outlined below establish this beyond doubt (See also Annexure 8 to this Statement). 

Professor Rajeev Kumar had submitted through proper channel an application to JNU 

requesting that he be considered for appointment to an advertised permanent position of 

Professor in JNU– in other words, his then employer IIT Kharagpur had in writing said that it 

had no objection to JNU considering Professor Kumar‘s candidature for the said post. 

Professor Rajeev Kumar‘s candidature was considered along with others by a duly constituted 

selection committee. On its recommendation he was offered the position of Professor at JNU on 

a permanent basis with a probationary period of 12 months in the first instance, an offer that was 

approved by JNU‘s Executive Council. 

Professor Kumar was officially relieved from service by IIT Kharagpur to enable him to take up 

the offer made by JNU and in addition he was permitted to hold a lien on his position at IIT 

Kharagpur for a maximum period of two years, after which he was to be automatically deemed 

to have resigned in case he did not return and resume duties at IIT Kharagpur.  

Thus, Professor Kumar did not join JNU on a deputation from IIT Kharagpur. As such, IIT 

Kharagpur, as per its written commitment to JNU, had no right to recall Professor Kumar to 

resume duties in his original position. Instead it had granted Professor Kumar the right to return 

to that position should he wish to do so, a right he was free to surrender at any time before the 

completion of the two year period. 



90 

 

Despite this, when the time came to confirm Professor Rajeev Kumar‘s appointment on 

completion of his probation period, the Vice-Chancellor issued an order relieving him from JNU 

on the ground that IIT Kharagpur had not accepted Professor Kumar‘s resignation and asked for 

him to be sent back, Thus, the Vice-Chancellor set aside all the statutory provisions governing 

his conduct as Vice-Chancellor to take an illegal action in response to an illegal request. On the 

one hand he did not confirm the appointment as he was bound to because no cause for not 

confirming had emerged by the end of the stipulated probation period. In addition, he effectively 

removed a teacher from the services of the University in violation of all the statutory provisions 

governing such a removal which empower only the Executive Council to take such a decision, 

and that to through a due process and only when there is some misconduct. 

Even after the Vice-Chancellor failed to get the Executive Council at its meeting on 30 June 

2017 to ratify his decision, he refused to withdraw it using the pretext of seeking legal opinion on 

the matter even though this compounded the illegality of his action. 

Extract from Minutes of 268
th

 Executive Council meeting 

4.28 The issue of relieving Prof. Rajiv Kumar, who was appointed as Professor in theSchool of 

Computer and Systems Sciences, was discussed in detail, and the Councildecided to seek legal 

opinion in this matter as early as possible. Till then status quo, i.e. his relieving from the 

University, shall remain. 

 

Extract from Letter by elected representatives dated 6 July 2017, before the draft minutes 

of 268
th

were prepared and circulated.. 

―We would also like to reiterate the opinion expressed in the meeting that in the matter of 

Professor Rajeev Kumar, the fact that the Executive Council did not ratify the inappropriate 

decision to relieve him from JNU has to mean that that the relieving order stands withdrawn – 

otherwise it would amount to a de facto ratification,and that too of a decision which effectively 

removes a faculty member from service without there being any charge of misconduct and 

without following any due process. In this matter too, all the relevant documents were not only 

not provided beforehand (since it had not been included in the notified agenda), they were also 
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not tabled – contents of the IIT Kharagpur order granting Prof. Rajeev Kumar lien were 

selectively read out while other relevant parts of the same order were supressed. On some other 

cases of confirmation too it is unfortunate that the statutory provision of automatic confirmation 

of teachers on completion of 12 months of probation unless it is extended by a specific order is 

not being adhered to even in circumstances where all other formalities are completed and there is 

no specific direction from any court to withhold confirmation.‖ 

 

Extract from Comments of Elected Representative on Minutes of 268
th

 EC 

5. Item 4.28: On the matter of the Relieving of Professor Rajeev Kumar – The draft minutes 

do not explicitly mention the fact that the Executive Council did not ratify the decision of the 

Vice-Chancellor to relieve Professor Kumar from JNU and that there was a strong opinion 

expressed by many members that this decision to issue a relieving order was incorrect and not 

consistent with the relevant rules. I would also reiterate here what I have said before – namely, 

that in the absence of a ratification, the relieving order should stand withdrawn. As expressed in 

the meeting, my dissent on the decision should also be recorded if it is to be taken to mean that 

the relieving order remains in force. 

The Vice-Chancellor has now been forced to withdraw that illegal relieving order after IIT 

Kharagpur had to retract its earlier request following a decision by the Visitor and subsequent 

observations of the Honourable High Court.  

Extract from Minutes of 269
th

 Executive Council (Action Taken Report) 

In view of the MHRD letter no.4-28/2014-TS-1 dated 08.08.2017, IIT, Kharagpur letter 

No.HT/3-3/1656 dated 14.08.2017 and also Hon‘ble High Court of Delhi, judgement order dated 

09.08.2017 and 16.08.2017 in W.P. (C) No. 2780/2012, the office orders relieving Prof. Rajeev 

Kumar from JNU w.e.f.09.06.2017 (AN) to enable him to join back his parent department i.e. 

IIT, Kharagpur, has been withdrawn vide office order No. 1300 dated 23.08.2017.Prof. Rajeev 

Kumar has already resumed his duties in the School of Computer and Systems Sciences, JNU 

w.e.f. 24.08.2017. 
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However, no apology has been issued for the severe mental agony caused to the affected faculty 

member and he may still be made to suffer on account of the technicalities arising from his 

illegal relieving. 

All the instances mentioned in Serial Nos. 1 to 7 above are indicative of a pattern whereby 

Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar comes out as someone who is prone to using his office and his 

authority to harass and humiliate teachers and deny them their due and almost never to 

ameliorate their difficulties. Even very senior academics are not spared. In the process, he is not 

only damaging the interests of individual faculty members, but creating a climate which simply 

cannot be conducive to the faculty, individually and collectively, giving their best. 

 STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF ARTICLE 5 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM: 

ASSAULTING DEMOCRACY AND PROMOTING AUTHORITARIANISM 

A democratic ethos, culture and systems of governance are critical to the proper functioning of 

any University and its pursuit of academic excellence and social inclusiveness. in JNU‘s case the 

commitment to a ―democratic way of life‖ is enshrined into the Act in its First Schedule. 

Throughout its history the processes in the University working through the actions and activities 

of its different constituents have fostered that democratic way of life where even its own 

imperfections and limitations could be, and have been, openly debated about and fought against. 

Under the current Vice-Chancellor, Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar, however, the entire might of 

administrative authority has been thrown behind a process that seeks to demolish democracy in 

JNU. 

All the actions of the Vice Chancellor that have been highlighted in substantiation of the other 

Articles of Charge of the Charge Memorandum are reflections of a process of the Vice-

Chancellor centralizing decision-making in his own hands and forcing his decisions on the 

University in flagrant disregard of all democratic norms and procedures. Thus, if the process of 

decision-making by statutory bodies like the Academic Council, where the Centres and Schools 

of the University are represented, are replaced by the University Administration issuing orders 

only under the authority of approval by the Vice-Chancellor, it is not merely a violation of 

statutory provisions – it is also anti-democratic. If members in these bodies are not allowed to 

express their opinions by the Vice-Chancellor misusing his powers as their Chair, and the 



93 

 

minutes of the meetings are manipulated and not allowed to reflect the sentiments of those 

present, these are also violations of democratic principles. If control over the faculty selection 

process comes to be entirely controlled by the Vice-Chancellor, it represents an instance of 

excessive concentration of power in the hands of one person even as it can affect the quality of 

the process. If teachers are routinely subject to harassment by the University Administration and 

not given the best environment in which to discharge their duties, that too reflects the naked 

operation of autocracy.If the GSCASH with elected representation is replaced by an ICC which 

can be controlled by the Vice-Chancellor, the undermining of the democratic character of an 

institution and the erosion of its effectivity in achieving its stated purpose go hand in hand.    

Detailed statements on the other Articles of Charge have already been introduced. What has been 

elaborated in them are therefore not repeated in this Statement though they are part of the 

substantiation of thespecific charge this statement deals with.Together they already constitute a 

scathing indictment of the Vice-Chancellor‘s democratic credentials.There is, however, also 

additional important evidence that an assault on democracy and rampant authoritarianismhave 

become the hallmark of the ‗leadership‘ of the JNU Administration by Professor M. Jagadesh 

Kumar. Some of thisis presented below. 

1. In the 269
th

Executive Council meeting of 18 September 2017, the Vice Chancellor towards the 

end of the meeting brought his complaint against Professor Nivedita Menon, Chairperson of the 

Centre for Centre for Comparative Politics & Political Theoryallegingthat she misbehaved 

during a Selection Committee meeting. This was also one of the Selection Committees whose 

minutes and notes of dissent he was unwilling to share with the members of the Executive 

Council.He insisted he could not work with such a Chairperson and despite opposition pushed 

through an immediate decision removing her from the position of Chair and debarring her from 

holding any administrative position for five years. The process followed to arrive at this decision 

is evident from the minutes prepared by the JNU Administration itself. 

Extract from Draft Minutes of the 269
th

 Executive Council Meeting 

The Vice-Chancellor apprised the members of the Council about the conduct of theChairperson, 

Centre for Comparative Politics and Political Theory, School ofInternational Studies during the 

Selection Committee meeting for the post of AssistantProfessor held on 2-3, August, 2017 
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wherein she made inappropriate remarks against theVisitor‘s Nominee, faculty representing 

SC/ST and other external members of theSelection Committee. Due to her unruly behavior, it 

became unmanageable for theChairman to conduct the proceedings of the Selection Committee 

smoothly. 

Professor Bidyut Chakrabarty recused himself from the deliberations on this issue andwent out 

of the meeting hall. 

The Executive Council observed that such behavior by a Chairperson of the Centre 

wasunbecoming of a senior faculty representing the Selection Committee for faculty 

positionsand, therefore, decided that the Chairperson of the Centre be removed from her 

positionimmediately. 

The Council resolved further that the concerned faculty member be debarred fromholding any 

administrative positions and the membership of any statutory body of theUniversity for next 5 

years. 

Four members dissented this decision of Executive Council. 

At no stage did the Vice-Chancellor even suggest that a notice be issued to her and her version 

be sought before any decision is taken. Can anyone other than an autocrat who doesn‘t even want 

to maintain a pretense about being anything different ever act in this manner and be the driving 

force behind such a major decision in gross violation of all principles of natural justice?  

The decision of supposedly the Executive Council was promptly notified to Professor Menon 

without giving any reasons or explanation (Annexure 1 to this Statement)Professor Menon has 

now written to the Vice-Chancellor, copying it to all members of the Executive Council, her 

response to the order issued against her (Annexure 2 to this Statement).This makes clear that the 

actual reasons for the Vice Chancellor‘s ‗grievance‘ with her had to do with his intolerance 

towards any questioning of his violations in the faculty selection process. Through this summary 

decision against Professor Menon, a chilling message was being sent out to all the faculty.   

2. This is not the first time of course that Professor Nivedita Menon and other teachers have been 

targeted. In the 267
th

Executive Council Meeting of 3 January 2017, again an impromptu decision 

was engineered by the Vice-Chancellor to enquire into alleged instigation of students‘entry into 
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the Academic Council meeting by the faculty. This reference was to the same contentious 

142
nd

Academic Council meeting on which many teachers had raised concerns (as explained in 

the Statements on Articles 1 and 2). 

Extract from the Minutes of the 267
th

 Executive Council held on 3 January 2017 

Before the Vice-Chancellor took regular agenda, one of the members raised a point oforder over 

the incidents that have unfolded in JNU during the past few months which led uptothe gherao of 

Vice-Chancellor and other senior University officials. The member assertedthat incident in the 

Academic Council held on 26th December, 2016 is a cause of seriousconcern, and that the 

academic credibility of the University must get credence over all otherissues. He suggested that 

all communicationchannels should be open to resolve issuesthrough dialogue and discussions 

within the University. Similar sentiments were echoed bysome other members and added that the 

University should be known for the higher objectiveof attaining a per-eminent position globally 

for which all components of the Universityshould contribute their bit. These members wanted the 

Executive Council to pass a resolutionto condemn the vandalism by a group of students and the 

conduct of some faculty memberswho are alleged to have instigated the students to forcefully 

enter the venue of the AcademicCouncil meeting as a wrong message is going both within the 

University and outside. Thisneeds to be taken up seriously. 

Some members felt that Executive Council cannot pass such a resolution but a pointof principle 

can be discussed following due process and that rule of law should prevail as intheir view, proper 

discussion was not allowed in the Academic Council (B) meeting.The Vice-Chancellor apprised 

the members in detail the sequence of events. A videoclipping of this incident was also shown to 

the members. 

After discussion, the Council resolved that an Inquiry Committee may be set up toinquire into 

the incident and whoever is found responsible for the vandalism, action would betaken against 

them as per rules. To this, Vice-Chancellor informed that a Proctors‘Committee has already been 

set up on the role of some students in forcefully entering thevenue of the Academic Council at 

Convention Centre on 26.12.2016. The role of faculty willbe investigated by an Inquiry 

Committee to be set up. The Council authorized the Vice-Chancellor to set up an Inquiry 

Committee for this purpose. 
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Four members opposed to the setting up of Inquiry Committee. 

That the verdict had already been handed down even before any inquiry had begun is clear from 

the minutes themselves. That it was also a pre-determined move engineered by the Vice-

Chancellor was indicated by the following: 

Extract from Comments of Elected Representative to Minutes of 267
th

 Executive Council 

The 267th EC was unusual in that a matter that was not on the agenda was brought up and 

discussed right at the beginning of the meeting before any of the agenda items was taken up – 

and the fact that selective video clips were ready to be shown at the meeting was indicative of the 

advance preparation for this. The recording of the deliberations as merely arising from a point of 

order raised by a member does not therefore seem accurate. Also, while the draft minutes do 

indicate that the opinion in the EC was not unanimous, they leave out important points raised in 

the discussion – namely, i) that no proper assessment of the situation in JNU can be made unless 

the improper conduct of the 142
nd

AC is also looked into since that happened before anything 

else; and ii) that presenting of selective video clips as evidence against those who were not 

present to defend themselves was against the principle of natural justice. In the interests of the 

minutes being a more balanced summary of the proceedings it would be only fair that these 

opinions be also incorporated since others have been given ample space. 

Surprisingly, the inquiry committee constituted following that decision was never notified and its 

composition and terms of reference remained unannounced. Even after this was brought up in the 

next meeting of the Council on 30 June 2017, a false claim was made while the fact remains that 

barring a privileged few, the members of the Executive Council are till date unaware of these 

details even though the Committee has supposedly submitted its report.  

 

 

Extracts from Comments of Elected Representative to Minutes of 267
th

 EC 

Item 3: Report of Action Taken on the Minutes of the 267
th

Meeting of the EC-The draft 

minutes make no reference to the fact that the absence of the formal notification of the 

constitution of the Committee under the Chairpersonship of Professor Bidyut Chakrabarty, its 
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composition and its terms of reference was raised in the meeting. The draft minutes also do not 

mention that these details were not provided even in the 268
th

 meeting nor include any 

substantiation of the claim made orally that a notification was issued to all concerned. 

 

More than 5 months after the supposed decision of the Executive Council, it was through a 

notice dated 19 June 2017 (and subsequent reminders), issued to members/invitees to the 

Academic Council by the Chairperson of the Inquiry Committee that they were informed that 

such a Committee had been constituted by the Vice-Chancellor and started its proceedings 

(Annexure 3 to this Statement). Even thisdid not mention who the other members of the 

Committee were.   

Soon enough, a special notice was received by Professor Menon which made it clear that she was 

being targeted (Annexure4 to this Statement). A series of notices followed even though she had 

pointed out reasons why she was unable to depose before the Committee, on which no response 

was forthcoming. Eventually, after the Committee had apparently submitted its report, a 

Notification was issued on 22 August 2017 announcing the constitution of a new committee in 

response to one of the issues she had pointed out earlier (Annexure 5 to this Statement). This 

now changed the earlier Committee from an Inquiry Committee into a Fact-Finding Committee 

but still left unclear its precise mandate.Thus, despite the claims to the contrary, clearly the Vice-

Chancellor (the Competent Authority in the Notification) clearly has no respect for the principles 

of natural justice – and this was proved beyond doubt when even the façade of an inquiry was 

not felt necessary before the decision referred to in 1 above was taken. 

 

3. In the same meeting in which the decision was taken against Professor Nivedita Menon, the 

Vice Chancellor repeatedly sought to prevent, as has become a pattern, elected representatives 

from airing their opinions on the matters being discussed. Objections to this obstruction of their 

rights was then manipulated to pass a stricture against an elected teacher representative.  

Extract from the Draft Minutes of the 269
th

 Executive Council 

The Executive Council took a serious note of an objectionable remark made by Professor Surajit 

Mazumdar against the members of the Executive Council. The Executive Council asked 
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Professor Mazumdar to tender his written apology. After his denial, the Executive Council 

passed a strong stricture against him. 

 

That this stricture was also an act of intimidation is evident from its context which are brought 

out by the comments given below of what two elected representatives have said on record. 

Extracts from Dissent Note of Elected Representative on Decision related to Item No. 5.3 

 

… 

Extracts from Comments of Concerned Elected Representative to Minutes of 269
th

 EC 

As regards Serial No. 4 which directly concerns me, I would simply say that I made no 

objectionable remark against the members of the Executive Council even if some chose to 

interpret it that way. I was only expressing my protest at the refusal of the Chair to allow me a 

reasonable opportunity to express my views on a serious matter like the issue of replacement of 

GSCASH by the ICC. Indeed, the context was the discussion on Item 5.3 rather than ‗Any Other 

Matter‘. Moreover, it is the Chair and not me who remained intransigent and came in the way of 

a resolution of the issue. 

[Note: The decision was recorded in the minutes under the agenda head „Any Other Matter‟] 

This attack on elected representatives in decision-making bodies also reflects a patternof trying 

to silence the voices of the larger communities that are expressed through them. A similar 

throttling of dissent was enacted against the students who are represented in the Academic 

Council (A) meetings and other bodies through the office bearers of the JNUSU. Three JNUSU 

office bearers were debarred from attending meetings by a similar high-handed action earlier, 

following the June controversial meeting of the Academic Council (Annexure 6 to this 

Statement). 

4. Refusing to genuinely engage with them on their burning issues and recurrent recourse to 

intimidatory tactics has become the preferred way of the Vice-Chancellor to deal with collective 
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bodies of teachers, employees and students and their protests. Thus, despite several requests, the 

Vice-Chancellor has been unwilling to meet the JNUTA representatives. Peaceful protests of 

students have invited a flurry of disciplinary proceedings and penalties as perhaps JNU has never 

seen in the past. Even if we leave out the disciplinary proceedings initiated through the HLEC 

following the 9 February 2016 incidents leading to rustications and fines on several students, and 

concentrate solely on those instituted later against students participating in protests– a least 102 

proctorial inquiries have been started against 38 student activists. 75 of these are still ongoing but 

the completed ones have resulted in fines totaling up to Rupees 2 lakh 43 thousand being 

imposed on these students apart from other penalties. Another 15 students are currently staring at 

the possibility of severe disciplinary action.  In addition, the JNU Administration has also named 

many student protesters in FIRs registered with the Police. Shockingly, the Vice Chancellor also 

made the JNU Administration approach the court to direct the Delhi Police to enter the campus 

and take action against students, something the Police were unwilling to do on the grounds that 

the protests were peaceful (see Annexure 7 to this Statement).   

However, while dissenting and protesting students are routinely penalized, there are favoured 

ones whom the Administration under his leadership treats with kid‘s gloves. Thus, despite 

several promises no action has been taken till date against those responsible for abusing and 

threatening teachers and their families in Paschimabadon 12 February 2016 (on which 25 

residents submitted a written complaint). Similarly, those who were guilty of assaulting Najeeb 

Ahmed before his disappearance were let off very lightly as has been mentioned in the Statement 

in support of Article 7.  

5. The Vice-Chancellor has now unleashed another assault on democratic rights of protest by 

introducing a blanket ban on all protest actions within a 100 metre radius of the Administrative 

Block by getting an existing rule amended. Such has been his haste to bring in such restrictions is 

that he could not even wait for a proper discussion in an Executive Council meeting on the issue.  

The draft minutes of the 269
th

 Meeting of the Executive Council only say the following:  

4. Considered the action taken by the Vice-Chancellor on the following matters of urgent 

nature in exercise of the powers conferred on him in terms of Statutes/Ordinances, and 

…… 
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4.8 Amendment in the existing norms of functioning for the components of the 

Universitycommunity {Academic Rules & Regulations etc – (M -7)}. However, the elected 

members wanted their dissent to be recorded. 

 

The amendment to M-7 was thus at the behest of the Vice-Chancellor and all he sought was an e-

mail endorsement from members of the Executive Council. This is evident from the letter of the 

Registrar (Annexure8 to this Statement).  

This restriction has been coupled with attempts to increase the surveillance of students and 

teachers‘ activities by trying to install CCTV cameras everywhere on the campus and video 

recording meetings without permission even as the Vice-Chancellor‘s Administration has refused 

to make these recordings available to others. This, and the circumstances leading to the 

debarment of student representatives are clear from the following statement of the JNUTA issued 

on 16 June 2017. 

Extract from JNUTA PRESSSTATEMENT ON 143 AC MEETING 

Afinal serious matter relates to the fact that the previous meeting of the143rd AC was 

videorecorded by the administration without seeking consent from each member. A copy of the 

recording was sought by the JNUTA President and an assurance was given that it would be made 

available, but has not yet been. This adjourned meeting was not recorded. however, when some 

'Special Invitees' of the VCstarted being physically aggressive towards faculty members who 

were voicing objections to the gross misconduct of the proceedings, some others, including 

JNUSU members, legitimately captured this aggression on their phones. This was termed 

unacceptable by and censured by the VC, whose administration routinely records students and 

teachers without their permission and misuses these at meetings of statutory bodies. Given that 

the VC had promised in the May 9 meeting to upload the whole video on the web, any censure of 

members for recording the evidence of these outrageous proceedings is unacceptable. 

 

6. Time and again, the Vice-Chancellor has also sought to breach the principle of rotation in 

order of seniority in appointments of Deans and Chairpersons, which has been the established 
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norm in JNU for four decades respected by every Vice-Chancellor.The objective of not 

following these norms has been to increase his own discretionary powers and to appoint 

according to his whims and fancies. He started this process by violating the seniority principle in 

the appointment of the Chairperson of the Special Centre for Nano Sciences. When there were 

protests on that, the Executive Council, which is also the appointing authority for Chairpersons, 

also expressed its opinion in favour of respecting the principle of rotation in order of seniority. In 

several meetings the question of properly recording this opinion came up but somehow or the 

other, the Vice Chancellor has consistently thwarted these efforts to record this as the laid down 

principle to be followed (see below).  

Extract from Minutes of Executive Council meetings 

265
th

 Meeting 

(vii) On the view that appointment of Deans and Chairpersons may be made as per theseniority, 

Vice-Chancellor apprised the Council that there is no such provision inthe Statutes. However, 

opinion of the colleagues would be kept in view. 

266
th

 Meeting 

Resolution No. 1(vii) at page No. 3 of Minutes of 265th meeting:- Regardingappointment of 

Deans of Schools and Chairpersons of Centres, normal procedurewould be followed in terms of 

University Statutes. 

267
th

 Meeting 

Item No. 1(i) at page No. 3 of Minutes of 266th meeting: Regarding appointment ofDeans of 

Schools and Chairpersons of Centres, relevant Statutes were read out in themeeting and it was 

clarified that procedures in this regard are followed in terms of theStatutes of University, and that 

the views expressed by some members and facultycolleagues for keeping seniority on a basis for 

appointment of Deans andChairpersons have already been noted and recorded in previous 

meetings ofExecutive Council 

The reasons for this have become clear now when the Vice-Chancellor has twice over violated 

the seniority principle in the appointment of Deans of Schools of Studies, in one case 

superseding 5 senior Professors. Apart from its potential for vitiating the atmosphere in Centres 
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and Schools, the implications of this trend can be understood from the following – in ex-officio 

capacities, Deans and Chairpersons make up more than a third of the Executive Council, a 

majority of the Academic Council, and two out of seven members of Selection Committees for 

faculty appointments. If the Vice Chancellor is able toarbitrarily choose who he wants to these 

positions, it would result in the elimination a necessary check on a colossal centralization of 

power in the office of the Vice-Chancellor – the grave dangers posed by which have become 

evident from the conduct of Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar himself.This cannot be acceptable in a 

University 

All the above are indicative of the very rapid establishment of a highly authoritarian system of 

functioning in JNU under the leadership of Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar. As an effect of this, it 

has become routine for arbitrary rules and procedures applicable to faculty and students to be 

introduced without any discussion and deliberation within University and coercive and 

intimidatory tactics, which have even entered the language of official communications, being 

resorted to for getting these implemented. To give just one instance, Centres were recently told 

to submit answers more than 50 questions regarding their activities for the NAAC report in a 

space of a few hours, failing which they would be held accountable for omission on information 

about their Centres in the report. All teachers have been made to sign undertakings that they 

meet the eligibility conditions to be supervisors – otherwise they would not be allowed to take 

students. Similarly, students are not allowed to register, submit their dissertations or receive their 

fellowships unless they comply with some new rule or the other that the Administration decides 

to suddenly create (like for example the rule that all degrees must have exclusively the Aadhar 

number of students as the way of identifying the degree holder). 

Thus, it is clear that Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar, since he took over as Vice Chancellor of 

JNU, has been the chief architect of a relentless assault on JNU‘s democratic ethos and of 

creating a system of governance by fiat that can only be severely detrimental to JNU‘s future as a 

University.  
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Defence “Statement” on behalf of the Vice Chancellor on Article 4 

1. JNU receives its funds from the public exchequer and is required to ensure that these are 

spent in accordance with rules and regulations stipulated by the UGC and the 

Government of India – and ensure that no undue financial benefit accrues to anyone. On 

3 March 2016, JNU also received from the MHRD a letter making it clear that strict 

adherence to rules was imperative in all financial matters and any deviations would invite 

strict penalties. The audit objection also arose on account of a deviation in the past. In 

view of these, it was important to examine whether JNU‘s past services rules and 

practices were in conformity with the existing UGC regulations and the pending cases for 

promotion could only be processed after harmonizing the two. The JNU Administration 

is sympathetic to the concerns of teachers whose promotions are pending, as well as that 

of the teacher facing an imminent threat of major financial recovery, and is working 

closely with the UGC to remove the anomalies in rules and regulations on past service.  

2. As per the prevailing regulations, promotions of teachers under the Career Advancement 

Scheme (CAS) are not automatic and are subject to the process of expert assessment 

finding them suitable for such promotion. In the Centre for English Studies, duly 

constituted Selection Committees made the recommendations that they deemed fit in the 

three cases of promotion that came up and the Executive Council‘s approach has been to 

respect such recommendations. However, since the UGC rules did not permit 

reassessment until after a year and make the date of successful reassessment the 

eligibility date, the Executive Council had no option but to amend the order based on the 

recommendation of the selection Committee.  

3. With regard to pay-fixation of re-employed teachers, the University has been pursuing 

matters with the UGC, which in turn has sought a clarification from the DOPT. Since this 

is a financial matter, without a clear sanction from the UGC it is not possible for the 

University to simply pay re-employed teachers DA and allowances even if it appears the 

reasonable thing to do. The University will continue to pro-actively pursue this matter for 

achieving a speedy resolution. 

4. With regard to the process of appointment of Chairpersons and Wardens, some things 
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need to be kept in mind. Firstly, Chairpersons have to play a leadership role in their 

Centres and therefore what is their vision is important. Secondly, Chairpersons and 

wardens are also part of the Administration and need to work in coordination with higher 

levels of Administration. Particularly in the case of wardens, it is also important to 

balance the need to give fresh blood a chance with making use of the abilities an 

experience of existing wardens. Thus there is no valid ground for objecting to the Vice 

Chancellor interviewing potential Chairpersons and wardens to assess their competence – 

it in fact reflects how keen he is to ensure good and efficient governance of the 

University. If differential decisions follow from such a process of assessment, that is not 

surprising. It should indeed be the expected outcome.   

5. On the issue of the Centre for the Study of Social Systems, the Executive Council agreed 

with the conclusion of the committee set up to examine the discrepancies in entry of 

marks that the matter was a serious one and it was important to pin responsibility and 

take action. The Vice-Chancellor only acted accordingly and set up a new committee for 

the same. He is not responsible for what the media reported and denies leaking any 

information. Yes there was a mistake in some of the information provided to the 

committee but that has since been rectified and a correction has been issued by the 

Registrar. 

6. The Executive Council has taken a view that whenever there is any litigation challenging 

the appointment of any faculty, confirmation should not be automatic but brought before 

the council for deliberations and examination of its fitness for confirmation. It, however, 

can happen that by the Executive Council meets, the 12 month probation period of the 

candidate concerned is over – but that technicality does not undermine the merits of the 

Executive Council decision. Decisions are then taken on the basis of appropriate legal 

opinion - and not by simple application of the principle that every case should be 

confirmed unless there is a court order that says otherwise - and this can take time.   

7. Professor Rajeev Kumar‘s appointment in JNU could not be confirmed until his parent 

organization had accepted his resignation from the position he held there previously. 

Since it did not and asked that he be released to return to that position, the Vice-
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Chancellor held the view that JNU had no option but to accede to that request. When 

some members of the Executive Council disagreed when the decision was placed before 

it for ratification, the Executive Council took the only reasonable step it could have – that 

is, to seek legal opinion on the matter and maintain status quo till then. Once Professor 

Kumar‘s parent organization informed JNU that his resignation has been accepted, the 

relieving order was immediately withdrawn.  

The Vice-Chancellor is appointed to take decisions and what has been said above (Serial 

Nos. 1 to 7), demonstrate that he has been reasonable in this matter and there has been no 

mala fide intent behind them. Moreover, only a small section of teachers have been 

unnecessarily obstructive while the Vice Chancellor has cordial relations with the faculty 

at large and is keen to ensure that they have all the resources and support they need to 

contribute their best. He is not therefore guilty of the charge mentioned under Article 4 of 

the charge memorandum. 

Defence “Statement” on behalf of the Vice Chancellor on Article 5 

A Vice-Chancellor has to run the University along with the entire Administration, which requires 

them to be allowed to go about their daily work without obstruction. The Vice Chancellor in that 

process has to also conduct the proceedings of various bodies like the Academic and Executive 

Councils as well as Selection Committees. If he or his Administration is hampered in this process 

by misbehaviour on the part of some teachers and students, then he is entitled to seek protection 

through legal means for himself and his Administration. All measures taken by the Vice-

Chancellor or the Executive Council which are being painted as a reflection of his 

authoritarianism are in fact simply measures that have been made necessary by the intransigence 

and indiscipline of some students and teachers (and it is only some). They have also been taken 

in exercise of the statutory powers vested in the office of the Vice Chancellor and with the 

endorsement and approval of the majority of the Executive Council. The Vice-Chancellor is 

hopeful that the measures taken will act as a strong deterrent to such errant behaviour, ensuring 

thereby that peace and harmony prevail on the campus and students and teachers are able to 

devote their full energy to academic pursuits.     
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 OBSERVATIONS MADE BY THE JURY MEMBERS ON ARTICLES 4 & 5 

VINOD DUA, DISTINGUISHED SENIOR JOURNALIST. 

I am an outsider. I never studied in JNU. I am not familiar with the administrative procedures of 

any University. I have never been an academic also. My only experience of associating myself at 

any education institution in terms of administration has been at my brief stint as the governing 

body member of one of the campus colleges. The point I want to make is, people like me and my 

contemporaries here, we are the products of a liberal and secular atmosphere in our respective 

universities. I think there is an attempt to inflict a major paradigm shift in JNU. I have no doubts 

about it. The JNU I used to visit in 1970s and1980s is completely different from what it is now. 

There used to be protest meetings, there used to be issues discussed openly, that was a routine 

matter. This time it is disturbing. It is grace under pressure. That this is under pressure or duress 

that you people have gathered here and a Jan Sunvai is organized here. That shows that there is 

no connect between the VC and the teachers. Second, it‘s a difference of cultures, and the 

sterling example for that is even if the Vice Chancellor himselfis not here to defend himself, a 

very objective defense has been presented. Now this is only possible if the minds are nourished 

in a liberal and secular atmosphere, with the other viewpoint is also taken care of and in absolute 

objective ways. The kind of culture I anticipate, which is sort to be enforced or rather inflictedon 

JNU  is that of, what is mistakenly referred to or euphemistically referred to as गुरु-शिस्य परंपरा। 

मेरे गुरु ने मुझे वो ददया जो उनके गुरु न ेददया, उनके गुरु ने मेरे गुरु को वो ददया जो उनके गुरु न ेददया। तो शिना 

सवाल पूछे, आँख ेिंद करके, अंधे भक्त िनके, उस ेस्वीकार करो और तुम भी आन ेवाली पीदियों को वही दो, जो 

तुम्ह ेददया गया ह।ै एक इस तरह की संस्कृशत को यहा ँलान ेकी कोशिि हो रही ह,ै मुझ ेइसमें भी कोई िक नहीं ह।ै 

जो एक खुली सोच होती ह,ै रोिन-वजूद होता ह,ै नेक-शनयशत होती ह ैसोच में, इरादा होता ह ैदक ठीक ह ैवाद-

शववाद के ज़ररय,े catechism के ज़ररये, तरह तरह की जो तकक  पद्दशतया हैं, logic systems हैं,  उनके ज़ररये, पूरी 

समझ को आगे ििाया जाए, वो नहीं ह।ै मतलि शजस तरह, एक पुरानी कहावत ह ै– थैली के चटे्ट-िटे्ट या एक ही 

थैली के एक से चटे्ट-िटे्ट या एक ही bakery के एक से biscuits; तो ददमाग भी ऐस ेिनाये जाए ँशजनमे एक रूपता 

हो, uniformity हो, शसर्क  एक तरह से सोचें, सवाल ना करें; एक इस तरह की संस्कृशत लान ेकी कोशिि हो रही ह,ै 

मुझ ेइसमें भी कोई िक नहीं ह।ै मैंन ेजि आज कैं पस में प्रवेि दकया, जि मैं दाशखल हुआ, तो पुशलस की दो गाशियां 

ददखीं, िाद में मालूम हुआ दक कोई मंत्री आये हुए हैं, उनके शलए थीं, लेदकन मुझ ेलगा दक अि य ेJNU की संस्कृशत 
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िन गयी ह ैकयूंदक मैं शजतनी दर्ा यहा ँपर आया हुआ ह,ँ िहुत दर्ा आया ह ँयहा ँपर मैं, कभी पुशलस की गाशियां 

नहीं दखेी थी। ददल्ली यूशनवर्ससटी में हमारी meetings होती थीं Vice-Chancellor स,े early seventies, 

mid-seventies, दक पुशलस को इजIजत दी जाए कैं पस में आने की, हमन ेकभी इजIजत नहीं दी थी। हालांदक 

उनके पास िहुत जिदकस्त तकक  था की पांच municipal roads हैं जो ददल्ली यूशनवर्ससटी के कैं पस में जाती हैं, वहा ं

तो सरकार का हक़ िनता ह।ै हमने कहा दक हक़ वहां पर भी नहीं िनता। िहरहाल जि ये पुशलस की गाडी यहा ं

दखेी तो एक छोटी सी िात ज़हन में आयी दक िायद tank यहीं पर खिा होगा।  

मैं tanks में िारे में आपको िता दू,ँ हमारे यहां सिसे पहले Shefi tanks होत ेथ,े उसके िाद दर्र वो Sherman 

tanks आये शजनको हमन ेसन 65 की जंग में इस्तेमाल दकया और उनको दर्र अफ्रीका के कुछ मुल्को को िेच ददया 

गया। Sherman के साथ साथ Centurion टैंक और centurion का एक modified version ह ै- शवजयेंता 

tanks। हमारे यहाँ जो सर्सवस में tanks हैं वो मैं आपको िता दतेा ह,ँ मैं िताऊंगादक मैं कयों इशतहास में जा रहा ह,ँ  

T-90 भीष्म टैंक ह ैजो रूस का िना हुआ ह,ै जो सर्सवस में ह।ै T-72M अजेया टैंक ह,ै वो भी रूसका िना हुआ ह,ै 

रूस के साथ collaboration में, वो भी सर्सवस में ह ै और अजुकन main battle tank ह,ै वो भी रूस के 

cooperation स ेिना ह,ै वो भी सर्सवस में ह।ै तो जो tanks सर्सवस में ह,ै उनमे स ेकोई नहीं लगेगा। JNU के gate 

पर जो सर्सवस में tanks हैं, उनमे से कोई नहीं लगेगा, लगेगा तो Centurion लगेगा कयूंदक उसको भी retire कर 

ददया गया ह ैऔर वो इंग्लैंड दक कंपनी का िना हुआ टैंक ह ैजो दसूरे शवश्व युद्ध में काम शलया गया था। तो मुझ,े it 

looks, it’s a very incongruous logic if it’s a logic at all. But it is quite incongruent that a tank 

made in Britain will instill patriotism in the students of JNU in 2017. There is a complete 

incongruity here.  

I am not sitting over the judgment, though I am part of the jury, these are my general 

observations and the details will be with the professors here in the jury who are familiar with the 

procedures. I can only say that this was not the JNU I knew and this is a different JNU. And 

policing doesn‘t work where young minds are there, where free thinking is accepted as a value 

and I don‘t think this kind of oppression will work and if the VC wakes up to this reality of 

academic excellence, of the need to question, the need to understand, the earlier he wakes up the 

better for him.  
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ZOYA HASAN, RETIRED PROFESSOR OF POLITICS, CPS, JNU 

There are serious concerns over the recent developments and administrative measures taken by 

the Vice-Chancellor that encroach upon academic freedom and autonomy in decision making 

processes in JNU leading to the destruction of institutional rules, norms, conventions and ethos 

of the University 

Substantial evidence was presented in the pubic hearing which points to  repeated violations of 

statutory provisions and obligations. Major policy decisions have not been adequately discussed 

and deliberated in the statutory bodies of the University. especially the Academic Council, the 

one forum empowered by the JNU Act to do so.  

Evidence presented in the public hearing indicates denial of promotions to teachers under CAS; 

manipulation of Selection Committee Minutes; Minutes not being placed in the Executive 

Council. Such irregularities in faculty appointments has been rare in JNU. 

JNUTA representatives cited two major cases of harassment of teachers. It was pointed that 

individual teachers are targeted to send a larger message to the teaching community to fall in 

line.  

The most egregious example of harassment of teachers is the removal of Professor Nivedita 

Menon from chairpersonship of  the Centre for Comparative Politics and Political Theory when 

she raised legitimate questions about the appointment of experts and about the integrity of the 

whole selection process a few weeks ago. She was removed without being given an opportunity 

to explain her position. Not only that, she was subsequently issued an order barring her from 

membership of any statutory body which effectively rules her out from being considered for 

Chairpersonship of the Centre for the next five years. 

There is a great deal of concern about the deterioration in the academic and democratic 

environment of the University owing to a deliberate attempt by the Vice-Chancellor to centralise 

decision making in his hands. Concentration and control of decision making has changed the 

academic and cultural environment of the University with the Administration seeking to impose 

control over academic matters which was not the case earlier. Elected representatives of teachers 
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have not been allowed to speak in the Executive Council. This is particularly unfortunate 

because elected representation of teachers was achieved after a long struggle by JNUTA. 

The most important issue is the distortion and violation of the established procedures of faculty 

selection process. Experts for Selection Committees for faculty positions have to be approved by 

the Academic Council and then by the Executive Council. This has not been done. Evudence 

suggests that the Vice-Chancellor has arrogated to himself the authority to decide who is an 

expert in all fields of study for selection committees. 

The Vice-Chancellor has also sought to bypass the principle of seniority in the appointment of 

Deans, which will increase his control over statutory bodies and the faculty selection process. 

The violation of the seniority principle in the appointment of Deans who are members of 

selection committees, combined with his decision to arbitrarily add names to the panels of 

experts and singling out Nivedita Menon for disciplinary action because she dared to question 

the faculty selection process, suggests an unmistakable attempt to increase the discretionary 

power of the VC in the faculty recruitment process so as to overly influence faculty 

appointments.  

The evidence presented in the public hearing indicates a disturbing trend of centralization of 

decision-making in the hands of the Vice- Chancellor in complete disregard of all democratic 

norms and procedures This has undermined the democratic structures of JNU which have been 

working quite well until recently on the basis of established rules and regulations, consultation 

and discussion from the Centre upwards to the Academic Council and not the Vice-Chancellor 

downwards. Centres have been the basic academic and administrative unit in JNU. Centres had 

the autonomy to take all major decisions concerning the teaching program and faculty 

recruitment. Evidence suggests that this decision making process which ensured both 

participation and accountability has been jeopardised by the centralisation drive. The decision 

making structure and academic autonomy enjoyed by Centres and Schools in JNU was a model 

that other universities sought to emulate. The VC‘s actions have damaged the democratic 

structures of JNU which in the long run will weaken the intellectual foundations of the 

University. Everything JNU stands for, intellectually and socially, is being negated. 
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ANAND KUMAR, RETIRED PROFESSOR OF SOCIOLOGY, CSSS, JNU. 

Friends, to me, the presentations by the eminent faculty members of JNU sounded like a plea to 

save one of the best universities of our country from dismantling and fire. I heard them with due 

care and respect. I also heard the ‗explanation‘ which could have been given by a sane 

respondent. In my assessment, nothing better could have been presented by even the JNU VC 

and his team. 

 

I hear a call to prevent the destruction of a model University. I do not see them as antagonists; I 

consider them as volunteers who are in pain, not for personal reasons, and motivated by deep 

desire to do justice as guardians, as teachers, of this great university. To me, it is a case of 

metamorphosis; unfortunately mutilation will be a more appropriate word, by an uncaring centre 

of authority represented by the honourable Professor Jagdish Kumar. It seems that all these 

examples which have come before us are really quite moderate examples, compared to the 

instances which are in the public domain, since February 2016. In my estimation, the tragic 

climax of the present crisis was his negligence of duties as VC in case of a student‘s 

disappearance from the campus - of Najeeb.  

 

I do not find any reason to disbelieve this set of substantial, modest and moderate presentation. It 

needs to be emphasised that there was nothing personal or non-academic in it. I must also note, 

on the basis of my experiences of last 35 years of teacher activism of various Indian and foreign 

universities that JNUTA has created a new methodology of protest with clear focus on dialogical 

solutions. This methodology should be respected by the VC and those who appointed the VC. I 

suggest the President of India, in his capacity as the Visitor of all the central universities, to 

respond to this ‗wake-up call‘ of save JNU by the teachers.  

 

I have served in JNUTA three times as volunteer and I know how hard it is to find time for team 

work. It requires effort to even write and circulate an appeal. I know how difficult it is to create 

enough enthusiasm to be angry with the administration in such a Centre based system of learning 

and functioning. It requires to convincingly argue out about the complaints against the Pink 

Palace. In the four decades old JNU system, most of the problems start from the Centres. Then it 
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goes to the School or JNUTA. Then only the VC office comes into picture. Thus there are many 

points of diffusion; many shock absorbers are there in the system. So it is indeed baffling that the 

present VC of JNU finds it so difficult to negotiate with the Deans of Schools or the Teacher‘s 

Association. It is beyond my comprehension.  

 

I think that the decisions and steps of the VC and his administration have created questions of 

legitimacy. What I heard, along with the three other distinguished colleagues, relates with issues 

of accountability, transparency and authority. I am particularly astonished by the reported 

dismissiveness about the role of the teachers‘ elected representatives in the JNU Executive 

Council.  

 

It is important to remind ourselves that the representation of the teachers in the executive council 

did not start with the JNU act of 1969. It took 35 years of persistence by teachers to have elected 

representatives from all the layers of teaching community to further democratise our 

administration and decision-making system. It took courage from people like Y. K. Alagh, Gopal 

Krishna Chaddha, B. B. Bhattacharya, Asis Dutta, and S K. Sopory to make it more 

participatory, more accountable, and more wholesome. So if today the elected representatives in 

the executive council are not given enough respect, it is the beginning of a very tragic end of a 

very healthy and functional system of university governance.  

 

Let me come to a specific instance as an illustration of this self-destructive trend which was 

reported before us today. In my assessment, it is only a matter of chance that one Kumar is VC 

and the other Kumar is a harassed professor at JNU. One Kumar was found to be indulging in 

humiliation of another Kumar who had to take shelter of the Supreme Court to restore his job 

and save his dignity. As a professors of technology Prof. Jagadish Kumar and the other Kumar, 

Prof. Rajeev Kumar had similar credentials. Due to circumstances, one becomes the VC of this 

university and the other Kumar becomes a victim of arrogance of power. 

 

To be accountable and accessible are the golden rules for a successful Vice Chancellor. 

Furthermore, to be a vice chancellor has a built-in tragedy compared to be a university teacher. 
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You become a VC for a limited term of four or five years, with a thin possibility of extension for 

a second term. You have  to be a miraculous person to get a second term. Because there are 

many more people queuing up; actualy there is already a countdown in the media.   

 

Taking another example, I do agree with the administrative order of a 100 meters restriction 

about sit-ins, protest rallies and mass meetings. Such pragmatic rules are okay for ‗campus 

democracy‘. But not meeting JNUTA, not coming for dialogues, not responding to such 

meticulously argued points will create legitimacy deficits. A VC with legitimacy deficit will 

have authority deficit and a VC with authority deficit will become a headache not only for the 

University but also for the MHRD and UGC.   

 

What are my conclusions? I want, not the VC of JNU but somebody who supervises the VC of 

JNU and all the Central Universities in the country that is, the honourable President of India to 

forward all these documents to the university executive council, not the VC alone, for a proper 

reply and fact based explanation. Then, if necessary, institute a Visitorial enquiry. This will be 

the logical democratic step forward after such meticulous and moderate exercise of Jan Sunwai 

by JNU Teachers Association. 

BEZWADA WILSON, PROMINENT SOCIAL ACTIVIST AND CONVENER OF THE 

SAFAI KARAMCHARI ANDOLAN. 

After hearing many things here, we have to say many things, just observation is not enough. I 

was wondering, how and why this should be a public hearing. When you have the internal 

mechanism in any university to address any issues then why again a public hearing? That itself 

shows very clearly that the institution is actually running in an undemocratic manner. So this is 

very clear, we don‘t need to give any further kind of observation, the way you are presenting it is 

very appreciable and we have to really follow this kind of model. If the students and teachers are 

not happy, then whom the VC is trying to make happy? If he is trying to make somebody else 

happy and ruling here, it is morally not right as an academician. Eventhough I am not an 

academician, why I thought of talking about this VC is, even for my standard it is difficult to talk 

to a person when he is talking about military tanks. I cannot think a VC talking about tanks. It 

shows the institution is falling down morally and democratically in his leadership. The way 
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warden responsibilities are added with that of police responsibilities, no wonder one day there 

will be no warden only police will be there. Concentrating all powers in one individual is not at 

all good in any democracy. So we have to see clearly that why this is happening? Why there is 

no dialogue? That I am not able to understand. Why VC can‘t have a small dialogue on various 

issues that is happening in the University. And my submission is when there is no tolerance it is 

very difficult to run any academic institutes. And for the whole country, it thinks JNU is an 

Indian academic think tank. But the way in which he is running the university it is very difficult 

to keep that image in mind. There is so much suppression on everybody and on ideas, to make   

somebody in power happy. The role of academicians is to protect the ideas of the poor, 

oppressed and the people and not of the ruling. The ruling ideology who is protecting, cannot be 

a academician at all. I cannot accept. This is my clear understanding. If you try to please 

somebody in power you cannot be an actual person, because the power will always be with few 

limited people, while majority will be people without any power. And the final thing I wanted to 

say is the values and ethos of the JNU culture, are being completely destroyed by the VC and 

moreover people are getting a kind of a fear to talk or speak truth in a university. To speak truth 

there is no need of courage, it should be done automatically. And if you create such a situation 

where a person should have courage to speak truth, then it is a really really difficult situation for 

running the university. If he thinks that he is running the institution, actually it is we who are 

running from one place to another in search of justice. I think we have to make him run now 

from this university. Otherwise there would be no liberation and salvation for all. The defence 

that has been read out here in defence of the VC is actually difficult to do. There is actually no 

defence at all. Even if the VC could have been here also, he couldn‘t have that kind of defence. 

Because he never believes in dialogue or never defended himself. He only feels and believes in 

the defence model. So defence person can be in defence and academic persons who have great 

moral values and culture and believe in constitutional values can be in academics. 
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 ARTICLE 6 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM: UNDERMINING JNU‟S ANTI-

SEXUAL HARASSMENT POLICY 

 ARTICLE 7 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM: DISPLAYING A CALLOUS 

ATTITUDE TOWARDS NAJEEB AHMED AND FAILING TO PROTECT A 

STUDENT‟S INTEREST 

MEMBERS OF THE JURY: 

 Bhasha Singh, award winning journalist and author 

 Kalyani Menon Sen, feminist activist and writer 

 Rahul Roy, Filmmaker 

 Saif Mahmood, Advocate of the Supreme Court 

 T.K. Rajalakshmi, Senior journalist and former President of the IWPC 

 

 STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF ARTICLE 6 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM: 

UNDERMINING JNU‟S ANTI-SEXUAL HARASSMENT POLICY 

The Vice-Chancellor has initiated and led the process of the attempted illegal dismantling of the 

GSCASH, JNU‘s well-tested and universally acclaimed institutional mechanism for dealing with 

the problem of sexual harassment. He has sought to misuse a UGC Regulation to replace 

GSCASH it with "Internal Complaints Committee" over which he would be able to exercise 

control through his nominees, and thereby undermine the autonomy and accountability of the 

anti-sexual harassment body to the JNU community. Moreover, the Vice-Chancellor has had the 

premises of the GSCASH office locked, thus suspending ongoing inquiries, thereby creating 

conditions in which the human rights, confidentiality, health, physical and mental wellbeing, and 

security of complainants and witnesses can potentially be compromised. This action has also 

made exposed complainants and their witnesses to fresh intimidation by defendants who occupy 

positions of power, who now feel emboldened to defy restraining orders with impunity. In 

committing all these actions, the Vice-Chancellor has failed to fulfill the obligations of 

employers/persons in charge in the Sexual Harassment of Women at Workplace (Prevention, 
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Prohibition and Redressal) Act, 2013. At least the following clauses of the Act have been 

violated:  

(2) The Internal Committees shall consist of  the following members to be nominated by 

the employer, namely: — 

(b) not less than two Members from amongst employees preferably committed to the 

cause of women or who have had experience in social work or have legal knowledge; 

(c) one member from amongst non-governmental organisations or associations 

committed to the cause of women or a person familiar with the issues relating to sexual 

harassment: 

(5) Where the Presiding Officer or any Member of the Internal Committee, — (c) he has 

been found quilty in any disciplinary proceedings or a disciplinary proceeding is pending 

against him; or (d) has so abused his position as to render his continuance in office 

prejudicial to the public interest, 

such Presiding Officer or Member, as the case may be, shall be removed from the 

Committee and the vacancy so created or any casual vacancy shall be filled by fresh 

nomination in accordance with the provisions of this section. 

16. Prohibition of publication or making known contents of complaint and inquiry 

proceedings.—Notwithstanding anything contained in the Right to Information Act, 2005 

(22 of 2005), the contents of the complaint made under section 9, the identity and 

addresses of the aggrieved woman, respondent and witnesses, any information relating to 

conciliation and inquiry proceedings, 

19. Duties of employer.— Every employer shall— (a) provide a safe working 

environment at the workplace with shall include safety from the persons coming into 

contact at the workplace; 

 

The Gender Sensitization Committee Against Sexual Harassment (GSCASH) was constituted in 

1999. The first set of Rules and Procedures of the GSCASH were approved in principle  by the 

Executive Council of JNU (Resolution 6.7) on 28 September 2001. The Rules and Procedures of 
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GSCASH, amended by the Mathur Committee, were ratified by the Executive Council  on 2 June 

2005. The new Rules and Procedures of GSCASH, revised by the Ghosh Committee, were 

ratified by the EC on 11 April 2007 (Resolution no. 6.14). 

GSCASH was a body constituted through electoral representation by various constituents of the 

University – students, staff and faculty along with representation from unions and associations 

and wardens who constitute the Inter Hostel Administration (IHA). It also had external members 

– women academics outside the University and NGO representatives all of whom had to have 

demonstrated experience in work on issues related to sexual harassment.  

This unique composition has built in checks against any attempt to influence enquiry processes 

by any person. It also made the GSCASH completely independent from senior levels of the 

administration, including the Vice Chancellor, the Rector (s), the Registrar, and other top level 

members of the University administration.  

The GSCASH had three roles – 1. Gender sensitization 2. Crisis Management 3. Adjudication on 

Complaints.It is the second and third function for which the unique composition of GSCASH 

made it immune to any pressures from the University administration and other individuals in 

positions of authority.  

The GSCASH Rules and Regulations were harmonized in 2015 with all existing law and 

regulation of the land after a year of deliberation by the broad-based committee in consultation 

with GSCASH and all other constituents of the University.  These rules came into force on 18
th

 

September 2015 through a decision of the Executive Council (Resolution 5.1 dated 18.09.2015). 

(Annexure I: Notification of Resolution and GSCASH Rules and Regulations 2015). 

This exercise while harmonizing GSCASH with the letter and spirit of the Sexual Harassment of 

Women at Workplace (Prevention, Prohibition and Redressal) Act, 2013, the J S Verma 

Committee Report, the Saksham guidelines of the UGC and the VIshakha Judgment, firmly 

preserved the autonomy of GSCASH from manipulations by the administration or any other 

party by providing and upholding: 
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1. inherent democratic checks and balances entailed in its formation in which the 

administration have a minimal role (Section V.1 to V.4 of GSCASH regulations) 

2. Checks on the possibility of undue interference and attempts to influence outcomes by 

any parties using administrative power and authority (covered under Sections VI, VIII 

and X of GSCASH rules and regulations) 

It may be noted that the university adopted these rules after due vetting and certification by its 

legal counsel that the new rules were compliant with the existing laws of the land. (Annexure II: 

Certification of Legal Compliance by the University‘s Legal Counsel).  

One annual report of the GSCASH is annexed to demonstrate that the GSCASH has functioned 

as per these new rules in 2015-16. (Annexure III: GSCASH Annual Report 2015-16). 

Article 6.1: Direct Interference in a Complaint Case against a Person in Position of 

Authority 

The current Vice Chancellor assumed office in the last week of January 2016. The attacks on 

GSCASH started from February 2016 with multiple attempts of undue interference by top 

officials in the JNU administration in a complaint of sexual harassment on behalf of the 

defendant who holds a position of authority in JNU. GSCASH refused to succumb to these 

pressures. It is important to note that this resistance to blatant misuse of power despite total 

commitment to gender justice and principles of natural justice would have been difficult if rules 

and regulations of GSCASH were lax and had loopholes and if it had not had the unique 

composition that it had by way of constituency wise electoral representation (Annexure IV: JNU 

administration instructing that the complaint be dropped).   

On 8 April, 2016, the JNU administration set up a Committee consisting of three members to 

again review GSCASH rules even though this was unnecessary and arbitrary just a little over six 

months after the new rules had been notified after a comprehensive consultation exercise. This 

committee had a dialogue with GSCASH in which GSCASH had put forward its views on the 

arbitrary and unnecessary exercise. The Committee had submitted its recommendations which 
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were certified by the University‘s legal counsel on 25
th

 May 2016 (Annexure V: Report of the 

Committee along with the Opinion of the legal Counsel).  

The annexure shows that the legal counsel had certified that the existing process of constitution 

of the GSCASH through electoral representation was not in violation of the 2013 Act. The 

enclosures also show that the then GSCASH Chairperson had pointed out that GSCASH rules 

can be amended only in a special meeting of GSCASH as per the provisions of Rule X (4) of 

GSCASH. It is only after this exercise can any amendment to the rules be placed in the 

Executive Council.  

It is important to note that the recommendations of this Committee and its deliberations were 

never presented to the Executive Council for discussion. That this exercise was unnecessary was 

confirmed given that the Court of the University under the present Vice Chancellor approved the 

existing GSCASH rules and regulations of 2015 in its original form in December 2016. 

(Annexure VI: Relevant Excerpt of the minutes of the meeting of the University Court) 

This approval was done  a few months after the UGC rules on prevention of sexual harassment 

was notified by MHRD (on 5 May 2016) and thus suggests that at least till December 2016, the 

JNU administration had no doubt about the GSCASH rules being in harmony with all regulations 

including that of the UGC. 

Unsuccessful in its attempt to directly and indirectly manipulate GSCASH proceedings on the 

complaint case against a person in a position of authority, top members of the JNU 

administration openly discussed this case in the Executive Council in its 264
th

 meeting dated 21
st
 

June, 2016 flouting provisions of Sections VI, VII and X of GSCASH rules. Despite opposition 

and dissent by elected faculty members in the Executive Council (EC henceforth), the GSCASH 

was instructed by the top officials of the JNU administration in writing that it ―may drop the 

case‖ against this defendant based on a set of minutes of the EC that was once again 

manipulated. These interferences in the case continued all through 2016 and 2017 in the 266
th

 

and 267
th

 Executive Council meetings (Annexure VII: Relevant sections of EC minutes and 

related letters from the JNU Administration) 
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For example, it had been pointed out by EC members during the course of the discussion that the 

Executive Council has no locus standi under existing rules to discuss the complaint case till 

GSCASH has completed its enquiry and submitted its report. It had been pointed out that the 

administration was trying to convince the EC of the innocence of the defendant based on just his 

statements to the administration. The existence of the complainant, her/his security and right to 

justice did not even matter to the JNU administration. It was also pointed out that if at all any 

GSCASH matters of procedure was a concern for certain members of the EC,  such discussion 

can happen only after inviting GSCASH to such a meeting. However, as has become the 

common practice of the present JNU administration, the minutes did not record the letter and 

spirit of the discussion, gave an illegal directive to GSCASH to drop a case (which makes all EC 

members except those who dissented party to this illegal interference and institutional 

overreach), but also resolved to hold an EC meeting to discuss GSCASH procedures. 

It is important to note here that an external member of the Executive Council who has been 

previously indicted for sexual harassment was part of this deliberation advocating deliberate 

illegal interference in GSCASH matters.  

Article 6.2: Illegal Dismantling of GSCASH and Installation of a Pliant ICC 

In the meanwhile in 2017, the GSCASH had received more complaints of sexual harassment in 

which certain members of the JNU administration have been named. While the enquiries on 

these cases were on, the administration set up yet another committee consisting of 9 members 

headed by S C Garkoti on 4
th

 August 2017 to ostensibly ‗review the existing mechanism of 

GSCASH and to give its recommendations among others for forming Internal Complaints 

Committee‘.  (Annexure VIII: Notification of the Constitution of the Garkoti Committee) 

This committee was comprised of an overwhelming majority of male members, with no 

demonstrable experience of work on sexual harassment other than the legal counsel and with no 

members except one with any association with GSCASH and demonstrated expertise and 

specialization in gender in international politics. Despite the urging by that one member, a 

former Chairperson of GSCASH  for wide consultations and several other suggestions that 
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showed the compliant structure and nature of GSCASH Rules and Regulations with all existing 

laws, these were summarily ignored (because of which she resigned from the committee after 

recording her views in writing). Her name was purged from the final report of the committee 

(Annexure IXA and IXB: Letters written by this member to the Garkoti Committee).  

The legal counsel who was notified as a member of this committee was the same legal counsel 

who had vetted the GSCASH Rules and Regulations 2015 on behalf of the then JNU 

administration and found the GSCASH rules complaint during its adoption in September 2015 

with all existing laws and rules of the land. The same legal counsel had also certified on 25 May 

2016 that the composition of GSCASH through electoral representation as mandated in its rules 

were not in violation of the laws of the land. Her opinion on this matter had been consistent in all 

available communication from her office on this matter (Annexure XA and XB: Opinion of the 

University‘s legal counsel on GSCASH Rules and Procedures in 2014 and 2016 respectively). 

The Garkoti committee could not come up with any ‗review of the GSCASH mechanism‘ which 

was the substantive part of its TOR from which its recommendations on ICC were supposed to 

follow. Instead, they took more than a month to copy paste the MHRD gazette notification for 

constituting a nominated ICC wasting precious university resources and taxpayer‘s money. A 

sub-committee of this committee formulated the recommendations through a copy paste of the 

MHRD gazette notification of 2016 of UGC rules and suggested replacement of the GSCASH by 

a much smaller and non-representative ICC fully nominated by the Vice Chancellor. 

It was only on September 14, 2017 that the Registrar in a circular ‗informed‘ the JNU 

community of the rationale of existence of ‗the committee to look into the formation of ICC‘ and 

of it having ‗submitted its report for the consideration of the Executive Council‘.(Annexure XI: 

Copy of Registrar‘s Circular dated 14.09.2017).  

This so-called report was then listed as an ‗item to note‘ rather than an ‗item for consideration‘ in 

the agenda of the 269
th

 Executive Council meeting – thus flouting even the earlier manipulated 

EC minute on it which had promised a discussion on GSCASH.(Annexure XII: Excerpt of the 

relevant portion of the agenda of the 269
th

 Executive Council). 
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Dissenting members were not allowed to speak in the meeting. On expressing dissatisfaction for 

not being allowed to speak, one elected faculty member was censured. Six members of the 

Executive Council including all three elected Faculty representatives recorded their dissent in 

writing. (Annexure XIII: Relevant excerpts from the dissent notes)  

Despite recorded dissent on the matter in writing and without due deliberation as is clear from 

the excerpts of the dissents in writing, the ICC was announced to have been constituted and 

replaced GSCASH barely minutes after the EC meeting got over on 18.09.2017.(Annexure XIV: 

Announcement of the ICC replacing GSCASH through office order dated 18.09.2017) 

This was done even before the minutes of the EC meeting had been formulated and circulated 

and the minutes as on date do not reflect the strong dissent that have been put in by six members 

in the 269
th

 meeting as well as earlier meetings. (Annexure XV: Excerpt from the unratified EC 

minutes of the 269
th

 meeting in circulation as on date along with relevant extracts from the 

minutes of the 268
th

 EC meeting)  

Annexure XV read with Article 6.1 and 6.2 together clearly establishes that the decision to 

dismantle GSCASH and replace it with the ICC was solely based on wrongful deliberations by 

the VC and his administration to protect a powerful member of the JNU administration from on-

going GSCASH proceedings in lieu of a complaint that GSCSH had received and taken up. 

Article 6.3: Illegal Countermanding of Elections to GSCASH 

In parallel, the Registrar has issued a notice dated September 12, 2017 countermanding elections 

of GSCASH members from the various constituencies of the University till further notice. 

(Annexure XVI: Copy of Registrar‘s notice)   

The registrar's notice countermanding elections to GSCASH is a blatant case of institutional 

overreach and is ultra vires.  
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As on the date of the notification, GSCASH rules stood as the only rules in the University on 

matters related to sexual harassment as per the Executive Council decision on 18 September 

2015 vide resolution no (5.1/EC18.09.2015) and approved in the 44th JNU Court Meeting dated 

December 5, 2016 (under the present Vice-Chancellor).  

Section X of these rules make GSCASH the sole authority over its rules. As per GSCASH rules, 

unions and associations in JNU of faculty, staff, officers and students are supposed to hold the 

elections in coordination with GSCASH.  

The registrar or any other official in the university had no locus standi to countermand any 

election to GSCASH. We have seen in Annexure XV that the 268
th

 EC decision was malafide 

and the minutes of the said meeting had not been confirmed on the date of the registrar‘s letter. 

Thus the registrar not only had no locus standi on the matter, but was also was misrepresenting 

deliberations of the 268
th

 EC meeting with presumably the  approval of the ‗competent authority‘ 

which in this case would be the Vice Chancellor. 

It may also be noted that the GSCASH elections of the JNU Officers Association was allowed to 

be held in August 2017. If indeed this decision was made in the 268
th

 EC in June 2017, then the 

GSCASH Elections of the JNU Officers Association which was held after June 2017 should also 

have received a similar notice. No such notice was issued. This directive came only when the 

GSCASH election of student representatives were announced. 

This also leads the JNUTA to suggest that the hurried manner in which the ICC was constituted 

by calling an EC meeting on 18 September 2017 was also aimed at preventing the election of 

student representatives to GSCASH which had already been announced for 22
nd

 September 

2017. 

Article 6.4: Illegal Attempt to Physically Capture the GSCASH Office and Case 

Files of Complaints 
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In the afternoon of the 18
th

 of September, 2017 shortly after the Executive Council meeting held 

the same morning was over, the JNU Chief Security Officer (henceforth CSO)  accompanied by 

numerous guards walked into the GSCASH office and handed an office order (248/2017 ,No 

AR/Acad/Misc/2017 dated September 18, 2017) to the Chairperson GSCASH,  asking the 

present office bearers and staff to vacate the premises  and hand over the keys  to him. (See 

Annexure XIV: Copy of the relevant Office Order) 

The Chairperson objected to this as the office order merely stated that the ICC had been 

constituted with the names of the nominees  listed on it. It did not indicate that the office had to 

be sealed as the CSO claimed and the keys be handed over to him. It may be noted that the keys 

to the GSCASH office have always been in the possession of the GSCASH office staff 

/Chairperson or anyone authorized by her and they have never been in the possession of the 

security staff of JNU . Upon the illegality of their demand  being pointed out to them,  the 

security  withdrew from the premises  to the corridor , maintaining their intimidating presence at 

the door.  

The GSCASH  members present noted that  amongst the  members nominated to the new 

committee was one current member of GSCASH (who as per rules of GSCASH would have had 

to resign after giving due notice before taking up another position) and another nominated 

member was in fact also under investigation  for breach of restraint in an ongoing case.  

Therefore it was felt that this notification was legally fraught and required clarification from the 

―competent‖ authority before any further step could be taken. This was then communicated to 

the  JNU administration vide a letter sent the same afternoon.  

In the meanwhile, an  office order (No.Acad/Misc./2017 dated September 18
th 

2017 requesting 

“to hand over charge to the chairperson ICC . The time and date will be informed by Prof 

Vibha Tandon , Chairperson ICC in due course “  was delivered to the GSCASH office from 

the good offices of the Registrar Mr Pramod Kumar, who once again had no locus standi on the 

matter. (Annexure XVII: Copy of the Relevant Letter)   

As the entire modality of the ICC notification appeared mendacious, the   GSCASH office staff 

was then instructed by the Chairperson to request other members of GSCASH and Chief Enquiry 
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Officers of ongoing enquiries, as well as representatives of various constituent members of 

GSCASH  to come to the GSCASH office at the earliest.  Shortly thereafter, nominated members 

of the newly formed ICC also walked into the office without prior communication,  demanding 

that the office and files  be handed over to them. The  Chairperson GSCASH explained the 

legally fraught   implications of their position to them, and in  the absence of any written 

communication from  the newly designated  ―ICC Chairperson‖  who had also come,  it was 

conveyed to the  ―ICC‖ members who had arrived with such alacrity, that  GSCASH members 

were  bound to safeguard the confidentiality  of  ongoing case  files and other material regarding 

the same and that the legality of the constitution  of  ICC itself was questionable which could not 

be shared due to reasons of confidentiality . The JNUSU president, present there,  also sought to 

safeguard the files of ongoing cases and ensure confidentiality of cases as several ongoing 

investigations were in fact against people in positions of power whose interests were being 

clearly being served through the dismantling of GSCASH. 

The haste with which  such an important decision was illegally being imposed of GSCASH was 

intimidating  to say the least and this was conveyed to all members of GSCASH  vide emails and 

their presence was sought by the Chairperson the next day at the GSCASH premises  as  there 

was also an apprehension of an illegal   locking  of the GSCASH offices by the JNU security 

which was hovering near the door . 

Thereafter, in the presence of several JNU security staff members the premises of GSCASH 

were locked  and the keys were held in the safe custody of the Chairperson GSCASH as was 

routine, awaiting further instructions from the ―competent authority‖ as no written communiqué 

had been received regarding modalities of transfer,  if at all legal. 

On the 19
th

 of September 2017 when the office staff arrived for work in the morning, they found 

the GSCASH office ingress had been blocked with a second lock over the GSCASH office lock 

and the Chairperson GSCASH was informed about the same.  The Chairperson arrived at 9:30 to 

look into the matter and was told by the security staff standing in the corridor that the additional 

lock had been put at the behest of the Vice Chancellor JNU. This was further confirmed when 

the Chairperson sought an explanation from the Chief Security Officer shortly thereafter, who 

informed her that while he had received no written order to do so, he had the GSCASH offices 
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locked and sealed on the basis of a Whatsapp message received from the Vice Chancellor around 

7pm in the evening of the 18
th

 of September 2017. It is through this utter disregard of legalities 

and procedures that a situation was created wherein the ingress and egress to the  GSCASH 

premises was made inaccessible.    

Awaiting further communication, the Chairperson waited all day to hear from the  ―Competent 

Authority‖ . Around 4pm a threatening communication arrived by hand,  from the   office of the  

Registrar Mr. Pramod Kumar  seeking   that the Chairperson make herself available at the  

GSCASH office to hand over charge to an unnamed ―Presiding Officer of the ICC.‖ This 

ambiguous communication from  someone with no authority regarding ICC-GSCASH matters 

was deeply suspicious and therefore the matter was reported by her orally to the JNUTA  which 

discussed the matter in its extended JNUTA EC meeting held on the 19.09.2017.  The 

complications arising from this imbroglio was also conveyed to the Vice Chancellor the same 

evening vide an email by the Chairperson GSCASH.   

It may also be observed that as the entire exercise of  notifying an ICC had happened without 

even a single line of communication with GSCASH because of which it was carrying out its 

normal functions on the 18
th

  of September, 2017.  So complainants, witnesses, enquiry officers 

of ongoing cases etc were present in the GSCASH office when this threatening matter  to take 

over the GSCASH office and its confidential case files transpired. This resulted in the 

intimidation of not just the office bearers  of GSCASH but also  complainants  who were brought 

face to face with defendants, thus comprising their health and safety in the most unseemly 

manner.  

Related Arguments in support of Article 6 of the JNUTA Chargesheet against the Vice 

Chancellor 

The UGC regulations of 2015 notified by MHRD in 2016 on this matter actually states that ‗any 

existing body already functioning with the same objective (like Gender Sensitization Committee 

Against Sexual Harassment – GSCASH should be re-constituted as the ICC) provided that in the 

‗latter case the HEI shall ensure that the Constitution of such a Body is required for ICC under 
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these regulations. Provided that such a body shall be bound by the provisions of these 

Regulations‘. 

Arguably, it follows that GSCASH as a body is required for the formation of the ICC as defined 

under these Regulations; and GSCASH Rules and Regulations can be harmonized with the 

Regulation as per procedure established by statutes. Thus in our view, the only substantive 

meaning of adoption of UGC Regulation is by following clause X of the GSCASH Rules and 

Regulations.  

There are example of other institutional bodies which have broadly followed this process of 

harmonization while retaining institution specific democratic practices and checks and balances.  

Here are three instances:  

 

I. The Gender Sensitization & Sexual Harassment of Women at the Supreme Court of India 

(Prevention, Prohibition and Redressal) Regulations, 2013 which came into force 

through a notification in the Official Gazette dated 6th August 2013 in its Chapter 

(COMPOSITION & CONSTITUTION OF GENDER SENSITlSATION & 

INTERNAL COMPLAINTS COMMITTEE ) in its Clause 4.2 in addition to 

nomination of some members to this body by the CJI, while giving representation to 

all its constituencies have accepted elections as a process for membership:   

  

(c) one or two members to be elected by General Ballot of the Supreme Court 

Bar Association who shall be registered member of the Supreme Court Bar 

Association forat least 10 years out  of whom at least one shall be a woman; 

  

(d) one woman member being a member of the Advocates-on-Record Association 

elected by General Ballot of the Advocates-on-Record Association; 

  

(e) one woman member being a member of the Supreme Court Clerks Association 

elected by General Ballot of the Supreme Court Clerks Association; 
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II. The Committee for Prevention of Sexual Harassment (CPSH) constituted at the 

Ambedkar University, Delhi is a 26 member committee representing all 

constituencies-Students, faculty, non-teaching staff-that are directly elected. 

 

III. University of Hyderabad, in its recent order has restricted elections only to student 

representatives. But it also has allowed representation from Student Union and 

Teacher‘s Associations.   

 

While, all these institution specific rules and regulations mentioned above have been declared to 

be in consonance with the Sexual Harassment of Women at Workplace (Prevention, Prohibition 

and Redressal) Act, 2013, the latter two have also been declared to be in harmony with the UGC 

Regulations 2016. What is clear from the above examples is that election as a process of 

membership is not ―ultra-vires‖ of the MHRD notification of 2016 of the UGC Rules of 2015 or 

the 2013 ACT on prevention of sexual harassment and has been accepted in all the instances.  

 

So the question here is why is the JNU Administration determined to do away with a democratic 

election process which has been part of the established Rules and Procedure of GSCASH in 

JNU? Why is the JNU Administration afraid of a democratically elected GSCASH teacher‘s (or 

Staff and Officer‘s) representative? Why does it want to reduce the total number of elected 

student representatives on the committee? Why is it not interested in a serious process of 

consultative harmonization of the UGC Rules of 2015 with the GSCASH rules? Why is it so 

keen to scuttle ongoing enquiries and confiscate all papers and documents related to complaints? 

 

From our findings and evidence summarized above, it is clear that the only reason for all these 

attacks is to populate the GSCASH with the JNU administration‘s nominees, and thereby to 

influence the course and findings of enquiry committees and thus completely scuttle the basis of 

fairness and the basic premises of gender justice. It is also clear from the above that the sole 

intention of this unprecedented attack on GSCASH is because the current JNU administration led 

by the current Vice Chancellor has been unsuccessful in manipulating the institution of the 

GSCASH to scuttle enquiries against their own.   
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Thus the Vice Chancellor is charged of partiality and interference in GSCASH procedures, 

undermining of rules and procedures in cases of complaint of sexual harassment, illegally 

dismantling the GSCASH in JNU and installing a pliant and puppet ICC, attempting to access 

and confiscate confidential case documents of GSCASH through abuse of authority, and 

compromising the health and safety of complainants. Thus he has not only undermined JNU‘s 

anti-sexual harassment policy, but has also made the campus unsafe for all constituents of JNU. 

 

STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF ARTICLE 7 OF THE CHARGE MEMORANDUM: 

DISPLAYING A CALLOUS ATTITUDE TOWARDS NAJEEB AHMED AND FAILING 

TO PROTECT A STUDENT‟S INTEREST 

 

As one of the jury members pointed out yesterday, JNU has been able to achieve its place in the 

academic world because it has always functioned on the basis of a sense of Community. This 

does not mean that there are no contradictions within the community; it rather means that this 

University has been created by a community of students, teachers and staff who truly represent 

the diversity of our country, amidst great challenges. It has not been created simply with just a 

narrow legal framework but with, what the jury said yesterday, a ―ethico-legal‖ framework, a 

framework which actually is, and should be, the hallmark of all Universities in true sense. 

 

A University is a highly moral space and this morality is ensured by everybody‘s adherence to 

this ethico-legal framework, which implies not just the statutes but a whole range of conventions. 

While the ethico-legal framework and the conventions are very-very important for the academic 

matters of the University, it becomes more important for the community‘s day to day life.  

 

As was pointed out by the earlier presenters on Article 6, no law or statues are enough and 

adequate to address the needs of a residential University like that of JNU and hence the 

community has to evolve, and it did evolve its own mechanism to address the contradictions 

within it. GSCASH became a model, and so is the social life in JNU, a model for campuses not 

just within the country but across the world. Anybody who has got an opportunity to witness the 
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community life in JNU, except the present VC, Prof. M Jagadesh Kumar, has actually cherished 

and praised its richness. We wish, Prof. Kumar, was not an exception.  

 

The JNU community in the last five decades has successfully built a strong and academically 

vibrant atmosphere which provides appropriate encouragement for sound and fruitful 

relationship between the intellectual and social life of the students and for those aspects of the 

University life outside the class-room which contribute to their growth and development as 

mature and responsible human beings. All those who have been associated with JNU always call 

it their second home, a home filled with warm people, whom we know as the JNU community.  

 

However, this does not mean that the University does not have statutory provisions for this.  

As per the Statute 10(1) of the Second Schedule of the JNU Act 1966, the Dean of Students, is one 

of the officers of the University, who is appointed by the Executive Council on the recommendation 

of the Vice-Chancellor. And the power of the Dean of Students, governed by the Academic 

Ordinance, in its Clause 11 (Approved vide Resolution No. 21/EC/2.1.1972) clearly states that: 

The Dean of Students in the University shall look after the general welfare of the 

students as also provide appropriate encouragement for sound and fruitful 

relationship between the intellectual and social life of the students and for those 

aspects of the University life outside the class-room which contribute to their growth 

and development as mature and responsible human beings. 

 

However, what we are going to present now will testify that the way Prof. M. Jagadesh Kumar 

has failed to uphold and implement not just the Statutory provision but also the ethico-legal 

framework to ensure protection of the entire JNU community. 

 

On October 15, 2016, Najeeb Ahmed, a first year student of the MSc Programme at the School 

of Biotechnology went missing from his room in a Hostel of the University. The night before, 

Najeeb was assaulted by a group of students within the hostel premises. The Vice-Chancellor 

and his Administrations‘ callousness have been directly responsible, for the circumstances 

behind a student of the University going missing from the University campus. 
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The Hostel Administration not only failed to protect Najeeb from being assaulted, but projected 

him in a bad light in its first meeting held after that. In any such case while the convention in 

JNU has been to issues show cause notices to anybody engaged in violence inside the hostel 

premises, the Hostel Administration under the pressure of the assaulters instead pronounced 

Najeeb Ahmed guilty and ordered his immediate hostel transfer without any proper enquiry.  

 

As reported in the Article of Charge on GSCASH earlier, while the University Administration 

has been enthusiastically making video-recording of all events inside the campus, there was no 

video recording done of this assault on Najeeb despite the presence of the University security. 

Nor did the JNU Administration show any excitement this time, like they did ironically only a 

few months before, in reporting the incident to the Police.  

The Vice-Chancellor, Prof. M Jagadesh Kumar did not issue any statement after the incident. 

The JNU administration in its first Press Release on October 17, 2016, almost 48 hours after the 

incident, instead of issuing an appeal to Najeeb guaranteeing him full security and justice by 

punishing those involved in assaulting him, addressed Najeeb as an ―accused‖ (Annexure-I). 

Why did the JNU Administration choose to ignore the Wardens' Committee report dated 16th 

Oct, 2016, where it had categorically mentioned about the brutal assault on Najeeb remains 

unanswered. 

Without conducting any inquiry, the JNU administration‘s action was only in contravention of 

the principles of natural justice which calls for fair hearing of all parties involved. It not only 

would have potentially added more fear in the minds of Najeeb but also in the minds of several 

other students, particularly those belonging to the marginalized sections in the University 

campus. In fact, such acts of partisanship from the very beginning only indicated towards a 

deliberate prejudice against Najeeb and put serious questions on the JNU Administration‘s 

objectivity.  

The Vice-Chancellor and his administration further lowered the prestige of the University by the 

way they treated the family of Najeeb Ahmed. Despite being aware of the fact that Najeeb‘s 

family had arrived in the campus on October 15, the day Najeeb went missing, the VC did not 
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even show the ―basic human emotion‖ by talking with or meeting Najeeb‘s family for the next 

four consecutive days. The family finally had to force their way into the VC‘s office on Oct 18, 

2017. However, the response that they got from the VC and his Administration only showed 

their ―insensitivity‖ towards Najeeb and his family. (Annexure II).  

The JNU administration neither filed a missing complain, which could have led to a totally 

different protocol of search and investigation, nor did it file a complaint against the assaulters of 

Najeeb to give him justice.  The demand of the JNU community (both students‘ and teachers‘) to 

have a fair inquiry did not heed any response from the VC. The JNU Administration in its Press 

Release on October 26, 2016 once again did not mention the assault on Mr. Najeeb by a group of 

students. This clearly indicated that the administration was trying to protect and give clean-chit 

to the assaulters of Najeeb in-advance. The Vice Chancellor and his team did not show any 

seriousness in conducting an impartial inquiry in the incidence of violence, let alone protect 

those who were feeling threatened by the perpetrators of mob violence inside the University 

Campus. 

 

While the University Administration announced that a Proctorial Enquiry has been initiated, it 

also made a complete mockery of rules the University by announcing that the Proctorial enquiry 

report would be submitted to the Provosts Committee for its recommendation. This further 

confirmed that the real objective of the University was not to do justice with Najeeb Ahmed but 

to delay any action. In an extremely shocking move, the Administration in its zeal to 

unnecessarily sensationalise the issue in its press release title ―Summary and Update of the 

Events‖ tried to link it with the issue of a bag containing pistol found at the North gate of the 

University almost a month later.  
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The Administration, in order to delay the process further, initiated proctorial enquiries against 

the students demanding justice for Najeeb after his disappearance.  

With no response from the JNU Administration, the family of Najeeb was left with no option and 

filed a writ petition in the Delhi High Court On Nov 21, 2016. But when the vase was taken up 

for hearing, the JNU Administration did not appear before the Court or submit any response. The 

Delhi High Court expressed displeasure at this „“attitude” of the JNU Vice-Chancellor for 

not assigning anyone in the matter despite being served a copy of the petition. It further said, 

“He does not think it is an important matter? This is not a good attitude’ and asked the JNU 

administration to file a response to the petition. (Annexure III- Telegraph Report attached) 

Shameful was the fact that despite the proctorial inquiry issued show cause notices to those 

identified as Najeeb‘s assaulter (Annexure – IV and V), they were not declared guilty of any act of 

misconduct and indiscipline and were simply let off with a hostel transfer order by the JNU 

administration (Annexure - VI and VII).  

 

The asymmetry of the punishment can be witnessed from the fact that the same JNU 

administration found six students, including all JNUSU office bearers, guilty of misconduct and 

indiscipline for seeking justice for the missing student Najeeb. The punishment in this case 

included, along with hostel transfer, an imposition of a fine of Rs 20,000 each, and blocking of 

their academic process (a sample of the order attached- Annexure VIII).  

 

The investigation by the Delhi police did not lead the case anywhere and hence the Delhi High 

Court, on a plea by the Najeeb‘s mother in May 2017 transferred the investigation from the 

police to the CBI. However, there months later in August when CBI failed to file a fresh progress 

report in the case, the HC rebuked it, saying the probe was not transferred to the agency ―for 
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fun‖. But despite six months into investigation, the CBI has not led us anywhere. Hearing the 

plea on Oct 16, 2017, the High Court expressed unhappiness with agency‘s probe into Najeeb‘s 

disappearance and came out heavily on the contradictions that appeared in CBI‘s oral 

submissions and status report. 

 

In what we have presented above, it clear shows that the way Prof. M. Jagadesh Kumar has dealt 

with the issue of Najeeb, he has no respect for a space that is JNU. He is therefore charged with 

displaying a callous attitude towards Najeeb Ahmed and failing to protect JNU‘s community life 

from the threats which have been arising repeatedly ever since he has joined this University as 

the Vice-Chancellor.  

Defence “Statement” on behalf of the Vice Chancellor on Articles 6 and 7 

1. JNU is not above the law of the land and therefore compliance with T Sexual 

Harassment of Women at Workplace (Prevention, Prohibition and Redressal) Act, 2013 

and the implementation of the University Grants Commission (Prevention, prohibition 

and redressal of sexual harassment of women employees and students in higher 

educational institutions) Regulations, 2015 was imperative. 

2. In the light of letters received from the UGC, the Executive Council authorized the Vice-

Chancellor to initiate the process of constituting an Internal Complaints Committee 

Committee. It may be noted that the UGC Regulations stipulate that 

 

As such, a replacement of the GSCASH by the ICC was necessary and therefore there 

was no question of the process being done through GSCASH rules and procedures.  

3. It also followed that the Garkoti Committee‘s mandate was simply to examine what 

amendments were needed in JNU‘s rules to bring them in line with the prevailing legal 

provisions.  The composition of the Committee was accordingly decided and there is no 

basis for questioning the credentials of its members. 
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4. Since the implementation of UGC Regulations was mandatory without any deviation, and 

the Regulations themselves spelt out the severe penalties the University was in danger of 

inviting if it failed to comply with them – including stoppage of grants from the UGC and 

the Government - the Executive Council accepted the recommendations of the Garkoti 

Committee as a result of which the GSCASH ceased to have any statutory basis and its 

continued functioning would be illegal. As such the documents and papers of the 

GSCASH needed to be transferred to the custody of the ICC. 

5. Following the Executive Council decision, the provisions of Sub Regulation (1) of 

Regulation (4) of the UGC Regulations, which specify the composition of the ICC and 

the mode of selection of its members, also came into force. The constitution of the new 

ICC is in accordance with these provisions which mandate that the Executive Authority, 

which in JNU‘s case is its Executive Council, shall nominate the Presiding Officer from 

among women faculty members as well as two other faculty members and two non-

teaching employee members, and one NGO member. The Executive Council only carried 

out this mandate and to the best of its knowledge, the individuals chosen meet the criteria 

laid down in the Regulations. The elections for the student members of the ICC have also 

been conducted. 

6. As regards the Executive Council giving directions to the GSCASH on individual 

inquiries before receiving a report is concerned, it may be noted that Statute 14 (x) allows 

the Executive Council to " to entertain, adjudicate upon, and if it thinks fit, to redress any 

grievances of the salaried officers, the teaching staff and other employees of the 

University who may for any reasons feel aggrieved". It is under this provision that the 

Executive Council acted on a representation received from a teacher, charges against 

whom were being looked into by the GSCASH in violation of its own rules was 

examining a case that was more than 3 years old. 

In view of what has been said above (Serial Nos. 1 to 6), it is clear that if the Vice-

Chancellor is guilty of anything, it is of adhering to the laws of the land and not the charge 

mentioned under Article 6 of the charge menorandum. 

As regards Article 7 of the Charge memorandum, the Summary and Updates document 
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issued by the dean of Students Office documents the tremendous efforts put in by the JNU 

Administration keeping the best interests of the missing student in mind. They speak for 

themselves. 

As regards disciplinary action against students allegedly involved in assaulting Najeeb are 

concerned, the following may be noted. All disciplinary cases involving students are dealt 

with as per the rules and norms by the Chief proctor‘s office and punishments are given in 

proportion to the offence they are found guilty of. The same was followed in this particular 

instance too. 

As such, there is no basis for the charge. 

 

 OBSERVATIONS MADE BY THE JURY MEMBERS ON ARTICLES 6 & 7 

RAHUL ROY: FILMMAKER  

We have gone through the documents and from what has been presented here, its quite clear that 

something fishy is going on this university. As for the GSCASH issue, from what has been 

presented and the case that we heard, there is nothing on record to exemplify and demonstrate 

that University Policy on Sexual harassment has been reviewed, challenged or changed. And to 

my mind there is no merit in replacing a body that has been a pioneer in dealing with sexual 

harassment in Higher Educational Institutes and moreover in contributing to sensitizing the 

university constituents to gender issues and gender based violence. Here I would like to look at 

the word replace in the context of the UGC notification where it talks about reconstituting. And 

from all evidence that is being provided GSCASH except for its name  had already reconstituted 

itself to the guidelines that have been coming up through the legal cases as well as through the 

notification and as has been presented was also legally weighted. The Vice Chancellor and his 

advisers are acting whimsically and their actions are motivated because GSCASH is a 

democratically elected representative body of the entire JNU fraternity and does not function 

under the direct control of the administration and the Vice Chancellor and therefore this seems to 

be an attempt to bring the procedure and process under their direct control and do away with it 

representative nature. An institution like GSCASH can fulfill its role only and only if it carries 

the faith and support of the university fraternity. There is no rational reason for the destruction of 
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an institution that has worked for so many years and has dealt effectively with several cases. This 

is a clear case of vendetta. I rule that the Vice Chancellor‘s bid to replace GSCASH as illegal 

and untenable. I further rule that the Vice Chancellor and the senior administration of the 

university be put through a gender sensitization course to acquaint them with the functioning and 

importance of GSCASH. And this I say because from what one is hearing and what one is 

reading, there seems to be an issue of masculinity at work here with some serious insecurity to 

work at the higher sections of the JNU with the fascination for tanks, big flags, nationalism and 

patriotism. So there is a need for gender sensitization as far as the office of the VC is concerned.  

On the second case of Najeeb Ahmed, it‘s obvious to all of us sitting here this been not just 

callousness but there is something much more going on here which needs to be investigated and 

which needs to be some way brought out that what the office of VC and the senior administration 

is trying to hide that something is hidden here, something is covered up. It‘s fairly clear and 

obvious to us that the VC‘s office stand guilty as far as may be not directly on the disappearance 

of the Najeeb, its got itself implicated on the case of shielding and hiding the people and the 

reasons for which Najeeb is still missing. And that needs to be very very carefully investigated 

and it needs to be shown and seen that why and how the VC‘s office is involved in this entire 

mystery of disappearance of Najeeb.  

BHASHA SINGH: AWARD WINNING JOURNALIST AND AUTHOR 

There are charges against VC that is being discussed publicly and this is democracy and 

democratic culture that should be followed in different universities. Same kind be hearing should 

be done in BHU. While I was reading and listening to the case I was thinking that BHU VC has 

sent to vacation but it is becoming difficult of sending JNU VC on vacation. It is big presser that 

they want to dismantle the whole democratic, secular culture of the JNU.  It is very clear in the 

way they have attacked GSCASH and the way they have dealt with. The whole patriarchic and 

jingoistic nationalism build around JNU is reflected on the way they have dismantle GSCASH. It 

is very critical for all of us who are fighting for democratic culture here especially the way they 

are trained in changing rule, relation and statutes. I think how they are aspire to dismantle 

GSCASH through locking the room like locking a panchayat bhavan. They want to overpower 

all the democratic spaces, they want to kill the democratic institution. The document which has 
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been presented I think this is a very historical process which JNU has initiated. The whole 

process of democracy and rule of law is going on but they want to impose surveillance. There are 

staunch similarities of surveillance in the screening in JNU and surveillance outside through 

Adhar.   Student has kep their case of hostel checking and the way she has put the case of hostel 

raid and the way these raid has been carried out. Media should be informed that how JNU is 

conducting raid in girls hostel. How girls of the JNU have been portrayed and how JNU students 

is being portrait liked people have portrayed during the independence that they are anti-national.  

The process of attack on the privacy of women and attack of women freedom has culminated in 

violation of GSCASH. I think VC is guilty in the Article 6. The patriarchal thinking of the VC 

has been uncovered by the way he has attacked GSCASH. This is done deliberately because he 

can appoint ICC those persons who can become sycophant of him. The current VC is guilty of 

assassinating the culture of right to dissent.  

In the second case he is again guilty. Not even a single VC of any university of this country that 

instead of searching missing student blessing the thrasher of the missing student. He is guilty of 

saving the thrasher of Najeeb. VC was fully engaged in safeguarding. And we all know that if 

initial investigation goes wrong that influences the further investigation that High Court has 

mentioned it. The current VC is guilty of safeguarding the thrasher of Najeeb. He saved them 

and still shielding them.   

KALYANI MENON SEN, FEMINIST ACTIVIST AND WRITER  

Having heard and carefuly considered the evidence presented by JNUTA, and the response filed 

on behalf of the VC, I find as follows. 

 

1. Charge: That the VC has undermined the autonomy and accountability of the anti-sexual 

harassment mechanism in JNU. 

 

Finding: Guilty as charged. 

 

2. Charge: That ongoing enquiries in complaints of sexual harassment have been compromised 

by the VC‘s actions, thus violating the confidentiality, human rights and security of complainants 

and witnesses and subjecting them to unnecessary stress and anguish. 

 

Finding: Guity as charged 
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3. Charge: That the VC has failed to fulfil the obligations of heads of institutions under the 

Sexual Harassment of Women at Workplace (Prevention, Prohiition and Redressal) Act 2013. 

 

Finding: Guilty as charged 

 

4. Charge: That the VC has failed in his duty to ensure the safety, security, academic freedom 

and protection from discrimination of all member of the campus community. 

 

Finding: Guilty as charged. 

 

In addition, I find the VC guilty of the following grave offences. 

1. Attempt to murder the democratic ethos and inclusive culture of JNU by undermining the 

structures, systems and norms that have been developed over four decades through the dedicated, 

committed an collective endeavours of the JNU community. 

 

2. Repeated abuse of authority in order to further his personal vendetta against faculty and 

students who seek to defend and expand the democratic and secular culture and ethos of the 

campus. 

 

3. Multiple acts of omission and commission that have created an atmosphere of insecurity, 

vulnerability and risk for students, particularly those belonging to Dalit and minority 

communities and/or aligned with leftist politics on campus.  

 

It is not possible for me to say whether the VC‘s actions are driven by malicious intentions and a 

toxic ideology, or are merely the consequence of his personal limitations, psychological 

insecurity or other factors beyond his conscious control. Whatever be the cause, it is amply clear 

that Shri M Jagadeesh Kumar is incapable of meeting the minimum standards of competence, 

transparency, accountability and decency required to discharge his duties and obligations as the 

VC of JNU. He should be immediately suspended from his post. An independent judicial enquiry 

should be initiated to examine the charges brough against him by JNUTA and JNUSU. 

 

SAIF MAHMOOD: ADVOCATE,  SUPREME COURT OF INDIA 

At the very outset I must say that I agree with the pronouncements made by the learned 

colleagues. But let me come to the Vice Chancellor‘s defense first. What is the VC‘s defense? 

The Vice Chancellor‘s defense is this - that in view of what has been said by me above, it is clear 

that if I am guilty of anything it is ‗adherence to the laws of the land‘ and not the charges 

mentioned in Article 6 of or Article 7 of the charge memorandum. I am reminded of a couplet of 

Shuja Khawar :  

Ho gaya is baat par sab munsifon mein ittefaaq 

Mai‟n laga patthar ko pehle, phir mujhe patthar laga 
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Allow me to go to the charges under Article 6 first. Having heard the representatives of the 

Teachers‘ Association  and the short defence by the representative of the Vice Chancellor, I find 

firstly, that there is no difference between the mechanism that was already available under the 

GSCASH Regulations and the one which is mandated by the 2013 Act. If at all, the mechanism 

that was available under the GSCASH Regulations was more favorably disposed towards the 

objectives of the 2013 Act than the mechanism contemplated under the Act itself. Secondly, in 

any case, the GSCASH mechanism has been duly harmonized with the 2013 Act. At this point, I 

would like to point out what the UGC Regulation in question actually says. It is quoted in the 

defense of the Vice Chancellor and I quote from the UGC Regulation : “The Internal 

complaints committee or the ICC to be constituted by an HEI under sub regulation 1 :  Any 

existing body already functioning with the same objective like the GSCASH shall be 

reconstituted as the ICC”  

All that this means is that the existing body shall be renamed as ―ICC‖. At best, there could be 

some more attempts to ensure that the mandate of the 2013 Act is complied with in cases where 

it was not being fully complied with hitherto. In the present case, under the existing mechanism 

that is available in JNU, the mandate of 2013 Act is more than being complied with, All that was 

required was to rename the GSCASH as ICC. It was only a question of nomenclature. The 

regulation that is being relied upon by the Vice Chancellor does not, in any manner, contemplate 

that the GSCASH be dismantled first and then a fresh body be constituted. That is in complete 

violation of the regulation itself which the Vice Chancellor relies upon. Lastly, the highhanded 

manner in which the office of GSCASH has been locked makes it very clear that the object 

behind the exercise was anything but to meet the objects of 2013 Act. It was malicious and it was 

malafide, and the manner in which it has been done itself constitutes harassment, including 

sexual harassment. There was consequently no need to dismantle or disband the existing 

mechanism and create a new committee. I, therefore, find the Vice Chancellor guilty of the 

charges framed under Article 6 on both counts.  

So far as the charge under Article 7 is concerned, namely, that the Vice Chancellor is displaying 

a callous attitude towards the Najeeb Ahmed and failing to protect the student‘s interest :  



140 

 

I have with me the JNU Act and I would like to read out two sub sections under the section titled 

―Powers and duties of the Vice Chancellor‖. Sub section 1 says that the Vice Chancellor has the 

general responsibility “towards maintaining the efficiency and good order of the university”. 

Sub section 2 says “It shall be the duty of the Vice Chancellor to see the provisions of the Act 

and the statutes, the ordinances and the regulations are duly observed and the decisions taken by 

the authorities of the university are implemented”. I find that the Vice Chancellor has failed in 

carrying out both these duties. Secondly, it is a matter of shame that the Vice Chancellor has, in 

the very least, failed to exercise what the law of torts calls ―the duty of care‖ towards his students 

and towards the entire university community. Najeeb is missing for 374 days, we are told. I 

would go to the extent of holding that on each of these 374 days, the Vice Chancellor has 

committed a fresh offence and a fresh cause of action has accrued against him on each of these 

374 days. I would also find that the Vice Chancellor is in collusion with the people who are 

trying to evade a logical conclusion of the case being investigated by the CBI. In fact, I will hold 

that he is guilty of abetment of Najeeb‘s disappearance because he created an environment where 

there was no option for the student but to disappear ;   if he has been abducted, that environment 

which led to his abduction was also created under the leadership, under the supervision and 

under the charge of the Vice Chancellor who was saddled with the aforesaid responsibilities 

under the JNU Act. I, therefore, find the Vice Chancellor guilty of the charge framed under 

Article 7 and I hold that he is unfit to remain the Vice Chancellor of Jawaharlal Nehru 

University. 

T K RAJALAKSHMI: SENIOR JOURNALIST and FORMER PRESIDENT, IWPC 

As the last among the list of jurors here, I must say that there is something about the air in JNU 

that it is always, always colder here, always slightly colder than the rest of the city and therefore 

this air quality and uniqueness of this place should be defended as well as protected at all times.  

Speaking as the former student of the JNU itself I can say with much pride that those values 

which all of us stand for, for democracy, for secularism, for a certain belief in the constitution of 

this country, all have been upheld by you all and in that sense this kind of hearing is 

substantively unique to JNU and I congratulate JNUSU and JNUTA for putting together this  

form of a public hearing where in fact none other than the VC is in the docks. As I said the air 

quality is very significant and it has to be protected, when I say air quality I didn‘t mean it in an 
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atmospheric sense, the air quality in the sense of freedom of speech, freedom of expression, 

community sense and belonging, standing by each other. This is what we learned as students; 

essentially this entire space, this geographical space gives you the space to think, to debate, to 

differ but certainly not to hate each other, not to attack each other, not abuse each other. It gives 

you a certain space to be yourself and that is what needs to be protected today and that is what is 

also under attack today which is being shown by the public hearing through the various 

depositions made here. For the last one and a half years this institution has been under attack and 

it is under attack for some very specific reasons. And what those reasons are ,of course, you all 

know.  There is a threat perception to the government perhaps, this entire atmosphere this 

government seeks to create, stifling voices, stifling dissent - if you disagree with the government 

you are antinational. This government doesn‘t think twice before declaring a university 

antinational, so there is some kind of a branding that is going on by this government and its 

appointees which is the VC which is good example of; the perfect appointee of the government 

and he implements to the core what this government stands for. Whether it is in the name of 

bureaucratization which is all humbug, in fact, there is a design for this bureaucratization 

whether it‘s in replacing GSCASH with UGC sanctioned ICC. If the GSCASH is functioning 

well and if there has been no review before you replace a committee, it appears to be clearly an 

attempt to impose a certain kind of thinking through the creation of certain kind of institutions, 

committees or reconstitution of certain committees by appointing people who would speak in a 

similar voice that would suit the interests of the present government in power. Now I would like 

to say few things about the GSCASH itself. The move to change the way it is shows a lack of 

understanding about the role GSCASH is playing, has played. If anything it needs to be emulated 

in other Universities as pointed out by Kalyani. It needs to be pushed forward and not 

dismantled. The replacement of GSCASH is not certainly going to check sexual harassment, 

something that the GSCASH has been successfully doing all these years. There is no logical 

reason for replacing a body like GSCASH with the ICC. 

Now coming to the issue of Najeeb‘s disappearance. the VC fails miserably. It‘s a scandal. I 

couldn‘t imagine that a student has gone missing from a university where he is supposed to feel 

safe and the VC doesn‘t seem to show any interest.  If I or anybody else among you was the VC, 

we would have regularly checked up on the issue and would have regularly given feedback and 
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update the students and the JNU community about the developments. According to the charge-

sheet read out, Najeeb was projected in a bad light. There was no video recording of a student 

(Najeeb) who was brutally assaulted. The VC seems quite lax in the case of a student who is 

assaulted and has gone missing. A statement from the VC came after 48 hours and accusing 

Najeeb of taking part in the violence and the warden‘s report is ignored. A fear psyche seems to 

have been created in the campus; if you disagree with a certain kind of a political organization, 

you are likely to be picked up, beaten up. These are issues that have to be taken seriously and 

taken cognizance of. The VC showed disdain to the family of Najeeb, as the charge-sheet shows. 

A pistol found on campus arouses ―grave concern‖ from the VC – a statement is issued about the 

pistol - but a student gone missing is no concern for him. This is hugely ironic. The perpetrators 

in the Najeeb violence case are roaming freely in the campus they were just transferred to 

different hostels, and the JNUSU office bearers who protested the laxity in the probe to find 

Najeeb were also transferred the hostels. This ―asymmetry of punishment‖ also comes up in the 

report. It is a peculiar case here that we are sitting here and discussing about a student who has 

gone missing a year ago and no attempt form VC to communicate with the students about what 

happened to him. I feel it‘s a complete abdication of the responsibility on the part of VC and I 

agree with the fellow jurors that he doesn‘t deserve to be the custodian of this university and that 

he should stop occupying his office with immediate effect. If he has a sense of justice in him he 

should relinquish his position as Vice Chancellor at least in the matter concerning Najeeb. There 

is something abnormal here that has to be challenged and dealt with. So as far as both the issue 

are concerned, the GSCASH as well as Najeeb‘s case, he should definitely go. 
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SUMMARY CONCLUDING STATEMENT 

(Revised Version of Statement Read out on 27th October 2017, the Final Day of the 

JNUTA Public Inquiry against Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar, Vice-Chancellor of 

Jawaharlal Nehru University) 

On 18th September 2017, at around 1 p.m., behind the closed doors of Room No. 225 of the 

JNU Administrative Block, with barely 20 people present, a fifth of whom opposed it, within 

the space of a few minutes: 

a) a charge was orally made out against a faculty member who was the Chairperson of a Centre 

and was not present there or even supposed to be present; 

b) a verdict of guilty and quantum of punishment were arrived at; and 

c) an order implementing that punishment was immediately issued 

All of this took place without the faculty member concerned being even informed that she was 

being charged, without asking her what she had to say on the charge against her and therefore, 

obviously without hearing it either. 

Who was the chief architect of this farce? JNU’s esteemed Vice-Chancellor, Professor M. 

Jagadesh Kumar. 

Between 23rd and 26th October 2017, in an open public space like Sabarmati Lawns, with 

several people present and many others being able to view these on You Tube, a very different 

process has unfolded and spread over several hours: 

a) A set of charges were made out against an individual who is the Vice-Chancellor of a 

University which were served to him in advance, on 17th October 2017; 

b) He was given the opportunity to respond to the charges in writing and also invited to be 

present himself or through his representative during these proceedings; 

c) Detailed written and oral presentations were made in substantiation of these charges by a 

group of faculty members, which included a range from very senior and distinguished 

Professors who have served the University for decades to younger colleagues who joined more 

recently. What was common among them was that each of whom were appointed through a 

due process and on the recommendations of Selection Committees whose composition was 

above board; 
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d) Even though the defendant chose to waive his right to defend himself, his ‘defence’ on each 

of the charges was also presented in as honest a manner as is possible – orally as well as in 

writing. 

e) Each day a jury of distinguished and renowned individuals heard the presentations in favour 

of the charges as well as the ‘defence’, and received all the written submissions and supporting 

documents, and thereafter made their individual and initial observations; 

f) And the final verdict and decision on the ‘quantum of punishment’ is still awaited. 

Who was the defendant in this process – the individual charged with offences far graver than 

anything Professor Nivedita Menon was accused of and summarily punished for? JNU’s 

esteemed Vice-Chancellor, Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar. Who was the architect behind these 

proceedings? The General Body of the Jawaharlal Nehru University Teachers’ Association! 

The difference between these two sets of events separated by just over a month, both involving 

the same individual but in different ways, tell us the difference between: what JNU is, what it 

has been, what it continues to want to be; and what the Vice-Chancellor would like to change 

it into. This reflects a clash between two visions of JNU, indeed of a University, which are 

fundamentally incompatible with each other. All the specific charges which have been 

examined in this public inquiry stem from this difference – they are the outcome of a Vice-

Chancellor attempting to make an unyielding University conform to his vision and this vision 

(or non-vision) being what it is, destruction of the University as a University is both a means 

as well as an end of that process.    

All the distinguished jurors who came gave their observations orally and some have also 

submitted in writing. These shall all be put together in a final document along with all the 

written submissions in substantiation of the charges and their supporting documents, and not 

to forget the “defence” statements. What is clear, however, from what is already available is 

that without exception all the members of the juries acknowledged the massive scale of the 

damage being done to this public institution by the Vice-Chancellor, and accepted that there 

was compelling evidence for the same. Members of the jury spoke about the Ahankar 

(arrogance) which characterizes today’s JNU administration and of the intellectual corruption 

that was growing under its aegis. Describing it as JNU’s situation today, it was pointed out that 

rarely does one see someone having such disdain for the institution he heads and for the faculty 

and students whose interests he is supposed to protect and advance. That he perhaps needed to 

do a course on masculinity, and learn more about the social sciences he holds in contempt, 
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were also highlighted. The VC was reminded of the fact that the students and members of the 

staff of the University are a much more permanent component of the University than the VC. 

He was also found wanting in his responsibility to not only to ensure adherence to statutory 

provisions but also that of ensuring that the University function on the basis of a sense of 

community which represented the diversity of our country and which required it to function 

with a “ethico-legal” framework. The moral indefensibility of his actions on the question of 

selection committees, the GSCASH and on M.Phil and Ph.D admissions, and of his inaction 

on Najeeb Ahmed’s case, apart from the violations of statutory provisions involved, was also 

pointed out. It was observed that a person who is a member of the UGC and often uses its 

regulations as his weapons of destruction was violating these regulations themselves and the 

UGC’s code of professional ethics. That what the VC is attempting to inflict is a major 

paradigm shift in JNU which is putting its character as a space of open debate and dialogue 

under duress was highlighted and the format of the JNUTA public inquiry as the exact anti-

thesis of what was being attempted by the VC was appreciated. The fact that such an inquiry 

had to be held was also said to be sufficient evidence in itself of the fact that there was 

something seriously wrong in the University.  

Put together, what the jurors opined added up to the following:  

1) Professor M. Jagadesh Memorandum is guilty as charged of each of the charges laid out 

against him in the Charge Memorandum; 

2) Taken together they imply that he is also guilty of leading a process that can be 

unambiguously described as having disastrous consequences for the future of this premier 

institution as a centre of academic excellence in the widest possible sense of the term; and  

3) Therefore, Professor M. Jagadesh Kumar is unfit to be the Vice-Chancellor of JNU.   

The members of the jury also suggested that a class action litigation or an appeal for a Visitor’s 

inquiry could be the route to achieving 3) in case Professor Jagadesh Kumar does not step down 

on his own, as a self-respecting Vice-Chancellor should under these circumstances.  

All of these observations and the complete final report would be placed before the JNUTA GB, 

the Competent Authority which initiated this Public Inquiry, for necessary consideration and 

action. However, JNU is a public institution which belongs first and foremost to the people of 

the country. We place all the proceedings and the results of this inquiry before the public for 

its own verdict – and urge upon the representatives of this public to consider what this inquiry 

has highlighted seriously and to act before it is too late. 
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