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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT 
 The role of educational institutions extends beyond imparting academic knowledge, 

especially in the context of India’s rising concerns over drug abuse. This paper critically 
examines the legal obligations imposed on educational institutions to prevent and 
combat drug abuse. Through an analysis of statutes, case law, and government policies, 
the study highlights the proactive and reactive measures required by law, the gaps in 
enforcement, and proposes strategies for institutional compliance. The paper argues 
that educational institutions must serve as pivotal arenas for early intervention against 
substance abuse, combining education with legal responsibility. 
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1. Introduction 

 
Drug abuse among youth has emerged as a significant public health and legal concern in India. Educational 
institutions, traditionally seen as centers of learning and personal development, now bear an increasingly 
formalized responsibility in preventing and addressing substance abuse. Legal frameworks, both statutory and 
judicial, impose explicit and implicit obligations on these institutions to safeguard the welfare of students. This 
research explores the depth and breadth of such legal duties. 
 

2. Legal Framework Governing Drug Abuse and Education in India 
 
2.1 Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances Act, 1985 (NDPS Act) 
The NDPS Act is the principal legislation regulating narcotic drugs in India. Section 32B of the Act considers 
the use of educational institutions as an aggravating factor during sentencing. Furthermore, institutions are 
expected to collaborate with authorities to prevent drug trafficking and abuse on their premises (Government 
of India, 1985). 
 
2.2 Juvenile Justice (Care and Protection of Children) Act, 2015 
The Juvenile Justice Act emphasizes the duty to protect children from drug use. Under Section 77 and 78, 
supplying intoxicants to children or encouraging their use is punishable (Government of India, 2015). 
Educational institutions thus have a direct legal duty to ensure that minors are protected from exposure to 
substances. 
 
2.3 Right to Education and Right to Health 
Under Article 21A (Right to Education) and Article 21 (Right to Life) of the Constitution of India, students are 
entitled to a safe and healthy educational environment. Failure to prevent drug abuse infringes upon these 
fundamental rights (Constitution of India, 1950). 
 
2.4 University Grants Commission (UGC) Guidelines 
In 2019, the UGC issued guidelines for universities to implement measures against drug use, recommending 
the establishment of counselling centres, awareness campaigns, and strict surveillance (University Grants 
Commission, 2019). 
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3. Judicial Interpretation 

 
Indian courts have consistently reinforced institutional responsibility: 

• State of Maharashtra v. Madhukar Narayan Mardikar (1991) emphasized the duty of care owed by public 
authorities to citizens, applicable also to educational institutions (AIR 1991 SC 207). 

• In Avinash Mehrotra v. Union of India (2009), the Supreme Court ruled that ensuring the safety of students 
is integral to the right to education (AIR 2009 SC 354). 

 
These precedents affirm that educational institutions must adopt preventive and corrective measures 
proactively. 

4. Institutional Obligations 
 
4.1 Preventive Measures -Institutions must: 

• Implement strict admission policies including background checks. 

• Conduct regular awareness programs on the hazards of drug use. 

• Establish drug-free campus policies endorsed by students and staff. 
 
4.2 Reporting and Cooperation- Educational bodies are legally bound to: 

• Report incidents to local law enforcement under the NDPS Act. 

• Maintain cooperation with narcotics control authorities. 
 
4.3 Rehabilitation Support- Institutions are encouraged (and in some cases, required) to: 

• Offer counselling services. 

• Support students in accessing rehabilitation resources rather than pursuing only punitive measures. 
 

5. Gaps and Challenges- Despite clear frameworks, challenges persist: 
 

• Lack of Uniform Enforcement: State-wise variations in implementation dilute the effectiveness of national 
laws. 

• Stigma: Institutions often suppress incidents to avoid reputational damage. 

• Resource Constraints: Many schools and colleges lack counselling infrastructure or trained personnel. 
 

6. Comparative Analysis: Global Perspectives 
 
Countries like the United States under the Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act (1989) mandate federal 
compliance from educational institutions receiving funding (United States Government, 1989). Similarly, the 
UK enforces the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971, imposing school-based preventive programs. 
India’s framework, while comprehensive, requires similar enforceable guidelines linking funding and 
accreditation to compliance with anti-drug measures. 
 

7. Recommendations 
 

• Legislative Amendments: Introduce specific compliance requirements tied to institutional accreditation. 

• National Monitoring Authority: Establish a centralized body to audit and monitor drug prevention 
programs in institutions. 

• Integration into Curriculum: Make drug education a mandatory part of academic syllabi. 

• Community Involvement: Encourage collaboration between institutions, parents, local NGOs, and law 
enforcement. 

 
8. Conclusion 

 
Educational institutions in India hold not just a moral but a legally enforceable duty to combat drug abuse 
among their students. Strengthening institutional mechanisms, enhancing legal compliance, and integrating 
health education can significantly curb the drug menace. A paradigm shift from reactive responses to proactive 
engagements is essential for meaningful impact. 
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