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The Winter Semester of JNU Teachers’ Discontent  
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As newspapers daily scream headlines of record increases in COVID-19 infections 
across India, as public concern at the community spread and the unavailability of 
either tests or assured and affordable medical treatment in severely affected 

states like Delhi escalates, and as the economic pandemic exacerbated by an heartless and 
ill-conceived lockdown affects the right to life and livelihood of millions, our 
governments and institutions have almost uniformly chosen to respond to these crises 
with a cocktail of callousness and mendacity, laced with liberal splashes of 
authoritarianism. This report pertains to yet another crisis that has been brought 
upon us by the twin pandemics afflicting us at the moment—the complete 
disruption of university education by the pandemic and the lockdowns. Although the 
public has been alerted to existence of a problem via sporadic media reports, government 
and university announcements appear to suggest that the problem is contained—
restricted solely to questions of how and when end-semester examinations are to be 
conducted—and is being responded to with buzzwords like ‘flexibility’ and ‘concern’. As 
this report of a survey of Jawaharlal Nehru University teachers about their experiences of 
online teaching shows, the problems posed by the pandemic for higher education are 
varied and serious and that none of them have in fact been addressed.  

Although our survey is restricted to just one university— Jawaharlal Nehru University—
we believe that all the issues it poses are symptomatic of the situation in universities 
across the country, to a greater or lesser degree, and that it should be read in conjunction 
with the other surveys of students and the online teaching–learning experience that have 
been reported over the last two months. So, even as we detail what a very specific 
experience of one university has proved to be, its potentially wider relevance must be 
kept in mind.  

1.0 Background 

JNU is a residential Central University located in South Delhi. Out of its 8800-odd 
students, about 6000 reside in the hostels, as students hail from 34 different States and 
Union Territories other than Delhi. 55% of the students residing in hostels are women. 
About half the students resident on campus are research scholars and overall, more than 
40% of students enrolled in JNU come from families with incomes less that Rs. 12000 per 
month. The campus also provides residential accommodation to 904 households out from 

 of 1 24



the 576 teaching and 1006 non-teaching employees of the university.  The remaining of 1

employees and students live outside the campus in the NCR.  

The degree programmes of the university range from the undergraduate to the doctoral 
level in the humanities, social sciences, arts, sciences, and engineering, with all 
programmes following the semester system, named the Monsoon semester (July–
December) and Winter (January–May). Students subscribe to a minimum prescribed 
course-load (varying from 2-6, depending on the programme) in accordance with the 
Ordinances governing the award of the degree enrolled for, often from different Centres 
of the university.  

In the normal academic calendar of JNU, Winter semester teaching begins as soon as 
registration is complete, but this year, for reasons of a prolonged student strike in the 
preceding semester and orders by the Delhi High Court, teaching actually began more 
than a month later in most schools, in mid-February 2020.  Thus, when classes were 2

suspended on March 13, barely a month of teaching had taken place for most 
courses in the university. In the days that followed, the university administration’s 
primary focus was on shutting down the university, vacating its hostels, and enforcement 
of a total lockdown.  

Students were forced to vacate the hostels by March 24, at great expense, health risk, and 
inconvenience. No thought was given either to their health and safety or the future of 
their education, and no consultation preceded this summary evacuation. In fact, it was 
only as late as March 26, when the JNU VC wrote a letter encouraging Deans to “discuss 
with faculty members on [how] they can engage the students in productive academic 
activities“, that the fact that the university needed to consult teachers was considered at 
all.“  

In terms of the JNU Act and Statutes, teachers and students are not conceived of as ‘end 
users’ who give ‘feedback’ on university policies, but its architects through their 
membership at the Centre, School (the Board of Studies/Special Committee), and the 
University-level (the Academic Council). Student representatives are statutory members 
of these bodies. However, only in 1 of JNU’s 19 Schools/Special Centres (School of 
Arts and Aesthetics) was the statutory process of calling a Board of Studies/Special 
Committee meeting followed—an (online) meeting scheduled and student 
representatives invited, although in School of Language, Literature and Culture Studies, 
suggestions were collected on WhatsApp and email, but no official meeting was 
scheduled) to determine the School’s approach to online instruction and evaluation. The 
requisition for a Board meeting in the School of Social Sciences has simply been ignored 
by the Dean. Barring the SAA, nowhere else were the student representatives consulted. 

 Source: https://www.jnu.ac.in/datafactsheet1

 In W.P.(C) 1082/2020, Saugata Bhaduri & Ors. versus Jawaharlal Nehru University.2
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On April 19, these often-conflicting ‘recommendations’ in time-line and approach, were 
then circulated by email to faculty and external members of the Academic Council (again, 
excluding the statutorily mandated student representatives) with a request to “convey 
their approval by return email“ by 5 pm the next day. A press note issued on 21 April 
records the AC has approved the recommendations of various Schools/Special Centres 
and it adopted “a resolution ... validating the holding of classes“. Aside from the several 
serious legal infirmities in the manner in which this AC meeting was conducted, as 
pointed out by the JNUTA in its statement on 21 April, it is interesting to note that the 
actual Minutes of the meeting issued on 22 April do not record the resolution as 
containing the phrase ‘online classes’ at all; rather, all that has allegedly been agreed 
upon was that the faculty have been “academically engaging“ with their students since 
the end of March 2020! It is also remarkable that the Academic Council did not deem it 
necessary to address any of the several issues/problems attendant on the conduct of 
online classes that the notes circulated as part of the agenda raised, pertaining to 
students’ and teachers’ digital access, the multiple hindrances in planning online 
instruction, health and sanitisation of the campus, as well as recommendations for 
relaxations in the university’s academic calendar and CGPA requirements, amongst 
others.  

Hot on the heels of this AC ‘decision’ came the MHRD’s diktat that universities should 
submit weekly reports on ‘online education’ in a prescribed format (in which data for 
only ‘boys’ and ‘girls’ was asked for). On 24 April 2020, this is the data that JNU submitted 
to the MHRD:  3

In other words, by the JNU administration’s own admission, only 35.6% of male 
students and 29.7% of female students of the university, citing the chief problem to 
be one of access to the internet, stable bandwidth and requisite devices.  

It is therefore extremely surprising that the JNU VC, M. Jagadesh Kumar, has given 
several media interviews over the past few months touting the success of online 

 As received by the first author by circulation from CL/SLLCS on 28.4.20.3
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Table 1:  Status of online education in JNU, as of April 24,2020

No of 
students

No. of students participating 
in online education

No. of faculty 
involved

Any issue

Boys Girls Boys Girls Poor internet connectivity, data 
limit and internet speed coupled 
with fluctuating bandwidth from 
the mobile phones and issue of 
accessibility for students from 
remote areas

4260 
3868

1517 1149 310

Source: Status of online education in Central Universities (as on April 24,2020). 



education in JNU, even going to the extent of saying that “online education is set to 
become the new normal“ and announcing his plans to introduce new online degree 
programmes in JNU (a power that he does not actually statutorily hold). While other 
university Vice-Chancellors have been much more circumspect and sought mainly to 
implement the COVID-19 guidelines for universities issued by the UGC and the MHRD, the 
long-term closure of universities seems to have inspired a carpe diem spirit in M. Jagadesh 
Kumar to position himself as the poster-boy for online education. As this survey’s results 
extensively demonstrate, the facts actually give the lie to his assertions about his alleged 
successful onlining of JNU education.  

Irksome in its patent falsehood though M. Jagadesh Kumar’s posturing has been, this 
survey of JNU teachers’ experience of online teaching was in fact not carried out with the 
objective of debunking them. Rather, our goal was to collate the various experiences that 
JNU teachers have had, so that an informed discussion of the way forward may become 
possible place—a way that is responsive to the health, safety, and attainments of our 
students, together with meeting the level and standards of education that students are 
owed and demanded by the degree programmes we teach. As the majority of Deans/
Chairpersons of Schools/Special Centres continue to fail dismally at carrying out their 
duties under the JNU Act—shockingly, the UGC guidelines regarding teaching and 
evaluation have not even been discussed by a single statutory body yet—the 
responsibility of maintaining the standards and integrity of the university’s degree 
programmes falls squarely upon the collective of teachers, both in the academic units, as 
well as under the banner of the JNUTA. 

2.0 The Survey: Basic information 

2.1 Respondents 

This survey of JNU teachers was conducted through online circulation over 5 days, with 
only those teachers who were teaching a course assigned in Winter 2020. A total of 131 
teachers were respondents from nine schools, representing humanities, social science, 
languages, and the sciences participated in it, a figure that amounts to 22.74% of the 576 
teachers employed currently in JNU, and 42.25% of the 310 ‘faculty involved in 
online education’ that the JNU administration has cited to the MHRD. The gender 
and age distribution of respondents is as in the charts below. 
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Female
48%

Male
52%

55–65 yrs
40%

41–54 yrs
47%

<30–40 yrs
13%

Fig. 1. Distribution of respondents by age and sex

Table 2: Winter 2020 courses

Courses reported on # of courses

BA-level 10

MA/MSc–level 86

M.Phil/PhD/MTech–level 52

Total 148



2.2 The Courses Being Taught In Winter 2020: Syllabi 

The survey yields information about a total of 148 courses that were being taught at the 
undergraduate, postgraduate and research levels in the university in the Winter 2020 
semester (Table 1).   4

For all these courses, when classes were suspended in educational institutions on March 
13, less than 50% of the prescribed syllabus had been completed. In fact, for the bulk of 
the courses, only 25-30% of the approved syllabus had been covered (Table 2, Fig. 2) — 
facts which are not unexpected given the fact that barring in a handful of Schools, 
teaching for Winter 2020 had only commenced on or after 14 February. Across all 
programmes, as Fig. 2 shows, the percentage of courses having completed more than half 
of the prescribed syllabus before lockdown is negligible. Overall, less than 30% of the 
syllabus was covered in 56% of the courses reported in the survey. 

Class strength ranged from small (1-10) to large (>80), with the majority of classes fall in 
the smaller end of the spectrum (Fig. 3). This is to be expected in the interdisciplinary 

 As the bulk of the questions in the survey were kept optional, some respondents did not answer all the 4

questions. In the tables and charts that follow, the sum total of courses reported are often less than 148. 
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Fig 2: Course syllabi completion before lockdown 

Total

M.Phil/PhD

MA/MSc

BA
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11.1%

3.8%

8.2%

6.8%

22.2%

47.4%

32.7%

37.1%

66.7%

48.7%

59.2%

56.1%

less than 30% 30-50% 50-60%

Fig. 3: Class 
strength
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5%
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16%

18%
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architecture of JNU programmes of study, in which students have the option to subscribe 
to courses proffered across the university.  

Although at the first instance, the university was closed only until March 31, it became 
apparent by the forced evacuation of students from the hostels by March 24 and the news 
of the pandemic, that the university’s closure was going to last much longer, a fact 
confirmed two days later by the VC’s letter to the Deans on March 26. However, not one 
academic unit was involved in the process of this summary ejection of students—
aside from exhibiting its habitual callousness to the health and safety of its 
students, no thought was given to the academic consequences of summarily 
despatching students to 35 States and UTs at 48 hours notice. Centres and Schools 
were also neither informed or consulted in advance—in fact teachers could not even 
enter their own offices after 23 March—so no consultation between colleagues with 
regards to teaching and completion of teaching and evaluation could take place.  

As students spent days travelling to locations where they could find shelter, and often 
weeks in quarantine when they got there, teachers lost contact with large sections of 
their classes. All opportunity to plan teaching of courses, informed by the conditions 
students find themselves in (even assuming that such evacuation was warranted at all), 
was squandered.And then squandered again, when the opportunity to invoke the 
statutory powers of the Board of Studies/Special Committees presented itself after the 
VC’s epistolary musings to the Deans on March 26.  

As already pointed out, faculty’s requests to hold formal Boards of Studies/Special 
Committee meetings were ignored and a series of informal decisions taken. This meant 
that very few teachers were able to modify the syllabus in a manner consistent with the 
University Ordinances, primarily because the Board of Studies meetings were not 
convened, in spite of multiple formal and informal requisitions by teachers. As Fig. 4 
records, Overall 73% of the courses had no amendments to the courses to make 
them more consistent with an online mode of teaching, either in faculty meetings 
or in board of studies meetings. In BA and MAMSc programmes, the share of such 
courses were just below 80%. 
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Fig 4: Amendment of courses across programmes

Total

M.Phil/PhD

MA/MSc

BA

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

11%

11%

18%

14%

11%

11%

18%

14%

78%

79%

63%

73%

No Yes only in the faculty meeting, no BoS Yes, through BoS



3.0 ‘Online teaching’: The Experience 

3.1 A problem of definition 

A broad definition of ‘online education’ would characterise it as education that takes 
place over the Internet, and this is the definition that has been employed by both 
universities and the UGC. The JNU administration has of course slavishly been no 
different, and considers any method by which course-related material was delivered to 
students was considered to be ‘online teaching’. However, as far as teachers are 
concerned, mere digital provisioning of content (something which teachers routinely do 
anyway) does not constitute ‘a class’; rather, a regular, scheduled, interactive discussion, 
to which all students can have equal access and participation. This understanding of what 
a true class is complicated the answers to the simple question ‘Did you teach your class 
online?’, one to which teachers gave a range of responses beyond ‘Yes’ and ‘No’, as can be 
seen from Table 3. 

Several respondents who answered ‘Yes’ communicated with their students by sending 
material on the email/WhatsApp, as evidenced by their comments in the questionnaire; 
and at least two of those who denied doing any ‘online teaching’ at all, also remarked that 
they sent material to the students by email/WhatsApp—thereby suggesting that 
respondents applied different interpretations of the term when answering the question.  

The problem we feel is that the UGC/JNU’s fairly fatuous definition of ‘online teaching’ 
does not, as teachers responses indicate, square well with what university teaching really 
demands. For the majority of respondents, the weekly demands from individual teachers 
for a status report on their ‘online teaching’ only exacerbated discontent—84.3% of 
respondents reported exactly this emotion at the weekly demand for a status report 
on their ‘online teaching’—as the question ignored the very many problems that 
students and teachers were facing, and reduced the teaching-learning experience to a 
question of mere presence/attendance in a virtual space.  

Using information and communication technology for the delivery of content does not 
erase reference to the standards such education must meet, which are defined 
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Table 3: Defining online teaching

Did you teach your course online? # of Respondents 

Material sent by email/WhatsApp but no scheduled interaction took place 28

Material sent by email/WhatsApp and mostly regular interaction took place 3

Material sent by email/WhatsApp, and sporadic synchronous interaction. 10

Material sent by email/WhatsApp, interaction scheduled, but was impossible. 4

No 10

Yes 76



independently of choice of means employed—in JNU, this is effected through overall 
curriculum design of the degree programme, the syllabi of individual courses, the 
sequence courses are delivered in, the methods of evaluation employed, etc. The 
challenge of doing online teaching is how to meet these standards in a virtual classroom 
and of how to evaluate that they have been met, and that too in the midst of an extreme 
disruption caused by a pandemic. Does the pandemic warrant a (temporary) relaxation of 
those standards or (collaborative) reflection on what means and manner can be used to 
achieve those very same standards? If the latter, does this entail a difference in the way 
content is to be sequenced and delivered to students? Can all courses be taught online? 
(For example, as a colleague points out: “In science schools, students do lab practicals, which 
can't be done online, but students need minimum training in the labs and basic practicals“). What 
implications would these have for contact hours, class duration, etc?  

Going forward, it is absolutely essential that the JNU faculty deliberate on these 
issues, at the Centre/School levels, as mere organisation of webinars and workshops 
on ICT methods will not effect the desired outcome of maintaining standards.  

3.2 The costs of teaching online 

For many teachers, the choice of means employed to do such online teaching was dictated 
to a large extent by the mode that students were able to access, in direct contrast to both 
the JNU administration and the UGC, who have consistently refused to consult the 
students. For some teachers this was decided right at the beginning of the exercise, for 
others, post the host of problems that presented themselves along the way. A few 
illustrative remarks made by teachers are revelatory:  

- “Students and faculty decided that since the online teaching method is discriminatory against 
students from socially and economically marginalised background and those stuck in remote locations 
of the country, we will not have online classes.“ 

- “Few students came for an online discussion once but then I realised that most students were unable to 
access or had very irregular access to the Internet.“ 

- “I sent study materials and my audio to students and I tried to teach online classes but all students 
were not connected. Very few online classes took place.“ 

- “In order to figure out which platform to use, I conducted a text based survey with my MA class, about 
40% of whom said that they didn't have enough bandwidth to even download audio files. I consciously 
chose Google classroom and supplied and discussed material only on that platform so that all students 
could access it.“ 

Table 4 and Fig. 5 record the responses about the means teachers use to ‘teach’ students 
online. Most teachers used more than one mode to try and communicate academically 
with their students— in fact, 103 teachers used more than one mode, and 25 used more 
than three different means.  

Despite their best efforts, which often required duplication of effort, many teachers have 
faced innumerable difficulties in replicating the classroom experience online, particularly 
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when it comes to the discussion of material. The experience of a colleague— “I sent 
students material each week. I scheduled one group video/audio session for each of my 3 courses 
only to find that online class through video (or even only audio) conferencing wasn't possible, given 
low connectivity for many of us“— was the experience of several others across schools. 
Another colleague reports about an elaborate workaround that she and her co-teacher 
created in order to ensure that students could access the material to be discussed in the 
course, one that involved the use of email, WhatsApp, the creation of a private Youtube 
group, the use of a voice recording app, and cloud storage! All for a single course.  

There were several reasons why the online teaching experience has not been a pleasant 
one for many teachers in JNU (as we show through the report), but one of the prominent 
reasons certainly is that teachers were not offered any tech support by the university, 
even by the way of a simple telephone helpline. Only 4 teachers received tech support 
from the university (Fig. 6), and only 3 had access to the JNU internet services for 
the purpose of online teaching (Fig. 7). In fact, 21 faculty have had to take out 
personal subscriptions to video conferencing software in order to teach their 
courses online, and at least one course has been run on the subscription taken out 
by a student (Fig. 8)! In fact, JNU’s 15% contribution in Fig. 8 to subscription costs is an 
illusion, as the teachers concerned used the video-calling software that comes bundled 
together with JNU’s existing subscription to Google’s G-Suite package. 
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Table 4: Modes of online engagement

Software/Apps used # courses 

Course management 
systems (Moodle, etc)

23

Email 41

Internet 
telecommunications 
(Google Meet, etc.)

33

Video-conferencing 
software (Zoom, Cisco 
Webex, etc. )

52

Messengers (Whatsapp, 
Messenger, etc.)

53

Social media (Facebook, 
YouTube, etc.)

13

Others (e.g. own website, 
telephone calls, etc)

5

Fig. 5: Modes of online engagement 
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24%24%

15%

19%

10%

CMS
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Messengers
Social media 
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That teachers thought that access to the required equipment was crucial is evidenced by 
the responses teachers gave to the questions relating to their own level of preparedness 
for online teaching (53.7% ‘Yes’ responses). Other hindrances were the lack of access to 
their office (45.8%), but only 21.5% teachers felt that their own technological readiness 
was an issue that prevented them from mastering online teaching.  

In the open section of the questionnaire, colleagues have added further suggestions on 
how the technical infrastructure and support may be improved: 
- “Adoption and development of multiple types of instruction delivery and evaluation to meet the needs of 

various different courses“ 
- “A dedicated team of technical experts to be formed to provide assistance to Faculty and students to 

overcome the challenges in using various platforms for teaching. Foreign language teaching has its own 
set of issues, specific subjects like interpretation, developing communication skills and writing skills etc 
can be challenging to teach online.“ 

- “IF (a big IF) end semesters are to be had online, it should be done through a university approved/
provided software which allows a student to log in only once, for a stipulated number of hours (3-4 hours 
as practiced elsewhere). This will ensure that the exam is done in one sitting. It would of course require 
continuous internet access!“ 

- Teaching our disciplines is visually and audio-visually led. In an online (or even distance-learning) mode, 
this requires the transmission of a large amount of data every semester which obviously means all 
students and faculty need to upgrade their computers, we need access to a server with greater capacity, 
and much better connectivity than we have. However, this will also necessitate a studio-facility at the 
school and at least three editors who can share the burden of the quantum of audio-visual data that has 
to be communicated to the students and training for all staff. 

3.3  Determining Reach 

A major cause for the majority of teachers’ concern about the online teaching experience 
thus far has been the uneven participation of the sole targets of this exercise—the 
enrolled students. Table 5 presents teachers’ estimates of the percentage of students who 
have been able to access their classes, and our classification of them..  

The survey also reveals that conducting online teaching has been much more difficult 
for large classes, with more that 60% of such courses having low student 
participation in online teaching (Fig 10).  
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Fig. 7: Data costs paid by?

JNU
2%

Teacher
98%

Fig 8: Software paid for by?

JNU
15% Student

4%

Teacher
81%

Fig. 6: JNU Tech support?

Yes
3%

No
97%



 

BA courses, with large classes (Fig. 11), have thus had far lower participation. Even in 
MA/MSc classes, more than 40% of the courses considered in the survey had low online 
participation (Fig 11). On the other hand, M.Phil/PhD/MTech courses, with lower class 
sizes (Fig 12), had a better participation, i.e. a greater number of courses had a high 
participation. Many of these courses have less than five students in a class and the survey 
shows that many of the teachers teaching such courses could interact with them 
individually, often adjusting timing, length of interaction, etc, to the various constraints 
the students faced, thereby improving participation.  

Teachers were emphatic in their responses to the questionnaire, both in terms of their 
own comments as well as their responses to specific questions that students’ low 
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Table 5: Participation in online classes

% student participation # of courses % Classification 

10-20% 15 12.6
Low 
participation 20-30% 17 14.3

30-40% 18 15.1

40-50% 11 9.2
Moderate 
participation50-60% 14 11.8

60-70% 7 5.9

70-80% 13 10.9
High 
participation80-90% 11 9.2

100% 13 10.9

Fig 10: Class size and student participation in online 
teaching

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Class size

Small Medium Large

3%

28%

53%

34%

32%

16%

62%40%30%

Low participation Moderate participation High participation



participation was not a function of their lack of academic commitment. As one 
respondent remarked: “As I said in my previous response, many students reached out to 
us, expressing dismay at being cooped up at home, and missing the regularity of their 
academic interactions. With the limited resources at our disposal, individual teachers 
tried to meet their needs with regular weekly academic interaction. Since we are in an 
unprecedented crisis, the university needs to urgently provide students and teachers 
with support, technological and otherwise, based on wide consultations, so that the 
academic needs and interests of the students can be met.“ 

All the respondents who taught their classes online adjudicated their participation by 
various means, not merely by their presence/absence in an online class, but by their 
responsiveness to the material circulated, participation in discussion, their replies to 
personal messages, with most teachers resorting to more than one means of ascertaining 
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Fig 12: Class size across programmes
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Fig 13: Student participation in online teaching 
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students participation. Unlike the UGC and the MHRD, teachers tried to respond to the 
difficulties students were facing, but in the absence of support from either the university 
or the government, have thus far failed to ameliorate at least the problems that can be 
addressed. 

The survey asked respondents one specific question to their own estimates of the range of 
problems/difficulties that students were facing, based on what they had been told by thr 
students enrolled in their classes. The impressions that the teachers have gathered are 
given (reflected here as percentages of teachers’ responses) in Table 6.  

It should be emphasised that this not being a survey of students, what teachers have 
conveyed is the information that students have mentioned to them. The greater ‘Can’t 
Say’ responses to more personal issues relating family livelihood and health as well as 
experiences of discrimination and abuse/violence are therefore understandable, and 
should not be seen as undermining the existence of these very real problems in students. 
These problems are in all likelihood extremely widespread—one colleague comments: 
“Several of my centre students, especially women, have written to us that in addition to the 

Table 6: Teachers (%) estimate of students problems affecting participation

<10% 
students

10–25% 
students

25–50% 
students 

>50% 
students

Can’t 
say

Disability 24.4 13.4 3.7 9.8 48.8 

Ill-health, of self or member of family/
community 

36.0 23.6 5.6 4.5 30.3

Lack of access to libraries 21.3 16.5 10.7 36.9 14.6 

Lack of stable internet connectivity/bandwidth 25.3 22.8 15.7 34.6 1.6 

Social and physical distancing from peers 17.1 13.4 4.9 24.4 40.2 

Anxiety/depression over the pandemic/
lockdown

22.4 19.5 12.2 23.5 22.4 

Lack of study space in the place of residence 20.4 20.4 10.8 22.6 25.8 

Loss of fellowship/personal financial 
difficulties

23.5 12.9 4.7 22.4 36.5 

Increased domestic responsibilities/childcare 21.2 15.2 14.1 21.2 28.3 

Unavailability of personal computer/ laptop/
tablet/smartphone

33.7 21.2 11.5 14.4 19.2 

Disruption or loss of family livelihood 20.5 13.3 2.4 12.0 51.8 

Gender/caste/religious/ethnic discrimination 16.2 10.0 2.5 1.3 70.0

Threat of (domestic/social) abuse/violence 17.1 6.6 1.3 1.3 73.7 
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difficulty in accessing they face issues such as abusive parents and other family members at home; 
no privacy to study online/offline; 24x7 occupied with household chores - particularly for those 
having to look after older parents/family members and/or younger siblings; no individual space at 
home due to small house size or in some cases only one living room with several family members 
squeezed-in, and so on. In short, these students have innumerable hurdles in accessing internet 
either for online lectures or for self-studying for translation/interpretation or newspaper reading!“  

In fact, if anything the ‘Can’t Say’ responses are a reminder to teachers how much the 
COVID19 world has disrupted the connections between teachers and students—in normal 
times, teachers would have heard of a personal crisis in one of their student’s lives, and 
made whatever efforts (s)he could for for resolution/relief within her reach. In the open 
comments section, several respondents have suggest that our response must be to 
find ways in which the university continues to support our students in these 
distressing personal situations, as several respondents have indicated in the open 
comments section. Several colleagues have suggested counselling services be made 
available to students when they return to the campus, as this period of alienation 
from their work lives, the uncertainties of the future would have scarred many of 
them. Had the current JNU administration had not ruined the institutions that would 
have stepped forward in this crisis—the GSCASH has been illegally dissolved and the EOO 
has long since abdicated all responsibility towards justice—a proper needs assessment 
would have been carried out.  

In the effective absence of these institutions, the responsibility devolves upon 
individual teachers/Centres. In particular, a systematic survey of students 
particularly at the BA and MA/MSc levels for their access to more education-
friendly devices like tablets and the internet needs to be carried out. In fact, for all 
the impediments listed in the table, and others that must be relevant, a survey of 
enrolled students by the Centres/Schools is necessary.  As a respondent observes, that 5

even though the school in which (s)he teaches, the shift to using “information technology 
and computer data analytics as a core skill for instruction has not been a limiting factor 
for either student or faculty, ...the social issues related to working from home are 
common, and should be highlighted.“ 

Teachers’ impressions nevertheless do give us a very clear picture of what the chief 
impediments to students participation have been, and how widespread they are—
for example more than one-third of the teachers report that students access to 
libraries and stable internet affected their participation in online education. They 
also enable us to establish that 7 impediments were particularly important in 
explaining low student participation in 50 courses. As Table 7 shows, internet 
connectivity issues, lack of library access, anxiety/depression and increased domestic 

 A good model to use is the survey conducted by faculty at the Dr. Bhimrao Ambedkar University, Agra.  5

Available at https://sites.google.com/view/diversity-world/o-teaps/o-teaps-phase-i
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burden were the first 4 problems, in that order, faced by at least 50% of students in the 
course.  

In 40% of the courses with low attendance, 25% or more students faced 5 or more of 

these problems. 
 

Responses to the survey also indicate that low participation has had a particularly 
adverse impact upon student learning in the core courses. Core courses, which are  

compulsory courses for any given class, obviously have a larger class size than the 
optional classes (Fig 15). This also means that these courses impact a larger number of 
students. At the time the lockdown was announced, the status of completion of syllabus is 
not notably different for the two types of courses (Fig 16).  

 of 15 24

Table 7: Problems faced by at least 50% students in courses with low participation

Rank Problem % of courses with 
low participation

1 Lack of stable internet connectivity/bandwidth, etc. 48.0

2 Lack of access to libraries 34.9

3 Anxiety/depression over the pandemic/lockdown 27.3

4 Increased domestic responsibilities, childcare, etc 20.5

5 Lack of study space in the place of refuge/home 17.1

6
Unavailability of personal computer/ laptop/tablet/
smartphone

14.0

7 Loss of fellowship and other personal financial difficulties 8.0

Fig 14: Number of problems of at least 25% of the students in courses having 
low attendance
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Both types of courses had a large share in courses whose syllabi was not amended, but the 
core courses were worse off (Fig. 17), and hence less prepared to deal with online 
teaching (Fig 18). As Fig. 19 shows, in terms of class participation, too, the core courses 
had lower participation. While only 20% of the core courses had high participation, the 
corresponding figure for optional courses was 35%. 

It is therefore not at all surprising that for the 
future, an overwhelming majority of respondents think it imperative that “Centres/
Schools should reflect and reformulate programme curriculum and course syllabi to 
meet these challenges (duly approved by statutory bodies)“ to be an important 
component of a long-term plan to continue teaching and learning in the midst of a 
pandemic. A few respondents have made specific suggestions in this regard.  
- “My own experience is that a class that is smaller in size is easier to teach. I have the following 

suggestions in this regard: (1) For core courses, create sections of the same course to be taught by 
different teachers. In smaller centres, this will necessitate the employment of guest faculty, which should 
be financed by the savings from the hundreds of vacant faculty positions in the Centres/Schools; (2) 
Another way in which class size could be kept small is for Centres/Schools to set an upper limit on 
enrolments allowed for optional courses. (Both these practices have been employed in my school in earlier 
years, and are known to work.) (3) Another suggestion is to temporarily suspend the provision of allowing 
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Fig 17: Syllabus completion pre-lockdown
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Fig 16: Class size by course type
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Fig 18: Course amendment by course type 
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Fig 19: Class participation by course type
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students to enrol for courses up to 50% of the course load. (4) if class size cannot be reduced, changing the 
method of continuous evaluation when designing programme curriculum and syllabi may be useful. The 
Ordinances for various degrees do in fact allow a whole range of methods of evaluation, including not 
prescribing sessionals and/or end-semester examinations (rather use term papers or assignments), and 
these could be used to avoid the challenges of conducting examinations.“ 

- “Focus on building academic competence via directed reading and open discussions (to the extent 
possible) instead of narrow focus on completion of syllabi and semester requirements in a pro forma 
manner. 

- “Are we prepared to dilute our education system and research? That is not really even an option and so 
one must come up with looking into ways in which the education standards can be maintained in this 
crisis. More time is needed for everything--that is certain. Teaching students to handle artwork, learn to 
engage with sites / artists / performers and other practical components and field-work will have to be 
postponed. Because all this seems difficult to execute, we remain trapped by the hope that we will only be 
able to work optimally when conditions are restored. That is unlikely for a while, and so the investment in 
the upgradation of facilities is unavoidable.“ 

3.4  Teachers’ Overall Online Experience 

While university administrators have exhibited a baffling and misplaced understanding 
of ‘education’ as measured by the conduct of examinations by hook or by crook, teachers 
are more concerned with what the student has learnt, as it is that which has to be tested 
by any evaluation exercise and that which determines the worth of a degree. When the 
online education teachers have been able to deliver has been so fraught with problems we 
have discussed in the preceding sections, any evaluation is bound to be unfair. As a result, 
in the response to questions asking teachers to sum up their overall impression of online 
teaching, teachers have been largely negative, as Table 7 demonstrates by listing the 
percentage responses to various propositions about online teaching. 

More than 70% of teachers do not think that online education successfully replicate 
the offline in-person classroom in terms of students’ needs and attainments or 
create the conditions for a particularly smooth or fair exercise for the instructor. 
Teachers do not feel that the means by which they have been teaching online allow them  
to successfully determine whether students have grasped the topics being taught, correct 
their mistakes, allow for free discussion with peers, or provide a fair basis for evaluation 
of students’ performance. They also overwhelmingly of the opinion that such an online 
education deepens social and economic inequities between students, and that is unlikely 
to be beneficial to the student’s future progress in the field, improve their oral 
communication, or foster their exploration of novel research ideas. At best, it may 
improve students’ writing skills (60.9%). Even the proposition that the modality may work 
better for research students has very few takers.  
In short, respondents are quite unanimous in rejecting online teaching, as a mode in 
which teaching for the university’s programmes can be run. This is significant in the 
light of recommendations by the UGC (and the JNU VC’s enthusiastic welcoming of 
them), that up to 25% of course syllabi should be mandatorily taught online 
henceforth. UGC guidelines also give VCs of the top 100 universities unbridled 
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power to launch exclusively online programmes, without any effective checks on 
quality.  

At the same time, respondents have also made a point to note in the open comments 

that they are not averse to online teaching as a temporary measure, as an 
emergency response to an emergency situation. For many of these respondents, the 
resolution of all the deficiencies in the administration’s approach is a necessary condition 
for this temporary measure to be effective:  
- “As the COVID situation is still a developing one, the plans to have in class teaching and evaluation soon 

can only be a best case scenario. Still it would be preferable even if we are able to get a couple of months 
by the end of this year. In any other option that we choose to exercise we must first ensure the 
participation ability of all enrolled students. It is incumbent upon us to ensure an equal classroom, 
virtual or otherwise.“ 

- “Online teaching this semester was an emergency measure to salvage the crisis caused by the pandemic. 
It CANNOT be a substitute for real time class room teaching under normal circumstances. 

- “The online classroom should be considered as a temporary supporting system and not as an alternative 
for physical class rooms. The university's and country's digital infrastructures need to be in place before 
any long term or even short term online classrooms are even planned.” 
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Table 8: The value of online teaching (%responses)

Yes No Maybe Can’t say

Allows the teacher to successfully determine whether 
students have grasped the topics being taught?

3.3 75.2 13.2 8.3

Deepens social and economic inequities between students 77.9 9.9 8.9 3.3

Does not foster exploratory discussions of research ideas 
between students and teachers 

71.0 10.7 15.0 3.3

Enables students to improve their written communication 5.8 60.9 23.4 9.9

Enables the teacher to address students’ mistakes and partial 
understanding in a timely fashion

2.5 81.0 11.5 5.0

Facilitates free and critical discussion amongst peers 1.7 78.5 10.7 9.1

Improves students articulation and oral communication skills 3.3 85.1 9.1 2.5

Is likely to have an adverse impact on a student’s progress in 
the remainder of the programme of study/future career

71.1 5.0 18.1 5.8

Provides a basis for the fair evaluation of a student’s work 2.8 79.9 9.9 7.4

Works better for research students than for MA/BA students 39.7 22.3 24.8 13.2



4.0  Resolution of the Winter 2020 semester teaching and evaluation 

The foregoing discussion has revealed the fairly dire situation regarding syllabus 
coverage and general student engagement with course material. Uncaring of these 
ground realities, the JNU VC seems to be solely propelled by the UGC/MHRD’s tendency to 
view education in terms of examinations alone.  

All respondents had to respond to options regarding completion of the winter semester. 
About two-thirds of the teachers are agreed that admissions for the Academic Year 
2020-21 should be delayed until January 2021 (66.2%) and that students be allowed 
to add/drop extra courses enrolled for in the Winter Semester 2020 when the 
university reopens (65.4%). 

An overwhelming percentage of teachers were in support of extending the semester 
from 45 to 60 days after the date of reopening and conducting in-class evaluations 
(above 70%) both for continuing (Table 10) and final year students. There was a 
corresponding low response in the affirmative for online evaluation, and can be 
interpreted as being rejected resoundingly (in fact, this is the second time this year that 
JNU teachers have expressed the same opinion).  
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Table 10: Winter Semester 2020 resolution (% of responses)

Continuing students Yes No Maybe

Extension of the Winter Semester for all students for 45-60 days (with 
revised course syllabi if necessary) from the date of the reopening of 
the university.

76.7 7.6 15.7

Evaluation by in-class end-semester examinations 71.8 14.5 13.8

Evaluation by online modes of end-semester examinations 8.4 76.0 15.6

Mass promotion of all continuing students with minimum GPA , with 
an option to repeat the courses over the next two semesters.

26.0 35.8 38.2

Final semester students 

Extension of the Winter Semester for final-semester students for 45-60 
days (with revised course syllabi if necessary) from the date of the 
reopening of the university.

70.2 9.9 19.9

Evaluation by online/alternative modes of end-semester examinations 13.7 60.6 25.6

Award of average CGPA of the preceding semesters as the semester 
grade for all courses, averaged with grades received for any internal 
evaluation carried out in Winter 2020

26.7 33.6 39.7

Award of minimum GPA for Winter 2020, with the additional 
requirement that FGPA be calculated with the exclusion of Winter 
2020.

20.6 41.6 37.8



For all methods of averaging CGPA/GPA and mass promotion, there are no clear 
opinions (with high percentages of ‘maybe’). Clearly, this last issue requires 
detailed discussions in the respective Board of Studies/Special Committee meetings 
(to which student members must be invited), and clinched in the Academic Council 
meeting. Bypassing these statutory bodies in arriving at any decision about these 
matters will render each individual teacher liable for misconduct under the service 
rules. Boards of Studies/Special Committees must therefore meet immediately in 
order to discuss the various options provided by this survey, those suggested by the 
UGC, and those formulated by the Centres.  

5.0 What is to be done in the long run? 

Through this survey, both in terms of their specific responses as well as their general 
comments, teachers have sent out a clear message on what they feel should be JNU’s 
response to the pandemic, whose course is uncertain. It is reasonable to assume that we 
will have to live with the disease over the long-run, and this demands not diktats (a 
hallmark of which attitude is both incompetence and authoritarianism) but a collective, 
consultative response of teachers, students, and the administration at several levels. In 
their responses to the questions about what the university can do to ready itself for the 
long run, respondents agreed with the survey’s proposals on the whole. Table 11 presents 
the percentage of endorsements.  
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Table 11: Teachers’ suggestions for the long run

Proposition % Agree

Rationalisation of all procedures for fellowship/ scholarship renewal, MTech/
M.Phil./PhD vivas, etc.

92.4

Procurement of an institutional licence for online meetings and instruction for the 
use of teachers and students

80.2

Preparation of comprehensive public health protocols for the campus, in 
consultation with Centre for Social Medicine and Community Health

93.1

Preparation of a comprehensive plan for the return and residence of students to 
campus, as and when permitted, in consultation with JNUSU, JNUTA, and 
Centres/Schools

93.9

Centres/Schools should reflect and reformulate programme curriculum and course 
syllabi to meet these challenges (duly approved by statutory bodies)

87.8

As the COVID19 pandemic makes fieldwork based research difficult, ongoing 
PhDs may be allowed to limit the scope of their work (via change of title), 
wherever required.

88.5

Allocation of special funds to students from socially and economically 
disadvantaged sections for digital devices and internet connectivity

89.3



In their comments, respondents have listed several other suggestions/issues as well: 
- “The situation we're in is not only unprecedented, but rapidly changing with time. Therefore, decisions 

taken and strategies adopted to cope with the crisis should not be cast in stone. There should flexibility to 
revisit and revise decisions, always keeping the welfare of the students, teachers and support staff in 
mind. Wider consultation will help understand problems and offer better way forward. “ 

- “The University should have a preparedness plan/protocol for future pandemics and disruptions. There 
was no thinking and preparedness in the University’s decision to close down and other subsequent 
actions. “ 

- “Going forward, the JNUTA could set up a fund for students who have run out money to survive 
(individual help can only go so far); JNUTA could take up the grievances of the students and teachers by 
writing to the UGC and MHRD; the JNUTA could write to the South Delhi SDM to ensure that public health 
standards and services are met by the University's health centre and the GOI orders on sanitisation of 
office and residential areas is implemented. The JNUTA may call an online GBM to collate the grievances 
of the teachers and find solutions collectively. “ 

- “Once the university reopens, an academic calendar that allows students to return in phases could also 
prove helpful. For instance, final semester students could return to campus first. After they complete 
their courses, continuing students (or BA/MA students) could be asked to return, and so on. Some of the 
IITs have tentatively announced this phased return plan.“ 

- “We could explore holding classes outdoors. Having PA systems duly sanitised after each use. Mandatory 
hand sanitisers in all classrooms, offices, bathrooms etc., with AOs being held accountable, etc. A 
combination of face to face and online teaching even after the University reopens. Making sure students 
continue to stay on campus if they wish to during future lockdowns. Have a contingency plan for 
converting our guest houses into Covid19 hospitals if need be in the future. Finally, we need to make 
exceptions in the mode of evaluation for our foreign students who may not be able to return. “ 

- “University should upgrade the infrastructure to meet health emergency and ensure physical distancing 
norms. Should not make it a law and order problem.“ 

- “The medical emergency will prevent students from living in the hostels or coming to class as the density 
of occupancy is above regulations of sanitary safety and we have not been told how our health centre is 
going to cope with a potential outbreak on campus. Hostel accommodation in the foreseeable future will 
have to be prioritised for those who really have no alternative.“ 

- “The university administration should recognise the hardship, uncertainty and trauma that many 
students are going through. There is panic, anxiety and in many cases actual financial distress. No 
acknowledgement of this has been seen so far.“ 

- “The university administration should appear to be taking care of all sections, particularly students in all 
fairness rather than engage in promoting the govt and corporate online lobby. “ 

- “Students feedback must be obtained for any academic decision taken by the administration that's 
affecting their careers.“ 

There is one overarching sentiment in all the responses to the survey: at a time of crisis, 
JNU must respond with rationality, humanity, prioritising the education, health and 
welfare of its students and employees in a way that is socially just, secular, democratic, 
and above all, consultative and participative. What the respondents to this survey express 
is that this response must be institutional rather than individual, as well as the fact that so 
fat, it has been anything but. As the last ten weeks have demonstrated to the constituents 
of the JNU community, maladministration, callousness, and academic cluelessness have 
been the guidelines that M. Jagadesh Kumar’s administration has functioned.  
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While no university is ever merely a workplace and a campus university is always more 
than one, JNU’s constituents consider it to be special, not the least because of their own 
life experiences in it. For many, JNU is quite literally home, because it is their place of 
residence. For some, it is also a refuge that offers a reprieve from oppressive or violent 
domestic/social conditions and a modicum of financial independence, and for yet others, 
it is a haven in which opportunity to attain autonomy, dignity, and equality is at  comes 
within’ one’s reach. But even as the university is so many kinds of home to its members, 
the special expectations we have of it flow not from it being like a ‘family’ and the 
munificence of its patriarch, but because what stands guard over the rights of students 
and employees of the university is the JNU Act and Statutes, and the responsible 
participative, consultative processes it necessarily demands. All aspects of the affairs of 
our residential university, whether they be related to the academic endeavours or the 
health and safety of its constituents, are included in its ambit. As the chronology of 
events in the university since the COVID-19 pandemic began which is appended to this 
document shows, M. Jagadesh Kumar’s maladministration risks not only from the path set 
for him by the Parliamentary legislation he is bound to uphold.  

As it has unfortunately become routine in the university since the last four years, it 
once again devolves upon JNU teachers to address the many issues raised by the 
respondents of the survey. The gravity of the health emergency in Delhi is 
undoubtedly a severe limiting factor—and must be respected in all events—
particularly about what could be done to address the anxieties on the health front—
but on all the issues online teaching, evaluation, resolution of the previous 
semester etc, conversations amongst teachers on the various issues that have been 
posed by this report can take place without any health risk.  

Our sense is that it is imperative that all the issues raised in this survey need 
serious and immediate discussion at both informal levels as well as in official 
statutory bodies, starting from the Student Faculty Committee at the Centre-level 
via the Board of Studies, and right up to the Academic Council, with the full 
involvement of student representatives. It is important that these meetings be held 
on a video-conferencing platform so that colleagues may actually converse and 
debate in real time. This survey was conducted to understand the full range of 
issues and experiences that academic community needs to address, and we hope it 
has fulfilled that objective.  
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6.0 Summary of Findings via a Factcheck 

As mentioned at the outset of this report the last two months, the JNU VC has made a 
number of misleading assertions  about the successful onlining of JNU’s Winter Semester 6

2020 teaching under his ‘leadership’, as the results of this survey of JNU teachers teaching 
this semester reveal.  

M. Jagadesh Kumar 
- “During the lockdown, institutions have demonstrated the the ability to continue the 

teaching-learning process through online resources.“ 
- “The argument that this new approach will cause more digital divide is unfounded.“ 
- “The students need to be given the necessary freedom to stay in their residence and attend 

the lectures.“ 
- “It’s safe to assume that each student in our universities and colleges owns a smartphone or 

has access to a smartphone.” 
- “The biggest plus of the lockdown is the digital revolution in higher education.” 
- “Time has come for educational institutes to decide which part of education needs to be 

inside the classroom and which part online.” 
- “A large number of students have benefited a great deal from online courses, when the 

alternative in the midst of a deadly pandemic was to sit idle at home.” 

97% respondents received no tech support from JNU for the courses they taught 
online. 

98% respondents paid the internet data costs for such teaching from their pockets. 

81% respondents bore the software subscriptions, JNU bore only 15%.  

Across programmes, course syllabi have not been covered through online teaching, as 
prior to the lockdown, only about 30% of over 56% of courses had been completed. 

More than 40% students in BA, MA/MSc and MTech/MPhil/PhD classes could not 
access online education. Access was lowest in BA and with over 60% being unable to 
participate), followed by MA/MSc (over 40%). In all the courses with low attendance,  
students faced internet connectivity issues, lack of library access, anxiety/depression 
and increased domestic burden, unavailability of personal computer/ laptop/tablet/
smartphone 

Around 35% teachers report that over 50% of the students in their classes do not have 
stable internet or access to libraries. 

 http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/articleshow/75335513.cms?6
utm_source=contentofinterest&utm_medium=text&utm_campaign=cppst 
https://www.outlookindia.com/newsscroll/online-education-will-be-a-game-changer-for-india-jnu-vc/1810002 
https://www.aninews.in/news/national/general-news/time-to-decide-which-part-of-education-needs-to-be-online-
says-jnu-vc20200509232057/
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More than 20% teachers report that up to 50% of students in their classes have 
feelings of anxiety/depression over the pandemic/lockdowns, lack of study space in 
the place of residence, loss of fellowship,  increased domestic responsibilities, and/or 
disruption/loss of family livelihood.  

JNU has not initiated ANY statutory institutional process to address this dire 
situation regarding the Winter Semester teaching and evaluation or indeed what 
‘part of education needs to be inside the classroom and which online’. (In fact, the 
‘digital revolution’ seems to have passed the JNU administration by wherever the 
opinions of JNU teachers are concerned—no online synchronous meetings in which 
teachers voices could be heard are ever scheduled, as even the Academic Council in 
April was really a file with text sent to members for approval by email.) No university 
level policies regarding online or offline exams or new courses have been approved by 
any statutory body.    
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Dates Subjects: JNU Circulars JNU Administration lacked a Response to 

March 4 – 24: 
20 circulars  
Pre-Lockdown 

16 circulars and notifications  
 
10 circulars/ notifications/ advisories 

from MHRD/ UGC/ MOHFW 
forwarded to faculty on sanitation, 
social distancing, public hygiene & 
COVID-19 awareness material, 
advisory on mask and quarantining 
after travel. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 circulars pertaining to teaching/  

entrance examination which included 
a declaration on 13 March 2020 that 
classes had been suspended and 
teachers had to be present on campus/ 
attend to their duties. And then on 21 
March, JNU circulated the MHRD 
Letter for closure of University until 31 
March 2020.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

On the eve of the Lockdown 1, the UGC 
directive was implemented by the JNU 
administration to  observe Janata 
Curfew and clap and ring bells on 
March 22 at 5 pm, to express 
appreciation for the staff providing 
essential services. 

 
2 grim orders that amounted to eviction 

of students without any concern for 
their health or welfare as defined in the 
JNU Act, 1966 included the “advisory” 
on 16 March and then on 19 March 
2020. These “advised” the students to 
vacate the hostels in two days and 
return home, and even announced that 
no mess facility would be available 
after March 22. 

 
 
JNU forwarded the government’s awareness raising material on 
COVID-19 placing all responsibility on individuals without 
indicating what institutional measures were planned or 
implemented. 
 
 
 
Prior to the lockdown, no emergency meeting called with elected 
representatives of the teachers, the JNUTA, to discuss the way 
forward. No emergency Academic Council Meeting called as 
mandated by the JNU Act under s. 16 which specifically states 
that the AC will determine steps ‘to promote the health and 
welfare of students’. This violated s. 4 (1) (B) of the JNU Act, 1966 
which states that ‘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’. At this time, the 
faculty were mandated to be on campus, and such a meeting 
could have been organised far more easily than later. 
 
The decision to suspend classes was unilateral and no Board of 
Studies meeting or Academic Council was called. The procedure 
as per the JNU Act, 1966, was suspended pre-lockdown. Between 
13 and 21 March 2020, all teachers were required to come to 
campus but no sanitisation of their offices (or other common 
spaces) or any social distancing measures were instituted, 
practically speaking. Masks were not available at the time and 
JNU made no effort to procure these for the teachers it called to 
be present on campus, despite the GOI guidelines. JNU offices 
are very small so it was not possible to follow all the advisories by 
the government  and no discussion on how to organise physical 
space was undertaken in consultation with faculty. The faculty 
lounge now sealed by the University was also not accessible to 
faculty who lived off campus at the time. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Students were evicted without any help with safe passage or 
compensation to students who could not afford the expense of 
having to make their way back home under such difficult 
circumstances, those who were off campus were not allowed back 
in. Students put their health at risk (and of their family) by 
travelling across cities, had to experience institutional quarantine 
in many states and some simply got stranded paying higher rents 
in the city. Not only did the JNU administration not consult 
teachers, their elected body or any authority on this decision to 
ask students to leave, the JNU administration did not seek 
information about the well-being any of these students who left, 
leaving the institutional task of relief and compensation to 
individual teachers.  



	 2	

JNU administration also stood in violation of a notice from the 
UGC dated 21 March 2020 stating that students should be 
allowed to stay in hostels and their well-being would be 
paramount. 
 
Of the roughly 800 students allowed to stay, pursuant to this 
order, and all residents, no comprehensive plan was announced 
for  precautions or safety measures that the university as 
employer is statutorily obligated to guarantee, no plan or 
acknowledgement of a need for a protocol that would be followed 
in case anyone needed medical assistance for Covid-19 or Non 
Covid-19 emergencies.  
 
All canteens were shut. No one allowed to leave their residence or 
the campus. The curfew was enforced by the JNU administration 
by barricading the gates. Besides, residents on the campus were 
not allowed to exit their residences under threat of institution of 
a police case if they tried to step out for a walk, even while 
maintaining the requisite physical distancing.  

March 24 – 14 
April: 25 
circulars  
 
Lockdown 1  

The first message from the Vice-
Chancellor on 25 March 2020 to all 
students, and faculty announcing the 21 
day lockdown, reporting that essential 
services will function on campus and 
that buildings would remain shut. And 
on March 26 in his letter to the Deans, 
the VC wished good health to faculty (at 
least to the Deans) formally for the first 
time in this period.  

 
8 circulars were forwards of awareness 

material such as yoga to deal with 
stress, YouTube videos on how to deal 
with stress during lockdown, AYUSH 
and immunity, advisory for senior 
citizens, contact tracing app and 
information about the timings of the 
OPD in the JNU Health Centre.  

1 Circular directed the JNU community 
to follow the PM’s call to turn off the 
lights for 9 minutes, light diyas and to 
highlight the power of chanting to fight 
the pandemic. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10 circulars contained missives to faculty 

regarding keeping in touch with 
students, regarding access to faculty 
office (permission granted and then 
withdrawn, possibly since this was in 
violation of the lockdown), invitation 
for COVID-19 related research and 
information about MHRD’s ICT 
initiatives, donation of one day salary 
to PM CARE, MHRD stay safe 

The elected body of teachers was still not consulted; and an 
Academic Council meeting was not called until the first phase of 
lockdown was about to end. The Vice-Chancellor and his team 
remained largely unaware or remained indifferent to the 
problems faced by ordinary teachers, students, employees and/ 
or residents during the lockdown.  

 
 
 
 
 

The JNU Health Centre services were now slimmer than before 
during the lockdown. Resources were not allocated to the JNU 
Health Centre nor was a quarantine plan made. While the 
awareness material was welcome, stress management was seen 
as an individual task to be learnt through government videos or 
advisories. No relief was planned during this period, no feedback 
was sought from the students or residents of JNU as to what they 
needed, and their grievances went unaddressed.  
 
No Board of Studies or Academic Council called yet. Feedback 
taken from the Deans Committee.  
 
No relief provided to construction workers stranded in JNU – 
initiatives by students or Delhi government made difficult by the 
security. Those providing essential services did not receive their 
salaries on time and did not get adequate Personal Protection 
Equipment (PPE). https://www.news18.com/news/buzz/our-
life-has-no-value-jnu-sanitation-workers-clean-hostels-with-no-
pay-or-protection-2585681.html).  
 
No budget or plan for insuring/ compensating sanitation 
workers. No plan for sanitisation and waste management; and no 
sanitisation drive was ever implemented, in violation of GOI 
orders although temporary access to faculty to their offices was 
ordered, which was then withdrawn. No e-passes arranged for off 
campus faculty 
 
No proposal to provide internet connections to faculty at home or 
data-packs to students. No proposal to provide computers tablets 
to displaced students, especially from deprivileged backgrounds. 
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guidelines, emergency helpline of the 
Delhi government and appeals to 
campus residents to  turn off lights and 
light candles to appreciate the services 
of essential services workers. 

 
 

Announcement of skeletal mess and 
essential services for foreign students 

 
2 Discipline and punish notices from the 

office of the Registrar concerning 
lockdown violations.  Walking on the 
University roads was banned, even if 
social distance was maintained & 
masks worn, decision to photograph 
such residents without their consent 
was implemented and a  warning 
issued to students and faculty of JNU; 
security’s surveillance of them. This 
included warning students not to be 
influenced by student leaders to 
disrupt smooth functioning of the 
University during lockdown by a trying 
to enter the University or leave the 
University during the lockdown; 
cautioning students against violating 
government guidelines, and faculty 
advised not to support such students. 

 
On 14 April, announcement of a 
Transport Office JNU, announcing help 
line number and seeking information 
on health status. 

 
 
14 April 2020, press note issued asking 

Deans and Chairs to consult faculty 
about method of completing courses 
and conducting examinations after 
approval by competent authority the 
final decision will be reported to the 
AC.  

No provisions made for students who did not have cash or whose 
fellowships were not disbursed or who did not have means by buy 
medicines. No plan or promise of support to faculty for online 
engagement with students, and finally no announcement of 
University-supported arrangements for residents to meet their 
daily needs. 
 
No redressal of complaints by residents about violence and 
harassment by security or breach of privacy by the security who 
photographed when they went out to shop or walked while 
maintaining social distance. Due process suspended. No action 
taken against erring security who used excess force against 
students. 
 
Grievances of women students went unaddressed.  Faculty trying 
to put across the issue of harassment and violence by the 
aggrieved students were ordered not to support/ represent these 
students. 
 
Authoritarian/punitive approach to the lockdown without any 
dialogue with elected representatives on how best to implement 
the lockdown with humanity and compassion. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This was too little, too late. Even now, there was no expression of 
concern for the safe journeys of students who had been evicted 
from the campus, or stranded faculty or employees. It was the 
faculty who had to ensure that the students would return to 
online classes. 
 
AC Decision on circulation by email.  
JNUTA and JNUSU excluded from the AC in violation of the JNU 
Act. 
 
All procedures of the JNU Act, 1966 suspended. 
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15 April to 3 
May 2020: 17 
circulars 
 
Lockdown 2 

1 circular pertaining to health services in 
JNU: Notification regarding Health 
Centre: closure of Part Time Specialists 
O.P.D's,  Part Time Dental O.P.D & 
Part Time Homeopathy O.P.D till 
extended period of Lockdown 
i.e.03/05/2020. 

 
At least 11 circulars/ notifications 
forwarding awareness/ advisory from 
the government such as links on 
quitting nicotine and alcohol, YouTube 
videos against spitting in public, against 
the consumption of HCQS without 
prescription, advisory against spraying 
disinfectants on people, repeated 
advisory on contact tracing app, videos 
on stigma, government’s tele survey, 
MOHFW’s home isolation guidelines, 
and how to stay fit pdf. Circulars 
sharing that JNU announced a 
Facebook page, a COVID 19 webpage, 2 
online workshops on training in online 
teaching, and an online seminar. 

No information shared on whether or not the health workers at 
the Health Centre had adequate PPE and other measures as 
mandated by the GOI. Faculty and students through informal 
networks shared information about tele-consultation with 
doctors, in case of any health emergency. 
 
 
 
The websites or facebook pages that are collated are merely 
administrative and exclude majority of the university community 
from generation of expert knowledge, collation of experience and 
sharing of ideas. 

4 May to 17 
May: 7 
circulars 
 
Lockdown 3 
  

1 circular relating to Public Health: 
Blood Donation Camp announced in 
collaboration with NSS & AIIMS;  

 
2 circulars to download contact tracing 

app 
 
4 circulars pertaining to teaching 

including a letter on behalf the 
Academic Council approving through 
circulation online teaching and 
research supervision and handing over 
all future decisions to the Vice 
Chancellor on matters related with 
teaching and evaluation in the current 
semester.  

 
The announcement of the academic 
calendar without calling Board of 
Studies/ Academic Council. And the 
announcement that students would 
return by June end. 

The attempt to substitute University decision making bodies with 
new committees and handing out all decision making powers is a 
matter of deep concern for the University community for 
maintaining safeguarding its professional standards. The 
aforesaid Academic Council decision circulated on email did not 
consider the health and welfare of the students & residents of the 
campus, in creating a comprehensive plan for teaching and 
learning, safety and health, in the best interests of its students, in 
consultation with elected bodies of students, staff, teachers and 
employees. Rather the AC’s power was delegated to the Vice-
Chancellor, which has meant that the students and faculty of JNU 
have no role to play in determining decisions of education or 
health, decisions of university governance that can mean 
decisions of life, affliction and death.  
 
 
 
This circular, which was contrary to existing government rules 
regarding the opening of universities, generated anxiety and 
confusion for there was no clarity on whether or not the lockdown 
would end, and how the pandemic would spread. After the 
eviction of students, the prevalence of lockdown in different 
states, complicated rules about quarantine and lack of 
preparedness of isolation, social distancing and quarantine, it 
was unclear how the university would receive students back. 
 
Procedure stood suspended in violation of the JNU Act, 1966. 

18 May to 31 
May: 4 
circulars 
 
Lockdown 4  

1 awareness forward – a YouTube link on 
spitting authored by the MOHFW 

 
1 circular stating that Course in-charges 

to submit end-semester examination 
schedule to evaluation branch through 
Dean/ Chairs for the evaluation branch 
‘to take a view on this matter’. 

No sanitisation, quarantine or any other plan was instituted yet. 
 
 
No such procedure exists in the statutes. Instead, the procedure 
of determining modes of evaluation through Boards of Studies 
was suspended.  
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1 notification that fresh dates for students 

return to campus and end of winter 
semester will be announced, two days 
later it is announced that winter 
semester online examinations to be 
completed by July 31 and there is 
complete silence in the new circular on 
link in the previous circular of the 
completion of winter semester and 
students returning to campus by June,. 

 
1 document with notings sharing the UGC 

directive to set up a cell to deal with 
Student grievances during the COVID 
period,  

 
 
 
 
1 circular with guidelines for 

administrative functioning. 
 
 

There is new advisory to students to 
return home since more then a month is 
left for the University to open, 
announcement of installation of CCTV 
in hostels, telling the University that 
privacy is an ‘old’ bogey, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A nodal authority in the Admissions/Academic Branch appointed 
as the grievance officer – no cell created nor was a helpline 
created.  
 
For example, many viva voce examinations have not been held 
and the students have no information about the evaluation of 
theses and dissertations already submitted. 
 
Administrative requirements of faculty and students hitherto at a 
standstill. 
 
 
No details about sanitization of existing buildings, no distinction 
being made of staff who might be prone for greater risk and those 
who are not. Concerns of staff remain unaddressed. 
 
RTI suspended. Mandatory RTI information not uploaded.  

June 1 to 14: 14 
circulars 
 
Unlock 1: 1 
June to 30 
June 
(lockdown in 
containment 
areas) 

3 online initiatives; awareness related 
circulars such as the Guidelines for 
domestic travel (air or train or inter-
state bus travel).pdf & Guidelines for 
International Arrivals released by the 
Ministry of Health & Family Welfare, 
Government of India.  

 
1 June notification announcing closure 

of University until 30 June, telling 
students not to return; and that 
administrative staff would resume 
work. 

 
 
 
1 announcement regarding process of 

evaluation of M. Phil dissertation  
 
 
 
 

Announcement of SOP for visitors to 
the campus  
 
 
 
 
On 8 June, JNU reports that a 
pharmacist is afflicted with COVID-19. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Earlier decision asking students to come back is now reversed, 
leading to confusion and students being stranded again. 
 
No consultation with any statutory body. 
 
Undertaking created for anyone entering the campus. Discretion 
to security without checks and balances. 
 
Institution of a mythical normalcy while the pandemic rages 
unchecked; especially in view of the fact that the administration 
is functioning with minimal staff strength and many theses and 
dissertations already submitted prior to lockdown have yet to be 
sent to the respective examiners. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The faculty’s concern for the safety of health workers and the 
patients at the health centre is unaddressed. No plan for 
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The Dean of Students advices students 
on campus to leave the campus and 
directs off-campus students not to 
return. 

 
 

10 June sees the circulation of the SoPs 
to be followed in Offices" issued by 
the Ministry of Health & Family 
Welfare, Government of India.  

 
Registrar’s letter asking faculty not to 
sully the University’s reputation by 
violating COVID-19 guidelines, 
although the University respects their 
right to protest. 

 
The Vice-Chancellor writes to the JNU 
community to congratulate them for 
their academic work after the MHRD’s 
NIRF rankings found JNU to be the 
second best University in the country. 

quarantine is announced. Residents and students are advised to 
reach nearest hospitals in case of emergency. No sanitisation 
drive is undertaken in residential areas of the campus or common 
areas such as the market. 
 
 
JNU has not yet implemented this SOP, even for its 
administrative staff who are now supposed to report to work.  
 
 
 
JNUTA responds that protesting teachers followed the social 
distancing guidelines and giving up on the freedom of expression 
and dissent is to sully JNU’s reputation. 
 
 
 
JNUTA responds by pointing to the commitment of the JNU 
community to teaching, learning and research outcomes, even 
though the conditions of academic work have been challenging 
and the governance of the university has excluded most faculty 
and their elected body.  


