












































































Minutes of the 10th Board of Studies, SCCE, April 26, 2019. 

Members present: 

1. Dean, Mr. Deepan Sivaraman ( Chair)  

2. Prof. Anuradha Kapur 

3. Prof. Hari Krishnan 

4. Prof. Ira Bhaskar 

5. Prof. Sumangala Damodaran 

6. Prof. Suchitra Balasubramanyan 

7. Dr Diamond Oberoi Vahali 

8. Prof. Milind Wakankar 

9. Dr Anita Cherian 

10. Dr Santosh Sadadnandan 

11. Mr Benil Biswas 

12. Ms Shefalee Jain 

13. Dr Vebhuti Duggal 

14. Dr Akhil Katyal 

(Prof. Neelam Mansingh, Dr. Shoumyabrata Choudhury, Ms. Vasudha Thozur, Dr. Urmi Mala 

Sarkar could not attend the meeting). 

Agenda of the BOS: 

 Minutes of SCCE’s 9th Board of Studies meeting was passed 

 

1. To perform a review of four (Performance Studies, Literary Art, Visual Art, Cinema 

Studies) of SCCE’s five programs.  

2. Present two new courses from the Literary Art Creative Writing program for 

approval before the BOS 

 

Minutes: 

1. The BOS made several suggestions regarding the further development of the 

individual programs and the School itself in response to the presentations made by 

the programs. Details of these suggestions are outlined below. 

 

2. The two courses in question: i. ‘Seven Forms of Poetry’ (Dr. Akhil Katyal) and, ii. 

‘Contexts and Conditions of Production: Considering Cultural Infrastructures’ (Dr. 

Anita Cherian) were both approved by the BOS with certain small changes 



suggested that were to be incorporated before they were presented before the 

SCAP; 

 

I. BOS comments on the Program review: 

1. Benil Biswas presented an overview of the Performance Studies program as it 

exists today and the principal concerns felt by faculty with regard to student 

performance and course transaction. In response to concerns expressed 

regarding students’ ability to engage in sustained writing and reflection such as 

that required in the mandatory dissertation, BOS members suggested 

possibilities such as a reconsidering of the form of the dissertation, perhaps a 

performed/visual/ creative submission. Others members were of the opinion 

that students should not be absolved of the responsibilities of reading, writing 

and research (Ira Bhaskar, Deepan Sivaraman). 

2. The urgent requirement for a critical writing program to inculcate practices of 

analytic writing and thinking was affirmed by members of the BOS. The 

suggestion was made that the summer break might be used to develop a writing 

practice. Ira Bhaskar pointed out that at universities such as JNU a critical 

writing course is now a compulsory component of the MA degree. Even students 

of the Practice programs need to invest in writing, in order, for instance, to be 

able to write proposals for funding. 

3. The importance of a detailed program review, including an analysis of where 

graduates find themselves, after five years was emphasized by Suchitra 

Balasubramanyam (‘five years is a generation’). She suggested that such an 

analysis would give programs and the School significant congruents along which 

they could review their structure and focus. 

4. Diamond Oberoi spoke of the English Program where a research methodology 

course was compulsory for all students, though the writing of a dissertation was 

not. 

5. The challenge posed to students by the demands of a pedagogy largely 

transacted in English was raised by faculty. This issue was further complicated 

by students’ desire to write their assignments in English despite their relative 

lack of fluency in the language. Milind Wakankar referred to developments in the 

School of Languages including new courses which were directed towards 

developing and disseminating the critical vocabularies available in Hindi.  

Santosh Sadananandan suggested that the School experiment with translation 

projects from the various regional languages of critical texts that were context 

specific. These projects might even serve as a component of the dissertation, or 

the dissertation itself. Such projects could also possibly be supported by grants 

from the University. 



6. The Visual Art program’s presentation made by Shefalee Jain mentioned that the 

Program was initiating a process of internal review in order to see what aspects 

of the Program worked and what didn’t. She expressed some concern about the 

fact that a significant part of the Program’s curriculum, critical approaches to the 

history of technology in the visual arts, did not seem to be reflected in the end 

semester, final year, visual art displays.  The impact of this was felt more 

strongly in earlier years. Prof. Hari Krishnan urged the School to explore 

developments in AR/VR technologies, particularly through freely available VA 

apps. 

7. The BOS was concerned about the faculty’s growing distance from their 

student’s inner lives: ‘we don’t know who our learners’ are’ (Suchitra 

Balasubramanyan) 

8. Akhil Katyal presented the Literary Art program in outline. This was followed by 

a presentation of the two courses placed before the BOS for approval.  

9. The Literary Art program was asked about the incorporation of materials from 

across the various regional languages (Ira Bhaskar).  Milind Wakankar spoke of 

the contrapuntal energies and the relationship between the literatures of the   

premodern and the modern as it is organized in the program’s structure.  

10. Anita Cherian mentioned that students in these courses read literary historical 

materials from across the languages represented in the class room with the 

intention being to orient students towards who they are as writers outside of the 

frameworks of English, Hindi, and the national. 

11. Suchitra raised the issue of the setting of assignments in each course so that they 

would animate the curriculum. Assignments, she pointed out, should provide 

space for the articulation of the student’s voice and subjectivity.  

12. Vebhuti Duggal presented an outline of the Film Studies program and explained 

the restructuring that the program was undertaking through the introduction of 

two new core courses which would replace the ones already in place.  

13. Ira Bhaskar commented on the ‘misnaming’ of the course called ‘Facets of Indian 

Cinema’ which from its outline seemed to be concerned with a history of Indian 

cinema, rather than with facets or aspects. Vebhuti explained that the BOS 

approved course followed a historical arc, however its focus changed depending 

upon the concerns of the faculty teaching it. 

14. Milind Wakankar drew attention to early writing on cinema which seemed to be 

talking about many different things while almost inadvertently becoming the 

space where the emergent medium, cinema, became the focus of discussion, 

where it became a ‘thing’. Ira Bhaskar and Vebhuti spoke of the shift in the 

content of writing on cinema that happened between the early decades of the 

20th century and the 50s and 60s when through the writing of scholars such as 



David Bordwell and David Sklar the cultural institution of film comes to establish 

itself. 

15. Prof. Hari Krishnan spoke of the need to introduce a course on film technology, 

and also the challenges of introducing such a course in a context where film 

technology was changing rapidly and incrementally. 

16. Ira Bhaskar urged an expansion of the scope of the program by offering more 

electives in areas such as digital cinema. Santosh Sadanandan suggested a 

rethinking of  the titles of the courses most of which seemed like survey courses. 

Was this he asked a response to the absence of a BA level program or courses in 

Film Studies? Vebhuti spoke of the challenges of the curriculum, particularly 

those posed by a restriction of the number of core courses to 7 in the MA. 

17. Sumangala spoke of the varied challenges posed in the teaching of particular 

core courses, especially those taught to Performance Studies students in the 4th 

semester, who tended to be preoccupied with dissertation writing. She 

suggested that there should be no core course in the final semester, also teaching 

for the elective should conclude by the end of February. 

18. With reference to the School’s desire to start an MA in Film Practice, Ira Bhaskar 

urged the school to put together all the infrastructure such an MA would require 

before starting the taught program. It is important to think about the students 

you are producing at the end of a Practice program. 

19. Faculty across SCCE expressed the hope that faculty strengths would grow so 

that individual programs could grow. At present all faculty on board were 

teaching to capacity. 

20. The BOS concluded with Deepan Sivaraman ( Chair) thanking the members of 

the BOS. This would be the last meeting of this group of experts. 

 

 

II. Comments on Literary Art courses presented for approval 

1. Akhil Katyal presented his course. ‘Seven Forms of Poetry’. The course was 

approved unanimously with Milind Wakankar suggesting that the course 

might even be called, ‘Seven Kinds of Mood’, to suggest the attunements 

between form and mood. 

2. Suchitra Balasubramanyam suggested that Akhil add more detail about how 

the course develops AUD’s vision. Akhil has added this information to his 

revision of the course. 

3. A question was raised about whether the course would encourage the 

writing of the long poem. Akhil responded by pointing out that in the course 

as it is designed in the present the sestina would be the space where the long 



poem was explored and attempted. Sumangala asked if the course would be 

able to accommodate another faculty member bringing in material from 

another language and teaching some part of the course. Akhil responded by 

saying that this possibility could be considered in the future. 

4. Anita Cherian presented her course, ‘Contexts and Conditions,’ this course 

was also approved along with suggestions regarding readings and areas of 

investigation such as attention paid to forms of state control and 

intervention, and the ubiquity of the market, represented for instance by the 

advertising jingle.  These suggestions have been incorporated into the 

revised draft. 

              

                                                                                                   

                                                                                                                     Dean (o) SCCE 



















































































































SCHOOL OF CULTURE AND CREATIVE EXPRESSIONS 

AMBEDKAR UNIVERSITY DELHI 

MINUTES OF THE NINTH BOARD OF STUDIES MEETING HELD ON 5th December, 2018 

The following members were present:  

1. Dr. Anita Cherian            Member  
2. Mr.Deepan Sivaraman          Member  
3. Dr. Diamond Oberoi Vaheli  Member  
4. Prof.K.Hariharan   Member  
5. Dr.Milind Wakankar   Member 
6. Prof.Neelam Man Singh  Member 
7. Dr.Rajan Krishnan   Chair  
8. Dr.Santhosh S   Member 
9. Prof.Shivaji Panikkar   Member 
10. Dr.Soumyabrata Choudhury  Member 
11. Prof.Suchitra Balasubrahmanyan   Member 
12. Ms.Vasudha Thozur    Member  
13. Dr.Urmi Mala Sarkar   Member 
14. Dr. Vebhuti Duggal   Special Invitee 
 
Prof.Ira Bhaskar and Prof.Sumangala Damodaran could not attend the meeting.  
 
The Chair welcomed the members of the board, briefed them about the developments related to 

the school and the university in the opening remarks, following which three new courses were taken 

up for discussion.  It was also resolved that in future the notice issued for the Board of Studies 

meeting at least ten days before should be accompanied by the agenda items and the courses to be 

discussed in the prescribed proforma so that members can read and reflect on the courses 

beforehand.  

It was reported that the two core courses taught in MA Film Studies program, Psyche and Screen 

and Images and Signs and Cinema in the second and third semester respectively are sought to be 

made elective courses, following suggestions from the BOS members in the previous meetings and 

on the basis of feedback from students. These two courses, while being focussed and rigorous are 

seen to be of highly demanding nature in terms of the difficulty of the texts, for half the number of 

students at least. Hence making them electives would allow students who are keen on taking up 

such intense theoretical courses to pursue them, while allowing other students to seek a more 

general orientation to theoretical literature in film studies. With that intent two new core courses 

were presented which would replace these courses.  

In continuation of the Evolution of Cinema as Art-I offered in the first semester where students study 

the evolution of the film narrative from the birth of cinema, through early short films, evolution of 

film narration, Griffith and Soviet Montage, German Expressionism, Phalke in India and so on, a 

follow up course named Evolution of Cinema as Art II will be introduced in the second semester to 

acquaint students with the variety of experiments in film narrations that took place around the 

world through a sampling of key film texts, movements and auteur. The course was discussed by the 

members of studies who made a few suggestions on accommodation of which the course may be 

taken as passed. The following are the suggestions: 



1. The course need not look like a survey of national cinemas or take geographical divisions as 

in area studies as the matrix. It will be better to take key film texts, movements and auteur 

for their contribution to the evolution of and experimentation in film narration. Since no 

comprehensive survey is possible the selection needs to focus on the critical yield for 

thinking on cinema.  

2. It will help if the course is structured through key film texts rather than theoretical readings 

accompanying them. Hence all films that would be screened need to be named with a brief 

note on the basis of selection.  

3. It is best to plan for 12 weeks as full 14 weeks may not become possible due to holidays and 

other contingent events in campus and the city. The two weeks are to be kept as buffer 

time. 

The second film studies course bearing title “Introduction to Film Theory” was taken up for 

discussion.  The course was passed with the condition that the following suggestions be considered 

and suitably incorporated.  

1. The survey of film theory need not be taken as comrehensive ; the texts given as essential 

readings can be less in number. The possibility of combining two or three modules into one 

may be considered.  For example a given theoretical text may combine feminist, 

psychoanalytic and semiotic  approaches which if closely read and discussed can help 

students to understand these in a given context.  There can be long list of texts in suggested 

readings but essential readings need to be as few as possible to allow for thorough reading 

and absorption by all students.  

2. The effective teaching weeks may be taken as 12 to compensate for cancellation of classes 

due to contingent reasons and holidays.  

3. Film screenings may not be done during the two plus two hours of teaching each week since 

the theoretical texts need to parsed and discussed for the benefit of the students. These 

may be scheduled separately if it has be collective viewing.  The primary intent of this course 

is best taken as capacity building to read and comprehend texts of film theory.  

 An elective course proposed for  MA Literary Art program bearing the title “Contemporary South 

Asian Poetry in English and English Translation” was taken up for consideration.  After  elaborate 

discussion the board of studies requested the program to rework the course and present it in the 

next meeting taking following issues into consideration.  

1. It may be considered whether the area studies category “South Asia” is necessary for the 

purposes of the course. Once the phrase “Contemporary South Asia” is coined, it is hard 

not to be a survey course with represenative samples from different constituencies.  

2. The choice of the poets to be studied, four in the present format, needs to be 

substantiated in order to avoid appearing arbitrary. It is felt by members that the contra-

dinstinction between the members of the pair “Faiz Ahmed Faiz and Agha Shahid Ali” and 

the pair “Meena Kandasamy and Tishani Joshi” calls for greater explanation in terms of 

selection. It may be more useful even to stay with one pair that provides greater coherence 

and oppurtunities for critical absorption.  

A brief review in the mode of a free wheeling conversation of some of the programs including the 

pilot program MA Performance Practice (Dance) , during which it was suggested to strive for greater 

collaboration among different programs in overlapping areas of interest, concluded the meeting.  

          



         Sd/- 

         (Rajan Krishnan)  

         Dean (O) SCCE 


