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Symbolic illustration; not a reconstruction of a reported event.

01 Gist of the Issue

Professional regulators hold public power to protect standards. That power carries a
corresponding duty to distinguish disagreement from misconduct, identify individual
responsibility and explain adverse decisions fairly.

On 13 August 2026, the Bar Council of India issued a direction restricting enrolment of
NALSAR’s 2026 graduating batch amid controversy over a campaign against the proposed
participation of Chief Justice of India Surya Kant at the university’s convocation. The
restriction was withdrawn within hours. The revised communication initially retained a
request for an inquiry report. [1]

A subsequent statement announced closure of the proceedings and said no further action
was required from NALSAR. Bar & Bench reported that statement shortly after
midnight on 14 August. The Indian Express reported the chairman’s apology on 15 August.
The earlier proposal to await a 19 August decision must therefore not be presented as a
still-pending stage. [2][3]

This study examines the ethical issues raised by the episode. Descriptions of statutory
overreach, chilling effects and proportionality below are analytical assessments, not a
claim that a final court judgment determined every issue. The fictional case later in this
study deliberately changes the institution and circumstances.
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What is established, and what needs care?

Category Careful formulation

Reported sequence Initial restriction; withdrawal; subsequent closure statement;
apology. Distinguish each stage and its date.

Contested
characterisation

The regulator described the campaign critically; student bodies
challenged the lawfulness and fairness of its response. Neither
description alone establishes misconduct.

Avoid unsupported
shortcuts

Do not assume every graduate protested, that peaceful
criticism proves professional unfitness, or that a withdrawn
inquiry remains pending.

Scope of this edition Historical episode reviewed on 11 October 2026. It does not
certify the present status of every related court proceeding.

02 Ethical Concepts and Keywords

Ethical Concepts and Keywords • Handwritten revision aid
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Concept Meaning in public
administration

Application here

Dissent Reasoned disagreement with a
decision or public official

Assess conduct and evidence
without treating disagreement
as disloyalty.

Institutional
autonomy

Space to fulfil an institution’s
lawful academic purpose

The university must exercise
independent judgment while
cooperating with lawful
oversight.

Natural justice A fair opportunity to answer an
adverse case

Explain the allegation, hear
affected persons and give
reasons before a prejudicial
decision.

Individual
responsibility

A person answers for their own
conduct

Batch membership cannot
substitute for evidence of a
specific breach.

Proportionality A response fits a legitimate
objective and the established
harm

Consider less restrictive steps
before measures affecting an
entire cohort’s careers.

Integrity and
restraint

Use entrusted power for its
proper purpose

Regulation should protect
professional standards rather
than institutional sensitivities.

Chilling effect People may stop lawful
expression because they fear
consequences

Even a short-lived restriction
can discourage future
participation.

Accountability Answerability, correction and
prevention

Withdrawal and apology should
be accompanied by safeguards
against repetition.
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03 Core Ethical Dilemmas

Core Ethical Dilemmas • Handwritten revision aid

Respect for office and freedom to question

A university can teach civility while protecting lawful criticism. Respect for judicial
institutions does not require agreement with every invitation or statement. Equally,
expression does not excuse a separately established threat, harassment or disruption.
The task is to identify the actual conduct and the applicable rule, rather than infer
wrongdoing from the speaker’s viewpoint.

Regulatory cooperation and independent judgment

A vice-chancellor should not ignore an official communication. Nor should the university
mechanically endorse its labels. A timely factual response, clarification of authority and
scope, and lawful review can combine cooperation with institutional responsibility.
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Protecting many graduates and protecting a few organisers

Sacrificing named students or teachers may appear to secure enrolment for everyone
else. But exchanging individual fairness for collective reassurance risks reproducing the
very unfairness being challenged. Qualified graduates should be considered under the
applicable enrolment framework, while any substantiated individual allegation follows its
proper process.

Transparency and privacy

Preserving records supports accountability; circulating unverified lists can expose people
to retaliation. Public petition text, internal correspondence, personal contact information
and investigative allegations require different treatment. Share only information lawfully
required for an identified purpose, with appropriate safeguards.

Urgency and due process

An imminent enrolment deadline calls for prompt protective action and written
clarification. It does not turn suspicion into evidence or eliminate a fair hearing. Interim
measures need reasons, a lawful basis, a narrow scope and review.
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04 Multi-Framework Analysis

Multi-Framework Analysis • Handwritten revision aid

Duty-based ethics: fair rules and respect for persons

A rule permitting professional disadvantage merely because a member of a cohort
questions a powerful person would be difficult to defend as a general standard. Kant’s
respect-for-persons approach also warns against using uninvolved graduates as leverage.
Applied here, the official should identify a defensible rule, examine individual conduct
and give a fair opportunity to respond. This is an ethical application, not a quotation or a
conclusion about every legal power of the BCI.

Rights-based ethics: expression with lawful limits

The Constitution protects expression and professional freedom, subject to their
respective lawful restrictions. Professional standards remain important, but a restriction
needs an appropriate legal basis and fair application. Students’ rights and the regulator’s
duties should be examined together. A criticism of an invitation is not, by itself, proof
that its author cannot discharge professional duties. [4]



ETHICAL TAKE

IAS with Dr Ravi  |  iaswithdrravi.com 7

Consequences: look beyond immediate compliance

A sweeping restriction may obtain quick compliance, yet generate anxiety, delayed
careers, defensive silence and distrust. A fair, targeted response can protect
institutional functioning without spreading harm to uninvolved people. Consequential
reasoning should include the long-term quality of the profession: lawyers must be able to
question power responsibly.

Virtue ethics: courage tempered by restraint

The university leader needs courage to raise concerns, practical wisdom to protect
students and humility to correct mistaken assumptions. The regulator needs patience,
impartiality and self-restraint. Courage does not require a public confrontation; it may
take the form of a carefully reasoned letter, confidential legal advice and timely
escalation.

Justice and care: fairness from either position

A Rawls-inspired test asks whether the process would be acceptable without knowing
whether one would be a regulator, a critic or an uninvolved graduate. Fair opportunity and
impartial procedures are central. It would be inaccurate to declare every uninvolved
graduate the “least advantaged” in Rawls’s technical sense. Care ethics adds attention to
distressed students, livelihood pressures and the vulnerabilities of junior faculty,
without abandoning consistent standards.
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05 Stakeholder Analysis

Stakeholder Analysis • Handwritten revision aid

Stakeholder Interest or vulnerability Responsible response

Graduating students Timely and fair consideration of
enrolment; career uncertainty

Seek written clarification and
practical support; avoid
promises outside the
university’s power.

Student petitioners Expression, privacy and
protection from retaliation

Distinguish the petition’s
viewpoint from any separately
alleged breach; ensure a fair
process.

Faculty Academic freedom, employment
and reputation

Do not present assistance with a
petition as proven misconduct;
hear any specific allegation.

Vice-chancellor and
university bodies

Autonomy, lawful governance
and the welfare of the
community

Preserve records, obtain advice,
respond on time and use the
appropriate statutory bodies.
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Stakeholder Interest or vulnerability Responsible response

BCI and State Bar
Councils

Professional standards and
proper enrolment administration

Exercise powers for their
authorised purpose, record
reasons and correct overbroad
directions.

Judicial institutions Independence, public confidence
and institutional dignity

Public confidence benefits from
reasoned accountability and
lawful avenues for criticism.

Future clients and
the public

Competent and independent
advocates

Maintain genuine standards
while avoiding viewpoint-based
gatekeeping.

06 Administrative and Governance Angle

Administrative and Governance Angle • Handwritten revision aid
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Begin with the actual legal instrument

Read the original direction, its replacement and any subsequent withdrawal or court
order. Record who issued each instrument, under which provision, to whom it applies and
what remains operative. An early news report cannot substitute for the latest
communication.

Map the statutory roles

The Advocates Act, 1961 distinguishes State Bar Council and BCI functions and provides
an enrolment framework, including sections 24 to 28. Professional discipline has its own
provisions. A proposed adverse action must be connected to the relevant authority and
process. Do not reduce the BCI to a body with no oversight role, or assume that general
oversight permits every restriction. [5]

Keep the inquiry specific

If a concrete allegation arises, identify the rule, evidence and person concerned. A
university review should have a lawful basis, defined terms, an impartial decision-maker,
an opportunity to respond and a reasoned outcome. Where authority or scope is doubtful,
seek prompt clarification and appropriate legal review rather than inventing an
exemption.

Treat information responsibly

Preserve records without altering them. Do not circulate speculative organiser lists or
unnecessary personal details. If disclosure is legally required, document its basis, scope,
recipient and safeguards. Privacy is not a licence to conceal evidence; transparency is not
a licence for indiscriminate exposure.

Correct the practical effects

When a restriction is withdrawn, confirm that all implementing bodies received the
correction. Check for delayed applications, misunderstood instructions or continuing
disadvantage. A formal reversal is incomplete if frontline systems still enforce the old
position.

Improve existing safeguards

Require legal scrutiny, collective deliberation where applicable, written reasons and
urgent review before directions with wide effects. Use existing institutional and judicial
remedies where available. Proposals for new oversight should not claim that no remedy
currently exists without examining the law.
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07 Thinkers and Ideas

Thinkers and Ideas • Handwritten revision aid

The entries below are teaching paraphrases and applications, not exact quotations.

Thinker or approach Idea Question to use in an answer

Immanuel Kant Act on defensible general
principles and respect persons
as ends

Am I using uninvolved students
as instruments to obtain
compliance?

John Stuart Mill Open discussion helps test
beliefs; social pressure can
silence disagreement

Will this measure discourage
lawful criticism even after it is
withdrawn? [6]

Aristotle Practical wisdom connects sound
judgment with the
circumstances

What protects standards while
avoiding a hasty, excessive
response?

John Rawls Assess fair institutional terms
without privileging one’s own
position

Would I accept this process as
an uninvolved graduate or a
critic?
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Thinker or approach Idea Question to use in an answer

Constitutional
morality

Public power must remain
faithful to constitutional values
and procedures

Are authority, reasons, equality
and a fair opportunity to
respond visible in the decision?

Use a thinker to explain a choice. Merely adding names or dramatic quotations does not
demonstrate ethical reasoning. Rights and duties should be connected to a concrete
action, such as a limited factual response, a hearing or a review mechanism.

08 Adapted Case Study

This is a fictional learning scenario inspired by the ethical issues above. The institution,
officials, student numbers, communications and pending deadline below are invented for
practice. They do not describe an ongoing NALSAR inquiry.

You are Priya Anand, Vice-Chancellor of Vidhisagar National University of Law. A
professional regulator sends a direction restricting enrolment of your 320 graduating
students pending a report about a petition opposing an invited convocation speaker. A
second letter withdraws the cohort-wide restriction but asks you, within three working
days, for the petition, related university communications and the names of those said to
have organised it. It is unclear which provision authorises every part of the request.

The petition criticises the proposed invitation in firm language. You have not found
evidence of threats or disruption, but you have not completed a factual review. Several
students signed it; many others did not. Two junior faculty members say they helped
students improve the wording. They fear professional retaliation. Students with
imminent employment deadlines ask whether they can safely submit their enrolment
applications.

A senior colleague proposes sending every name and message immediately to avoid
confrontation. Another urges you to ignore the letters and condemn the regulator
publicly. Your legal officer advises preserving the records, checking the scope of the
request and obtaining written assurance that the withdrawn restriction will not obstruct
individual applications. You must respond promptly while protecting lawful institutional
cooperation and fair treatment.

(a) Identify the ethical issues and values in conflict. (b) Evaluate your available options.
(c) State your course of action, including how you would handle the requested
information. (d) Explain when an internal inquiry would be justified. (e) Recommend
safeguards to prevent recurrence.
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09 Expanded Model Discussion

(a) Ethical issues

The central issue is the proper use of entrusted power. The regulator has a legitimate
role in professional standards; the university has obligations to cooperate lawfully and
exercise independent judgment. Neither role permits treating an entire graduating batch
as interchangeable with the people who signed a petition. I must protect each student’s
fair consideration while also taking any specific, evidenced allegation seriously.

The three-day deadline creates pressure to replace inquiry with assumptions. Junior
faculty are especially exposed to reputational and employment consequences. Students
face immediate career uncertainty. My duty of care therefore includes practical
assistance and clear communication, not only an abstract defence of autonomy. I must
also avoid declaring the request unlawful before examining its basis.

(b) Evaluation of options

Option Merits Limits and risks

Send all names and
messages immediately

Fast; signals cooperation May disclose unnecessary
information or endorse untested
labels; does not itself guarantee
enrolment.

Ignore the
communication and
denounce it publicly

Signals resistance to perceived
excess

Misses the response deadline;
increases uncertainty; may
neglect a lawful request and
prejudge facts.

Give a timely,
reasoned and limited
response while
seeking clarification

Preserves cooperation and
rights; creates a clear record

Requires careful legal work and
follow-through; may not
immediately resolve uncertainty.

Open a disciplinary
inquiry into petition
organisers
automatically

Appears to respond to external
pressure

Treats organising dissent as
presumptive wrongdoing; an
inquiry requires a proper basis
and fair scope.

Seek urgent
institutional or
judicial review if a
concrete adverse
threat persists

Allows an independent
examination and possible interim
protection

Needs advice on the proper
remedy; costs and timing
matter; cannot replace
immediate support.
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(c) My chosen course

I would choose a reasoned, timely response, with urgent review if necessary. First, I
would preserve both letters, the petition and relevant correspondence, and verify which
direction remains operative. I would ask the legal officer and appropriate university
authority to identify the source, purpose and limits of the information request.

Before the deadline, I would acknowledge the communication, provide an accurate
institutional account and request clarification where authority or scope is unclear. I
would avoid adopting the label “instigator” as a finding. Public petition text and the
university’s own formal response may be readily relevant, while non-public personal
details require a specific justification. Any required disclosure would be limited,
recorded and protected. I would not promise absolute confidentiality if a lawful
disclosure duty exists.

In parallel, I would request written confirmation that the withdrawn restriction has been
communicated to the relevant State Bar Councils. A designated university contact would
help students with applications and record any continuing obstruction. Students would
receive a factual update explaining the steps taken, the remaining uncertainty and the
next point of contact. I would not guarantee an enrolment decision made by another
body.

If an adverse measure remained imminent, I would promptly seek the appropriate
institutional or judicial remedy on legal advice. I would keep communications civil and
evidence-based. Public statements, if needed, would defend fair process without
accusing named individuals of motives not established by the record.

(d) When an internal inquiry is justified

An inquiry may be appropriate if there is a specific allegation of a breach within the
university’s lawful jurisdiction, supported sufficiently to warrant examination. Its
purpose would be to establish facts fairly, not to produce a list of critics. Terms should
separate peaceful expression from alleged threats, harassment, disruption or other
identified conduct. Affected persons should know the case, have a fair opportunity to
answer it and receive a reasoned outcome through the applicable procedure.

Faculty assistance with drafting a petition is not by itself proof of misconduct.
Conversely, academic freedom does not immunise a separately established breach. I
would seek a reasonable extension where needed rather than falsely claiming a
meaningful inquiry can always be completed in three days. Any review of convocation
policy can proceed as institutional learning without presuming individual guilt.
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(e) Prevention and repair

I would recommend a protocol for high-impact regulatory communications: identify legal
authority, define affected persons, assess less restrictive alternatives, obtain the
required institutional approval, give reasons and provide a review route. The university
should maintain a clear policy on peaceful participation and misconduct, accessible legal
support and proportionate information-handling procedures. After a reversal, both
bodies should verify that practical disadvantages have been corrected.

My guiding sequence is: preserve, verify, protect, respond, review and repair. It
combines courage with restraint. Another answer can be defensible if it explains a lawful
route and secures the same safeguards without sacrificing individual fairness for
administrative convenience.

10 Exam-Ready Model Answer

The case involves a conflict between regulatory cooperation, institutional autonomy,
student welfare and natural justice. A professional regulator must protect standards,
while the university must ensure that disagreement is not automatically treated as
misconduct.

I would first preserve the communications and verify the effect of the withdrawal. Legal
advice would identify the authority and scope of the remaining request. Before the
deadline, I would give a reasoned factual response, seek clarification where necessary
and avoid presenting anyone as an “instigator” without evidence and a fair process.
Non-public personal information would be disclosed only where lawfully required and with
appropriate safeguards.

Simultaneously, I would seek written confirmation that enrolment applications can
proceed under the applicable rules. A university contact would assist students and
document any continuing obstruction. I would explain developments honestly without
guaranteeing decisions outside my authority.

An internal inquiry should address a specific alleged breach, with defined terms,
impartiality, notice and an opportunity to respond. Peaceful petitioning or helping draft a
petition cannot alone establish professional unfitness. Equally, freedom of expression
does not excuse a separately proven threat or disruption.

If a concrete adverse threat persists, I would seek the appropriate urgent remedy.
Longer-term safeguards should require lawful authority, written reasons, proportionate
measures and verification that withdrawn restrictions are no longer applied. This
approach respects persons as ends, protects fair opportunity and demonstrates
institutional courage without abandoning cooperation.
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11 Practice Questions and Value Addition

Practice questions

1. A professional regulator’s credibility depends on both maintaining standards and
tolerating lawful criticism. Discuss the ethical tension and suggest safeguards. (150
words)

2. Explain how a withdrawn administrative direction can continue to produce a chilling
effect. What would meaningful institutional repair require? (150 words)

3. A university is asked to identify organisers of a peaceful petition. How should its head
balance cooperation, privacy and due process? (250 words)

4. “Collective penalties weaken the legitimacy they claim to protect.” Examine this
proposition through proportionality and individual responsibility. (200 words)

Value addition: a six-question decision test

Test Ask before acting

Authority Which provision and competent body authorise the proposed
measure?

Purpose Does it protect a legitimate professional objective?

Evidence What did this person actually do, and what remains disputed?

Fairness Has the affected person had a proper opportunity to respond?

Proportionality Is there a less restrictive, workable response?

Repair If the decision changes, have its practical effects been
corrected?

Useful introduction

Professional regulation is a public trust: its legitimacy rests on lawful standards,
reasoned restraint and fair treatment of every person it affects.

Useful conclusion

Institutions earn respect when they can hear criticism, correct excess and enforce
genuine standards through fair procedures.
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Common mistakes to avoid

Do not present the withdrawn restriction as current. Do not confuse criticism, incivility
and unlawful conduct. Do not assume every student signed the petition. Do not call every
information request illegal. Do not propose ignoring binding directions or hiding records.
Do not describe a new appeal mechanism as essential because no remedy exists without
first checking existing law.

12 Sources and Reading

Source archive: the owner-supplied study “BCI vs. NALSAR: Institutional Power, Dissent
& Professional Ethics.” Its teaching scenario has been retained in revised fictional form.
The news chronology has been updated from the sources below. The analysis and model
answers are educational discussion, not personalised legal advice.

[1] The New Indian Express, 13 August 2026: initial restriction and same-day reversal

[2] Bar & Bench, 14 August 2026: proceedings closed; no further action required

[3] The Indian Express, first published 15 August 2026: chairman’s apology and
subsequent developments

[4] Legislative Department: Constitution of India, especially Articles 14 and 19

[5] India Code: Advocates Act, 1961, statutory functions and enrolment framework

[6] John Stuart Mill, On Liberty, Chapter II: liberty of thought and discussion

Source check: 11 October 2026. The reported closure is a BCI statement; it must not be
confused with a final judicial ruling on all issues. No later court-case status is asserted in
this edition.

https://www.newindianexpress.com/india/2026/Aug/13/cji-kant-invite-row-bci-halts-2026-nalsar-graduates-enrolment-asks-who-organised-the-campaign
https://www.barandbench.com/amp/story/news/nalsar-convocation-row-no-inquiry-proceedings-closed-says-bci-chairman-manan-kumar-mishra
https://indianexpress.com/article/india/bci-chief-manan-kumar-mishra-apologises-nalsar-students-10835019/
https://indianexpress.com/article/india/bci-chief-manan-kumar-mishra-apologises-nalsar-students-10835019/
https://www.legislative.gov.in/static/uploads/2025/08/7af1daa22d65f9d04c00ae9b9aa5a799.pdf
https://www.indiacode.nic.in/indiacode/handle/123456789/1631?view_type=browse
https://www.gutenberg.org/ebooks/34901

