
 

 

 

Letter from the Executive Board 

Greetings Delegates! 

I welcome you to the simulation of the All India Political 
Party Meet (AIPPM) at QMUN’16. At the onset, we 

would like to thank the organizers of QMUN for having 

this simulation and promoting the concept of Model Indian Committees. 

 

The All India Political Parties Meet is an endeavor to emulate the socio-political 
realities of India by bringing to light the various layers of polity and governance. 

With this committee, we aim to give you an insight into the complex political 
realities, the powers and responsibility of a political party and above all bring out 

the leader within you. 

  
We understand that in the present political scenario, a discussion on this agenda is 

unlikely. The issue is really sensitive and any sort of violation or abuse of the 

privileges will not be tolerated by the executive board. This Background Guide is 
just a background to the issue and must not be interpreted as a study guide. 

 

As this stage is a platform to create leaders of tomorrow, no one must treat this 
event as a competition but rather as a learning experience. Remember that this is 

just a simulation and not a test or an exam and each one of you is a winner in one’s 

own way by participating in such an event. 
 

Regards, 

 

        Sayam Thakral                     Mohammad Amir Faisal 

          Chairperson                           Deputy Chairperson  

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

Agenda – Intolerance and the Youth: The JNU Crisis 

 

Introduction 

Intolerance 

Intolerance is an unwillingness to accept the beliefs or behavior of someone 

different from you. Intolerance is what leads to disunity and conflicts inside a 

country. Intolerance has been a great issue in many countries of the world since 

centuries and still prevails in some.  

Types of Intolerance 

1. Bio/medical Intolerance: - We won’t be focusing on this section of 

intolerance. This section includes food intolerance, gluten sensitivity, fructose 

intolerance, lactose intolerance, perfume disambiguation etc.  

2. Social/psychological/political Intolerance: - This is our main area 

of interest. There are certain sub groups under this category which we are 

going to discuss.  

Religious intolerance is intolerance against another's religious beliefs or practices 

or lack thereof. The mere statement on the part of a religion that its own beliefs and 

practices are correct and any contrary beliefs are incorrect does not in itself 

constitute intolerance (i.e., ideological intolerance). 



 

 

Religious intolerance, rather, is when a group (e.g., a society, religious group, non-

religious group) specifically refuses to tolerate practices, persons or beliefs on 
religious grounds. 

According to the 19th century British historian Arnold Toynbee, for a religious 

establishment to persecute another religion for being "wrong" ironically puts the 

persecuting religion in the wrong, undermining its own legitimacy. 

The constitutions of some countries contain provisions expressly forbidding the 
state from engaging in certain acts of religious intolerance or preference within its 

own borders, examples of such include The First Amendment of the United States 

Constitution, the Article 4 of the Basic Law of Germany, Article 44.2.1 of the 
Constitution of The Republic of Ireland, Article 40 of the Estonian Constitution, 

Article 24 of the Constitution of Turkey, Article 36 of the Constitution of the 

People's Republic of China, and Article 3 Section 5 of the Constitution of the 
Philippines.  

Other states, whilst not containing constitutional provisions directly related to 

religion, nonetheless contain provisions forbidding discrimination on religious 

grounds (see, for example, Article 1 of the French Constitution, article 15 of the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and article 40 of the Constitution of 

Egypt). These constitutional provisions do not necessarily guarantee that all 
elements of the state remain free from religious intolerance at all times, and practice 

can vary widely from country to country. 

Other countries, meanwhile, may allow for religious preference, for instance 

through the establishment of one or more state religions, but not for religious 
intolerance. Finland, for example, has the Evangelical Lutheran Church of Finland 

and Finnish Orthodox Church as its official state religions, yet upholds the right of 

free expression of religion in article 11 of its constitution. 

Some countries retain laws forbidding defamation of religious belief. Some retain 
laws forbidding all forms of blasphemy (e.g., Germany where, in 2006, Manfred 

van H. was convicted of blasphemy against Islam). This is seen by some as official 

endorsement of religious intolerance, amounting to the criminalization of religious 
views. The connection between intolerance and blasphemy laws is closest when the 

laws apply to only one religion. In Pakistan blasphemy directed against either the 

tenets of the Qur'an or the Prophet Mohammed is punishable by either life 



 

 

imprisonment or death. Apostasy, the rejection of one's old religion, is also 

criminalized in a number of countries, notably Afghanistan with Abdul Rahman 
being the first to face the death penalty for converting to Christianity. 

The United Nations upholds the right to free expression of religious belief in 

articles and 18 and 19 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights while article 2 

forbids discrimination on the basis of religion. Article 18 also allows for the 
freedom to change religion. The Declaration is not legally binding, however the 

United States chose in 1998 to pass the International Religious Freedom Act, 

creating the Commission on International Religious Freedom, and mandating that 
the United States government take action against any country found to violate the 

religious freedoms outlined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Human 

Rights Council in 2011 adopted Resolution 16/18 on "Combating intolerance, 
negative stereotyping and stigmatization of, and discrimination, incitement to 

violence and violence against, persons based on religion or belief" which was hailed 

by stakeholders from all regions and faiths as a turning point in international efforts 
to confront religious intolerance. The European Convention on Human Rights, 

which is legally binding on all European Union states (following the passage of the 

Human Rights Act 1998 in the United Kingdom), makes restricting the rights of an 
individual to practice or change their religion illegal in article 9, and discrimination 

on the basis of religion illegal in article 14. 

In its 2000 annual report on international religious freedom, the U.S. State 
Department cited China, Myanmar, Iran, Iraq and Sudan for persecuting people for 

their religious faith and practices. The report, which covers July 1999 through June 

2000, details U.S. policy toward countries where religious freedom is violated in the 
view of the U.S. State Department. The advocacy group Freedom House produced a 

report entitled "Religious Freedom in the World" in 2000 which ranked countries 

according to their religious freedom. The countries receiving a score of 7, indicating 
those where religious freedom was least respected, were Turkmenistan, Iran, Saudi 

Arabia, Sudan, Myanmar and North Korea. China was given a score of 6 overall, 

however Tibet was listed separately in the 7 category. Those countries receiving a 
score of 1, indicating the highest level of religious freedom, were Estonia, Finland, 

Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway and the United States. 

Within those countries that openly advocate religious tolerance there remain 

debates as to the limits of tolerance. Some individuals and religious groups, for 
example, retain beliefs or practices which involve acts contrary to established law, 



 

 

such as the use of cannabis by members of the Rastafarian movement, the religious 

use of eagle feathers by non-Native Americans (contrary to the eagle feather law, 
50 CFR 22), or the practice of polygamy amongst the LDS Church in the 19th 

century. 

The precise definition of "religion", and to which groups it applies, can also cause 

controversy, for example the case of Scientologists who have all rights of religious 
freedom in the U.S. but complain that the highest court decided not to grant the 

status of a Non-profit organization in several U.S. states. Attempts to legislate 

against acts of religious intolerance amongst citizens frequently come up against 
issues regarding the freedom of speech; whilst in France being convicted of 

incitement to religious hatred can carry a maximum of 18 months in prison. An 

attempt to pass a similar law by Tony Blair's Labor government in the United 
Kingdom had to be dropped in April, 2006 after criticism that it restricted free 

speech. In Victoria and Australia the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001 

makes "conduct that incites hatred against, serious contempt for, or revulsion or 
severe ridicule of that other person or class of persons" illegal on the grounds of 

religious belief. 

Ambiguity tolerance-intolerance: - Ambiguity tolerance–intolerance is a 
psychological construct which describes the relationship that individuals have with 

ambiguous stimuli or events. Individuals view these stimuli in a neutral and open 

way or as a threat. 

Ambiguity tolerance–intolerance is a construct that was first introduced in 1949 
through the work of Else Frenkel-Brunswik while researching ethnocentrism in 

children and was perpetuated by her research of ambiguity intolerance in 

connection to authoritarian personality. It serves to define and measure how well an 
individual responds when presented with an event those result in an ambiguous 

stimuli or situation. In her study, she tested the notion that children who are 

ethnically prejudiced also tend to reject ambiguity more so than their peers. She 
studied children who ranked high and low on prejudice in a story recall test and 

then studied their responses to an ambiguous disc shaped figure. The children who 

scored high in prejudice were expected to take longer to give a response to the 
shape, less likely to make changes on their response, and less likely to change their 

perspectives. A study by Kenny and Ginsberg (1958) retesting Frenkel-Brunswik's 

original connection of ambiguity intolerance to ethnocentrism and authoritarian 
personality found that the results were unreplicable. However, it was discussed that 



 

 

this may be due to the fact that at the time the study was done incorrect 

methodology was used and that there lacked a concrete definition as to what the 
construct was. Most of the research on this subject was completed in the two 

decades after the publication of "The Authoritarian Personality", however the 

construct is still studied at in psychological research today. Budner gives three 
examples as to what could be considered ambiguous situations: a situation with no 

familiar cues, a situation in which there are many cues to be taken into 

consideration, and a situation in which cues suggest the existence of different 
structures to be adhered to.  

Political Intolerance: - Political Intolerance is a type of intolerance in which the 

public is not satisfied with certain decisions of the government. Political intolerance 

has a long term history in India since the rule of the Magadha Dynasty. The public 
has been opposing the political decisions from eras. Political Intolerance grew 

rapidly during the rule of the East India Company. Till today, political intolerance is 

playing a major role in the disintegration of the country. The simulation here at 
Q’Mun 16 is to discuss an issue based on the increase of Political Intolerance in 

India.  

The JNU Crisis 

 

  The Jawaharlal Nehru University (JNU) imbroglio has produced two important 

issues for public discussion. The first focuses on the limits that sedition 
(patriotism?) places on freedom of speech. It asks, for example, whether shouting 

anti-India slogans, by unknown persons as the First Information Report says, 

constitutes a ground for booking the students’ union president under sedition laws. 
If fine distinctions were to be made between slogans, protests, speeches, dissent, 

and incitement, and further between fuzzy and definite consequences of such 

actions, would not only some (very few) free speech expressions be considered 
seditious? These are crucial issues for our constitutional democracy today, and the 

JNU case has presented our courts with a great opportunity to give us a doctrine on 

the limits to free speech in India. Will we see in the court’s judgment its finest hour, 
as when, in the Kesavananda Bharati case, it set out the Basic Structure doctrine 

which places limits on the amending power of Parliament, or will it be its darkest 

hour, as in the Habeas Corpus case where unrestricted powers of detention under 



 

 

the Emergency were permitted? Will Justice H.R. Khanna be the court’s guide, or 

will it be Justice P.N. Bhagwati? 

 

The second issue, entangled in the first, is with respect to the place of JNU in the 
postcolonial nation’s public life as the university nears its 50th year. I belong to the 

first decade of JNU, a magical period during which we gained perspective and 

learned the power of ideas and of democratic deliberation. It was a time when we 
became passionate about causes and when no tyranny was fearful enough to 

suppress our dissent. It covered the period of the Emergency and of the years 

immediately after, when a traumatized nation delved deep into its inner resources to 
discover what it stood for and what it stood against. It was a time for serious 

reflection. 

 

Campus life in the heady 1970s 

 

The 1970s was a period of ferment both globally and in India. The students’ 

movement was shaking up the Western world as was the peace movement and the 

challenges to orthodoxy in the form of music, fashion, poetry, and films. Demands 
for a New International Economic Order (NIEO) and a New World Information and 

Communication Order (NWICO) were being made. ‘Make love, not war’ was the 
slogan of the young who wanted to be unshackled from social conservatism. At this 

time the women’s movement was being seeded in JNU, as were many non-party 

political formations. The Emergency was on and JNU students had been picked up, 
including the students’ union president, and were languishing in jail. Yet the 

university was a magnet for students from across the country, from different 

backgrounds, and from different disciplines. Students who had graduated in the 
natural and applied sciences were flocking to the social sciences to understand what 

was happening to the nation. 

 

In this turmoil JNU was able to give its education a national character by the points 

system it had developed, and by the examinations held across the country, to 



 

 

produce a level playing field. Students from socially and economically 

disadvantaged backgrounds, and regions, would be compensated for their 
disadvantage and thereby could face the competition. Soon after my joining in 

1976, I recall taking out morchas to the surrounding areas shouting ‘Tanashahi nahi 

chalegi, nahi chalegi (down with despotism)’, and then rushing back into the 
sanctuary of JNU before the police came. The Emergency was on. We shouted 

slogans against the Maintenance of Internal Security Act (MISA) in the Mavalankar 

auditorium. We debated the articles of the People’s Union for Civil Liberties 
(PUCL) constitution on the lawns of the Gandhi Peace Foundation. We deliberated 

on an Agenda for India at the India International Centre. We collected funds for 

national tragedies such as the super cyclone in Orissa (now Odisha) and the 
Yamuna floods in Delhi. 

 

But India alone was not our theatre of politics. The world was. Looking back I find 

it funny that we had to face the lathis of Delhi Police for protesting against the 

regime of the Shah of Iran or the sell-out of Palestinian interests by the Camp David 
accords. We campaigned for India to send food grain to Cambodia (then 

Kampuchea) which was just emerging from the genocide perpetrated by Pol Pot. In 
these heady days of politics we also saw art films from across the world and learnt 

to perform street plays. We were the earliest supporters of the Society for the 

Promotion of Indian Classical Music And Culture Amongst Youth (SPIC 
MACAY). In JNU we discovered voice and what it meant to stand up against 

tyranny. We became political. 

 

Steady stream of who’s who 

 

But this article is not about nostalgia. It is about the public legacy of this great 
university. It is about the place of JNU in the national imagination. JNU gave the 

students who entered it many things. It gave them opportunity. If we were to do a 

roll call of bureaucrats, journalists, artists, translators, writers, activists, professors, 
vice chancellors, heads of important institutions, and politicians, JNU would have a 

fair share of the leading members of these groups. It is not for nothing that in the 



 

 

last two years the heads of the Intelligence Bureau, Research and Analysis Wing, 

Central Bureau of Investigation, and the Foreign and Cabinet Secretaries have been 
from JNU. They do not look like anti-nationals to me. So where does all this ‘anti-

national university’ stuff come from? What I have presented are the facts. Will 

those who have benefited from JNU please speak up in its defense? 

 

Ask any of them what JNU gave them, and they will tell you it broadened their 
perspective, introduced them to ideas, even dissenting ones, prepared them for 

competition, gave them self-confidence, and fired them up with the making of a just 

India. It made them realize that dissent could be a virtue. In addition, JNU gave 
them networks. Anyone who understands success will know that networks are as 

important for success as merit and scholarship. That is why the Ivy League 

universities in the U.S., and Oxbridge in the U.K., and the Indian Institutes of 
Management and Indian Institutes of Technology in India have the reach they enjoy 

within state and society. 

 

Crucible of the alternative 

 

In addition to opportunity, self-confidence, personality development, and networks, 

JNU also gave a student perspective about the nature of the world, not just in terms 
of the global order, but also in terms of the structures of power, dynamics of 

society, drivers of change, and aspirations of citizens. We learnt how peasants 

became citizens. We learnt how elite capture was a problem for democracy. These 
ideas enriched our public discourse. At JNU we produced and reproduced the idea 

of an India that was inclusive, anti-discriminatory, gender-just, environmentally 

sustainable, artistically creative, cosmopolitan and socially redistributive. 

 

There were many things wrong with JNU. For example, the liberal persuasion was 
not allowed the space it should have been given by the Stalinist Left. The political 

spectrum was wide but it could have been wider. Analytical thinking was feeble, 

and ideological camps gave protection to the less capable. But it was possible to 



 

 

question these ideological hegemonies. To dissent, experiment, collaborate, this is 

the signature of JNU. Debate was polemical but it was peaceful. There was no 
violence. By providing personnel to the civil services, academic institutions, civil 

society organizations, and media, JNU has been a significant incubator for the task 

of nation-building. 

 

In addition to being an incubator of personnel to the state and civil society, JNU has 
also been an incubator of dissenting ideas. For a nation to cope with the pressures of 

modernity and the challenges of globalization it needs to have an army of 

intellectuals who can prepare the nation for this new world that is upon us. It needs 
to engage with these new ideas. Go to a seminar in JNU, and you will be delighted 

by the intensity of the questions and the earnestness of the search for answers. It is 

one of the few places in the country where interdisciplinary is a habit and where 
conversations between aestheticians and political scientists do not raise an eyebrow. 

Nor do dialogues between the cosmologies of the East and of the West. 

 

A cosmopolitan university is a precious resource, for it continuously feeds the 

public sphere with questions and answers, with challenges to accepted truths and 
alternative readings of canonical texts. This is under threat today. Censorship of 

ideas and social relationships is being demanded by outsiders to the idea of JNU. 
Incidentally, the University of Chicago has issued the following statement on 

freedom of speech: “It is not the proper role of the university to attempt to shield 

individuals from ideas and opinions they find unwelcome, disagreeable and even 
deeply offensive… Concerns about civility and mutual respect can never be used as 

justification for closing off discussion about ideas, however offensive.” This 

represents the idea of JNU. Let us protect it from the hecklers who are knocking at 
the door. 

Source: http://www.thehindu.com/opinion/lead/jnu-and-the-idea-of-india/article8245398.ece 


