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ABSTRACT

.
The.study focusses on the crisis episodes at the state level in
India and their resolution through the imposition of presidential rule
within a Broad theoretical frame of developmental politics? Adopting a
macro-political approach - froﬁ an identification Bf sysfem environmental
settings to statg crises to fgderal,choiceé’df dealing yith them - the
dissertation analyseé the working of Indian federalism aﬁd within it the,
! .
Central iﬁcaryentioﬁ through presidential rule from the perspective of

»
over- -all Indian political development during the period 1950-74 Concep-

tualizing state crises in four emplrlcally grounded categorfes, i.e., /

incumbency, congressization,'structural, and éystemic, the dissertation
seeks to explain, through spatial and temporal comparison of crises, the
—~ :

federal choice in resolving state crises through the imposition of
&

president{fl rule. . : A
. . Py /

Two conclusiiss are drawn from the studv: (a) that presidential
rule.which was designed ;ojéfeservn political unity against the fhréat
of dysfunctional diversi;iés manifested at the state level has increasingly
been used as a means to the establishﬁent of Central predominance in
general, and of the Congress Party in particular, thereby making the
‘Indian political system a case of pathology of federalism; and (b)’that’
presidential rule (except for stfucéﬁral’and systemic chses) since the
CongresslSpl;t of 1969, but more so after the parliamentary eleétions
of 1971, has been used by the Centrai leadership as a Conveniént de;fce.
to get rid of ”uﬁdesirable”.state leadership. In the process, the Central
leadership has used the fedefal machinefy even fto manufactuge crises at

- v : :

th; state level in order to create conditions for' the imposition.of_
presidential rule. Before‘the Congress'split, most of the crises'originated

at the state level; after the split,.the Center became a pérty to the

, creation of crises.

/
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

i

The dissertation focussés on the study of state crises and thejr o

; N2
resolution through.the imﬁosition of presidential rule by fedenai lewdeﬁé/
u{/ "

¥
in India during the period 1950+74. The hasic question askcd

‘ol

) f“/“rt
when and hovw is pre§1dontlal ru]n declared and what getngzg, if ﬁ@% iﬁ

emerges across states and within each state. The contcntﬁkn of thef&Q;ﬁl -
thesis is that the frequent use of presidertial ruleqpy theEfedLraI |
'leadefs to resolve state crises_pe}ceived or made to appcarias emergen-
cies under the Indian Constitution, particulafly aftéf the Fourth General .
Elections of 1967 but more so after tge Congress split of 1969, has
brought abégt a fundamental éhénge in Center-state rclations ~ a change
which»deéerﬁgs our scholarly attention.

Central to this disserfétion-is the study qf the dynamicd’bf~
the actions of the:federal elite, which_alone has the copstitutional
priVilege to decide as to when and in which state presféential rule
should or should not be deciared to meet crises. lSince such federal
discrgtion is built into the_constitutional framework of the system,
the study of presidential rule iq.a way becomes a study in the determi-
nanfs of federal-decision—making. Being the repository of large

'
resources, the federal leadership has many choices to resolve state
crises, one of them being,;he imposition of presidential rule. However,
whether orenot it uses presidential rule or resources other than
s ‘
presidential rule to resolve crises at the state leve] depends not only
on the type. of crisis but also on the staté of system—énvironmental

conditions in the context of which it makes its decisions. 1In order,

therefore, to analyse systematically such decisiqns and to explain the



. -

"where, when, and how" of ‘presidential rule, the ‘'study looks at three
different’ levels o’yblitics. It identifies crisis episodes at the

state Ievel, explores leadership choices at the federal level, and
\

elaborates on the system- env1ronmenta1 changes in the context of which

crises arise and find their resolution through the federal decisions.
oy .
A conceptual frame for the study is developed and presented {in the

next chapter.

e
Crisis episodes and Presidential rule:

| The study is COﬁcefned with those crisis episodes which arige
out of the "constitutional failure" of any state machinery which is
declared éB\be a; emergency under the Constitution of India, 1950.
Article 356 of the Constitution states that if the President is

satisfied on receipt of a report from the Governor or otherwise that

a situation has arisen in which the government of a state cannot be w
carried on in accordance with the pProvisions of the Constitution, hel
is empowered to.p;oclaim anleﬁergency. As a result, hegmhy
_ (1) a;sume to himself all or any of the functions of the state
or vest all or any of those functions 1nﬁthe Governor or
any other executiQe authority; '/ |
-(11) declafe that the powers of the state legisf;tQ e ;hall be'
exercisable by Parliament; and ) |
(111) make any othér incidental Oor consequential provisions neéessary
ke to give gffect to the obﬁects of the Proclamatigl. The President,
) waever, cannét assume to himself any of the powers vested in
a High Court (at the state level). )

Herein, it may be mentioned that the President of>the Republic

was to be the sole judge to aetermine the conditions which warranted
’ 2
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N
) \J .
+

Ll
N
L] N N

the proclamation of emergéncies, However, by parliamentary convention,

. o - o
he was supposed to consult the federal cabinet. To begin vith, «a
proclamation could last for two months and on approval by the Parliament
for six months unless further extended by the Parliament Up ™ a maximum
' \

period of three years. .

Focus and arena of this study:

The focus of my study is to analyse. and explain this provision

for dealipg with;emergencies in the systém now commonly termed as
"presidential rule". Though \hé Presidént has been given almost ‘blanket
powers to take over the admiﬁistratipn of a‘staté, there has to bé,

as article 356 makes it explicit, "a siguation in,which the government.
of a staté cannot be carri;d on in accordance with the provisions of

the Constitution" before he can act: As such, presidential rule involves
two different levels of government, i.e. the Center which declares
presidentiaf'rule and the state which cannot work accérding to the
provision§ of the Constitution. Thus, the arena of this study is'

the Indian federal systeﬁ wherein the Center and the states interact
with each other both in normal and abnormal ;r crisis situations..

With ; "crisi;" approach to the study of Indian political ~
system, the dissertation claims to depart from the generally accepted
"ipnsensual" model of the Indian polity. ;There is'ng doubt that for _
any system to survive, there has to be some amount of consensﬁg on

K
fundamentals. H&bever, such coésensdé does not imply the absence of

conflict. In the context of India, for over a decade and, half since

Independence, the so-called '"Nehruvian consensus" was so strongl
pe! y

<
.

" moralized ky scholars, both Indian and foreign, that any study of

L4

Indiaﬁ politics departing from the familiar line earned the blasphemous

N L

[N
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In other

y : o , .
title of "prophdt of gloom" in regpectable academie circles.

words, i1 wils highly uncbnvcngionul to talk of conflicts and #rises when »

'the polttical system was piving enough gvidence of cont nuity in the midst
of change.» 1t was-all the more unconventional to talk of the cost to. those
N t

. .

who did ot volunteer to join the chorus of "Nehruvian consensus'". I
regard to Center=state relations, this same straight-jacket of "Nehruvian
consensus' over-shadowed any meaningful discussion of the conflicts and

crises between the Center and the states.
In departing from the "consensual" model, this dissertation

«

‘iwcontends that the frequent use,of presidential rule, particularly after

the Fourth General Flections of 1967 kut more so after the Congress split

of 1969, has primgrily been‘an‘attempt on the part of "‘the Central leader-

ship to control partisan ana,political dissent.at the state leved~Tesult- *
D .

ing in the fundamental transformation of -not only the Indian f. cral’
. . " o

_system andffhé Cénter—stgte relations within ‘¢ Lut also in the very ‘
. - R : @ N u“
nature of the democratic political system as ¢-~:.ablished by the Constitu-

tion. ~After the parliamentary elections of 1971, the Ceﬁtgr, under the

'Jeaaership of Mrs. Indira Gandhi, used presidential rule to bludgeon

o s B . . . .
the state leadership into accepting without question the dictates of

the Centradl 1éade§ship.- While presidential rule, under the Constitution,
( . .

',was'dékigned to meet .vrtain crisis situations at the state level and

) . Ve - Coe
to bail out state governments unable to work according to the provisions

-
—

of the %ﬁgstitugion, the Cgptcr, since tle Congress split, has used it
more like the ‘Central intervention in some of the Latin American federal
polities without cating for the "federal principle" as developed in the

Indian Constitution.

14

N
.

- ) ¥
The distinctive feature of federal political systems is that

=

there are two leveIsﬁof government, each with at least some independent
T v . \ .

e



»

powers and some  independent personncel, neither of which can dictate the-
decistons of . the other.  Yrom g purely legal and institutional perspect ive,

as_"the method of dividing powers so
e

K. C..Hhoare has defined federalis

that the general and repional povernments are each, within a sphere,

"
co-ordinate and independent." William H. Riker's definition of federalism
is somewhat simikar thouph- he does not adopt as rigid a yardstick tg
measure federalism as the one adopted by Wheare, According to Riker, a

constitution is federal ir ié brovides for two levels of goverument, each
.

F
<«

of Nhich has ”sqme guarantee (even though merely a statement in the

J

constitution)" of ‘its-contained autonomy within its sphere. 'The Indian
Constitution, which provided for two levels of governmcgbfand equipped
each level with shared powers and its own elected leadership personnel,

also provided adequate gearantees for provincial autonomy. The "federal

principle" was elaborated by Dr. B. R; Ambedkar, Chairman of the Consti-

tution Drafting Committee, who said:

and executive authority is partitioned between 'the Centre

and the States not by any law to be made by the Centre but

by the Conitution itself. This 4s what the Constitution
does. The States in our Constitution are in no way dependent
upon the Centre for their legislative'authority. The Centre
and the States are co-equal ?’xih‘is matter. :

N

The basic principle of federalism is that the legislative -

In fact, the Indian political elite of the freedom movement ag represented
[ -
- in the dominant Congress Party had at =ao *ime suggested that the Indian

systep was to be anything but federa: after Indian Independence. However,
' . /
it was equally clear in its mind that * ¢ Center had to be strong if

the unity and political integrity of the Lountry were to be preservéd.
Assuring the Constituent Assembly that the "federal p;inciple"vwbula
not be compromised in normal:times, the political leadership borrowed
the concept of emergency governance from the Government of India Act

’

of 193§\g§d fitted it into the federal frame of the Indian Constitution. &



By so combining cnergency govor&ancv and a federal system, the political

leadership tried to pet the bést of "the two possible worlds though, in

time, the Indian system could be alleged to havévbocomc a case of the

pathology of federalism.
Presidential rule is a manifestation of emergency governance

within the arena of the Indian fcaeral systcm. Thcreforc, before we

examine the intentions of the fr;mers of the Tndian Céhstitutjon regarding

emergency governance under article 356 and its impact on the nature of

the Indian federal system, it is aépropriatc to look into the concept

of emergency governance in some of the Western political systems, both

federal and unitary.

The concept of emergencv governance in some Western political systems:

Generally speaking, "emergency" in -the Western world has been -
conceived in terms of national crisis arising out of war or domestic

insurrection which has the potential to threaten system maintenance or

system equilibrium. In situations like these, even a "constitutional
dictatorship", giving massive powers to the national executive, has

been justified. In fact, all political systems, unitary or federal,

1

do make some provisions to meet emergency situations. «Jhe British,

<«

for example, had to resort to emergency measures during the two World

' »
Wi.s to overcome national crises. When requirements of secrecy or

N _ 7
dispatch made Parliament unable to act, independent executive action

ba‘ed on the Royal prerogative was taken to meef the situation. Similarly,
Article 16 of the French Constitution (Fifth Republic) laid down:

When the institution of the Republic, the independence of the
nation, the integrity of its territory or the fulfilment of
its ipternational commitments are threatened in a grave and
immediate manner ‘and when the regular functioning of the
constitutional governmental authorities is interrupted, the
President of the Republic-shall take the measures commanded
by these circumstances....



‘Among the federal svstems, the Constitution of the United States
obliges the national sovernment to guarantee to cach state a republican
form of government and protection against domestic insurrection. Article

- A o )
IV, Scction 4 of the Constitution reads:
.The United States shall guarantee to evl@ry .tate in this
Unidn a Republican Form of Government, and shall protect
"each of them apainst Invasion; and on Application of the
Legislature, or of the' Lxecutive (when the Legislature
cannot be convened) against domestic Violence.

The Constitution does not define what is a republican form of

government, but the Supreme Court has consistently held that the enforce-
\
ment of this constitutional clause is the obligation of the Congress.

Congress determines whethér a state has a republican form of government

when it decides whether or not to allow the congressional representatives
: : ' ~

.

of that state to take their seats in Congrgss. Co- \\\\
As for ensuring brotettion to the states agaiﬁst domestic
inéhrrections, the Congress has delegatedrauthority to the President 
to send troéps to quell insurrections on the requést of the proper
state authoritieé.‘ Th%s givgs the President the power to determine
which of the contending factions is the legitimaté authority in a state,
President Tyler's decision 'was binding on the courts when in effect
he threatened to send federal troops to protect the_Rhode Island
government against the domestic insurrection)of a rival government
'éontending for the right to speak for the¢state."8A somewhat similar
action was taken by President Lincoln during the Civil w;r in de-
recognizing the state governments of ghe Confgderacy, though he acted
more by stretching the authority of his office than undér Article v,

Section 4 of the Comstitution. While the fighting still raged, Lincoln

had taken initiative in re-establishing loyal governments. in the



scccdcd states "He p]aced military governors over Tennessec Louislana,
" and Arkansas in 1862 and 1863, and in December of 1863 he proclaimed
the‘general procedures by which the Southern peOple tould remake their
governments."9 More,recently, when some of the extn@ne ;egregationisﬁs
revived the pre- C1v11 War doctrine of nullification in the wahe of the
Supreme Court's deciSionéOoutlawing racial discrimination in.nublic
schools and in certain othér areas, Presidetits have pot been loath to
.mobilize federal trooPe to‘oefend the Constitution. On ertember 24
1957, President Eisenhower sent troops into Little Rock to break the
resistance of the Arkansas Governor, Orval- Faubus, who had openly
challenged the ihtegration policy of the federal government. Similarly,
in October 1962, President Kennedy ordered federal troops into Oxford,
Mississipi, to protect a Negro student in the right, assured him by the
courts, to attend the Universlty of Mississipi Generally speaking, the
‘federal government has been reluctant to compromise state autonomy except

at the time of national crises or on issues having severe national

implications. -

In the Canadian confederation, the concept of an emergency has
been conceived in tetms of crises arising out of war or internal’disturbance
which might threaten the ' 'peace, order and good ‘Government of the Dominlon -
Although there is no spe01f1c Provision relating to emergency governance

in the British North America (BNA) Act the Federal Parliament has,

from time to time, legislated measures giving wide’pawers .to the national

executive to meet national emergencies. In re Board of Commerce Act,
1 A.C., (1922) which produted the emergency doctrine, the Privy Counc1l
conceded the right of the ' Federal Parllament to leglslate for special
circumstances '"such as those of war or famine, when peace, order and

: , ~ 11 .
good Government of the Dopinion might be imperilled," Similarly, in



P
L B I O - - B TTRE e e e

" Fort Frances Pulp and Power Co. v. Manitoba Free Press Co., A.C.,(1923),

the Privy Council not only accepted thel right of the Federal Parliament

to legislate for emefgencies but also 1ef£ the duration of the emérgencieé

to the determination of the Federal Parliament. Though in the case of

Toronto Electric Commissioners v. Snider, A.C., (1&25), the Privy Council
rejecfed the'idea of a work stoppage or‘industfinl dispute as meeting thé
"emergencyﬁ test to justify federél legislation invading provincial rights
in relation to property and civil rights, Viscount Haldane, who read the
decision of the Judicial Committee, recbgnizgd the right of the Federa;

@

Parliament to .legislate to meet conditions arising out of war and even

12 o ‘ -
. an epidemic of pestilence. It should be noted that the thrust of the

decisions cited here has been to define "emergency' as something to

restrain the otherwise possibly fuller powers of the federal govgrﬁmént

: CA
under the "peace, order and good Government' clause of Section 91 of the
British North America Act. During the two World Wars, however, Parliament

2

conferred on the national government wide discretionary powers under

the War Measures Act to meet the national crises. The Act was again

- applied during the Quebec crisis of 1970, when, faced with what it

declared to be "apprehended insurrection“, the federal government sent
troops.into Quebec on request of the Quebec government:%3

In Germany, the Weimar Constitution obliged the state authorities
to execute national laﬁs, failing which the ﬁeich cabinet could ?ssue

warnings and general instructions to the recalcitrant states. However,

in case of differences of opinion‘ﬁftween the Reich and a Land, the

A . : . . ,
.matter could be referred to the Constitutional Court. As a last resort,

the national President, in exercise of powers vested in him by Article

48 of the Constitution, could force a state government to obey the
: L4
|

national government or else suffer dismissal. Though Article 48 was



of a general nature, it was gffectively used to 1ntorvene in state politicq.
For example, it was used against Thuringia and Saxony (1920) Bavaria (1923)

and Prussia (1932) to bring the state governments ”id\accord with the
15
principle of the Constitution and the political life if the Reich."

However, despite the failure of the Weimar Republic and the hard

i

SN

zes theéxfeéderal government to intervene in the administration of a Land

\

if crises so warrant it. S. C. Dash compares Articles 37 and 9‘ of the
Bonn Ba51c Law with that of Article 48 of the Weimar Consﬂitution and
draws a not very optimistic conclusign:

Articles 37 and 91 will serve the purpose of Article 48 of

the Weimar Constitution when the Federal Government might .,
declare that 'there is an imminent danger to the existence

of the libertarian democratic basic order of the Federation" ‘
and "place the police forces of the other Laender under its

own instructions". This can certainly be "rescinded after
thei elimination of the danger or at any time on, the demand
of the Bundesrat". 'But the Federal Government is to decide

when the dangér has been eliminated and- like the National
Socialists' camouflage of the Communist danger, it may. never
terminate. ' : : '

e

In Switzerland, the Confederal authority.prdtects cantons in

\

case of foreign aggression, internal disturbance’ and inter-cantonal

‘ »
disputes. 1In the case of internal disturbance, or if danger comes from
another canton, the authorities of the threatened canton are to glve
notice to the\federal executive. The Eederal Council is also empowered"
to act on its own up to. the limit of employing two thousand troops,
subject”to the additional eOndition that the ttoops are in action for

no more tham two weeks., / ’

* The concept of émeérgency governance in some Latin American systems:

Following the example of federal countries, particuiarly that
of -the United States, most of the federal constitutions in the Latin

Am%rican world provide for federal intervention in the administration

10

expek{iaces that followed from {it, the Bonn Basic Law, dnce again, authori- -

.
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I
.of the provineiai governments in times of crises. Thus, accbrding»to
Article 76 of the Mexican Conqtitution of 1917 express power was given
to the Senate to declare when all the constltutlonal powers of any state

_ have disappeared. At thé same time, Article 89 authérized the President

.

o

to dispose federal forces for the domesti - safety and défenee of the

-

Union.

A3

Ho&ever, it is generally claimed that this power to intervene
in the administration of the”previncial governments has more often
been abused.aTd misused for partisan purposes. "A grave abuse of the
Senate's power Qas the remeval in December 1935, of Callista governors
in the states of Sonora, Sdnaloa, Guanajuanto, and Durango. After the
break between Cardenas ‘and Calles the former succeeded in getting rid
of pro-Calles governors by ordering the Senatevto declare d1$appearance
of powers because of sedltlous activities. ot Refdrring to the working
of the Brazilian Constitution of 1891, Percy Alvin Marfin writes: "Two
of the most striking of these shortcomings have been the blameeorthy
intervention of the executive power in the states for rhe purnose of

forcing upon them the rule o favoured by the authorities in

Rio de Janeiro, and the tol¢ration /of flagrantly unconstitutional acts

18
favour of the national -executive.

1

by state governments enjoyilng t
The situation in Argentina is no different., Rosendo A. Gomez recounts
101 cases of illegitimate interventions on the part of the Argentinian

federal government in the affairs of the state government between 1860

' 19
.and 1930,
: ‘ & )
The concept df'emergency governance in - _'ndian political system:
Like other political systems, the : .1 political system also

equipped itself to meet national crises aris ro out of internal disturbance

or threat of war or exterﬁal aggressior (Art#cle °57. 353 of the

\
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Constitution). However, unlike any other political system, emergency
governance arising out of the constitutional fallure of state machinery
(Article 356) followed by an imposition of presidential rule by the
federal government has been something novel 1n the Indian Constitution,
the like of which is not to be found in aay other mature or recognized
federal system. In the Constituent Assembly, while some members felt

that the emergency governance under'ALtic]e-356 was an attempt to

_compromise:the-autonomy of the state governments, others felt that the

Article. guaranteed the 1ntegr1ty and unity of the Indian Union. In
order to get some clear tonception of this provision in the Constitution

it is important to examine how the Indian politlcal elite viewed

L4

federalism in the formative years, 1947-50.
. hY

Federalism as viewed in the formative years, 1947-50:

'The Indian political elite of the freedom movement as represented

. in the dominant Congress Party had little doubt that the Indian polltical

- system had to be federal in character ,In fact, neither the polltical

history of the country nor, the religious, ethnic, cultural, znd regional
diver51ties that marked the continental, 31ze of. India suggested a system
of government other than federal. Historically, India had rarely been
governed from a single Center. Even the colonial government had created
several power centers as early as 1909 and ultimately provided a federal
system under th‘?Government of India Act, 1935. 'The provinces, under the .
Act, were given a large mea .ure of autoncmy to manage their own;affairs.

And though the federal part of the Act could not be implemented because

of the reluctance of the princely states to join, in requisite number,

thekprdposed federal union, the grant of provincial" autonomy gave a

political-personality to the provinces.

The Congress as a party was committed to making.Iadia a federal
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union as early as 1929 when the Nehru Committee report, in its Proposed

~

federal constitution for the Commonweslth of India, said: "We have borne

2

in mind the peculiar position of India and have prov1ded for the develop-

‘vment of the fullest possible provincial life‘compatible with national

20 ‘
interests," . Like the Canadian BNA Act of 1867, the Committee provided

in the proposed constitution a 'peace, order and good government' clause

to safeguard the national interest, A few months before Independence,
\\]) .

3

the Congress planned to set up a loose«federal union. At the time, the '~

550-0dd princely states vhich had been governed indircctly (through the

British re51dent representatives), unlike the British provinces which

:were governed directly, were asked to join the proposed federal union

by’ signing instruments of accession only in respect of three subJects

for the Center: Defence Foreign Affairs, and Communicatio%s. On July 5,

‘1947 barely a little over a-month before Independence Sardar Patel,

Unton Minister of States, in a conciliatory speedh said:
The States / princely / have already accepted the basic
Principle that for Defence, Foreign Affairs and Communi-
cations, they would come 1nto the Indian Union. We ask
N0 more of them than accession on these three subjects
in which the commori interests of the country are involved.
In other matters, we wou!?scrupulously respect their
autonomous ex1stence :

Political instability in the states brings'Article 356:

Neither the Indian political elite nor the Congress Party changed

: 22
its stand on making India-a federal union- after Independence However,

.the political situation that followed the attainment of freedom necessi-

tated a greater concern for. stability and system preservation at the
expense of the -loose federalism planned earlier The long colonial age
ended, but in chaos.. The partition of the country, giving Muslims their

separate homeland, Pakistan, was accompanied‘py unprecedented bloodshed\

E]
p
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A1,

in which both the Muslims and the Hindus massacred each other with a

vengeance. In the midst of such a'chaotic environment, some of the

"princely rulers began giving second thoughts to the proposal of the

Congress leaders 1nviting them to join the federal union. Badly adminis—

tered as the princely states were, the Communists in the country found

a safe refuge in some of them, particnlarly in the princely state of

Hyderabad, waitiné to step in when the country would disintegrate.

The brincely state of Travancore tightened the“confrontation with New

Delhi by giving itself a new constitution and proclaiming its independence

from India. Hyde;abad followed suit and deciared its intention to

exchange diplomatic ropresentatives with Pakistan. Kashmir wnnted time

to decide whghher to join the Indian Union but in the meanwhile declared

its intention to stay independent; In October of 1947, the country

was at war qi;h Pakistan over the Kashmir iosue; 'With problems such

as these arising at a time when the Indian\leadership waé in thé midst
R :

of framing a constitution for the new-born nation,AemergenCy governance

under Article 356 found émple support in the Constituent Assembly.

¥ S
The impact of emergency governance on the federal system?

With the provision for emergency governance in the Constitution,

- an inexhaustible debate has continued to range among scholars as to the

N\

true nature of the Indian polltical system. The Indian Union, some
critics aréue, is a pathology of federalism. K. C. When:e, for example,
has classified the Indian system as "quasi—federal”? Similarlf,

K. Santhanam has called the Indiaannion a hParamount Federation" in
which the Center holds paramountoy powers over‘the states.za

E On the cont}arf? there has been no dearth of writers who have

not only classified the Indian Union as a federation but also quite a .

libefal federation. Alexandrowics, for example, holds that "India is
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undoubtedly a federation in which the attributes'szsovereignty are
shared between the Centre and\States", while Paul H. Appleby has called
the Indian system ”extremely federal".25

The controversy as to whether the Indian Union is a federation
basically stems from the different conception of federalism that each
one of the above authors has in mind. If one measures the Indian Union
by K. C. Wheare's dualistic conception of federalism, the Indian system-
may not qualify to be a genuine federal system, If, on the other hand,
one adopts Vile's definition of federalism ~ "a system of government
in which neither level of government is wholly dependent on the other

26
".nor wholly independent of the other" - the Indian system is definitely

’

a federal system.
The Constitutioh prouided for a division of powers on lines -
 somewhat similar to the one provided in the Canadian BNA Act. :The
Center was to legislate in respect to 97 subjects, the states’ in respect
to 66 subjects, with a ctoncurrent’ jurisdiction in, respect to 47 subjects.
At the same time, this division was made unalterable without the consent
of the states except in exceptional circumstances ~ With the Supreme
Court being made the highest court of appeal in Center-state Juris-~
dictional conflicts, the federal frame df the Indian system was complete.
»Over the years, the Court has treated the Constitution as establishing
‘a federal system in many of its judgements.27
While it is not necessary to labour the point that emergency

a

governance under Article 356 does not go smoothly with the federal
. P

principle it must be stressed that the use of emergency pPowers was

meant to be an exception rather than the rule. In normal circumstances,

Center-state relations were to operate according to the federal principle.

L

~
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It was only when the state governments were in crisis that the éenter
could take over their administration for a limited period of time and
subject to the approval of. the Parliament,. .

Now, before drawing up a conceptual frame for the study of
presidential rule, it wéuld be'appropriat: to examine some hopes and
-fears expressed in the Constituent Assembly on the subject and also
some of the broad trends which Seem to emerge from ﬁhe actual use of
presidential rule during thé past quarter cgntury.

Constituent Assembly Debates - Hopes' and Fears:

The Article relating go.president;al rule was chqroughly debated
in theé Constituent Assembly. While the members of }A; Drgfting Committee
headed by Ambedkar put up‘a stréng defence of this A;;icle for the sake
of preserving nafional unity, H. V. Kamath (Congressite who was later
subjected to disciplinary- action by the %fngréés g‘gh Command - the
"highest policy-making organ of the Party - fér his too outspoken
.criticism) célled thQAArticle " a foul t;énsaction”, and invoked

Providence "to grant sufficient wisdom" to the members to see the "folly
28
and stupidity of this constitutional crime." Kazi Syed Karimmudin,

Q

a Muslim member from the Central Province, was very spiiffic in his

,,,,,

criticism:

Suppose, for instance, in West Bengal, the Party which is in
opposition to the Centre is elected; then even though the
Government of West Bengal may feel that the internal disturbance
in West Bengal is not sufficient for suspending the Constitution,
still the will of the Centre will be imposed and the ideologies
of the Centre will be imposed on the State,

Shibban Lal Saxena declafred that the provision 'of presidential
' 30
rule reduced provincial ;utghomy to a farce, while P. S, Deshmukh
held that the vesting of the power ia the Union to intervene was

/

"neither in conformity with a Federation, nor would it be administratively
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- 31
beneficial or -practicable."

Hirday Nath Kunzru maintainéd.that there
Qou&ﬁ be a serious danger in the Center being tempted to intervene in
situations where in;ervention could not be justified. Tmstead of vesting
the power in the President of.India, Kunzru argued, it should be vested

a

in_the electorate who alone could ensure l‘respon§ihle government. He
said: "If responsible government is to be maintained, then the electors
must be made to- feel that the power to apply the ‘roper remedy when
. 32
misgovernment occurs rests with them."
Replying to the cyiticism.that these Articles (356, 357) were
liable to be abused, Dr. B. R.- Ambedkar said:
I may say that I do not altogether deny that there is a possibility
of these Articles being abused and being employed for political
purposes. That objection applies to every part of the Constitution
wherever the Centre has been given powers to override the provinces.
I share the sentiments expressed ... that the proper thing we ought"
to expect with regard to these Articles is that they will never be
brought into operation and théy will remain as a dead letter.33
D1, Ambedkér assured the Constiﬁuent Assembly that these Articles
would be used only as a last resort agaiast a recalcitrant state. Normally,
the President wopld first Yssue a warning'to the 'state concerned and if
it was not ﬁeeded,vhe would then order an election to dllow the people
of the province -to gettle the matter themselves. It would only be after
these steps had failed that the President would be justified to intervene.
Dr. Ambedkar's assurance nbtwithstanding, there continoed to
“pé}sist a good deal of confusion as to the exact meaning of the words:
"constitutional failure" (of the state machinery). During the Assembly
debates, H. N. Kunzru pointedly asked Dr. Ambedkar to spell out clearly
the meaning of the "failure of constitutional machinery" but Ambedkar -

gave a somewhat evasive reply: "When we say that the Constitution must

be maintained in accordance with the provisions contained in thic
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1
- )
Constitution we practicall v omean what, the American Constitution means,
‘ ' A N ll3-/’
namelv that the form of the Constitution must be maintained. However,

at a later date during the debates, Ambedkar confused the issue when he
N
said:
A L 0N

,The expression "failure of the machinery 1 find has been
) used in the Governmrent of lndinnAct, 1935.  Everv body
must be quite famiiiar, therefore, with its de facto and
510 jure mv:min;rv. I do not think any, further (‘):[)]';'ir_{.l_tion

is nchssnrv.j)

Naziruddin Ahmcd, disenchanted with the lack of clarity, had this to
say:

This article / 356 / savs practically nothing. Tt says
almost everything. [t enables the Centre to interfere
on the slightest pretext and it may enable the Centre

to refuse to interfere on the pravest occasion. . So

[a]

carefully guarded is its vagueness, so elusive is ity
draftsmanship that wve cannot but admire the Drafting
Committee for its vagueness and evasions.J6

The actual exercise:

|

It was ironic that only a few years afterlthe making of the
Constitution, -Dr. Ambedkar, the -very architect of presidential rule,
regretted having incorporated this '"reactionary" instrument in the
Constitut;on: Speaking in the Rajya Sabha, the upper chamber of the
Indian Parliament, on presidential rule against the United Front

government of Patiala and East Punjab Statcs'ﬁﬁnion (PEPSU) in 1959,'

.

he characterized the action of the Central Government as '"the most

: ' 37
violent kind of. rape on the constitution."” 1In 1959 when presidential
rule was deéiared to dismiss the Communist government of Kerala,

J

. A -
C. Rajagopalachari, the first Governor-General of free India and later

. (XN
the leadcér of the Swatantra Party, announced that the Congress was
' ’ 38

"laying an axc at the. root of parliamentary demogracy in India."  In

March 1965, Prime Minister Lal Bahadur Shastri advised the President

to declare presidential rule in Kerala and dissolve the freshiy elected

© _ _ Y 5
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.

Legislative Assembly of the state despite the willingness of the
Communist Party (Marxists) to fofm a coalition government. The action
' ‘

of the Central Government, said Professor H. N. Mukerjee, was "morally,

constitutionally, politically or otherwise illegitimate and uncalled

39
for." Dr. Hare Krushna Mabatab, the ex-Ciief Minister of Orissa

(Congress) announced that the decision on Kerala "had no precedent in
{

any other part of the wortd" and was "in sharp conflict with wha

40

. .
parliamentary democracy stood for." In 1967 when the Pfesident dismissed

the United Froont government and dissolved the Haryana Legislative Assembly
on advice from the Prime Minister, Mrs. Indima Gandhi, Chief Minister
Rao Birendra Singh protested: "We are in majority. The law and order

situation is perfect. T cannot understand how they can take action

41 '
under Article 356 of the Constitution." Later bn, the frustrated |

Chief Minister filed a writ petition in the High Court of Punjab and

N [
. Haryana against the presidential proclamation which was dismissed on

the ground that the President's satisfaction that conditions existed

warranting presidential rule was sufficient and hence not sutject to

. 42
judicial review.

Recently, the staff correspondent of the Statesman Weekly

.

referred to the frequent usé of presidential rule as '"the most fatuous

v .
of .~ noeuvres" on the part of the Congress Party to stay in power.
N . ’ N ')
cciiespondent further said: :

The stratagem is so naive and patent as not to be wor

v and in fact has only reinforced the Congress theme th:
Congress administration can help .... The sense of th
that an electoral verdict which. places a non-Congress
in power can, in effect, be negated by the Centre's e
action or non-action. There was ample reason to suspect
before. There is now no doubt that this creed is an integral
part of the Congress branch of lemocracy .43

s is clear:
government
cutiv

One recent example of the Center's inaction was its decision to

“
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postpone eclections in the state of Gujarat, even after the state had
been undert presidential rule for over a year. It was only after Qorarji

. , /'_ - N
Desai undertook a 'fast-unto-death" that the Center agreed to hold fresh

44

elections in the state.

LY

Some trends:

L]

Between 1950~74, ﬁéesidontia] rule was declared forty-two times

< —.an average of 1.75 instances per vear(see Table 1.1). The average

may‘not Be [Xe} distﬁrbing for a‘nation that is new and in the process
of building itself, but if is WQﬁthy of our inquiry to find out why ’
the frequency of presidential rule was very low before the Fourth General
Elections of 1967, d;ring which perioa‘itvwas declaréd-only ten tim;s,
while after these elettions, i; was deélared thirty-two times: Further,
it may.look surprising that the average frequency of prééidential rule
is not the highest for the timé.during which the‘Congréss Party lost
its‘monopoly of power in some of the statés and weakened igs hold in
terms of its seats ‘in the Parli;ment, bgt rather fér the time period

1971-74, duriﬁg which the Congress Party of Mrs. Indira Gandhi had

regained its lost position both at the Centre and in the states,

Te—y
TABLE 1.1
AVERAGE ANNUAL FRENUENCY OF PRESIDENTIAL kQL,/
b RULE ‘!« THREE DIFFERENT TIME PERIODS
Time periods Total instances of - Average annual
presidential Tule ~frequency
(42) ’ . (1.75)
1950-67 10 , " .59
1967-71 . ) 17 - 64,25
1971-74 - ‘ ‘ \\15 ' 5.00°
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Anotherigntcresting dimension of the use of prcsident}al rule’
is thb/scopc of its covcrage in terms of the number of states invqlved.
Amongvthe 21 states and 9 union territories which constituted the Indian
Union as of January 22, 1972, 13 states and 2 union terriforics experienced
presidential ruIc.aL oneAtime or the otherr Some states had repeated'
doécs of presidentral rule as Table 1.2 (next.page) shows. ' v

A eimp]e glence at Table 1.2 reveals that all thevstates which
came under presidential rule during the Nehru-Shastri era also experienced
presidential rule during the Indira era. Ho&ever,~the state of Kerala,
which had the ‘maximum number of presidential rules'during the Nehru—
Shastri era, had just one presidenuiel rule dpring the Indira era,

The states thch experienced no presidential rule were Madras,
Assam? Maharashtra, Madhya Pra‘esh, Jammu & Kashmir, Himachel Pradesh,
Negaland, and Heg%aiaya. ‘

Following Tablexl.Z is Table 1.3, which describes the duration
ef presidentiai’rhle in the different states of India for the period
1950—74. The table shows that among the four states experiencing the
highest duration of presidential rule, three ceﬁstitute the critical

border states of.India: Punjab on the northern and West Bengal and

Manipur on the eastern frontiers.

These informational tables outline {he scope of the problem;

they do not suggest any systematic explanation for the proclamation of"

¢

presidentia ule. . To explain the phenomenon, one needs to analyse

N

Indian politics at three different Jevels: (a) at the federal level,

because to proclaim or not to proclalm pre51dentlal rule is the ch01ce
of the ederal leaders; (b) at the statelevel, because it is only when

the state leadership is in crisis that the federal government gets the

. ~

-~ : o : o
DI , j
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TABLE 1.2 '
N PRESIDENTIAL RULE BY STATES
DURING EACH FEDERAL LEADERSHIY ERA
State = . Presidential rules during ' Total
Nehru era Shastri era Indira era
(1947—64) (1964-66) (1966-74) ‘x
' . . \
Kerala 4 2 2 1 5
Orissa | 1 J - ' 3 o 4
Punjab : 1 - 3 o 4
ﬁttar‘Pradesh ‘ - - 4. - R
West Bengal : - .o 3 A 4
Bihar . ‘ - . - 3 3
Gujarat+ ’ - - J 3 ' 3
:Manipur* b= = N 3 N 3
Pondicherry** - : ’ - 3 | 3
‘Andhra Pradesh 1 -7 ol | A »2 ;
Mysore ‘ - | ;/) ‘ 2 2
Hafyana***' _ | - - g§ 1 1
Rajasthan ' .- . i 1 1 o
PEPSUX*%% 1 - v - . g
Tripur;* | - ; - ‘ 1 | R .
Goak* - | - o
Total: ~\. 6 | 2 434‘ 42

+The stdte came into existence in 1960 by the bifurcation of Bombay state.
*The Union Territories of Manipur and Tripura given the status of full
states on January 20-21, 1972 under the Morth-Eastern Areas(Reorganiza-
tion) Act. . o . :
**Pondicherry and Goa cohtinue to be, Union Territories.
**¥Haryana came into existence in 1966 by the bifurcation of Punjab: state.
k***Patiala and East Punjab States' Union(PEPSU) was merged with Punjab in 1956.

-
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choice to intervene; and (c) at the System-environmental level, because
H !

both the federal and the State leadcrshlp lnteract within the given
environmental settings, \

{ All the above threeilevels are inter—linked, each influencing
and being influenced by the other and much of what the: poljtlcal
leadership does or does not do can be explained in'terms of the inter-
‘actlons of theee three levels. In other words, these lnteractions

"set the stage for leadershiﬁ_choices and decision—making

Presidential rules are crisis eplsodes at the state level

in the general drama of developmental politics. The resolution of the

| -

crises “hrough fedeéhl intervention represents the decisions of the
federal leaders. However the choices are determlned not onle by the
type of crisis at the state level but also by the state of federal
politics and the\system—environmental settinge. Any theoret}cal model
whlch tries to explain presidential rule, therefore must:

a. identity crisig episodes'at the state level;

/b. i8entify choices in decisiph—making at the federal level; and

c. link the system environment to both a and b above.
Howeher, since the system environmeht fluctuates_overfthe time period’
-1950j74, it would be more appropriate to make a few tehporel dlséections
of the period linking each dissected period with both a and b above.
: ln other words, the crisis episodes and the federal choices in decision-
maklhg during each of the dlssected perlods will have the system-environ-
mental propertles of that perlod as their parameters.

Chaptér II outlines the conceptual frame for this study.
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CHAPTER 11

PRESTDENTIAL RULE ~ A CONCEPTUAL FRAMFEWORK

The study of presidential rule is essentially a study in the area
of federal bargaining and decision-making, However; to decide as to when
and in which province presidenfial ruie should be d%clared is the exclusive
constitufiona] privilege of the federal leaders. Since federal discretion
is built into the instiﬁutional framevork o% the system, the stndy of
presidential rule in a way becomes a study in the dynamics of éqtions
of the federal nlite. At the same time,‘to the‘éxtent tha£ pfenidéntial
rule resolvés provincial crises, which may have systemic implicatibns,

its qtudy delves into the mechanisms of maintaining system equilibrium.

. - 3
'To sketch a conceptual framework for such a exercise poses a'difficult

preblem for the simple reason that there is, as yet, little consensus
" .
among political scientists as to the crj::;;\;;;Iﬁbles which determine

- .

human choices and déhision-making. A somewhat similnfilack of consensus
enists among wfiters about the critical variables thét\disturb the équi—
librium of a political system. However, lank of agreenent;*on the
determinants of human cnoices nr system eduilibrium notwithstanding, one
needé.to,have some kind of & coneptual frame to ‘organize one's materiab,\
1f one is not to be lost in the mazeé of exhaustive descriptions. Probably,
whnt one needs is a neat and simple frame which accommodates generalities

bdt which, at the same time, does not sacrifice the richness and the

*

complexity of data to an arbitrafy set of pre-determined categorigsf

Obviously, if-nn; sticks to the rigor of the model; one ma§ have to sacri-
fice the peculiarities and the uni&ueness of Each case of éresidential rule
under analysis.. Obversely, if one.gives precedence to’the Lnique over the 

general, one risks rhe danger of being tied up in an uninteresting exercise.

29
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The choice t6 adopt onc of the above techniqueg of analysis is also somewhat
limiLed by the number of caqeq under examination. Aggregate data involving
a larger number of cases is, for example, more easily amenable to statistical
analysis than a smaller number of cases which fit best in the caSé~by~case
methodological frame. Without solving the methodological puzzle, I shall

outline a brief set of cateoorics which promise a useful way of organlzlng

. the.material. This will, I hope, provide some kind of an analytical

t

frame that would enable me to organize and compare different constellation

’

of variables which produce situations leading to the proclamation of
\ ' Lol

presidential rule.
' 7

As mentioned in the first chapter, a systematic explanation of
’

V presidential rule warrants analyses at three different levels:

I. at the state level with a view to identifying crisis episodes;

II. at the federal level with a view to identifying choices in

decision-making; and < - s .
III. at the system level with a view to establishing linkages

between the system environment and I and II above.

1. Crisis episodes at the state level:

.,
At this level, we need to identify some of the sources of "load'"

or "strain" which threaten to disturb the sub-system equilibrium. HéwevFr,
. W : b

befpfe we do that, it is important to mentioned that a "sub-system under

strain" does not necessariiy imply that it is in "crisis'. The concept

of "strain" is used to ‘indicdte all kinds of problems, pressures, tensions

and conflicts which converge on the sub-system and threaten but do not

necessarily disturB'sub—gystem equilibrium, Politics being what it is,

all political systems and snbjsystems always experience one or the ofher .

kind of "strain" in their developmental path. A crisis, on the other hand,
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indicates a L:Lakdown in the (1pab1lit1cq of thCIQUh—sySLem to adequately

. -~ .
meet "strain" or "load". It is a failure of the sub-system capabilities =~
‘\.,/\ *

at tension-management or Spnflict resolution. In other words, "crisis"

kY .
is a relational concept indicating a heavy "strain" in relation to the

v ‘ x ' .

weak capabilities of .the sub~system. It g only the crisis situations

which warrant federal intervcntion.
!
The purpose of examining the sources of "strain" at the sub-system

1eve1 is to draw from them analytical categories of crisis episodes. Since

r

the describtion of the sources of "strain" is empirically grounded, our
' 14 . '
analytical categories of crises would not be simple theoretical abstractions.

Sources of "strain" at the sub-system level: . .

Thé.sources of strain at the sub-system level may be internal or
external or both. By internal strain T meép those conflicts, tensions
. and pressﬁres which spring from within the sub-system itself. By external
. strain I mean stresses and pressures impinging on the sub-system but
external to the sub~system ‘Both internal and external strains may develop
at the fallowing two levels of the sub—gystem: |
(1) at the elite level and
\(ii) at the mass level. %

.Thus we have the following four types of strains at the sub-system

<
[

level:
A. Internal strain at the el{ite levgl;
< B. Internal stfain at the uass level;

C. External strain at the elite lgvel; and

D. External strain at the mass level.

All th above four cgtegories put togé\per dellnoate almost all

the possible sources of "load" which can disturb the - b-system equilibriumi

v
.
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A. lD}iﬂly[t_ﬂ'f;Ul'ﬁU,})Ui"Li[“,J°V0]:

Internal strain at the e¢lite-level means those pressures and

conflicts which thredten to split the state cabinet and break the cohesive-

v

ness of i ~ling party or partics. The sources of such pressures may

\
be multiple and may, at timds, be un-xp o inable for want of complete

information. However, «in tlie context ¢ Indian state politics, we may °

fdentify sohe of the peneral sources of strain at this level:
: .- : : - B .
i. Personal différences: . \

\
4

= ‘

Politics creates friends and foes alike. While some differences

“among the members of the cabinet may be rooted in personality and background
i » - .

differences and/or policy differences, aother may be embedded in the very

2 ! - PR MPEPE '
naturc.of political ompetition, of "who gets what, when and how".

i1. Non-institutionalized party system:

Some states may havé a more institutionalized party system than
‘ ‘ H . . h
others. In some the party loyalties may be strong; in others weak. TFor

example, in the former princely states of India, personal loyalties were

' . ’ .
stronger than party loyalties. 1In fact, there was little worthy of the

name of party/system i~ the former princely states compared to the party

system in the erstwhile British provinces of India. In some states, the

v
f

electorate may make a clear verdict in favour of a single party; in others,

it. may more often make a choice in favour of multiple parties and groups

which, at times, may be heterogeneous emougph as to make any kind of
,( -

coalitional cabinet an impossibility. 1In the latter group of ‘states, the

cabinets always work under a heavy strain unless there are countervailing
A - - 3

circumstapces which can hold the members together.

1ii. Socio—economic configurations. within the states:

{ .
Despite a highly insgitutionalized party system the socio-economic:
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configurations in each state have a strong impact on cabinet stability,

In-some states, tribal, linguistic and religious cleavages may be 'more

strongly drawn than the rural-urban or sub-regional cleavages. For

example, Andhra and Kerala are as much known for their castie cleavages

as Punjab for religious, and Madhva Pradesh, Rajasthan and Haryana for

v

sub-regional cleavages and conflicts., Whetiior or not these cleavages

-
s

are cross-cutting, it has been the experience of th;'Indian states that
théso Eleuvnges, at times, have been Cnﬂsa] to the making and un-mak ing

of provincial governments. Much of the "defection .politics’ that followed
in the wake of the 1967 Geueral Elections wf\ a, AOmoneration of the fact
that politiéal parties are artificial ug%t es which mdy not bé able to
contain cleavaged politics. To a large exteat, the fall of the Haryana

‘government in 1967 represented a revolt on the part of the Ahir-Jat
. allr-.

‘

community against the Brahmin commupity. Similarly, it was the revolrt of

the Jat communLtv against the Bania community in Uttar Prade%h that

brought the’ downﬁall of the C. B. Gupta(Bania) government‘in 1967: The

~ -

vdefections in Madhya Pradesh 'had a pzsncely elegance sprlnglng from the

Gwalior House - the bwal1or region is one of the foremost 1ndustr1allzcd
and urbanised regions in the state and has always been a vortex of state
politics - which upset the D. P. Mlshra‘government in July 1967.

“(f *
B. Internal stra&n at the mass level:

Internal strain at the mass level is reflect in frequent agita-

tional activities on the part ef certain groups, associgtions, and masses
. ) . -4
in general (what John R. Wood 'has called «'populist movements'') either

e e . ‘_
(a) as a reaction to the state government policies; or (b) as a means to

seeking gratification of certain demands. A new trend in the seventies

in the agitational politics in the states has been to "march" on the

|
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state lepislatures and govcrnmcnt‘housos in pursuit of .the demand for the
dismissal of the state governments. It is not uncommon for the state

cabinets to collapse under the weight of agitational politics unless there
t

are countervailing rescue forces. Among the many sources causing "strain'

at the mass leveél, the folloying may .. identificd:

5
i. Relative deprivation:

.The socio-economic confipurations in the states produce cleavape
politics not only at the elite level but also.at the mass level. At any
time, any of the groups - whatever its basis of organization - may fecl
a sense of relative deprivation comparedlto other groups in the distribu-
tion qf political goods such as ehployment opportunities, linguistic |
freedom, §§§iregional Hevelopment, etc., and may resort to agitational
politics thch may include énything from simple demonstrations to bundhs
(mass st;ike), gheraos(encirélements) and physical violence. The coercive
capabilitiés of the sub-system may break and the government may prefer to

6'
resign.

ii. "Saintlv'" political leaders:
P

The traditional-modern mix nature of the Indian political system

c

gives it, what W. H. Morris-Jones calls, a saintly stype of politics.

. The people of India tend to be more ‘easily mobilized by the saintly idioms

v

of saintly leaders than by purely modern symbolism of the sophlstlcated
leaders. Mahatma Gandhi's style of galv1nlzing and mob11121ng the masses

Al

in the traditional symbols has continued to persist in the Indian: pOllthS.
v ‘ \ : o

Because the sqate governments are closer to the more easily mobilisable -

rural people than to the somewhat distant federal government, the appeals

of the saintly leaders and their ability to mobilize the masses have a

more direct impact on the state governments than on the federal government.
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. : [
Such massive mobilizations, as and when directed against the state authorj-c

] E :
ties, pencrally bring down ‘the fall of the state governments. The massive

|
agitation by the pctogenarian Mannath Padmanabhan (without whose knowledge,

: 8
it is said, '"not 4 leaf falls to the ground in the Nalr orchard" ) brought

Q(P\gownflll of the Kerala government in- 1959, while the "pppu]ist” move-
ment of Jayaprakash:Narann (affcctionately calléd J. P.) in Bihar made
it almost impossible for the Bihar legislature to meet and conduct its

legislative business throughout the year 1974,

C. External strain at_thereljte_}evel:

Externai}strain at the elite level stems from the subordinate
position of the provinces in relation to the federal government “and the
immense resources of the federal elite to upset the apple-cart at the
provinc1al level While it is the constitutional reSpohsibility'of the
provincés to obey and implement'federai directions, the.provxncial elite
must;mérch to the tune of federal drums in order to take advantage‘of-
the facilities that the federal goverhment offers in the field of regional

/
— :
economic deveTopment and planned fiodernization. Thus, high provincial

risks are inﬁolved in challenging the authority of the federal government

or e;en inllosing the grace Qf@the federal elite. In the ambiguous .
vocabulary of politics, the ptovincial elite must perform tb\the
"sétisfattion” of the federal elite.— this is a built-in characteristic
in the "quasi~federal' nature of the Indian Constitution. 1In the gaﬁe
of federal politics, the way the federal elite uses its resources -
personal; instit@tional, psychological - can be ‘either provincial assets
or liabilities depending on what the federal elite wants to accomplish.

\

However, it has been generally the experience of the provincial elite to

work under some klnd of strain when they belong to:
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x

i. Non-Congress parties:

]

Irrespective of ideological or policy differences, the very

act of constituting a non-Congress provincial government in the pre-
. : . | ,
dominantly Congress party system has been pregnant with great risks.,
: 4

In the twenty-five year history of India since Independence, no non-
Congress provincial government has stayed in office for its full term
of five years except the'Dravida Munnetra Kazhagam (DMK) goverument in
the Tamil Nadu. Whether the federal government acted to protect the
electors against themselves as in Kerala in 1959, gr to save the demo-
cratic institutions from the communist attack as in West Bengal in 1967,
the act of intervention was a fact accomplished. 1In fact, the véry
existence of'the-preéidential power to take over a provincial government
has an unnerving effect on the provincial elite. How the power of
the federal government is percéived‘by the provinces. is wéll described
by Professor W. H. Morris-Jones in his essay: "Indiq Elects for Change -
And Stability". Analysing the "ripple" effects of parliamentary elections
of March 1971 wherein the Congress (Ruling) under the leadership of
Mrs. Indira Gandhi scored a shock-scale victory, Morris-Jones writes:

Within days of the results, a number of politicians in

newly exposed positions ran qu1ckly for cover .... In

‘Mysore .and Gujarat floor- cr0551ng went too fast for the.

news flashes to keep pace with them .+.. The CPI loudly

offered its support to Mrs. Gandhi .... Even the Akali

.Dal received the message and set about revitalizing the

party and giving its state government a new Congress-

sounding program.

The upshot of three months of readjustment was that.
by mid-June there were non-Congress state governments only
“in Tamilnad, Orissa and Punjab. The Congress(0) governments

of Gujarat. aqg Mysore, recently so strang, were ruined ?6
defections; l_and_/ were made over to President's Rule.

/
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ii. Political "circles" unacceptable to the federal elite:

< '
While the non-Congress governments tend to be unacceptable to the

Congress federal elite by the very fact of their being non-Congress,
thete is no dearth of cases where certain individuals, groups or factions
in the Congress provincial governments have heen unacceptable to the
federai leaders. 1In the factional fight between the Organ17ational
Congress and the Ministe;ialist group or within the Ministerialist
group itself, the Congress Center has generally’exhibited three different
types of attitudes: |
11 o
.(a) Neutral, when it tried to ”mediate”- but refused tq
interfere in favour_of one group against the other;
(b) Negative, when it intefferea, directly or indirectly,
to displace the incumbent provincial mini%ieijalist‘
leadership.in faVourlof eomelother BrOuUp Or groups; and
(c) Positive, when it interfered to give a p051t1ve support
to the incumbent mlnlsterialist leader;hip against the

revolting groups or factions.
) |

One example for each of these three'different attitudes of

\

\

the Congress Center may be given for greater clirification:
Neutral: In the factional fight in Bihar in‘1952, Prime Minister Nehru
agreed to issue a unity appeal but refused té be involved in the issue.
" He issued a public statement to this effect in order to ensure thel
competlng groups that he was siding with none.
Negative: In the  factional fight in Punjab'in 195i; Nehru, who uas

> i :
negatively inclined towards‘the Ghief Minister, Gopi Chand Bhargava,
asked him to quit office. Bhargava appeered reluctant because he was

still the leader of the majority faction in the state legislatlve Congress

party'and enjoyed a majority in the state Assembly. On June 14, the

.o



Congrese High Command directed him to submit his resignation and pass

”no orders es Chief Minister on any file hereafter."12

Positive: In the factional fight in West Bengal in 1949 and in Madras
- and Uttar Pradesh in 1950, Nehru, being positively inclined towards the
Chief Ministers of these states, refused to set up a JUdlClal inqu1ry

to investigate charges of corruption agédnst the Chief Ministers. 'As

a reaction to his persistent refusal the:dissidents in all the three
‘states moved to the opp051tion benches in their respective state assemblies

and ultimately left the Congress party. ' A

D. Exterhal strain at the mass level:

External strain at the mass level reflected in agitational
politics may spring'from either of the Pollowing two- sources:

i. Federal polic1es

Y

The’ federal government is the f/acrum of modernization and social
change: As such, most of its policies have a direct impact on economic
interests and soclal structures. Whether it is Federal legislation on

L o : . . _
land reforms, a wage and price control announcement, or a Gharibi Hatao
)

(BanishfPomerty) sermon, it is bound to invite public reactions. Since f
the machinery to 1mp1ement federal programs and policies is, for the

most part, the machinery of the states, agidations even égainst the -
federal policjes affect state politics. In sucH7situations? the state
governments are between the devil and the deep sea. If they decide not

to implement federal pelicies or directions in'view of the massive
agitation - as the Kerala government did in December 1968 bx‘reiusing to
arrest the striking Central Government employees as directeo by the

federal government - they may be censured and even threatened with

dismissal. 1If, on the .contrary, they decide to implement the federal
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?
policies, they may not only find it difficnlt to face the wrath of the
agitators but may also risk some arede of electoral support.
Andther dimension of,the federal policies is the way people

perceive them in eaeh province. In some provinces; the people may feel
a strong sense of’relative deprivation ir respect of the allotment of
’scafce federal resources‘end may tesort td demonstrdtions and egitations.!
‘The national priorities of the federal government may turn out to be
wrong political pridrities within each province resulting in mass agi-
tation and‘vihlent disorder. Genera]ly speaklng, massive agitations
have followed in some éf the provinces in respect to three areas of
federal discretion: .

(a)'Food subsidization;

(b) Allotment of public sector prOJects, and

(c) Settlement of inter-state water and boundary disputes,

g

Decisions in these areas accelerated discontent in some provinces
!

but decelerated it in a few others. At times, these decisions wrote the
epitaph of some of the p:bvincial governments., In 1968, the Chief Minister

of the Communist government of Kerala himself led an agitation against

the Central food policy and threatened to import rice directly from China
1f the Center did not come to its reSCUe "In March 1974, the food riots
in Gujarat were 1nstrumental 1n the collapse of the GUJarat government.,

Unable to deal w1th Chimanbhai Patel the ousted Chief Minister.of Gujarat,

!

at the party level the federal governmert is said to have starVed the

state in order to accelerate agitational activities. "I did not expect,"
said the .frustrated Congress Chief Mlnister, that the Center would "carry
on 1its politics against me on the question of foodgrains to such an extent

13 .
as it did." In 1970, the decision of the federal government to locate
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three steel plants in Andhra Pradesh, Mysore and Tamil Nadu, respectively,
. ] 14 .
provoked a massive Eyndh in the state of Orissa. In the same year, mob

-violence broke out in several towns of Mysore, and the railways”and other
‘offices became the object of attack by the crowds when the federal goverh—

ment announced its decision on the Mysore -Maharashtra bounpdary dispute.

ii. Inter~state contagion:

o

It 1s not uncommon to see that an agitation in one province
‘provokes a series of agitations in other prov1nces The Hindi zea]ots‘
in Tﬂe North produced anti-Hindi fanatics in the South. Fhé Shiva Sena

(a para-military orgarrization) in Maharashtra produced Anti-Shiva Sena
movements in Mysore and Tamil Nadu. The fast-unto-death by Sant Fateh
Singh, the Akali leader, for the inclusion of Chandigath in Punjab led
to a counter-fast by tﬁe PFesident of the Arya éamaj, Yogiraj Suryadev,
for the inclusion of éhandigarh in.Haryana in 1966. The struggle for

. ___Xukta (United) Maharashtra gave birth to the Maha Gujarat Movement
(1956) ; the riots in Bombay provoked riots in Ahmedabad. Sltuat%fns like
these put the coercive capabilities of the sub-system to a severe test,
more so in a country where too much use of force may be as dangerous. as
too little. The institutional apparatus of the state government may
collapse under the welght of such, agltatio&s and movements.

Now whether the sources of strain are internal or external or
both, they may'tulminate in crises once they cross a barticular_threshold
of tolerance. This.threshold is crossed once the‘Center, either on its
own or on requeat from the state authorities, intervenee to resolve'the
crisis. Generally Speaking, while the intetnal strain at the elite may
lead to "incumbency" crises, the e;ternal strain at this level may give

birth to" "congressization” crises. At the mass level, both the internal

and external strains are likely to germinate what may be conceptualized
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as "structural" or "institutional" crises. These empirically grounded

analytical cigegories of crises may be defined as follows:

A )

(a) Incumbency crisis:

This is a cﬁailenge to the occupants of po;itions of authority
at the m;nisterial leyel, ieading to a demand for the replacement of
incumbent political actors by a ﬁew set of>actors:' In other words, .
in?umbency crises indicate a demand for chénging the ministerial personnel

and not the party complexion of the provincial government. Most often,

crises of this nature are the result of internal strain at the elite

(-3 . .
level, including intra-party conflicts within the ruling party. ‘

(b) Congressization crisis:

This is a chéllenge to the coalitional provincial governments
to transform themselves into purely Congress governments. As such, it
involves a replacement, if possible, and displacemen;, if necéssary,
not only of the inéumbent political actorsyat the state level but also

‘ o ,
of the parties they represent. Mosg‘often, crises of this nature are

the result of the desire.of the'Congress Party‘tolre—establish and
maintain its hegémonic character.

The concept of "congressizétion" has been used to maintain
émpirical relevance. - Th;oughout the period under énalysis,-the Congress

Party has been in contro}'of the Central Government. To keep intact

1

the predominant position of the Party all over the cbuntry, the Congress

High Command (in‘control of the Center) through its State QOngress units

has invariably kept up itd pressure (what we have called ”¢xternal

>

strain'") on the non-Congress parties either to coalesce’with the Congress

or mérge with the Congress organization. There has been no dearth of

occasions when the State Governors - appointees of the Central Government -
B !

t

have disallowed the legitimate claims of the non-Congress United Fronts’
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to form the state governments, facilitating thereby the manoeuvres of the
State Congress units to fragmént and absorb the,opppsjgjon parties and
groups.‘ The Center, through a careful.use of its resources, has very
subtly abetted in thesc manoeuvres. Since this pressure to fragment the
oppositioh had, for the most part, a one-way flow because of the unbroken
.dominance of the Congress Party at the Center, thc concept of "congressi-

'
\

zation" comes very close to reality.

(¢) Structural crisis:

This represenis a faiiure, full or partial, in the cépabilities
of the sdb-systcm to function accordinp to set constitutional practices
and procedures'or to protect the constitutional structur;s in'the wake
of certain critical public demands or populist movements. Since such
crises involve the masses, the state governments may find difficult to
maintain themselves in disorderly of near-anarchic situations. Ev;ﬁ the
anticipation of a.structurél crisis may briné a voluntary resignation
of the state leadership. However, {f it is .the Central Government which
perceives a structural crisis in a-particular province, itvmay ask for
the resignation of the provincial government. .

. 5
While all the above three types of crises may develop at the sub-
system levei, there is another type of crisis - more serious than any
- of the previous thee‘types - which may develop at the federal—ﬁrovinbial'

level. This may be cbnceptualized as:

(d) Systemic crisis:

This is a challenge by the provincial authority to the federal
authority which'may:take any of the following forms:
(1) a challenge to the incumbents of authority roles at the

federal level (for example, when Mrs. IndiravGandhi visited
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Uttar Pradesh in 1967, some partners in the United Front
government in Uttar Pradesh wanted her to be arrested and
public]y impeached);

(i1) a challenge to the constitutional frame within which the
.federal authority roles interact Hr regulate thoir relations
with the provincial govctnmcnts; and/or

(iii) a Chailcngel direct or indirect, by the provincial uthority
involving the security of the country,

All of theee crises - incumbency, congressization, structural,
and systemic - may provoke federal action and as such are inaependcnt
variables in our study of preéidential rule. Hobever, as a caveat,
it may be mentioned that these categeries of crises, cheugh anélytically
diétinct and separate, may, at times, overlap in the empirical world

because it is in the very nature of crises to spill-over from one

,direction to another,

II. Federal Choices:

Being the repository of large resources, the federal government
has a wide variety of choices in resolving crises at the sub-system level
Its actions or even 1nact10ns make all the difference 1in converting one
type of rrisis 1nto another type of crisis depending on wehter it wants
to be a trouble-shooter °r a trouble-maker. Since‘ehoices depend on ?’
resources, we may exaﬁine those federal resources which the Center has
often used in re]atlon to the provinces:

i. Bgﬁ;oncﬂx‘

Patrn~age of high OfflCES is one of the potential resouxces of the

federal government. Of particular relevance to'the provincial government is

the appointment of the Governor, who is supposed to but does not necessarily

act as a constitutional head of the state. Most often, the appointment
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N

to this gubcrnntorini of fice has gone ro ousted or rerired Congresss
Chief Ministers partly as a reward for their leynlty to the gongress
organization and partly to eliminaco their potential to create incumbency
crises if not transferred and settled somewhere outside the province, |

@

At times, the fedornl povernment has been able to resolve congressizarjon
and‘even structural c¢rises through the appointment of strong, Lard—
headed Governors. Vhen, for example, N, Kanungo was despatched as the
Coyernqr of Eihar in 1968 despite opcn obiections from the Bihar United
Front government, it was much evident to all that the ball had been eet
rolling to resolve a congressization crisis\ In the same vein, vhen the
Povernor of Punjab, Dharam Vira was quickly transferred from Punjab to
West Bengal in 1967, it took him just a few months to dismiss the Leftist
United Front government of Uest Bengal which was; more or less, in open
confrontation with the federal government. In place 0, the United Front,
Dharam Vira installed a Congress coalition ministry even though its support

in the state legislature was doubtful.

ii. Investigation Commissions:

The power to set up Investigation Commissions against state
ministerial - corruption is another federal resource most' often used to
resolve incumbency and congressizatlon crises.. It may be interesting to
note here that while Jawaharlal Nehru did not use this resource adequately,
both Lal Bahadur Shastri and- Mrs Indira Gandhi used it as much ag they
could ISShastri brought down the strongest of the Chief Ministers Partap
Singh Kiiron of Punjab, by publishing the Das Commission report in 1964
(unfortunate for Kairon, he favoured Morarji Desai against Lal Bahadur
Shastri in the succession crisis for national leadership) while he saved

N

" the Bihar and MySOre Chdef Ministers by exonerating them and refusing to

e,



disqlosé Lhe enLirs contents of the reports agalnst them in the Parliamente,
In 1970, Mrs. Indira Gandhj permitted the Governor of Bihar to publish

the reports of two investigatory commissions which tarnished the public
image of,many non-Congrcss and dissjdent Congress politicians in the state,
The politics in Bihar thersaftcr returned to normul with Mrs, Gandhi'
Congress (R) foﬁmjhg a.coalition government in the state.

ifi. Discrimlnatorv Cy _resource d]]OUT?BL_ ;

As a means. to the resolution of gpy crisis, the federal government
may make d15cripinatory resource allotments to the provinces. EQen its
threat to withold financial aid, as it did against Mysore in the Mysore—‘
Madras Vater Dispute in 1970 may bring the provincial governmenﬁ to its
peels.  More than any PrimevMinister, Indira Gandhi 1s said to have used
this technique to~the fuliest extent possible. During the Congress split

,(1969), the: federal government designed special 'Accommodationdl Grants"
¢ 16
to hélp provinces favourablc to the Congress(R). "Thé Central Government,"

editorialized Fconomic and Palitical Veeklv, "has never hesitated to play

politics with its assistance to the states. :The so-called famine relief
assistancé to Rajasthan and the Rs.20- odd crores / approximately $250

- million / ‘handed out to the DVK Gover ment in Tamil Nadu in the difficult
. 17 :
days of the Congress split are only Lwo récent instances." 1In the national

debate on food policy in 1967 all the opposition parties except the

. pro-Moscow Communlst Party of India charged the Center with "deliberately
-
witholding supplies as a political manoeuvre to hurt the non-Congress-

18
governments, The United Front Chief Mlnister of Bihar, M. P, *Sinha, ,

condemned the decision of the federal government to withold assxstancc

C

amounting to ‘Rs. 30 crores (approximately $375 million) - which had been

\

promised to the earlier Congress government and lamented the reduction

°



46

in the supply of food to the state despite the fact that there were
several starvatfon deaths in the province, o
: -

The dependency 6?§¥§‘ states on  federal assistance has been
Increasing over the vears partly because of the Increasing public
expenditure and partlv because of the reluctance of the provincial

. » ’
poveraments to dncrease their "annual tax revenues - taxes being political
dynamite  In the politics of scarcity. By 1970-71, the total debt of the
state governments to the Center was about three times as high as their
: I3 : ~ ’
total annual tax revenue, including their statutdry share of the Centrally
20 .

levied taxes. The net result has been that the provincial governments
have become near-parasites on the federal government for. their financial
survival.™ When, therefore, Morarii Desai, then Finance and Deputy Prime
Minister in ITndira GCandhi's cabinet, gave notice to the state governments
in 1968 to clear their overdrafts, somc;of_the state governments, parti-
cularly the non-Congress provincial governments, rushed in to make

compromises with the federal government .,

iv. Threatened Presidential Rule:

The federal government mav resport to psvchological warfare and
threaten the use of presidential rule in order to resolve crises. Such

a threat mav be latent or manifest, direct or indirect. Thus, when Indira

Gandhi sent a '"reconnaissance' mission of Central Ministers to the non-

o

Congress provinces in 1967 or whe ome Minister Y. B. Chavan on his visit
to West Bengal to_ preside over the Eastern Zonal Council in 1968, expressed
his sense of shock over the vio]enve rampant in West Bengal tégbthreat

‘to use presidential rule Was latent and inairect. Referring to Chavan's
visit, Economic and Political Weeklv editorialized: "... Chavan was
. P

awfully polite and nice; but there was no mistaking his'ihteniion. He was
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a Ccntrﬁl Minister telling a NUH—CODR[OSS‘StHlU lhgr the Centre was still
there.™ Similarly, the threat was latent when Lh¢ "Home Secretary . in
New Delhi ... asked the Madras Chief Secretary to Inform his Chief Minister
that the Céntro might have to move in to protect trains and rniLway'stétjons
: 22 .

If the present agitatiom was not dealt with stronagly'" by the provinclal
goQornment. : ’ o

On the other hand, the threat was direcet when fhe Congress General
secretary, Balwantraj Mehta, unable to resolve an incumbcncy‘crisis_in
the former state of Vindhya Pradtsh in 1953, throatpncd the provincial

elite either to bury the hatchet or else face presidential rule. The

Times of Tndia editorialized: "It is highly questionable if Mr. Mehta

who has no locus standi in the Central Government can threaten the use:’
23 ) .
of the President's powers...." Similarly, in 1955, Govind Ballabh Pant,
1 o

then Central Home Minister, resolved an incumbency crisis in the state of
Delhi by calling a meeting of the state Congress Tegislators at his

: . . A .
residence and asking them either to resolve their differences or face

24
s-.spension of the Constitution. During the mid-term election campaign

in Kerala in 1953, the.Union Minister of Commerce and Industry, T. T.

Krishnamachari, issued a statement that "even if Communists win the
elections, we will not allow them to rule in TraVancore—Cochzn.” The
statement provoked a heated debate in the Parliament when A. K. Gopalan,

leader of the Communist party in the Parliament, asked: "Why this farce

of election at all?" If this is the position of the Central Government,
then, it is "against the fundamentals of our Constitution and reveals

' 25 .
a definite fascist tendency." Nehru had to re-state what T. T. Krishna-

. 26
machari meant in order to pacify the Communists. The Communistg, however,

remained dis-satisfied with Nehru's statement and blamed the Congress

for their electoral reverses.



v. ProsLd(nrjwl Pule -~ 9usp¢nqjon'

Most ofton used to resolve congressization crises 1sg the partial

use of presidential rule whereby the provincial government 1s suspended

rather than disgolved, Suspension displaces the state cabinet and stops

the ]eﬂis]atuﬁ?; m conducting its husiness, Tt does not dissolve® the

48

state lepgislature. 1If the crisis is resolved, the legislature is permittod

to meet again and the cabinet {is reconstituted: if not reqo]ved,\qquenqion

-

mav lead to dissolution of the lcgis]ature and mid- torm po]lq

Suspension gives a breathjnp space to the provingial leglglatlvc

arties to re- adjust themselvoq - From the federal government's oint of
p : £ p

view, suspension is a threat to the state legislators‘to resolve their

mutual conflicts or else face expenasive mid-term polls. Suspension,

.therefore, often leads to the restructuring of partisan loyalties and. to

_ S
the politics of defection.

It is interestinr to note here that neither Jawaharlal Nehru-
nor Lal Bahadur Shastri used the inqtrument of suspension even once

*

(though it was discussed in the case of Punjab crisis in-1951). For

Mr Indira Gandhi suspension has b;en one of the majorbstrategies
adopted to rggolve criseii Between April 1967 and February 1971 thére
were sevén cases of suspen51on In all cases except one, suspension
either resulted in the formation of Congress governments or dissolution
of ‘the state legislatufes. The exception related to the state of Uttar

Pradesh where suspension had to be withdrawn on account of the massive

public protest that it provoked in the state. Despite that, suspension

: 4 \
worked to displace the vrovincial Chief Minister, P
vi. Presidenti%‘ _ivs-lution:

Failing to -« v“ises thr .ph the use of any one or more than



one of the resources mentioned above, the federal government may dissolve
the state Jegislature and the cahinet and assume complete control over the
administration.of the state, Following this, 1t may order mid term pollq

at its own convonionco within a maximum period of three years - the maximum

period under Article 356 of the Constitut’ »n for thch an emergency can

last with the approval of the Patliament.
In the norﬁal circumstances, if a government loses‘a'VOte of

confidence in the legislatute, it can seek a fresh mandate from the

electorate by reauesting the Coyernor to dissolve the legislature while

it may stay on as'a caretaker gévernment. However, the Governor may

refuse dissolution if an alternative mlnistry can be formed. PréQidential

rule puts a stop to this search for the alternatlve and the caretaking

work of the provincial government“is handled bv the federal government.
|

As such, presidential rule follows when ;

(a) the federal government has dismissed a provincial government

l;

while the executive still enjoyed the confidence of the legis-

lature, as in Kerala (1959), Haryaha'}l9§7), ctc.In thése
circumstances, there obvious!v could not be an alternative
' |
. ministry because the ministry dismissed was the ministry

still with a majority in thé 1egislature
(g) the féderal government, on the recommendations of the Governor,

has refused to accept caretaking bf thev;zfeated ministry; and
(c).therfederal government, through the Governor, has declined

tq accebt the alternative ministry available. _ ‘ I

_‘g""
It is of interest to note that throughout the federal history of
- India uﬁder analvsis, the federal government never accepted caretaking

by any non-Congress government except once by the DMK government of
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'

Tamil Nadu. At the same tihe, in the majority of cases, it imposed
presidential rule when an alternaLive ministry was available. 1n 1968,
pre%idential rule was imposed in ;he state of Uttar Pradesh despite the
claim of the Samyukta Vidhyak Dal (SVD) that it was in a poéition‘to form
an alternative ministry. '1In otder to demnnstrate its majnrity in tne‘
state legislature, the SVD went to the extent of parading its suppdrters
beforc the President of India in New Delhi(the same way as had been done
by the United ¥ronts of Rajasthan and Madhva Pradesh earlier in 1967).
Similarly, on March 1, 1973,.preéidential rule was imposed on Orissa
deSpite the claims of‘Biju Patnaik: that he was in a position to form an
alternative ministry. The Orissa Governor's report said! "Patnaik s

v 27

ministry," if formed, "may not remain for a long fime.

ITI. System environment changes s

ol
Not only crises, but also system environment changes determine

which one of the choices given above becomes the federal decision.
‘However °Ie we structure system environment changes into some analytical
frame, le. s start with two empirical cases.

‘ , 28 A
i; Gujarat case: Soon after the "KamaraJ Plan"  in 1963 Morarji Desai,

one of the strong ministers kamarajed from the Central Government, was \
instrumental in'creating an incumbency crisis in his home state of Gujarat

\

Dr. JivaraJ Mehta, the then Chief Minister of Gujarat and a close friend “ *\
of Nehru, lost a vote of confidence in the Gu}arat Congress Legislativ
Party: .Nehru felt\aﬁfully embarrassed%énd‘decidedAto plead Dr.’Mehta’s
tase berore'the Congress High Command’— the nighesr policy-making organr
of the Congress Party;' At the High Command meeting, Nehru requested that
: .

Dr. Mehta,who was waiting in the adjacent room,be heard personally. At

this; Morarji Desai, present in the meeting, looked toward Nehru and
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51

I am leaving the meeting and if you wamt to discuss anything
with ‘Dr. Jivaraj, you can do so in my absence.
be present at the discusgion, and if this beh

I shall not

aviour of mine

is considered against Party discipline, I shall accept any
disciplinary action that the Board ‘might take against mé ,

now.
4

but I would not like to have any discussion with Dr. Jivaraj

A

On hearing Morarji, Nehru asked the Congress President to inform Dr. Mehta

that there was ng need of any discussion with him.

The episode ended

with the succession of Balwantrai lehta, a close associate of Morarji,

as the Chief Minister of Gujarat.

1i. Madras case: 1In October 1953, c. Rajagopalachari, the Chief Minister

of Madras, was facing a tough time from the 'Congress dissidents. A petition

signed by several members of the Congress Legislétive Party seeking

permission to'convene a meeting of the Congress members to elect a new

/

leader was Sent to Nehru. 1In those days, C. Rajagopalachari was a

1

"'Nehru-man" who had walked into the Government by the back door - he was

made Chiéf Minister without being elected to the Madras Legislative Assembly

and had later preferred nomination to the upper chamber of the Madras

legislature to beingvelected to the‘lower chamber.

petitioners, Né‘&u‘sent a stronglwaorded communication:

In reply'to the

i

Behave yourselves / and do not indulee in_7-disruptionist tactics.
Any.move to express no confidence in the leader of the Congress
Party, Mr. Rajagopalachari, is to be deprecated as this could only -
result in harm to the Party, to the Congress and to the state

o of Madras.

Nehru charged the petitioners with "inﬁra:itude" and declared their move

as a "gross insult" to the Constitution and its makers. The episode ended

"

and the Rajagopalachari ministry was stabilized for quite some time to come.

-

The above two episodes are similar bec~use they revolve around

incumbency crises; they are dissimilar in the way the crises were resolved.

Thé‘alternative scenario in the case of Madras would probably have been
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the imposit;on of presidential rule; the alternative scenario in the case
of Gujarat wou]d probably have been a split at the Center. The decision
on Madras was taken when the Center hegemonized the states; the decision
on Cujarat was‘taken when the states dere tr}ing to hepemonize the Center.
In other words, the system environment at  he time when the Madras crieis
was resolved was not the same system environment when the Gujarat crisis
'was resolved. Vhl]e the antecedents- of the political svstemiof the fifties
were colonial leéac:cq, a cuphoria over independence strong Central
leadership, the antecedcnts of the polltical svstem of the sixties. were
all those political developments which had taken place betwecn the fifties
and the dawn of the sixties. The Indian political system of the sixties
seemed to be following an 1t1nerary different from the one it had followed
in the fifties. The environmental changes - domestic and international -
.were effecting a change in the changing properties of the political system.
which may analyticallv be categorized as:

(a) Structural—functional properties, i.e. institutional

infra-structure; and their perfornance; |

(b) Party system properties; and

(c) Leadership properties. .
With a change in the environmental settings and the properties of the
: political system came a change in the federal decision—making

Now, in order to analyse system-environment interaction and its

impact on federal choices and decision-making, 1t‘ie important to periodize
the political development of India into the following four phases:

(a) 1947-63: Period of Institutional Growth and the

crystallization of the Center;

(b) 1964-67: Period of Divergence;

A ‘ _
(c) 1967-71: Period of Institutional Decay; and
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(d) 1971;74: Period oF-gefinstitutionaiiaation and Consolidation,

This division into periods is, of course, arbitrary‘but usefui, fer
during each»of the abdve period, the system environment and the propertieg
" of the polltlcal system changed markedly For i]]uminatlnp thesc changes,
each historlcdl period can be heurlstlcally represented by an analytical
developmental medel: h

(a) Near-Hegemonic model;
(b) Bargaining model;
(c) Practorian'model;;and
(d) Hegemonic model,
Each of tﬁese models corresponds to‘one of the perlods mentioned above,

and 1epresents .a state in the developmcntal path of the political system

in a particular env1ronmental settings,

can be explalned when pProjected in the background of the polltlcal system -
developmental path. A crisis, for example emerglng at a time when the
System was "hegemonic" in nature was resolved differently from the ‘time-
when the system vas of a "bargaining' or "praetorian" nature. bther things
v

beiné_equal, a ”hegemonic' system makes little distinction between a
legitimate and a subversive opposition for 1t assumes- all opp031t10m to

be illegitimate. 4On the” contrary a bargalnlng system (which comes

31 N
close” to Robert A. Dahl S concept of polyarchy ) fixes thresholds of

. dissent_and bargains consensus. A "praetorian" System is a system without
consensus where, to use Rapoport's definition, "private ambitions are
rarely restrained by ‘a sense of public authority; Zfand_7-the role of

32

power (i.e., wealth and force) is max1mised A 'praetorian"” -system,

thus, represents a decay in the Capacity of the 1nstitut10ns to enforce



the rules of the fame. The opposition in such.a system survives or is
" suppressed depending on situations and circnmstances. ‘
By now, we have identified and classified:
(a) crises at thevstate level - incumbency, congressization,
structural, and systemic;

(b) choices in decision-making at the federal level . in resolving
-crises - patronage, investigation commissions, discriminatory
resource allotment, threatened presidential rule, presidential
rule - suspension, and presidential‘rule - dissolution; and

. (c) System—environmental interaction pattefns and the resultant

’system states -~ Near- Heqemonic Bargaining, Praetorian, and
Hegemonic. Though analvticallv separate and distlnct these
system state models represent sequential but linked develop-
mental paths of the political system.

With sub-system crises ag independent variables and federal choices

in dec1sion—mak1ng as dependent variables, the vartous system models are

'suggestlve of the hypothesés as to how the federal leadership .would assess

and resolve crises, _ ; | S ‘
r'
Table 2 l outlines analytical linkages in the system states followed

@

by some descriptive hypotheses on the use of presidential rule.

P
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Some descriptive hvpotheses:

1.

In a "near-hegemonic" system state - based as it 1s on the domestication

. of dissent - 311 types of sub-system crises, failing resolution through

i

means other than the use of presidential_tufcs, are most‘lﬂkclyvto be

, | ‘
resolved through the imposition of presidential rules.
In a "bargaining” systen state - based as it is on fixing thresholds
of dissent - only the systemic crises are most likely to be.resolved
through the imposition of présidentlal rules.‘ In the case of all ot%Ev

types of crises, presidential rule may come with the consent of the

state concerned.

- In a "praetorian” system state - based as it is on overweening private

ambitions and absence of the rules of the game - all types of crises
are most - likely to be resolved throuph the: opportunistic imposition of
of presidential rules, By opportunistic I mean that the federal authori-
ties wbuld most often suspend the state government, watch public
reactions, and then proceed to dlssolutlon or w1thdrawal of suspension
depending on_the situation.

It is important here to'distinguish svstem state # 1 from the

system state #3. A "near-hegemonic" system forecloses crises; it does

not anticipate crises. However, as and when crises arise, it has a high

potential to resolve them. On the other hand, a praetorian system

s

~1is itself in disequilibrium with little capabilities to foreclose crises,

To use an analogy, it is like a cyclist who is constantly turning left
the ‘handlebar of a rightveering bicycle. 33 The elite in the system 1is
in a continuous process of learning from each incident of crisis, working
accordinp to the principle of 'anticipated reactions™ -

In a "hegemonic" system state ~ based as it is on treating dissent as

simple subversion - presidential rule ig likely to be the first choice



to resolve all types of crises, unlike in the "near~hegemonjc" state
where presidential rule is 1ikely to be(tho last choice. The essential
! \

difference between the two system-states is that of degree rather than

- t

of kind.

!

The chapters that follow elaborat( on Table 2.1 and pursue fdrther
these descriptive hypotheses. The System-environmental changes are described
and their cumula'tive impact on federal choices analysed. Some descriptive

Mgt st ed in the background of each

Propositions relating to these cholcogem

AR

e .

! ’ s

system state. The sub~svStéT crisa
. v . K&.. i
compared both temporally and spat

Q. ®
e

presidential rule was ﬂedereq I

"
ts

Same time period; and §patiéily to find™ why Ptesidential rule was

declared at one time and not the other within the: same province,

-
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FOOTNOTES CHAPTER 11

Ithe voluminious. literature on elite studies approacheg the
problem of explaining choices and decision-making from several perspectives.
Generally speaking, the social background of the decision-makers, their
personality attributes, their perspectives on issues and policies, and
the situations they are involved in have been regarded as relevant to
the explanation of the decisions they make. See, Donald R. Matthews,
The Social Backeround of Political Necisic . Mgkers(New York: Deubledav,
1954) ; Donald D. Searing, "The Comparative Study of Klite Sociajization,"
Comvarative Political Studies 1:4 (January 1969) : Frik H. Frikson,
Gandhi's Truth (New York: w. W. Norton & Companv, 1969); c¢te. For a general
resume of various studies, see bibliopraphv on elite studies in Richard
L. Merritt, Systemat ™ Anproaches to Comparative Politics (Chicago: Rand
McNally & Company, 1970): 104-139,

_ 2Often, the state party svstem mav he institutionalized along
state socio-economic confipurations. Even the "catch-all" Congress Party
at the state and the district level has {ts factions somewhat closely
organized along socio~economic cleavarpes. * See, Myron Weiner, Party
Building in a New Nation: The Indian Noational Congress (Chicapo: Universitv
of Chicago Press, 1967) 5 Richard Sisson, The Congress Party in Rajasthan
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1972); Angela ‘Sutherland Burger,
Opposition in a.Dominant-Party Svstenm (Berkelev: University of California
Press, 1969). ¥or an impact of these cleavages on cahinet stability, see
Shree Nagesh Jha, ”Cas%e in Bihar Politics," 1in Economic and Political
deekly (Februarv 14, 1970): 341-345; rditorial, "Maharashtra: Getting
More Secular," Economic and Political Weekly (April 17, 1971): 823-825.

3Sée the role of the Gwalior House in the politics of Madhya
Pradesh in Subhash C. Kashvap, The Politics of Power (Delhi:Nntional, 1974) :
451462, : :

4John R. Wood, "Extra-Parliamentary Opposition in India: A
Comparative Analvsis of Populist Movements in Gujarat and Bihir,"
unpublished manuscript presented at the Canadian Political Science
Association Annual Meeting, 1975, '

5Ted Gurr has demonstrated that the sense of relative: deprivation
(the difference between the expected and' the actual benefits) has a strong
causal relationship with the incidence and severity of civil violence. See,Ted
Robert Gurr, Whv Men Rebel (Princeton: Princeton University, 1970).

6The Nair high castes, feeling a ctrong sense of deprivation,
spearheaded a massive agitation which almost completelv paralysed the
Communist government of Kerala in 1959. “The crisis was resolved through!.
the imposition of presidential rule. See, D. R. Mankekar: The Red Riddle
~.of Kerala (Bombav: Manaktalas, 1965); Sankar Ghosh, The Disinherited State:
A Study of West Bengal 1967-70 (Bombay: Orient Longman, 1971) 84-114;
- Selig H. Harrison, India: The Most Dangerous Decades (Princeton: Princeton
“ University, 1960), ' ’

~

v “TThe traditional=modern mix nature of fhe Indian politics £~
has been idiomatically expressed in W. K. Morris-Jones, The Government and
Fplitics of iia (London: Hutchinson University Lizfgry, 1967, 2nd ed.):60-61.
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- 8Seo, D. R. Mankekar, oB.cit,,“3Q. -
, . ‘

‘ IGiovanni Sartori defines a “"predominant partv svstem" as "the
type of ‘party pluralism in which no alternation in office opcuré over time,
even though alternation is not ruled out and the political svstem provides
all. the opportunities bf open and effectjve dissent, j.e, for opposing
the predominance of the ruling parev." Sartori's definition seems too
liberal vhen applied to the Conpress pParty particularly in view of the
presidential rules imposed on theflnon-Congress provinefal povernments.
G. Sartori, "The typologyv of Party Svastems: Proposals for Imi rovement "
“in Erik Allard and Stein Rokkan, od., Mass Politics: Studies in Political
Socio]ogv(Now York: ¥ree Press, 1970):327. T T

. . o )
10y, H, Morris-Tones, "India Flects Fof Change - And Stability,"
Asian Survey (Aupust 1973):719-741, » .

llThe 'mediatine' role of the Conpress High Command is the
predominant theme of Stanlev A. Kochanek's The Longress Party of India:
The Dynamics of One-Party Democracy (Princeton: Princeton Unjversity, 1968).

L F lextracts from the Conﬂressuﬂigh Command coqmunicafion publishedr
in the Times of Tndia, June 15, 1951.

\

13Fu]l text of the Chief Minister's statement published tn the
Statesman Weeklv, March 9, 1974, £

14See, "The Politics of SQeEI,",EEQHQmiC and Political Weeklv

(August 8, 1970): 1326-1327. o ‘

. ¥y La1 Bahadur Shastri's inquiries, see Keesing Contemng{nrv
Archives (November 21-28, 1964): 20427; (May 8~15, 1965): 20732-20733.
The major difference between Yehru and his successors has been that while
Nehru entrusted the task of'investigations to the party organization, his
successors relied either on the judicial inquiry commissions or the Central
Bureau of Investigation. } o

16"States,Ask For Moré,”'Econ?ﬁic and Political Weekly (Decembér 12,
1970) :1991~1992, - . o o - :

17"Any Taker@?" Econoé&c and political Weeklv (July 10, 1971):1361.
Also see, Kuldip Navar, India: The Critical Years (Delhi: Vikas, 1971):13~14,

. 18mumo will Feed The Hungary?" Economic andsPolitical Weeklv(May 27,
1967) :948-949. . = .

-

¥9Econpmic and Polithcal Weekly (April 22, 1967):743.

* 20gyen the annual amount pavable by the states to the Center, by way
of interest on loans and repayments of the principal was beginning to
exceed their gross receipts from frest loans by 1970-71, See, K. N. Raj,
"Planning from Below," Economic andVPolwygggl Weekly (July 1971):1609-1618,

TR

o~ -

21"A Capful of Advice," Ecgdohic and Political Weeklv (Mavy 27,1968):

953,
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ZZESLEBEEELJUBIJBHJ)J:ELLJ“““le (January 1968):24.

231hv Times of India, Mav 6, 1953,
RLLELE )

\\
281 episode was headlines by The Times of India, Februarv 9, 1955,

257he episode alonpwith A, K. Gopalan's statement in the Parliament
recorded in The Times of India, November 21, 1953,

|

26Nohru clarified tie atr b\ assuring the clectorate, on his visit
“to Trivandrum (Kerala) in- connection with the elect {on tour, that the
Covornmunt would JL((DL the verdicet of thx clectorate wlthln the terms
of the Constitution. ,.Uou(vcr, he N}id\ "It is a different matter i
Sthe Constitution is ot%cndod.ﬂ Civing suLh a statement was, by no means
a positive assurance.  See, Tho.'l'inn's of India, ¥ebruary 9, 1954,

\

27}x(01pt‘ from the Covernor's report published in the Asian Recorder

(April 9-15, 1973):11324., \ i
281he v amaraj Plan” emer od out of g meeting between K. Kamaraj
‘Nadar, then Chief Minister of Madras, and Prime Minister Nehru in July
1963.  The plan wa® designed to xcstonv pnity to the Congress ouganization,
Under the plan, some Central’ Ministers {nd the Chief Ministers of a @ w
states resiened to work for the Party., JSome critics of Nehru viewed the
whole scheme as a ol or manocuvre on the part of Nehruy (whoqc charisma
. was becominyt powerless about the Sino-Indian War 1962) to "purge" the Party
" of thhse party bosses who had started showing their teeth to Nehru. -
i 29MorarJi Desai, The Story of My Life (Delhi:xﬂacmillan, 1974),
Volume Two: 210, '

e
by

Sede,,

L 30Full text of Nehru's letter published in The Times of Tndia,
" Decembor 8, 1953. Also see, iho Iimo of Tndia, November 1, 1953,

. 31Robert A. Dahl, Polvwrah\ Partic 1natinn and OpDOQition (New
Haven: Yale, 1971)., The "vargaining' model comes close to the “public
CanOantlon 1spOCt of pOIVerhV‘ it has no rnferonge to public
participa?ion, che qt aepcct of Dahl's polvarchy,

ey > ¢ . ‘

. 3‘2D \zid (‘ &gbpmcj "Prvqetorianmm Government Without Consensuq
(unpuhlinhgd‘P, d é&ﬁrtaﬁz§n« Inxversitv of Chllforn{d Berkelew, 1“60).
é‘.,; Huntington, Political Ordor in Chanclnp
‘ ‘urth Print, 1970):81. Though pragtorlanlbm
fthomilitary in&erveqtions the concebt as’ used -

A 'thdﬂ cﬁapter -\qhiconnotation The definition of Rapoport has

beeh’nécnpxed b t. gmes verv close to describing the meirical

,reality are” Co'clrned yﬁth However, in order to see how the. army

. Cent@r pnrticularl\ to over-awe the United %ront

_t) iﬁ*kn;ﬁpﬁengal see presidentlal rule in West

& 1n f'-ﬁhesis" ‘ :

y " BTH% ana&ﬁgv is taken from V. Subramaniam & N. Srinivas, "The
__LndiahmPolinitHf “Svstem: d for New Research Angles," Fconomic ang .

' «Ne \kl (April 247 1Q7l) 867.\ o T
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CHAPTER 111

THE NEAR—HECHMQNIC MODEL 1947-63

In Chihror 11, T have palicd the years between 1947 and 1963
the period of institutional growth leading to #Me crvstallization
4. ,
of tha Cvntcr in the political QOyolhﬁmogt_of India. T have also
heuristically characterized the political sgstem of this period as
nenr~hégcmonic hccaush of its low Do}erance of poIitjcang}sseht,
Despite the fact that we are startiny dhr anaf;sis’hegihhing wfth‘
]ndian‘]ndcpcndonce%in 1947, this analysis would be incohp]ote without
. . gy \
going "back and forth" in time in orégr to link the pre-existent
colonial political system with the emexgent politica% system. Such

an iterative prOCtSb is 1mportant for Fhe simple reason that no

political system starts out ini a vacuum " 1 have thus divid. = this

" period in'tqo parts: Part I describes the emergent pol:tical -vstem

‘bGCWéen 1947—50 with emphasis on its linkages with the past. A‘ Wt . "'

£lven on the neht page.

[N A

this "take of f" stage of the pol1t1ca{ system, the system (nv1ronmental
prpperties have .. t*ong impact in carryinp part of the past into the
presant and the future. Part II describes the developmental path Qf
the‘political system between 1950—63,1;h£ing it with the Jtake-off"

stage of the polltxcal system.and incorporatlng both continulty and-

'change. The analytical frame Adopted in descrlbing both parts is

}“Tgese two parts Logether not only delineate system- environmenfaif
')x R ’(a‘ '
iutefaati?nkiaﬁgerns but also explain the settings in the context &f which
A"

';umy (A * "]

degisiona in relation to the states were taken durlng the period 1947 63.
s

. . @
These coqu%%ual‘settings help us to hypothesize about ther%ikelonutcome‘g

&8

_ 6Ly
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,
of crises at .the state level. Part 1I, therefore, ends with some
descriptive propositions.

Altogether, this: chapter is divided into four parts. Besidés

the two parts mentioned above, Part 11T deals with those sub-system

crises which were resolved through the imposition of nrresidential rule

~ and makes both spatial and temporal compar:sons. However, state crises

o
|

not covered in- ' - IIT because they were | spatial nor‘strictiy

temporal_are dealt with in Parct IV —Pthc idea being to ethine all the
crises in all the states of India in order to find a pattern of crisis
resolution on an Ali—India basis. Part IV, therefore, is suppiemental
to Part III in the sense that it helps us confirm/disconfirm the iiend

T
in crisis resolution found {in Part III.

PART I:. THE EMERGENT POLITICAL SYSTEM‘1947—SO

1. Structural-functional properties: the legacies

'The attainment of Independéhce narked the end of the British
epoch in Indian history but not the end of British political structures,
traditions and styles in India. The regime changed but there was more

continuity than discontinu1ty in this change. Noteworthy in the change-

over was the continu’*v in the political and administrative i;}ra—
structures and their operational styles which had 1ong been institution-»

alized by the British in Indla On August 14, 1947, Nehru addreséﬁi_

the Parliament of free India and saia:. ‘

R '
A moment come;j~;h}&§;iomes but rarely in history, when we
step out from the ol& to the new, wh¥®n an age ends, and when
the soul of a nation, long suppressed finds utterance.

1

In reality, India did not quite step out from the old} it reconstructed
the old by giving it new futuristic dimensions It inherited a hegemonic

political system'— a system with little tolerance for the opposition ~

and liberalized it.to a degree in the process of re-adaptation. The

-

w - ) i

A
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years between Independence and the final adoption of the constitutional
and legal structures on January 26, 1950, were. the years dominated by

this process of re-adaptation. During these years the new elite managed
the political qystbm according to the Government of India Act 1935 which
had providcd fior a fedcral Ltructure with a somewhat leited provincial
autonomy. The Act, on the whole; was executive-oriented; over ninety
articles conferred "discretionary powers' on the Viceroy making nim the
center of the whole political system. In respect to the nrovinces; the
Gbvernors were aoSigneo a dominant role to intervene, veto, sand even
legislate‘on‘their own invdirect'opposition to the provincial legislatures

-

~%gd their responsible ministers. Unoerv:ection 93 of the Act if at any
time the Goveinor of a province was satisfied that a'situation had arisen
in which the government of the province could not be carried on in
acdordance with the provisions of the.Act, he could by Proclamation tak,
upon himself the administration of the province, This centrism” in the
Act was bitterly opposed by all sections of Indian opinion Jawaharlal

Nehru, then President of the Indian National Congress,‘was merciless,indkf

his criticism.\ He called the Act a '"new charter of slavery to strengthem
, } ; 2 ‘ o

~the bonds of imperialist domination'" through the establishment of

;nthoritarian structures. On a different occasion, Nehru said: "It was 0
the old constitutional conflict between an aﬁrocratic king and oarliament
which had so often taken place elsewhere leading to revolutions and

the suppression of the king.' ? Making an issue of the special powers

given to the Governors; the Congress ?arty declined to accept office

in the provinces where it had scored legislative»majorities in the .

elections of 1937. However, after three months of negotiatgons, &

v :
face-saving device was‘found; the_Congress Working Committee (hereafter -

o

‘ , )’
referred to as the Congress High Command); the highest Party organ,

1
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: Vo
over-ruling Nehru and his Left—wing supporters, accepted an assurance
from the Vicerqy that the Governors would Cooperate with the Ministers

Thereafter, the Congress formed governments in eight of the eleven

“

provinces. - Nehru bowed to the dec1sion of the Congress High Command

with great reluctance "Acceptance of o fice," grumbled Nehru, '"does
oo 4 ‘

not mean by an iota acceptance of the slave Constitution."

v

The "provincial autonomy", as 1t was called under the Government

‘of India Act 1935, worked well between 1937 and 1939. Byt for the World

War II which intervened and disturbed its working in 1939 (the Congress

ministries in the provinces resigned on their o ; mawk thelr protest

against the British declaration of India's entrance into the War without

fonsulting the Indian National Congress), the Congress ministers in the |

PR
K

Provinces had minimal complaints against the Governors who acted with a

good deal of restraint in the use of their executive powers. ' However,

. the Congress Party, committed as {t was to the establishment of a federal

democratic polity after Independence continued to protest against the

emergency powers of thée Viesroy and of the Governors s granted under

the Government of India Act, 1935 Emergency governance, it felt, was
]

both Anti- demoeratic and anti—federal -
i

However, the chaotic situation that followed the achievement of

Indian Independence in 1947 (as discussed earlier in chapter I) almost

| .
forced the new elite to adopt an institutional Sstrategy which was not .

1

S
very different fromzthat of its predecessors The new Constitution of

India republicanised’the viceregal powers with minor chan;ks The

P
discretionary powers ofgghe Governo{s were withdrawn but handed over

to the President of tbe Republic Tn Eﬁe prccess, an uneasy compromise
;e

was made between the kfederag principle aqd the "emergency govexnance
A

for the sake of preserving national unity hndﬁantagrity. However, an
~ 8 . .

. >
- .
4.
o hy
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v

assurQﬁBgihs‘tb the proper use of presidential powers wag given by

Dr. B. R. Ambedkar, Chairman of the Constitution Drafting Committece:
If at all they lffhe emergency provisions / are brought into
operation, I hope the President who is endowed with these- ‘
 powers, will take proper precautions before actually suspending
the administration of the provinces. 1 hope the first thing
he will do would be to issue a mere warning to a province
that has erred that .the things were. not happening in the way
+in which they wére intended toxhappen in the Constitution.
If that warning fails, the second thing for him to do will
be to order an election allowing  the people of the province
to settle matters by themseélves. - It is only when these two
remedies fail that he would resort to this Article .... I

do not think we céuld then say that these Articles were
imported in vain or that the President had acted wantonly,

On the administrative side, the new elite accepted the once

much-criticised "steel frame" of the Indian Civil Service(ICS) established

>

-

by £he British.for an authoritarian governance of ghe country. The

ICS was Ail~India in character; though constituted by the Central °

éovefnment, its members occupied aimost,all the key positions ln the

provinces. Cenposed of the British and the'Indianrintelligentsia; it

acted as the guardian of the British Empire.and a mueh visible  ruling
é‘%itrary :

%

powers and Anglicized putlook, it.wa§ an eye-soré to the Indian

power in the countfy. More feared than revered for its”

nationalists who were often in confrontation with its’members during

: I »
the days of freedom struggles Referring to the experience of the Congress

provincial govern9ents during11937—39,.Nehru was harsh on the ICS

and the police services: C .

v

These services, bred in a different and authoritarian tradition,
disliked the new atmosphere, the assertive-attitude of-the public,
the léssening of their own importance, and their subordination

to persons whom they had been in the habit of arresting and
imprisoning .... They felt as an orthodox Hindu might feel if
untouchables pushed their way into the sacred precincts of his
own particular temple. o c -

YN independence and the problems that accompanied it changed the
} , o y. S



perspective of the new elite; tHe’eTPhasis, once again, was on cont&nuity,
Sardar Vallabhbhat Patel, the Deputy Prime Minister af free India, pleaded
‘Aétroggly in favour of the ICS. Being in charge of the Services, he asked
the members of the Constituent Assembly to "forget the past':

You come out of the jail and then say: "These men put me
in jail. Let me take revenge"”. That is not the: Gandhian
way. It is going far away from that.’

Patel was aware of Nehru's disdain for the Services. He also anticipated
ijéctions frd% the prpvincialggovernments which might argue that any
Service, recruited by the federal government and posted in the provinces,

constituted an invasion of provincial éutonomy. Fore-stalling such

b

criticism, Patel wrote -a personal letter to Nehru:

Any pricking g% the‘coqscience on the score of provinéial
autonomy or on the need for sustaining the prestige and
powers of Provincial Ministers is therefore out of place.

v-(h” ' " . 1

While the Constituent Assembly approved the‘cé&%ﬁﬁﬁatioﬁ<of’the ICS,

. FATE .
a touch of "Indianness' was added - the Indian Civil Service wis
v .
.henceforth to be known as the Indian Administrative Service (IAS) without

~

- .any loss to its pozgrs, privileges and prestige.

-

Continuity was also assured on other fronts. The Government of

India accepted almost all the rules and regulations institutionalized

v

by tHe,British.as also the various Security Acts passed by the colonial
regime. . Ihe Defence of India rules, the fublic Security Measures Act,
the Indian Penal Goée,;etc.,we;e adopted 1id the name of preserving.and
sustaining national freeéom. By February 1950;'th¢ Indian Parliament "u
 added to the.lisf a still more severe Preventive Detention Act under ' ’
which.any person could be d;tained without cause and without trial fof

$ | ' - :

a limited period of time. H. V. Kamath, a member of the Parliament and
5 - -

. a stormy petrel of the Congress Party (later a Socialist) mourned the

1



Act:

v

This 1s the day of shame and sorrow. May God save
the Indian people,

2. Party system properties: the Congress Party and its coalitional

Eropensities 4 .

If political convenience or the sheer necessity of keeping, the
p011tica1 system in "moving equilibrium made it incumbent on the new
elite to re-adapt Wne of the colonial structuraleinstitutional'legacies;
. the "lines of force" in the Indian paivtical System ‘tending it towards
& near- hegemonIc model’ were set by the legacies of the nationalist movement

as represented in’ the Congress Party and its leadership. Before,

\

Independence, the Conﬁress Party was the party - or at léast it was so' u)
perceived by its leaders - deliberately all~inclusive, drawing within
 its fold, to use B.R. Ambedkar's sarcasm, "all fools and knaves, friends
and foes, communalists and sécularists, reformers and’ orthodoxists,
capitalists and anti—capitalists.”lo Any person.or organization outside)
the\Congress was felt to be partially or wholly un-Indian. 1 In terms

of inter-party relations, the Congress was uncharitable toward other

S “

political parties and exhibited little desire to coalesce with them or

to work a coalitional government After sweeping the provincial polls

in 1937, the Congress behaved iu the most arrogant fashion As'Michael

/

Brecher writes:

Flushed with success 'the Congress adopted an imperious attitude
to all other political parties, a 'Himalayan blunder', for which
it was to pay dearly in the years to come. Nehru himself set
the tone with his haughty remark in March 1937: 'There are only
two forces in India todav, British imperialism, and Indian
nationalism as, represented by the Congress.' Jinnah / “leader of
the Muslim League, later founder of Pakistan / was quick to
retort: 'No, there if a third party, the Mussulmans, - History
was to bear him out. 3 .

© The capacity of the Congress to demoralize opposition was

incredible. During the election campaign}{n 1937, 1t cooperated

okl
!

Y
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with the,Muslim Leanue;'notably in the United Provinces, because it did
not - expect a clear majority in the legislature, Howeuer, oncel the
elections were over and it was in a position to form the government on its
own, it ridiculed the league's offer of- cooperation. The League should

. said the triumphant Congre%s leaders, disband itself and its members in

: the AsSemblv should follow the Congress orders,
The Interim Central Government constituted on October 15 1946

‘under the leadership of Jawaharlal Nehru was a coalition of the CongreSs
Party and the Muslim League.‘ Though explanations differ about the

)

.breakdown of thisbcoalitfon, the Congress Party is rarely cited for. its
,‘x

charitable attitude towards the League. 13 / K

1

Within the Congress Party itself, the strong organizational
hierarchy lubricated through the skillful mediating art of the Mahatma
made it easier to domesticate dissent and achieve a confluence of
different ideas and ideologies.. Leadership carried the rank and file
rather than the other way round and the Mahatma carried the masses to
legitimize ti decisions of the leadership In its long thstory, the
Party was "incorrigibly parliamentarian" in its w0rking but was.alwavs
dominated bv one or the other god father Thus, before Independence
Gandhi, though not alformal member of the Congress, was'its acknowledged

;%emieftain ; after the Independence it was Nehru Both respected '
frank differences of opinions., However, more often than not; both

" refused to compromise their sense of self-righteousness. In the elections
to the Congress Presidency on January 29,1939, Subhash Chandra Bose
defeated Gandhi's candidate, P, Sitaramayya.‘ Gandhi took it as a personal‘

affront and declared "I rejoice in this defeat." Three months later,

Bose found no alternatiJﬁ but to submit his resignation on account of



the crisis created in the composition of the Working Committce by, Gandhi.
Narrating the episode, Michael Brecher writes:

...Nehru made strenuous efforts to heal the breach betwccn

Gandhi and Bose. Bose was -markedly conciliatoxv and he

relied heavilZ on Nehru's advice. But Gandhi secmed determined

to oust him. c :

After Independence, P. D. Tandon, a conservative Hindu, was

elected President of the Congress on September 1, 1950, defeating J. B.
Kirpalani, much to .the chagrin of Nehru. In August ‘1951, Nehru, in order
to force,Tandon out of office, resigned. from the Congréss Working Committee
and announced:

I thought that my resignation might serve as shock treatment

for the ailing Congress.- I felf it might set people thinking

about what is wrong with the organization and hovr to rectify it.

The conflict brought forth the "middle menm of politics; Lal Bahadur

\
Shastri, G. B. Pant (Uttar Pradesh), B. C. Roy (West‘Bengal) A, N. Sinha
o3

(Bihar) and many others tried to mediate but the crisis could be resolved

A
onlv after Tandon resigned the Presidencv in September 1951 Henceforth,

Nehru himself was to lead both the Party.and the Government.lu .
2 In relation to ‘the Pradesh (Provincial) Congress Committees,‘the
P
Congress ‘High Command listened persuaded and Lompromised diffvrences but

(‘:

. tolerated no.rebellion. It, more or less, selected the téam which was

‘ . {
to Mad the provincial government and directed t: provincial legislative

party to formally endorse its choice. 1In 1946, the High Command desired
C. Rajagopalachari to lead the Congress ministry in‘Madras, knowing_full

well that there were objections to his candidature ifom the majoritv of

~the members of the Congress provincial legislative party. Mahatma Gandhi

i
\

fore- stalling objections, wrote:



ke

- 1953, Nehru was saying?

71

It is a c]ique that evidently counts ih\the official é%ngress

in Madras but the. masses are devoted Lo\Rajaji «v+. I would

be less than 1ldval to the organization if I did not warn them

against Josing the valuable services which no one can shoulder
as Rajaji can at the present moment.l7

An overwhelming seétibn of the‘legislative party rejected Rajagopala-
chari's candidature and 1nsteﬁd elected 7. Prakasam. The. High Command

felt slighted. "If democrauv chooses to go wrong,' wrote Sardnr Patel,

"1t hae a right to do so, an this case, it has grievously erred ....

l

This is the first instance in the Congress history where rusponisible

Congressmen have failed to respndd to a reasonable appeal from the

: 18 -
leaders """ Gandhi revived an old controversy over a purse of a few

.thousand rupees wh%ﬁ: Prakasam had accepted as a personal gift but-which

. 19
the Mahatma held was a contribution to the party fundo.\ The differences
o

grew with time until a year later Prakasam and his follower fcund

themsedves in the political wf‘dtrneqb after being voted out of office'

by the Madraq Congress .Legislative Party

"At the dawn of Independence, the mores and.modes of behaviour :

of the Congress were set;féLl—inéIusiveness af the pre-Independent days

had becotme a habit with it, and the monopoly to.fepresent nétional

interests had become a permahent‘perception ofﬂits leaders. Even in

¢

The Congress is the country and the country 'is the
"Congress. v

3. Léadership'properties: the Jﬁumvirate : j

Independenée tréhsferredlpowef to an identifiable and legitimized
eli:e."A@ong the ﬁoét powerful\leaders who ruled. India during tﬂ%-re—
construction period, 1947-50, were Nehru and Patel who cogether constituted
the 'duumvirate" - the strange alli‘nce of contrasted opinions, tempers

and ideologies. Nehru was an idealist, a socialist and a secularist;

- Y L
- \‘b-‘

. . -
° AN - LS . Bug
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Patel was a realist, a strong defendel of capitalist and private economy ,
and an advocate of Hindu supremacy and traditionalism. For Nehru, Soviet-
type planning was the answer to India's backwardness; for Patel, a
controlled economy was anathema. Tamperanentally, Nehru was "gener0us to

a fault, sensitive and‘aestnetically inclined, impulsive and emotional.

Patel was genérally dour and ruthless, unimaginative and practical, blunt

in speech and action, cool and calcuiating, never permitting his . heart

21

to rule his head.""" Nehru was the man of the masses and the "voice

e

.of the Cbnpress" while Patel was the man of the. landlords and orthodox

5
Hindus. Nehru disliked political intrigues, Patel rejoiced in ‘them.
Nehru had an obsession wyfh international politicS, Patel was ''utterly
indifferent” to it except in so far as it related to national interest..

- . : -
Nehru was an intellectual thrust in politics; Patel disliked in.clliectual

:flippery of the intelligentsi. and the many things it stood fdr. During

the final stage of the freedom struggle, Nehru was the ideologue and

1

Patel the organiser of the Congress machine l -

The dummvirate was the decisive fact" of India s transitional
politics between 1947 until the end of 1950 when Patel died. During
these years, both Nehru and Patel worked together to keep the political

~

system afloat in the midst of turbulent waters, their‘mutdal differences

notwithstanding. Each’ supplemented the other without crossing the other's

way, and both in unison not only built and operated political institutions
but also charted’.the developmental path for the political system. Under

their guidance, Indian. politics emerged in 1950 from a .period of uncertainty

Moy,

with a pattern that set its course for the decade to come.
i

Before Patel died, he labored to leave an indelible print on

Indian politics. His ruthlessness and "fron will" were affective
N ,

“



in rationalizing, for the first time in Indian history, the political
22 | :
map of India, His authoritarianism and seriousness of purpose was

hardly in keeping with decentralized decision-making. Hence, he became
4

the great "centraliser" both in the Conpress system and in the political

system:

; ‘...‘the idea of separate constitutioné being framed for

_the different constituent units of the Indian Union was

a legacy of the Rulers' politv and ... {n a people's politx

there was no scope for varitgnted constitutlonal pattLtnj
In the days of the Conqtituent As sembly debates, Patel would often hold
“"court" during his sunrise walks to quvext the diqsidentq in tpe Party.
"At times, he waq called upon in the Assembly to ''quell a rcbhllﬁﬁhs

24 . .
House" which he did most ‘successfully. As a party tactic/ian, he

/

f : . : ’
reinforced the higrarchical party structure, making the High Command

the "alpha' and ?'bmaga" of the Congress system and w/atever it
N J
f L '

| /

During these years, Nehru kept a distant vut wttchful eve on

symbolized

party politics and devoted more of his time to galva izinq the masses,
1 l

restructuring their identities for national goals, nd manufacturing

i )

new "utoplas' for a fundamental transformation of the economic and
social structures of tqe country.. His political vocabulary was dis-

tinctly modern: planning, public sector, secularism, respect for the
v . ) ‘
@inptitiés. His message was distinctly clear: national integration

v

and modernization. MHe was a nationalist in a hurry who, under the

"influence of the Soviet and Chinese models, had an irresistible compul-

sion to be offensive to provincialism and regionalism. By 195 , Nehru

y -
—

was saying: o _ o .

Both India_and China have had to contend against provincialism
;.. / and 7 generally speaking, the Chinese have tried to get
Rver it by gettiug rid of the provinces themselves. 25

€
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And» by )956,uqﬁtcr his return from China, “he was ldmenting:
... in lndil. we have a Parliament in tho‘Cvntxe w%th
legislatures {n the states which puarantee ru,lon\]

"" ) ‘nulonomv' But (n 'China anv decision taken bv tho central
RECE povernment is the nntion s decision and accepted all

over: the countrv.

A great "mobiltser” at home, Nehrv s major involvement in the

] - S - N .
inttial vears of Independence was in world politics. Ho wgs the chief
: ' . ) o !

* - ;
arctitect of India's foreipgn policy based on "peaceful to—fxistence!

o |
between scemingly opposite {devlogical systems, nuclear arms control,
v ~ .o . : ' .
nbn*u]qenmvnt'wﬁth power blocs, and aid withaut strings. The policy
. . : , . ‘ M

paid dividends, rLch and not quite SO\erh, unfi].tho Sino- lndialunr

of 1962 whvn 1t fai]ud both the nation and Nohru himself, g ‘

&

System env{ronmontwl properties
1. Domestie: (a) Violénce ’ ) _
. : AT

- - . N ‘e

Vith Independence, an age ended, but in chaos. The decision to
partition the country was followédbby unprecedented violence, murders
“and riots - the estimated number of persons kLlléd in 1947:1{tself was

-

moré thnn half a millibﬁ._ In Tanuarv 1948, Gandhi's. a"qaqbinrtion bv

- a Hindu fanatic shook the country and made thc duumvirate imp1t1ent

X .
\

“,iqﬁdﬁalinq with communal frengv and political anarchy. Nehru began the

>

-y ) o >

o

- - \

;.eulogy:
«.. I have a sense 6f utter shame both as an individual and
as the head of the Government -of -India that we should have

2
" fa#led to protect the breatest treasure zhat we posscsaed 27

Within four davs of the death of the Mahatma, the colonial coercive

instruments of the system were re—activatedf The,Rashrriya Swayamsevak

+
- t L4

Sangh, a communal para—militarv organization, was banned and some 17 000

of 1ts known 1eaders arrested 28 Nehru mourned the tragedy, Patel faced

it with tough—minded pragmatism. ‘The Eommunal’riots stoppédwbgt they <

X N B . ‘ . o, B ) .
£ 1 .. . -
So ' g _ o ‘ ;
. . T ' » o . . . )

-
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4 éﬁ % ) . ' R
made the impression on the new leaders - particularly gt the time when

the politicdgastructureq were being. deqipncd and ro—tonstructed - that
the onlv way tolmanage a cleavaged societv was to build an effoctive
center in preferean to decentru]izcd a(commodntion

As if the communal carnage follow“xn partition was nat enough,

-thaUCommnnrsts promptly acquired Te]egana (a Telu?u spenking southeasn

4

0

corner of the princely state of Hyderabad, now Andhra) as their terri- L

o

torial haqe of Opexntlons for tuerrilla warfare against New Delhi. 3v

Between 19&7 50, ‘the Communidt Pgrtv of India, Patel stated in the “%f ¢
+ 29
Parliament, = was rcsponeib]e for 2 » 500 murdcrs in Hyderabad state alone.

.
ConQiderini that the’ country was draeticallv weak, the Communists felt

\ihat the time was st ripe for "the immediate dt@placement of government

EN

...Soviet writinpq showed fairly clearlv an expectation that the cc Ty v
' | 30 ¢
> ﬁv woulé be fragmented in the procéss of achievinp Independence "o S
1950 manifesto of - tHe- Communist Partv began like this 1éb . > T
Does“@he constitution which. is the product of the Union - P
. be&yeen national traitors and imperialiet e\ploiters,a 3£‘ ’
E ‘guarantee the sové@eiqntv of theqnation’ No. It, (oes -not. o
The answer’ tb the. chal;enge from the Central G0vernment was clear. the Lo
't\ ~ /‘ ‘ >
» e : : .

Preventive Detention Act, . It acted like the "hun&ﬁfdrhanded gods of

Hindu mythology" to” wipe out the' Communist gu rillas., Some Con ress
5 g g

e

.state.governments went still further they banned the Communist Party o

,and ordered mass arrests. Between April and geptember 1950 the Law

Minister of Vadras stated32 that, in the Andhra region, the number of

Communists shot. dead’ was 78 those arrested 1,772 and ttose tried 822. o Y
0 < EEE T o
(b) Political Inteqration s o ) . ' R N

-

| N

If political violence was the problem‘of transitional politics,

,political fragmentation was a problem rooted in the system since time

31mmemoria1 Sir John Strachey, the historian had said in 1888 "There‘

1
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ChPb. . . ;
E T is gocﬁ%hd never/ was an,;India, no Indian natlon, no poople of India. "33

And, S TN ato/ Churchill had’ forccast thgt. "India will be subjected,"

after Independence, 'not only to partition but to fragmentation and to

haphazard fragmentation”*’for she vuu;éﬁing passed on to "men of straw,.

W

of. . whom in-a few YQ@ISs nq tracc will rema1u."34 .
’ : ‘;6- ‘-’ . B
With Ihdependcncc, th‘f -i{ism paramogntcy lnpscd over,550-odd .

princely states. ' The sb%-Call

A

of straw" invited the princes to

BN . T
.joinnthe Tndian‘Union While somg states gave-a favourablo rosponse, .

” Tt v 1

a few others rejected ‘tixe% r. To begin with, six princely states -
%

- vy

Hyderabad Mysore, Travanco , Bhopal Indore and Kashnir a rersed to
‘oA I‘
\ .

» send their representatives to the ConstttULnt Assémbly evﬁﬁgaﬁter an
) Cas

- a
assurance that theie participation would not mean an - automatié:gf%eﬁs}pp L

% r\;"'

~

‘ ¥
to ‘the Indian Union E Travancore tightene@»the confrontation with ews Jpn,-f

"~dﬁ.
Delhi by giving ibself a new constitution»and‘proclaimié%tits indepehgence
o
- t, .
from India qﬁvderabad followed suit and declared its lntention to _ iﬁ P I

& 3. RS » &
\ & exchange d}o’ﬁoatic representatives with Pakistan.@kashmipr wwntgd time wd

.u ﬂto decide whether or ngt to 1oin the Indian Union but ,nﬂﬁﬁe meanwhile

Y

L

1t declared igﬁ intention to stav independent Thee Nawﬁ LY 1h0pal tried .

- ‘
“ e -

to create. :y third&ﬁhsce Gut of th! ptincely stated. at ¥,

\ % . ’ » | ‘ |
. Iﬁétizatiﬂﬂ the §ﬁ§ers not to accede o India. . u G
However, by November 25 1948 the anachronistic princely rule

came to an end. Ihe magic wand of Patel’ and his outstanding ﬂictotum

¥ 1
V.P., Ménon, brought ébout the integration of. the princelv states with

.

the Indian Union for the first time in Indian history On the whole, -
- AN ' )

it was a silent and- bloodless revqlutionuexcept in the case of Hyder&bad
l- .
The political map of India was re-drzdn with 30 peculiar state- systems -

\

peculiar bécause the constituept units of the federhtidn were not. given
- 4 : ;
S - . . . . (7» . 56

)
L v . 5. i . . ;
-~ T . . ‘ i
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4
uniforn status. :On the declifing scale of provincial autonomy, there ‘
- 'S
Lk were 10 Part A States consisting Qostly of former British provinces 8

\ \7' .,
jpart B States consisting lafgelv lf the iptegrated princely states, 10

L]

Part C Qtates coﬂtisting of former Chief Commissiener's Pnd%inces and

., !

.

certain other terri;eries, and 2 Part D Statea - the Andaman and Nicobar

‘ ity
Islands in the Bay of Bengal'— whick Were under the complete control of

%

oy ~the Central Government The name, area .and population of each state as

?f : on Ianuarv 26, 1950 is given in Tab]e 3 éralong with the map of India
. . “of the time. o , ‘ ; N ', :‘l \557“5 . R
DA , N : ' LRI l - "p"

N a"I- . ) .

2. International: War T ‘ A . | o

e 44**L.1 4
L With militagy and civil administration str" sy fbatlimit by
e the internal demands of law and orﬁ%r India got-‘ vw*,ud\w&dh Pakistan
e AR - N (5% \*‘
: ﬁ:*%over the Kashmir issue in the Octoberbbf 1947 The two. countries were I
N . i : : .

% :s-;j
at war*within thr@e mqnthd'of their respective*birtﬂglas free nations U
. SRR ‘ ) %
S The hostilit;es came td an énd with the cease~£ire agreemeg%’on January . @i

‘ i, 1949, However, since then, Kashﬁ?f has .beer a constant Jbone o’ﬁN
<7 : CoMy o i "2‘ 5 o
. eontention betwegn the two countries ) T o
y

a‘nq;

The systemvenvtronmental interattion between 1947 and d950, as

\ 4

des@ribed above, was hardly- congenial to the buildin_ .shstaining of

i 2 T

‘ N ". , 4 v
a 1iberal d%mecratic-order athe fractionalization of power structures
‘ s ‘\‘ e
which‘federalism_demaﬂds. The anxieties of these years were writ larg .
Tl : i ) .

An-the "two!‘éy convertible" properties’of the emergent political struckures
. Fl ; ﬂ _ . )
which Nehru and his colleagues were to use tovbuild a strong Centerf -,

The_worst ougﬁome of these early years'was*the'prdgature death .of organized

Opposition in the system. The banﬁimposed on the Communist Party of B

\ India‘and the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh - probably the only All- Ingia
forces of dissonance - was removed in due course of time, ‘but the stigma‘

-

of illegitimacv attached to them was to stay for]a long time to come. i

-

”
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**Pétiala and

l

East Punjab States Union,

3

Source M V. ‘Pylee, Constitutional’ Government in India(New York Asiq

Publishing House, 1965)

_L.

i

hd ey -0 M
. : 3 .
\ i L ; . \TA?LE 3.1
i STATES UNDER PART A,B,C AND D AT THE
P COMMENCEMENT OF THE CONSTITUTION _ .
. i ‘ : .
o b f _
Serial number Name of the state Area , Population
i . (sq. milgg) ™ d
—
. ART A .
1 . Andhr Prddesh* 63,608 208014192 |
2 Assau, 4 85,012 9,043,707
¥ .3 . Bihar 70,330 40,225,947
4 s Bombay ,’ 111,434 35,956,150
5 . Madhya Pradesh 130,272 21,247,533
6 - Madras 60,263 35,736,489
7 Orissa 60,136 14,645,946
8 Punjab y 37,378 12,641,205
9 Uttar Pradesh - 113,409 63,215,742 - %
10 West Bengal ¢ - 30,77% 24,810,308
! Lo - o N = -3
- - ‘PART B L
oy f Hyderabad — 82,168 7% if2655,108 .
T 2 . - . Jammu & Kashmir nvw ® '~¢1owo‘
' 3 _ , Madhya Bharat 461478 - 7,954,254 -
L4 o © Mysore’ 29,489 , 9,074,972 -
Cg S s ° PEPSURX ., 10,078 3,493 485 .
». 6 - : - Rajagthan .. 130,207 15,290,797
7 » Saurashtra 21,45% 4,137,359
g. ° . “Travancore-Coghin . 9,144 9,280,425
P # i PART c v o
1 Ajmer "y 2,417 £9693:372 -
2 - Bilaspur . , . 453 - 126,099
3,1 - Bhophl - 8,878 '836,474
‘ . Coorg ° - 1,586 229,405
. 5 W Delhi 578K 1,744,072
' 6 . Himachel Pradesh 10,451 983,367
7 * utch . 16,742 567,606
8 Manipur '/7jﬁ 8,628 577,635
b Tripura ~ , 4,032 639,029
. 10 . Vindhya P.iesh | 23,603 3,574\690
./, . _Q-v‘, -\—‘_ 7 ) . - .
A ) . PART D : A - ,
# iR 1 -The- Andaman & . * . AT
Nicobgr Islands - 3,215 ~+ 30,971
L *conéﬁitﬁted in 1953, T
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The Commuhists, in particular, were declared "un-Indian" - a stain which

\
\

they have found hard to wash off.

" PART.I1: THE DEVEEOPMENT PATH OF THE POLITICAL SYSTEM,. 195Q-63

B,

-

1. Structural-functiomal praperties: the extra-constitutional

o ‘ instrumentalities
v 4');

The years that followed the making of the Indian Corstitution were
the years of institutlonal expahsion and'f‘e cxystallization of the pre-

q,vdominant role of the Center in economy, in polity, and'in the society
¥
5~ as a whole. Taking upon- itself nost of the responsibilities of modernic
sing a traditional soclety, the Center deVLlOPEd a very powerful and * '

effective Planning Commission for "planned growth of the economy and

‘i \
that a National Developmgnt COUncil was seg up consisting of some’ key
oo /
- Central Ministers and the Chief Mini&ters of all the provintes for close -

for systematic change in soc“ial structures. Howevey despite .the fact‘

consultation ig the pl%nning grocess' " thege was little disagrecment L,

that the- Planning Commission, undef“thQ »airmanship of Nehru, consistently

- : - 35 o :
‘»reduced the operational autonomy of the provinces and wos; goVernmen-—

‘w \

talized public life through increasing public -sector investments. In{

a

fact, the planning prdcess, over the years’ got so centralized that

‘any opposition whether arising frbm the provincial elite or the publici ~\

36 .
sector elite, found very little respectability with the Center. Nehru

"‘often streamrollered objections 7Fth\his occasional outbursts people s

minds were so("engrossed in narrow sectibnal loyalties” that they ha’?

€ .

“to quote Nehru; '"no concept of India, no concept of the progress of India"

37
and 'no concept of what the- modern world is" At the meeti of the

=L

: National De"r’apment‘CounCil 'September 12-13' 1960, Nehru's opening )

‘remarks were. individﬁgg.gtates problems should BeﬁgFOSd%p In>_thei
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i qtg satrggies. - . o I}

r

-

past,he said, the Council had got "into the habit of hearing a long

story of the States' difficulties' and that such quccession of stories

AN

had often produced a very depraqsing effect on him. As regards the
comnlaints of the Chief»Ministers that the Third Five-Year Plan was

too ambitious for the ihternal resources they coula . aise, Nehru angrily
;, (. /
reiponded” "Never had there becn so much riches bclng flaunted about
in India by certain circles as todav. Never S0 many purchases of thesc
w -
;,, o

goods from the shops in the cities. "38 The Plan was approvedﬂ/though

" : o &

' somewhat grudgingly ‘ ) ) - .

-

Thed%hree Five-Ygar Plaps tha& were prepared during this period s

w KRR

did nat exhibit any lack of consultation between the’ Central and the »

J”u v ’( R

sta%ﬁ elites. On the contrary, the consuloabionq were so frequent thae
Y

$?éh the Chief Minister& dbwnwards, h§d to " inhabit

‘ the statesf
NEWJDé : at most statd% preferrgd to‘build huge guest’h;uses'. -
of their own t an to rent rooms’ in the éapital s, expensive hotels 39“ o

% : -
However, consultation was neither bgrgakning nor heant to upset "the
concept of a hierarchy of policy" aowith Center at - the~top. Each< '

e

department of *the Central Government had become, as Santh : wrote,

iﬁ
S
i3

tate léwel as

4oL -
sort of ”empire with correSponding departments at the-
41 LT .t \ : A \
: &
. © Within the over-all framework of\planning, many existing

institutions expanded their functional Operaé{Lns and a few newly-born

.

‘ ones enhanced the penetrative capabilities of the Center.' In 1952 were‘

set up Center sponsored community development projects which though ] -
14! .. .
managed by the Stéte govqrnments, symbolized tFe entry of the Center to
-

3

"introduce the political system to the, traditio al rural.structures"

)

In 1956 were set up Zonal CounciIS\by grouping neighbouring states into
a -



X » /

. ﬂ*?é ragional ZOnOS with f,view to ensuring gr;§§ex«inter(atate . ’V

'..’ cooperﬂl#&g~anﬂ uﬁ@erqtanding ~- the Central Home Min{ster was permanent
Chairman of the Councils. In 1959 vag lnfTOdUCtd panchayati raj (rural
‘ P local—self porernment) to implement’ d’hmunity development programs

primarily on the initiative of the Center and particularly of WNehru:

. We must have panchavati raj, he snid, even if "it leads to @@k M

All these extra~constitutional instrumcntalitics made the Center the

- ‘

fulcrum of the political system " The concept“of provincial’ autonomy was

- so much over-shadowed that even the provineial employets - from key
i’ .
' administrators Eo school teachers to junigr clerks - looked to the Center
h—*- - .

rather than to their employers for succor.”

2. Party syétem properties the Congress Partv and 1ts coa]itional
propensities\ ] “

During the years 1950-63, the Con s emerged as the principal
g, =07 ;gff

M : =3
3 o vk

- ‘political force in the COuntry by winn

1

‘1}'celming majority of seats

? ‘w:-e three General Elections!

both at the Center and in the states in
4] (Table 3.2). waever, in terms of inter- party relations the Congress
o N s

did not shed off. any of its pre—Independence legacies. Its propensities

to coalesce with other political parties or .to work a coalitional govern-
. , 2N .

N .. . ment did not exceed the "bounds of expediency". Tt "sustained -itself,"
LR .ot o o

¢

. ‘ : [ ‘ RN s
o as Hardgrave writes, "by undermining the oppositibn\it@&?ng over their
programs,,conceding bdsic issues, and co- Opting‘fheir legdership "42

- J
’rw (3

It demoﬂstrated its f*"xibility by stealing the "storm from the sails"

A

of more doctrinaire communist- and socialist parties through its 1955
resolution on the establishment of a socialistic pattern of society, but
-

L]

it stayed rigid enough not td»accept the desirability of forming coalitions

i

with these or any other parties except as-a means’to undercutting their
o -
strength .Thus, the politicalvsystem which the Congress.managed during

- i . . : ‘
L. . .
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e TABLE 3.2 \

ELECTORAL TRENDS IN INDIA - PERCENTAGES OF

' VOTES AND SEATS OF THE CONGRESS PARTY IN

STATE ASSEMBLIES AND THE LOK SABHA

1

B

a \
_ 1952 1957 1962
State Assemblics Votes Seats Votes Seat .Votes Seats
(as of 1967) L ','i - ‘
% y4 A S %
Andhra , 31.51  34.33 41.72 61.75 ' 47.25 59.00~
Assam . 43.91  72.38 52.35, 67.62 48.25 7504
 Bihar 41,92 74,13 41,91 66.04 . 41.35 53.18
Gujarat 55.93  90.38 . 56.40 74.26 7 50.84 73.38
Haryana 40.31  83.60 - 45.85 70.91 40. 42 57.41
Kerala ~ 35,75  38.28 37.85  34.13 34.42 50.00
-Madhya Pradesh . 44.53  76.56 49.83 80.56 - 38.54 49,31
Madras : . 38.41  47.83 45.34 73.66 46.14 67.48
Maharash®ra -, 147.14  80.79 45.31 ., 51.52 51.23 8l.44
Mysore % ‘51,28 77.10 52.08 ' 72.60 50.22 66.35
Orissa E 38.85 47.86 38.26°  40.00 43.28 58.57
~ Bunjah . 30073  53.64 48,51 82.56 -+ 45,74 56.98
. Rajasthagy = ~39.71 53,68 45.13 67.61 39.98 . 50.00
* " Uttar Pradesh ©47.93. 90.70 42,4 66.52 36.33 57.90
- W. Bénpal’, * 38.42 - 61.75 = 46.14 - 60.32 1.7.,294;r 62.30
Lok Sabha 44.99  74.44 . 47,78 75,100 . 44,72 73.08

Notes: The comparative figures have heen worked out keeping the present
states in mind, and redistributing earlier election areéas accordingly.

91957 returns for Andhra Pradesh include 1955 elections to the -

former Andhra state, too; 1962 returns for Kerala and Orissa
. 4 assemblies pertain to 1960 and 1961 mid-term eléctions reSpectively.

Sourc&: Rajni Kothari, Politicé in India (Bosibﬁ: ﬂitflé,,Brown.&~C0mpany,
1970). '

"
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these years, remained near—hegemonic: it-uﬁ“irbed manipulatefi¥ and even

:‘“ 6Ty L
rﬁc,r long as it (tht opposition) stayed &@from the
. A .

accepted opposivﬁ
treasury be
w1th1n the Congress Party itcelf Nehru continued as the b

god father oféthe'organizatlon since hi: assumption of the Congress

presidency in 1951. During his own three vearsgof tenure as the Congress * °

President (1951-54), Nehru asserted that the Government was responsible
ijto Parlianent ang the electorate.rather than to tne party orgphnization,
In 1954 he turned over the Congreqs presidency to a suctession of
trusted personsu— U. N. Dhebar, Indira Gandhi, Qanjiva Reddy, D, Qan1ivayva -

whose personal loyaltv to him precluded any challenge to his authority

During this periaod, the Congress president was often described as'"a

*

,.glorified office boy of the Congress Central Go;ernMent.hea
. 4 43 é&.

prime minifter." ion in

Indira, of course, was an

=2 .
é Indu (as her fat*her

¥

‘these ineffettive succeSsors because the affecty
called her) could afford to be the Congress boss. '

To establish the supremacy of the parliamentat  wing of the
q
Party over its organizational wing, Nehru restructured tho Congress

‘ Working Committee (High Command) and staffed it with the ‘most trusted
Chief Ministers of the states and the key Central Minisﬁerd'ﬁ)Thb&glﬂi

BN
.

co-opted from the organizational ging of the party were those who were

L

v
‘ politicallv inoffensive and generally ineffective. However, during this .
¢’
- : period, the WOrking Committee became, as kochanek writes, B
‘ ‘ «  “the sounding board by whiEﬁrthe ime Minister c(uld test ‘
the acceptabiMity of new policie®as well as an important
_ . feedback mechanism by which to dssess the' reactions of *
N . " party and state. leaders.%% N ' ‘
* _ ; . ’

C s In its relations with the state partyunits, the High .Command

I _‘ SRS :



™

compromised rocanciled
’ '3 " “ f" “)\
Such dlfferer‘lteq

d\hrbitrated differences but tolg%ated no revolt,
Y A

1 »
’Qn take the shape of competition and rivalry

between the hiniqterial& and the "organizatioénal" wings_of the government

WV

| '
party? the latter,i.e. the organizational wing most frequently creating

"incuﬁﬁency" ¢rises,  But, in each case, " he central High Command would

wh5

intervene and influence the outcono Generally speaking, the mediation

1 )

by che High Commd would take into account the pre\failing balance of
power' .in the state but somehow or the other it would ensure .chat the

change-over prociqo]v conformvd to its own choice. - : ' » .

. Le'%erqhipgpropcrties the chariqmatic Nehry |

o

+

PRRT

After the death of Patel in 1950 Nehru's authority increnagg

tremendously. . And, by mid-1950s, he was the sole claimant on pu ;§;. S

affection ~ death having rémoved most of his comrades who had pl dﬁiv
I Vel =

roles ‘compatable to fiis own in the fregdom movvmeﬂiﬁ' A§ Krishan B‘S
Voo :

sums up: | o . o

L Bone could new challenge Nehru. Among the new trop of leaders f -
magy had risen withehis. help and needed hig support to retain |
¢ eir perch, He dominateg the party and the government, and . e
' ﬁ!@hders at the centre as wel in the stateb exercised authoritv el L
- “fn proportion to the measure ofﬁconfidence Nehru reposed in | e e,
then. Almost nothing of any conseauence was decided without _ & °
his approval .,.. An\thing in direct conflict with Nehru's.

A 1view was almost never voiced.

[ ) f

i : . Q ' ; '

By 1962 ,wheh Welles Hanggn e)iamined the question After Nehrxﬁ, W@ ‘
" 4 V ’ ’

gNehru had become, according to the author, "the reluctant despot", - .,

]

He has $en,. Hangen wrote, a 3

kind of benevolent monula,eschewina compulsion hut reserving <
all important decisions for himself. He has monopolized _' .
: ~ ~%  authority in New Delhi not for its own sake; but ‘because he a NG
- e he‘has always been convinced of- hic own\pre-eminent wrsdom.asl \ o

C A mote considerate opinion of him waa that he was a "king in Parliament"

frcm wbom the Parliament learnt how to govern the cOunt.ry.69

. B .
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man frustrated with intra-party conflicts, 1egional pdrOChiﬂlibm and

\

-

LY

a "pap-closer" in tho.Rixht.and the Left wing of the Pntty;so a “lonely"

economic falluresiva 'thinker "who' would not associate otherb with his

-

thinking".SII \

»

o
4

For Nehru, Congress continued to t the "agent of destinv ~

1

" the only party capable of delivering the goode gq t

9

rty factionalism and often warned party mekbers n

.rensinglyeexhausted partv capital accumula d

-
.

ﬁle Chief Minister"sz. of a province ‘and arbitrate i

g

-

»

»\4

'conflicts However, if at times certain party deci
\

) \
eonform to his choice, there were either eufficient

N

.

around him to xead his "troubled mind' and _prepare
b i @ )
.§howdowh or compromise, or hé accepted them as a "r
r -

.Nehru's technique of domeqticating dissent within t
_ novel one but it conformed to the non—violent, self
of the,freed&m\movement. Candhi reqorted to fasts,

‘;go"; Between 1951-63, Nehru threatened to resign 3

four occasigns*‘in 1951, 1954, 195\{, an\d in 1958,

of . these ocCasions, Nehru refused to tie down His t
4

to specific political or partisan issues.” Such "wa

followers alwavs reinforced his charisma mukincrea

-

vty to the Party. IR A

S e

System environmental ptoperties.‘

-

1. Domestic‘ () Change in the ‘midst of stdbilitv

L 2N

- mental social and ' economic changes. The indicators 6f social-chagge such gs

<™y

.
\

RS

he country. As the

d-father" of the Party, he always tried to isolate himself:from

ot to rely on the

uring the freedom
o o

ement, More often than not the Party "called upon hih to choose

n critical state- -
//—ﬁff/(//é"

sions did noﬁge'

numbeyr of pecplc
: .<. !‘“&o'_- o .
the stage for a’ -

eluctant-democrat"uﬁt
’ :
he Partv was a
aabregating character

L
3+ e °

Nehru to glet me Q
rom his office on
Howewer on each
hreat of tesignation

ves of‘shocks" to.his '

sed his 1ndiapensabi— -

o

v

Between‘ 950- 60, politicq}dgtability was punctuated with incre- .

A



education, communication txanaportation. ete. , showed »outinuod upysptd

trendq during this period 33 The economic Lh&“k& waslrcprOsvntvd 81
\

1ncreasod apricultural and industrial production uQa in the vast expmhsioﬂ
. -9
of puhlic sector projects. At -the same time, mass political mobiliwatiO“

N-. -

increased in the wake of univvxsal -adult ‘franchise and other structura]
$ .4‘ - e .
;f and 1nstitutional changvs. Furbhor to reduce dinaffection and nenepﬂ\

~ " -
%nrest invxhe ‘country, farsightod l;q{slntion in relution to lnnd JaPor,
backwnrd LlnssosJ etce., , was paSsod to bring thy ‘.Ul\ mobilﬁ?zd toruo“
' 1
~ within the framework of Qongﬁbss consensus. . ]
i ) ‘ ﬂ“’f ' R I ‘ . : s .

K}
Most %f thf! ‘G’hanges in the socio—e‘.onomib- field ;wre Cennrqll\,

§

]
ink ired within frame of Five—Velx DIAns. fi 1 1 51 5&)
- P %‘i . ¢ ”‘ vst P an (".l '\% 5

»was a !pectacuﬁﬁ!~success. tbe second (1956 61) was modoratzlv'succ sgflfiﬁ o
ot

and thp third plan (196} 66), as we shnll see in ‘the nbtt chaptor, was

N
v

o

‘a disappoinxing failuré 5o “Yong as Nehru lived he kept aldv the

*‘Ta;-- éhphoriawfoﬁ planningg ¢ e a chtain degree of failure in the uehie”g*

- e ";o * ‘ ! _—
ERCI ment of pto1ected socio econom;& targets. . ."’”’Ht e "
: o - M
. (b) Political Tnteqrativn'-=f Vn o A [ | .
. . \ - . . ) "‘ . 7 . ‘ ) B °
g : b The ‘jor threat to the political inteqrity k the counrry
'ﬂufi came frdh the etpanding activﬁties of ‘the communigt?. .
»
and 18 aglcs. In ertember of 1954. thé Ccntral Commdt7ée /4,3»
P - ' v . _ .
J!SA . of tﬁe Cbmmuﬂist ?hrtv of Tndia (CPI) made’ known its decision, gs/by. P
- i N \ B ; - .
‘E. ﬂ Namboodiripad nhat there was _?": RN e w
o 1;' no question of abandoning the struggly against the Congregs
: government or revising the slogan of .replacing it bv a ‘”‘“‘“\* ‘
! 'government of democratic unity', The task: of gze democratie N
: ' . forces ... I was / to intensify this seruggle PR ,
- . ey Y ‘ .
-° Ihe Congress ﬁnswer ta the communist offensives .came during the mid*teuﬂ L .

"1,'ﬁblls in Andhra Pradesh 1n 1955 The eommuufsts ‘®eré; said Nehry, the
“» _ . S

° -

s [ ¢ : . ’ . %
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4
J
. 55 .
"professional maligners of the Indian peoplc(" S. K. Patil, the campaign
manager, drew pocter;'and issued pamphlets blasting the_ cammunistq as "
outright traitors. 568y March- -April 1958, the Communist Party of India,
learning the hard way, made a dtaﬁ'tic gesture toward'"Indlan{ring" the
creed éf the party but this "home-coming” could not méllow tr~ Congress.
On the cofrary, the CongFess attitude toward the communists‘st{ffened'
in the wake of the Indo-China War o% 1962, resulting in their mass arrests
under the Preventive De;ent{gn Act.

“While the éommunistg could be givenia hgd name because of their
linkages with foreign cquﬁtriés, thevlinguiFtic fanatics could not,'for
they had indigenousfroogs. The work of lntegrating the princely states
had hardly finisﬂed when t%e territorial manifeptations of the linguistic

.

zealots appeafed on the political scene. It All started with Andhra
. . N ¢ .
Pradesh and the death of Potti Sriramula in 1952 and reached its finale

in the reorgan&ation of the political map of India élong linguistic
lines in Novembet of 1956. The reorganization of Bombay and Punjab

along linguistic 1 s was witheld till violence ;}oduced sufficient

«
)

pressure on the federal leaders, leading to the»spiitting of Bombay into
Maharashgra and Gujarat in 1960 and of Punjab into Punjab (Punjabi Suba)
and Haryana in 1966. 1In 1961, the Central Government agreed and by 1963
formed a separaté state of Nagaland in order to put an end to a gruesome
war with the Naga trihi} people of the north-east frontier. Thus, by
1963, India consisted of 16 stafes, as given in Table 3.3 along with the
political map of the coungry.

| Though the reorganization of the country did not brlng the
anticipated degree of turmoil, it did cause lot of anxiety and frustration

<

Nehru himself was badly jolted by the agitations that followed the .

N —~—

reorganization, and C. Rajagopalachari}*the first Indian Governor-~General

-

o
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TABLE 3.3

REORGANIZED STATES
\ (as of 1963)

‘Serial Name of the state \ Area Population
number (8q. milus) .
1 Andhra Pradesh 105,963 31,260,333
2 - Asyam I* 50,043 9,043,707
3 " Nagaland {} :
4 Bihar 67,164 38,784,172
5 Maharashtra Y*#* 190,919 48,265,221
6 Gujarat X :
7 Jammu & Kashmir 85,861 4,021,615
8 Kerala ~. 15,035 13,549,118 A&
9 Madhya‘ Pradesh 171,201 26,071,637
10 Madras 50,110 29,974,936
11 Mysore " 74,326 19,401,193
12 Orissa 60,136 14,645,946
13 Punjab 47,456 16,134,890
14 " Rajasthan 132,077 15,970,774
15 Uttar Pradesh 113,409 63,215,742
16 West Bengal 34,945 26,310,992 .
Centrally administered Territories
1 Delhi 578 1,744,072
2 Himachel Pradesh - 10,904 1,109,466
3 Manipur - 8,628 577,635
4 Tripura 4,032 639,029
5 Andaman & Nicobar 3,215 30,971
6 Laccadive, Minicoy & '
Amindivi Islands " 10 © s 21,035

S

* Nagaland was created in 1963, o :
**Prior to 1960, Maharashtra and Gujarat together constituted the state

of Bombay, :
\Zoa became a Union Territory after 196;.

L 3 . .
Source: M, V. Pylee, Constitutional Government in India (New_Yqu:
Asia Publishing House, 1965) .

-
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’l
‘of the country, lamented: '
A . i -1

The future is in the hands of the gods but as far as

I can judge, ‘the centrifugal forces will ultimately

prevail, fand ... the nation may be compelled to go
‘\ tHrough a period of political anarchy and face the

risk of fascism, which is Nature s way out of disorder

ﬁnd misrule. 57 °
The_storm passed, leaying the dust Lehind. ' The states were reorgenized,
but thejlanguage controversy did not subside. While -each state desired
to conduct its official business in its own regional language, the - ¢
controversy spilled over to the fundamental issue of national language. ‘

//ﬁg:;a wﬁile,'it polarized the country between the~pro-English South

and.tﬁejbro—ﬂfndi North till better counsels prevailed #n favour of

a compromise formula.
Throughout this period of 1ihguistic fren%y, the Central >
Government acted with exceptional understanding. It used its authority,

-

' but selecfively. It accommodated regional pressurés but in the process
perochiélized the political system; the effect of this .was to unfold
in the post-Nehru era.

)

2, International: War .

Whi{évon the domestic front there was general stability in the
midst ochhange, the war of nerves bersisted in India's relations with .
its neighbouring countries. The government had no reiief either from
the Indo—Pakistan or the Sino—Indien'border tensions except in the ; -
'form'of unctuous shaking of hands:by the personalities involnsg. While
'Nehru' tried to promote. and develop a non-eligned zone of Afro-Asian
nations, his leftiét all?; V. K. Krishna Menen, used all the brilliance
at his command to offend theSWesrern world, particularly‘the United Sretes.

Phough relations with China, after the mid-1950s, were deteriorating

increasingly, both Nehru and Menon made tireless efforts to assure the

«



oo st 4Bl ri e s a i hens i ~ .

nation that "border skirmishes" were "minor incidents" in the otherwise
cordial Sino-Indian relations By 1959 the Chinese refused to aCCept

the McMahon Boundary Line, hecause it was the "product of British'policyZ‘

PR

of aggression against the Tibét region of China", and claimed‘%0,000

square miles'of Indian territory In Odtober of 1982, the Sino Indian

kS

War broke out , resulting in a most humiliating defeat for India The
- .

President of India declared a national .emergency, suspending some

2

fundamental rights, and re-activated the Defence of India Rules. 1In

October 1963, the Constitution was amended (Sixteenth’ Amendment) providing
i
for more restrictions on the Tight to assemble peacefully and without

58
arms, to form,associations or unions, etc.

The system-¢nvironmental interaction, as describedﬁabove,
\ “ )
increasingly crystallized thiipredominant role of the Center in the
isocio—~economic and political -development of the country. If regiondlism

a

and linguism pushed the system toward greater decentralization, the

continuity of the predominant position of the Congress Party and its .

»

leadership in the political system ensured a sufficient degree of

centralization. Rather, the more the inter-regional tensions and

I |

conflicts increased, the more the Center emerged.as the final arbitrator
d; ‘.

of disputes. The centralized nature of the planning process; accompanied
by the‘recurrent'theme of the political leaders.- if regionalism SUcceeds,'
planning fails; it planning fails, the nation fails - developed and
legitimized the Central authority strnctures and prevented any serious

~or meaningful fractionalization of power. Myron Weiner's comment that

+ . o

during Nehru's leadership, there was "little indeed at the state level

5 : .
to command respect"  sums up the pivotal role of the Center.  Earlier,

- in 1957, Weiner had described the 'streamrolling authority of the Center as’

[



Y -

. ‘ ' © :
a ‘kind of unprincipled' authoritarianism, where the ideals
of a democratic, pluralistic society operate but where in
reality government ig centralized, leadership tends to be
authoritarian, decisions are made by a Eelative few, and
responsibility ... 1s weak and remote.

i The shaky and 'unassuringrinternational\enxironment-further

) . . ) ) R . N \'\’\
reinforced the authox’y of the Center.' 11e .general tendency of the A-‘

. p ~

federal leaders (and consequently of the Congress High Command) was to
condemn opposition within the system in the name of internal and |
external security of the country. The common federal Vocabulary was v
‘opposition is a fissiparous}extravagance which’tne'system cannot afford.

If the communists were the "professional malignerd® of the Indian people"',

~
©

the Dravida Munnetra Kazagham (DMK) leaders in Madras were "traitors"
and '"mad", said Nehru. At a public rally in Madras, Nehru burst ougtn

If the leader of theé Kazagham / E. V. Ramaswamy Naicker / Co

d and his followers: ‘do not like the flag or our Constitution,
they are wglcome to pack up and go from India to anywhere
they want, / o :

-Thus,tthe system'continued'to be:near-hegemoniC'@ith low toleranceq
“for opposition, particularly till the end of the Gino Indian War. The
political regime did not repress opposition, except the most subversive;
it fragmented the opposition and domesticated it by permitting it *to ,
masquerade as factional groupings within the predominant single ruling

party. It allowed the claims of the opposition to contest public office g

but refused to trust them with power at any leyel of the political system.

With Nehru at the helm of affairs, the opposition found hard the struggle

for legitimacy, much less for respectability, within the political system.
From thé perspective of federal-provinciat reiations; one can

now anticipate how the Center nould conduct itself inurelation to the

dissenting provincial governments, it any. To keep dissent within the

permissible orbit of Congress tolerance, we expect that the Center qspld



sppe to it that: ‘ o .
(a) ail the non-Congress provincial governments would be
swept away once they were injclvedvin crisis;
(b) all coalitional governments would be ultimately converted
into Congress governments, failing which they would have to
beibrought under presidential rule; and
’(c) all Congress provincial governments would stey'in office
as long as they were submissive to the Central ieadersnip.
In other words, the attitude of the Central leadership
would be crucial to the stability/instability of the Congress r
provincial goyernments.
While (a) and (b) aboye are self-ekplanetory; (c) needs further elabora-*
tion. What is indeed being said is that the Congress prov1nc1al govern-
ments would always have to be on good terms 'with the Center in order .bo
: survive in crises. If they were not, they would suffer the same fate
as the non-Congress governments.

Since the maiority of the state .governments were Congress 1in
character'during the period under enalysis, we can expect that their
':tablllty in crises would be a functlon of Central attitudes, uhlch J
may be, -as discussed, in chapter II, neutral positive~ or.negative

Normally, the stability of Chief Ministers and their cablnetq
would depend on their maintalnlng and sustaining a stable basis of
support both in thevlegislature and in their provincial political party. (_~//’
-In the case of the Congress provincial Chief Mlnlsters, the usual
support structures have- been (a) the Congress Legislative Party; and
(b) the Pradesh~Congress Committee. W%enever incumbency crises have
arisen, they have~generally been manifested in the political incumbents .

, . i 62 .
losing the support of either (a) or (b) or both above. However, both



o

(a) and (gf tell us the sources of crises, not the qutcome of crises.
By projecting these crises against the attitudes of the Central leadership,

as Iin Table 3. 4 we may hypothesize the outcome of the. crises as the
4 .

v

€
!

following:

.Outcome of crises - some descriptive pro; >sitions:

Categories:
#1,3,5,7: Leadership and cabinets are most likely to stay stable in
' the midst of crises. Leadership in category # 7 has been
| : ‘ B

included on the assumption that those in the seat .of power

get ample opportunities»to convert opposition ih§o~support

structyres.
#%,4 : Leadership ana cabinets are most {ikely to pe replaced in
tﬁe midéf'of crises. ) ‘ BN
#6,8 : These categories include 1eadersﬁip and cabinets -imposed

on thefprovince by ‘the Center in situations of polarized
conflicts at the provincial level. 1In crises, leadership

s [N

" in these categories has a fair chance of continuity, at

least for some time. )
#9,11 : Leadership and cabinets in these categories ‘are mbst likely
~to be unstable ih_ghe midst of crises. Failing all strategies

to dispense with them, the Center is most 1ike1y‘to resort
;to presidential rule. ‘ ‘
#10,12 Leadership and cabinets are most likely to be swept aﬁay
by.crises.
PART III: PRESIDENTIAL RULE, 1950-63
There were six cases of ‘presidentizl rule between 1947-63.

The type of.crisis the nature of government, the duration of each

'presidentlal rule, etc. , are given in Table 3.5, which follows Table 3.4.
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INCUMBENCY CRISES:
{

=

Presidential Rule in Punjab: June 16, 1951 - March 20, 1952

The state of Punjab, lying on the northwest frontier of the
. .
subcontinent, was the first to experience presidential rule since J(

Independence. With the partition of the country in 1947, Punjab waaﬁ{ﬁ?

divided into two parts - the Muslim-majority districts of Weﬁ;f%qnjéﬂ. '&Y

N
became a part of Pakistan, while the non-Muslim majority distrié&g{of
- A ‘(J\<

East Punjab became a part of India. This division of Punjéhﬁwasf~ji
R
followed by mass violence and a heavy cro#l—migration of the population.

) However, with the division of Punjab, the Congress,}hgving
63 '
been the opposition party in the undivided Punjab, became the governing

1

party. With the merger of the Akali Dal (the Sikh regional party) with

\\ ,
the Congress, the Congress had a strength fluctuating between 71 to 79
members in the 79-member State Legislative Assembly. Though there »

were several groups and factions within the Congress Legislative Party,

three major factions may be identified: "

1. the Bhargava faction; ' » Cg
i1. the Sachar faction; and
ii1. the Akaliﬁfaction;
While the first two factions had almost an equal number of followers
in their respective camps, the Akali faction consisting of about 23

members (though not véry cohesive) held the balance. The Bhargava-
’ _ 64
Sachar rivalry was deep-rooted and had a long history behind it.

Linking this rivalry.to the attitude of the Central leadership, Baldev

0y

Raj Nayar observes:- ’ e e

It was common knowledge in politiral circlesltn,£he Punjab
that Patel had always favoured the Bhargava' group, while Nehru
and Azad preferred the Satya Pal / Sachar. / group. :

~
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Dr. Gopi Chand Bhargava became the Chief Minister of the state
on Octob}r 18, 196;vith the main support of Sardar Vallabhbhe;i Pat’el,
then Depufy ﬁri;e.Mihister in Nehru's ca§inet. Instead of sharing powér
with thg Sachar faction (Nehru-supported), Bhargava accommodated éhe
Akﬂli faction by taking two of their ;epresentatives - bianiIKartar
éingh and Ishar Singh Mujahail - into his cabinetjﬁ This multiplied the
mutual irritation betwgen the(ﬁharg%va and the Sachar factions since
each was sworn to undercéut the;other as much‘as poséiblé.
Unfotsunate for Bhargava, Sardar Patel died in Decgmber 1950

and the "duumvi{atef at the Center came to hp end. While Nehru
strﬁggled for his sdﬁ?emacy in the party which culminated in thev
resignationvof tﬁe Congress President, Purushottam@as.Tandon, in

, Septemﬁer 1951, Bhargéva found it hard to establish early good relations . °
with Nehru. Within three months of Patel's death, BQﬁEgava lost support
of the Pradesh Congress Committee (PCC) when Partap Singh Kéiron,'an
édversary.of Bhargava, was elected its’Presideﬁt. On ﬁh;ch 30, 1951,
tﬁe Sachar-Kairon féction charged Bhargava with being "under thé dictates

" of the Akali-group"?6 thereby creating communal tension in the state.
In a petition signed by 30 member§ of the Congress _%gisla;ive Party (CLp),
the f:ction appealed to the Congresi High Comman& tg permit it to‘;ass

. - A

a vote of no-confidence in Bhargava's leadership. The’?etitioners charged

tﬁat’Bhargava was .

o) ‘ ) . v
responsible for the communal situation in the "State, the
unsatisfactory condition of law and order and lowering of -
the prestige of the Congress.

On receipt of the petition, the Congress High Command asked
Bhargava to reorganize his ﬁinistry'so as to accommodate the Sachar~
Kairon faction. As a way out, ghe High Command intructed him to submit

a ten-man panel elected on the basis of Proportional representation from

L d
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»
the Céngress Legislative.Party, out of which six'yould»kg selected py

the High Command to constitute his ministry. To begin with, Bhargava
: -

protested: L & N
~++. thg Board has no right to dump an undemocratic, forpula
me ;. We will take up a’ stand against the Parliamentary
Board / High Command / ahd we will not resign so long as we v\

have a majority 68

However, later on, Bhargava accepted the formula dnd submitted a list of
ten persons. In‘May 1951, the High Conmand announced {its lift of six

persons, which excluded the representative of the Akali faction on wlhom

+

Bhargava was so heéﬁily dependent for his support. Bhargava refused
to accept the list of suggested ministers and, on his visit to New
Delhi impressed on the High Command the need fot the. inclusion of his

supporters, particularly in view of the fact tg>e~his group sill

.

constituted a-majority in the Congress Legislative Party.69 This infuriated
Nehru, who asked Bhargava to resign. Sensing ynwili{ngness on the part

of Bhargava to act as directed by ﬁenru,70the General Secretary of the
Cpng(ess éarty in New Deihi, in a telephonic message on June 4, 195],

asked Bhargava to resign and '"pass no orders og files as the Chief

71 ) O
Minister" of the state. Two days later, Bhargava and his cabinet resigned |
: -8
with a note to the High Command: protesting against its decision "to
. 72
deny the majority group its right to rule." Since Nehru's factotum,

N

-2

SafﬁEf, was in a minority, he obviously could not comstitute ‘the govern-
ment after the resignation of Bhargava. Presidentiil rule was declared

£
on June 16 on a formal report from the Governor of Punjab to the - - ’

effect that the machinery of the government had failed to' work according

" to the Constitution. Later, Bhargava publicly complained that "he héd’

become the £irst victim of the attempt by the high command, after the

death:-of Sardar Pstel, to oust such people as were considered to ha%e

o

L N
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been Joyif! to Pated."  In Septiémber 1951, Bhargavd resigned from
v . Coa . .

the primary- membership df fhé;Cbnnrcss;
After the First General Flections 1952, presidential rule

gnded with the formation of the ministry headed by Bhim Sen{Sachar.

The Parliament approved the presidential rule in nfid-Aygust

1951 after heated debates. The Hofe Minister pleaded that|presidential

“rule; unlike Covcrnor's.rule_undqr the GoXernment of Indfa\Act 1935,

wag no exeycise in the use of "arbitrary aulhority" and involved 'no

RN ] o "

a .

cessation of responsibility to democracy." In the present case, the

N o ES .

Central Government toek the step, he ‘added, because it was "fair and
necessary" to check "gross maladminigf?ation”. He furthgr assured

critics that the Tenter would not have taken this sfep had the Punjab

povernment been of aﬁ&iffc;en§ party complexion.
RPN Amoﬁg the ériﬁics ih,ﬁér]igment;.Pandit Thakurd»« Bhargava said:
; \ o o ,
ulzw We did noﬁufightzche’great fight for freedom for a
"govgrﬁment by autocracy 4nd ordinance.’4
vwﬁile;bo£h$br. S. P.ﬁMyk%crjéE“aﬁd;;Fofessor N..G. Ranga charged that
the imposition cf'presiéeﬁtial rulé in the circumstances was a ''bad
- .
constitutienal gfecedent”, Bhupinder Singh'Mann of Punjab‘was unabashedly

critical of .the Center ”fof:foigtiﬁé this shame on Punjab.'" No state,
he said, was frée from rivalries and jealousigs,but} unfortunately, Simla
$n s R
. ;@% ' - : : "y "
- the capital city: df Pundab - was veéry near Delhi and "high persons
i 5 ) . P
~at the Center had intrigued against.Bhargava instead of trying to
s l ’ o "‘;’

T4, . secure a genuine settlement of conflict between Bhargava and Sachar
factfons. ‘R.-Velayudhan of Kerali chgrgéd the Center for "usurping.

dictatorial powers' and expressed fear lest his state too should come

e &
under presidential rule. - «
4. ! :

Outside the Parlia@gnt,:a prominent Punjab Cd%gress leader,

* N
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A. N. Vidyalankar*f Punjab, condemned the d:t}\}gp of the Center to
"throttle representative democracy” in the state. However, the Times of

of India editor{ialized:
- T

It 1s thgey lflhe various factions_7 themselves who have been
primarily responsible for discrediting democracy in the Punjab
Thilk does no* mean that the Congress Parliamentary Board

has beon}altogothef blameless in the matter .... The Board
allowed opportunigeic considerations to sway its judgment
far too 1 1y.{ )

Spatial compdtiqons:

.
- Betwecn 1947 and 1963, the state of Punjab had five minjstrigs

/
and eight incumbency crises. Throughout .this period, the Congress was

the majority party in the state legiglature. The names of the Chief

Ministers, their ,tenure of office, the nature of crises each faced are

[
N

given in Table 3,6, . ‘ N

A brief description of the crises mentioned in the table follows.

Incumbency crisis # 1: . r

Immediatély after_khe partition of Punjab in August 1947,-Gopi

Chand Bhargpava became the Chief Minister of t e;%tate4on directive from
Sardar Pate1: His adversary, Bhim*§en Sach;r, Qho was the leader of Qhé
Congress Legislative Party in the undivided Punja.. .«~gislature, became

a refugee lepislator becaqse he lost his cénsti:uency which, after the

. partition, became part of Pakistan. However, wi:* the lecision of the
Central Government to re-locate refugee legislétors, Bhim Sen Sachar and
his group joined the Punjab Legislative AsséﬁBly. Shortly thereafter, 1t

-

was clear that the Bhargava faction was in a mihority both in the Congress
Legislative Party and in the Pradesh Congress Committee. In order to
maintain himself\id\Eower, Bhargava - with the tacit consent of Sardar

Patel who was otherwise}quite uncharitable to the Akalis - attracted the

Akali faction within his fold though the alliance did not last long. On =&
N o
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April 6, 1949, the Sachar faction, now in league withwthg Akgli faction,
movea a vote of no-confidence in Bﬁargava's leadershlg. The move was too
sudden for BhargdCa to involve Sard;r Patel iﬁ a rescue operation. Therefore)
ﬁhargava preferred to resign rathér thaﬁ‘face fhe no—gbnfidenée motion.

The samé'day, Bhip Sen Sébhar was elected leader of the Congress Legislative

Party and appointed Chief Minister of the state.

Incumbency crisis # 2:

Bhim Sen Sachar succeeded Bhargava on April 6, 1949 despite
Sardar Patel. TImmediately after his assumption of office, Sachar found

\

the sailing rough. Even before he was able to form his cabinet, he

X

received instructions from the Congress High pommand (Patel-dominated) N

to constitute a "composite" cabinet which he did by including Gopi

Chand Bhargava as a finance minister. Known forlhis peésonal integrit&,
Chief Minister Sacﬁar/soon‘iaunched a strong campaign against public
corruption for which he received laurels from the press76 but allegations

of "bad intentions' from the Bhargava faction. A charge-sheet (which

accused Sachar. of bad iptentions) was forwarded by the Bhargava faction

to the Congress High Command. Acting on this charge-sheet, the High

Command ordered Sachar, "while Prime Minister Nehru was out of the country

on hig trip to the United»States, to seek a vote of confidence on_

extremely short notice, giving him no oppo;tunity to reply to éhe

allegations or to reconstitute his miniéﬁry before such a vote."77 On : /7
" October 17, 1949 - theqdead£iﬁe fixed for getting the vote of confidence -
was Octobe§?18 - Sachar resignéd. In his 1etter to the High Comﬁand,' “
Sachar regretted that his case was not dealt with fairly78 and that he

should have been given an "opportur -y of re—organizing his support"

which he "had sacrificed at the altar of the High Command."79 The
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Times of India editortalized:

Logically, when the Board / High Command / received a "charge-
sheet" against Mr. Sachar signed by 36 out of the 79 members

of the Fast Punjab Assembly, it fad to scrutinise the indictment
before taking further action. That the Board did not do this
seems obvious from the. fact that, without waiting for Mr. Sachar's
explanation, he was directed to obtain a vote of confidence. Like
Jesting Pilate, the Board ‘asked what was Truth, but did not wait

for an answer. ¢ ‘ : \
The Sachar‘faction was reduced td,a'minprity both in fge'Codgress Legis-~
;ative Party and in the,Pr;desh Congrqsé Cgmmittce the déy the High Commang»
asked Sachar to seek alébte'of confidence,

Incumbency crisis #f 3:

On‘Octobef 18,-1949, Gopi Chand Bhargava was back in the saddle

once again. Before the beginning of the budget session of the Assembly
inlMarch 1950, the Saché}‘fattion; now in league with the Akali faction,
pfesseg their demandlfor thefexpansion of the cabiget to inclu&e the
representatives of the Sikhs and Jats (landlb;ds). Bhargava - once
bitten,twice shy - directed all these demandsito Sardar Patél,&ho warned
the visiting.delggation7 consisting of Udham Singh Nagoke (Akali) and
Partap Singh Kairon (Congress) ,who was injcont;ol of the Praaesh Congress

i o . -
Committee, of the cousequences of ag—stabilizing the ministry... After

. .
t P ~
~

the»budget session, Bhargava expanded his cabiﬁet and‘included‘thék \\\\;
representatives of the Akali faction,to the exclusion of the Sachar—Kairon\
faction. Though Bhargava could not acquire a hdla oﬁér'the Pradésh_ N
Congress Committee, he sﬁstained ﬁimself in office on a fluid magori;y‘

in the legislature by ffequently expanding his cabinét. In May %959,

the Times of India commentecd: -

Whether the merry-go-round in which partisans ascend to and
descend from office to make rorm for others queuing up for a
ride will continue to be conducted depends on how long the
present jaded legislature is going to last.8l

. ) N

4
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It did not last long, but Bhargava did last while Sardar Patel stayed on the
. ’ ’ a v . .

political scene.

Incumbency crisis # 4:

‘Thik crisis, as;already discussed, brought pfesidéntial- rule in
the state.

Incumbency crisis # 5:

After{the General Elect}ons of 1952, the choice.of‘seleéting the
leader of the Congress Legislati;e Party was left to Nehru. Despite the fact
that Sachar's group was in the minofity vis—a—vis the Kairon-Narain group,
¥ ' nominated Bhim Sen Sachar as the leader of the Legislative Party /Pk

wly because he wanted-a Hindu Chief Minister of the predominantly

[

Sikh state. Bhim Sen Sachar' formed a "composite' cabinet including both -

Partap Singh Kairon and Jagat Narain in his ministry.
f : R
In July 1953, about 20 members of the Congress Legislative Party

(known as Sehgal-Sri Ram group) revolted against Sachar's leadership.

»

Sri Ram Sharma, the leader of the dissident group, was a member of the

”

Sachar cabinet. The 'Chief Minister asked Sri Ram Sh;rma to resign from
the cabinet but hé refused. Thereupon, thelﬂigﬂ Command allowed Sachar
to subﬁit the resignation of his entire cabinet and reconstitute the
éabinét, dropping Sri Ram Sharma and his supporters, Sachar perfqrmed
this ceremonial gunction of resigning from and accepting office again
&ithin{9 hpurs on July 22, 1953, OnfOctober\Cé, 1953, the High Coﬁéaﬁd
directed the Pradesh Congress Committee to expel fi?é of the supporters

of Sri Ram from the Congress Legislative Party.' \

Though Sachar controlled the Pradesh Congress Committee, through

the Kairon-Narain faction, he was; at the time of Sehgal-Sri Ram revolt,in

a minority in the Congress Legislative Party. During the crisis, as
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i ‘
Baldev Raj: Nayar wrote, "the high command sided with Saehar" despite
[ )
complaints from Sri Ram that "the . Congress high command with Maulana
Azad / Union Minister of Education and a close frie d of Nehru / in charge

of Punjab affairs, was acting in a partisan.manner.

IncumbenCy crisys # 6:

Bhim Sed\éachar could not contain Partap Singh '‘Kairon's ambition.

A\

During the years that Kairon was a minister in Sachar s cabinet he acquired
a firm control not only over hlS faction in the leglslature but also

_over the Pradesh Congress Committee At the same time, dé developed a
Y .
1S \\ H
very close relationship with' Neﬁru who started addressing ‘him as the

"lion of Punjab" In July 1955, Kairon made the best; of the opportunlty
~offered to him by the Akali agitation (fbr the demand of PunJabi subha)

and- charged Sachar with "communalism". Sachar asked the;permiSSion of

the Congress High Command to droo Kairon, from the cabinet. “The\High

.

‘Command was divided. It asked Sachar to resign, which he did on January
15, 1956, and to take up a Governorship outside .the state of Punjab, |
Partap Singh Kairon was then elected leader of the Cong ress Legislative
Party and appointed Chief Minister of tie state. |

Incumbency crisis # 7

The revolt against Rartap Singh Kairon began in the first week
. ' ' 7

of March 1958. The Bhargava-Prabodh-Kartar Singh faction accused Kairon

-of corruption; desnotic rule, communalism and of victimization of political_
rivals and opponents.‘ A charge—sheet was framed urging the High.Command

to removed Kairon from the chief ministershlp While lehru advised
patience, 84Pandit G. B. Pant, the Home Minister in the Central Government

reminded the dissidents that it was factionalism of this type which had

H
1}

resulted in the imposition of presidential rule in 1951.85 U. N. Dhebar,

kY

. .
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. . \Y \‘
the Congress President, promised. an inquiry into the charges but advised
. | . ‘ .

the dissidents not® to revolt.86 By April 23, 1958, Kairon had lost support

M

of the dominant faction in the Pradesh Congress Committee though not in

the Congress Legislative Party. ' ¢
'The High Command conducted the inq ‘iry and exonerated the Chief

" Minister. The' "exonerating note," wrote B. G. Verghese of the Times of
, 1 2imes of

-

, e | C 87
of Indiaﬁ ‘appeared ''to bear. the imprint of Nehru's draftmanship.'"  The
wording = of the note was interesting: The Chief Minister was

constructively responsible for some of the improprieties
which Kairon, as a person, may not be aware of.

There was only one adverse aspect of the note; the High Command asked

Kairon to seek a vote of confidence from the Congress legislative Party.

!
\ {

'] ! ;
- Here again, Nehru came to Kairon's rescue. Before the acial vote,

Nehru addressed a press conference and in "forthright and forceful
language" dismissed any charges of corruption against Kairon personally
thereby '"whittling down to a nullity whatever adverse remarks the Congress

Parliamentary Board had thought fit to make"89 against him. Kairon

survived a vote of confid¢nce, resplting in the resignation of his critics,
ppponents and a few othgrs in June 1958.

Incumbency crisis i 8:

On April'8, 1959, some 122 dissident Congressmen, 4 Members of the

&

Parliament and 18 Members of the Punjab Legislature, led by Giani Zail

Singh andlcufhukh'Singh Musafir, submitted a -narpe-sheet against\Kairon .

.

¥P the Congress High Coﬁmsﬁd; The charge-shee: .7inated with the -
N . ) ’
adverse remarks the Punjab High Court had made &~ .- -t Kairon in a notorious

Il

murder case. Kairon, on his part, submitted a :ist >¢ counter-charges
against the dissidents.to the Congress High Command pro =~t ng the

dissidents not only as "anti-Kairon" but .also "anti-Congress and anti-Sehru",
- A

'
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By §eptember 1959, after the meeting of Musafir witp the. Congress High
Command in New Delhi, it was clearer fhan ever before_that the High
Command was not likelyvto take any action in the matter.90

During th? entire pefiod of crisis, Kairon lost neither command
of the dominanglfaction in the Pradesh Congress Committee‘and the Congress

LegislativeAParty nor the protective hand of Ne?ru. Even after this

) ! B a
crisis, demands from minority groups for his dismissal continued to be

' reported in the press,but Nehru simply ignored them. It was only"&ftg}

the Supreme Court of India indicted Kairon in aqothgr’case that the
Parliament»forced Nehru to appoint ; Judicial Commission of Inquiry
(Das<Coﬁmission) into charggs of corruption against Kairon in November
1963. Howevef, sovlong as Nehrq lived, Kairon always triumphed over
his adversaries. ‘Of cou?se, Kairpn himself was one of the most capabie,
though ruthléss, Chief Ministers that India producéd since Independence.
Table 3.7 summarizes the attitude of the Center toward incumbency
crises iq Punjab, 1947-63. The outcome of each crisis vélidates, with
Qery l}ttle variation, our desériptive propositions stated earli;r.

But for the negative attitude of the Center and the reluctance of Gopi

Chand Bhargava in June 195! to resign the chief ministership as directed

additional éupport to ou indings, we will compare the Punjab crisis
S J

"of June 1951 with all the incumbency crises in other states of India

" during the same time period, kéeping constant, unlike in the case of

- Rajasthan and T. K. N. Pillai of Travancore-Cochin (Kerala) -

spatial comparison, the "system-environmental interaction pattern".

. Temporal comparison of Incumbency crises: 1951

\

In the year 1951, two Chief Ministersgl? Hiralal Shastri of

-

resigﬁed their offices. Their tenure of_qffice, the number of crises
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each faced and the outcome of crises is“shown in Table 3.8.

\

i “ | TABLE 3.8 .
INCUMBENCY CRISES IN RAJASTHAN & KERALA ,
Chief Ministcr Tenure Crises Outcome of criseé v
' (year)
Hiralal Shastri 1949-51 1. Incumbency High Command(Patel)
. : : (1949) positive; Shastri continues.
2., Incumbency Hiéh Command(Nehru) -
(1951) negative; Shastri resigns.
T.K.N.Pillai‘, 1948-51 3. Incumbency High Command - neutral;
(1951) Pillai resigns.

The 1949 crisis in relation to Hiralal Shastri (Rajasthan) is
being included in the anélysiSuas a prelude to the 1951 crisis. A brief

description of the crises mentioned in the above table follows.

4

Incumbency crisis # 1:

Hiralal Shastri, sworn in office in February 1949, was the first

Chief Minister of Rajasthan. He was nominated as the leadeg of the

. | .
Executive Committee92 of the Prantiya Sabha (which later became the Pradesh

Congress Committee)'by Sardér Patel despite the fact that he was headiﬁg
a minority'f;cqion in the Committee. Jai Narain Vyaé,who controlled

the dominant"f;ction in the Committee and who '"had a reputatioﬁ for ~
the highest degree of personal integrity and had gained wide respect

with the high command, particularly with Jawaharlal Nehru"?3 did not find

- favour with Sardar Patel and hence was deprived of the chief ministership

of the state. <

On June 11, 1949, the Prantiva Sabha (interim legislature),under

the newly elected leadership of Jai Narain Vyas,passed a unanimous .
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resolution demanding the resignation of Shastri. Since the Prantiya
Sabha was acting like''a full legisiative body, such a resolution was
tantamount to a vote of no-confidence in Shastri's leadership. On

receipt of the resolution, Sardar Patel sent the following telegram

to Rajasthan:

. Pandit Hiralal Shastri is not responsible to the Prantiya
Congress Committee .... He became Prime Minister / Chief
Ministkr_7'not_simply because he was elected ... but he was
selgeyed on 1y own choice. Therefore, he will continye to
be Prime Minister until he loses my confidence.9% '

Incumbency crisis # 2:

Shastri continued to be the Chief Minister of Rajasthan as long
as Patel livéd.'Almost a week after Patel's death, Nehru called Shastri
to New Delhi and asked him to resign. After receivinglthé;e orders,
Shastri left fo; Rajasthan but was untraceable for six days.g;,5 Since the-
Indian Constitution wés nog yet in force, presidential ;ule c%hld not
be declared. Hewever, t%e action taken by Nehru equalléd presidential
rule when he dispatched a team of two Indian Ciyil Sefvice:(ICS) officers
- C. S. Venka;aghar and B. N. Jha - to relieve Shastri of his office
and take over ‘the administr&tion of tﬁe state. On January 4, 1951,
Shastri tendered his resignation and an "official" carétaker government
was set up which functioned till April 26, 1951 when Jai Narain Vyas
took over  as. the Chief Minister of the state.

Comparatively speaking, there is 1ittie difference‘betwgén
Shastri's removal in Rajasthan and Gopi Chand Bﬁargava's removal
‘ln Pinjab, except for the fact that Shastri’é dismissal preceded by a
few months:that of Bhargava under presidential rule in June 1951,

Of course, Bhargava was in a éiightly better position because, unlike

Shastri, he still controlled a "fluid majority" in the legislature. This

~

- .
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difference in the position of the two Chiéf Ministers also made a
difference in the "returns" Nehru received for his action. While in
the case of R%jasthan, Nehru was able to nominate Jal Narain Vyas and
the latter was able to form the government, in the case of Punjab,
Nehru nominated Bhim Sen Sacha?, but the létter, being in a minority
position, could not form the government. | .

Incumbency crisis # 3;

: 3
Like Punjab and RajaSthan, the Kerala Legislative Asserhly

e96
was, to a large extent, a Congress Assembly. T. K. N. Pillai

succeeded the first Chief Minister of the state, Pattom Thanu Pillai,

in September 1948. On February 24, 1951, T. K. N. Pillai lost control
»

1 -> .

of the dominant- faction, both ip the Pradesh Congress Committee and in
the Congresleegislative Party, to C. Kesavan. Pending notice of no-
confidence, Pillai resigned in Febrypary i951.

The crisis pa§sed'as if unnoticgd b;zzhe‘Longress High Command.
There is at least one poséible e;planatibn for the non-involvement of
the High Command: ﬁe;tﬁer T. K. N. Pillai nor his successor Kesavan
had any special political relations with the personalities in the
Congress High Command.

Table 3.9 summarizes the attitude of the Cen%ﬁf toward inc;mbency
crises in Rajasthan and Kérala, and when this table is read in conjunction
with Table 3.7, the explanation for ﬁresidential rule in. the state of
Punjab becomes very clear. Both the spatial (Table 3.7) aﬁdlfhe
~tempora1 (Table 3.9) comparisans show that the stability of the Congress
Chief Ministers involvéd in ;ncumbency crises was a function of the
atfitude of the Central leadership, and that presidential rule followed

when a Chief Minister, heading a dominant faction in the Congress

J
Legislative Party, decided to disobey the Central directives.
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1

STRUCTURAL CRTSES:

3

Presfdential Rule PEPSUL March 5, 1953 - March 8, 1954

. i : 97
The Patiala and East Punjab States' Unfon (PEPSU) wgs formed on

July 15, 1948 'by amalpamat ing eight princo]ydstatcs - Patiala, Malerkotala,
N 98

Jind, Nabha, Faridkdat, Kapurthala, Nalagar and Kalsia. PEPSU, contiguous

to the state of Punjab, had an area of 10,099 Squnro‘miles and a

‘population, predominantly Sikh in rvligloﬁ, of 3,424,060. After the

General Elections of 1952, the party position in the Legislative Assembly

was the following:

PEPSU Assembly 1952

O

Name of the Party Seats in the Assembly
Conpress 26
Akali Dal ' 21
Independents , ‘ 6
Communist Party of India (CP1) 3
Jan Sangh E 2
Kisan Muzdoor Praja Party (KMPP) 2

TOTAL: 60

Source: G. D.Binani, T. V. Rama Rao, India At A Glance (Bombay: Orient
Longmans, 1953). .

As in the case of other states - Madras, Orissa, Travancore-
Cochin = where the Congress could not get é;\absolute majority in ghe
Elections but succeeded in forming miﬁority governménts, thé Congress
‘Party tried but was unsuccessful in forming a government in PEPSU.
Instead, a United Front of all the opposition partiés, i.é.,nonfCongress;

" led by the Akali Dal succeeded in forming the governmer: on April 22,61952.

Structural crisis:

Gfan Singh Rarewala (Akali) btecame the Chief Minister of PEPSU.
It was the first and the only non-Congress ministry since Independencé.

Despite the fact that the Akali Dal was factionalized on the issue of

~n
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-9 .
a Sikh staLu,'g it projected a united image of ‘itself both to the public
and to New Delhi. For a while, it postponed its demand for a separate
¥

Sikh state in order to give the Center no cause for intervention.
However, since the Communi;ts, though only three in number, controlled
the balance of power in the United Front, he Akali Dal increasingly
showed signs of compromising with their demands. " The Communists, on
thelr part, tried to make the best use of this opportunity in building
and expaqding their sphcro.of influence in cértain areas of the state.

\ ,

For the period of about a year during which the United Front
ministry governed PEPSU, the Center kept a close watch over its
activities,particularly because (a). the Akali Dal was ideologically
committed to the creation of a separate Sikh state; and (b) the Communists,
all over Tndia, were inciting people tova violenf overthrow of theg Congress
governmont.loo As such, the alliance between the Akali Dai and the

Communists in PEPSU was perceived by the central leaders as a threat

to\the political integrity of the country. The fact that the Communists

-

had set up their own Eanchaxnts (local governments) 1in é number of

districts of PEPSU and the law and order situation was far from satjis-—

factor' 1incr:« . the apprehensions of the Center all the more.

24 oppertunity for a central intervention in PEPSU came when
the Election Tribunal set aslde the election of nine members of the
! o
Lepislative Assembly,including that of the Chief Minister,in February 1953.
Ofithe remaining 51 members of the Assembly, the re-aligned strength
' 101 : . '
of the various parties was: United Front, 25; Commurists, 3;
Independents, 2; ard Congress, 21.

Soon after the Flection Tribuvnal announced its verdict, the

Center asked the Chief Minister to submit the,césignation of his cabinet.

K
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‘Though the Chief Minister, Gian Singh Rarewala, did not refuge to resign,
he rushed to New Ep]hi to convince the Center tﬁat the PEPSU situétf6h
did not warrant prcsidcgtial\ruLe because (a) the United Front still
had a @ajorin, since one defector from the Congress party meanwhile had
joined the United Front, raising the Unitel Frént strength to 26 members
in an Assembly ofs51; and (5) that the United Front‘was'willing to provide
a different person for the_office of Chief &inister;hip. Even tﬁe
Rajpramukh (Govirnor) was reported to have argued in favour of continuing -

the ministry under a nvw leadership.lo2 However, the Center refused to

be convinced by any of these arguments. On March 4, 1953, Rarewala
resigned and the Center declared presidential rule in the state the next

day. Almost one year later, a new Congress ministry wus formed after the

mid-term polls in the state which returned Congress with a comfortable

majority in the Assembly.

~

‘The presidential proclamation was appro?ed by the Lok Sabha(lower

House of the Parliament) on March 12, and by the Rajya Sabha (Upper House

103

of the Parl;ament) on March 26, 1953; The Minister of Home Affairs,

Dr. K. N. Katgu; advanced the following reasons iq,defence of imposing
presidential fule in the state:' ~=
1. The party positi.n in the Assembly was extremely fluid. " There
were frequent floor-crossings - a practice.whicﬁ was "highly
immoral'. |
ii. The Election Tribunal had invalilated the electiops;of several
mémbérs of the.Assembly including that of the Chief Ministeg
and many more elec;ion petitions were pending before thé T;ibunal.

Thus, it was better to hold fresh elections than to ﬁold-sever§1

by-elections. In order for the fresh elections to be held in
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a "fair and impartial' manner, it had become essential for the

Center to take over. the administration of the state.
i1i. The law and order machinery had broken down. "In three distriéts,

Communists had formed 70 to 80 panchayats in oppos%tidn to estab-

'

lished government. These parallel administrations had been

collecting rent and revenue, trying cases, including murder

cases ... and préventing persons from'going to law courts."lo4

iv. "There was no stable ministry. Nothing was being donc there
and the Legislature was not even functioninp properly. "105
Leading the opposition in the Lok Sabha, Dr. S. P. Mukhérjeé
(Jan Sangh) blamed the Center for arbttrarv"*intervention and reminded
the Home Minister that the situa&ion in Madras, Orissa, Rajasthan, and
Travancore—Coch%q was no different from that of PEPSU except that the
former states were being administered‘by Congress minority\governmerits.lo6
Sarangadhar Das of West Cuttack referred to lawlessness in other parts
of the countr? and asked the Home ﬁinfster why no necessiﬁv had
arisen to. impose presidential rule in those parEs. '"%or instance,’
Das said, "in Madhyva Pradesh, ... Vindhya Pradesh, ... Uttar Pradesh
and 1in Saurashtra ... all kinds of things are happening for months and

~yet, the Government of India does not announce the President's rule in

I4

‘ N
:those~States."lO7

In the Rajya Sabha, P. Sundarayya of the Communist Party charged
the Center for pressuring the Rajéramukh (Governor) by directing him
to submit a report on the constitutional failure of his government. The
Home Ministry, said Sundarayya, had made upvcharées agaiﬁst the Governor
and told him: "Unless you sign for the‘suspension;of the Constitution,

we are going to proceed with these charges."lo8 J. S. Mann (Akali)
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il

produced statistics in the House to show that the law And order situation |

during the United Front government was much better than under the previous

Congress rule. C. G. K. Reddy told the Minister that "you wanted to create
' ’ I ) f

your own dummiés in that state ... who could carry the so-called Congress

mission."109 \
. \ ‘

The presidential rule was extended for another period,of six

months by the Rajya Sabha onvSeptehber 14, and by the Lok Sabha on 5

September 16, 1953.120 The debate in both the Houses followed the oid

pattern. The Center was charged by the opposition for deiaying mid-term
polls‘and imﬁosing a dictatorial regime in the state. Home Minister
Katju's reply to the debate was’ arrogantly blunt: In a state where
ve see fathers murdering sons, brothers murdering brothers,
sons murdering mothers or fathers, and what not ... the
' President's rule shdbuld be allowed to continue for two or

three years so that we can completelv solve this problem to
everybody's satisfaction. 111

Dr. B. R. Ambedkar quipped: "It is the most violent kind of rape on
the Constitution.'112 f L |

The reactioﬁ'outside‘the Pféiiaﬁent to the imposition of the
presidential rule was a mixed one.. While the Akali Dal led a massive
.publlc demonstration in PgPSU against presidédtial fdle,\thé national ‘

press welcomed the Central decisionh113 "The truth is,"-editorialized

the Times of .India, "that this extra-ordinary step is merely an attempt

to teach him / Rarewala / and PEPSU's other political bosses how to swim"114

in a democratic-system.

" spatial and temporal comparisons:

-

The PEPSU case can be compared neither spatially nor temporally.
Spatial comparison is ruled out because there was no case of structural

crisis in PEPSU after the presidential rule of 1953. Besides, the PEPSU

state.itself was merged with Punjab on November 1, 1956. Temporal



. ‘ 120

¢ L |
'comparison 1s not possible because there was no case of structural crisis
in any of the states of-the Indian Union at the time the state of PEPSU
oL e time

l
was 1In crisis, However, we can compare the PEPSU case with the Kerala

-

case of 1959-60 because both are cases of structural crises.

Presidential Rule in Kerala: August.l, 195 — February 22, 1960

One of the emaller'states of the Indian Union, Kerala lies along
' a 360-mile coastline at the south—western extremity of the Indian. peninsula.
The people of Kerala are known for their mild manners, intelligence, '
personal cleanliness, aestheélc.tastes and political amareness.‘ However,
in terms of problems, Kerala is a microcosm of India: extreme poverty, J
a predominantly agricultural economy, chronic deficieﬁey in food, over-
population, high unemployment, etcy_ With a 47 per cent literacy rate -
almostldouble the All-India literacy rate, the problems of Kerala: assume
a much more political seriousness cOmpared to the rest of the country,
The politics of the state is dominated by communalism which is the
product of four more or less balanced religious communities competing
with each other for political power These four communities are: the )
Ezhavas forming .26%, the Qhristians 24%., the Muslims l8%, and theﬂNairs ~
167 of tme population of themetaten | E
The results of the 1957 election in Kerala were tremendously
significant.- For the first time in the history of India and probably
1; the wotld, the Communists came to powe“ through the ballotwbox. The

Y

results of the election are on the next page.

t . <
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Kerala Assembly 1957

AA‘/”\\

Nameé of the Party ‘ S . Seats , the Assembly
Congress ) }3

Communist Party of India (CPI) 0

Muslim League & Independents 13

Praja Socialist Party (PSP) L9
. Revolutionarv Socialist Party (RSP) ) 0 ,
Uncontested : | 1

TOTAL:, 126%°

) ) . , ‘
. H .
Source: D. R. Mankekar, The Red Riddle of_Kerala(Bombay: Manaktalas,1965).

‘Immediately»after the declaration of reselts, five.Independents who
were Communist-sponsored joined the Communist Party to provide it with
an absolute majority in the legislature; E. M. S. NamboodEipad of the
Communist’Party formed the ministry on April 5, 1957.

Structural ¢risis:

Once in power, the Kerala Communists began their assault on

national unity:at least symbolically: the ministers discarded the national

iflag on thelr cars, released‘”comrades" from the jails, and instructed

-

poliee authorities toé keep theit hands off labour-management lisputes.

In terms of federalfprovincial'relations, the Kerala govetnmeﬁt seon
became the champion of "even those Congress state governments which

were strugglinézfor more power from the central government,”115 In its
excessive display of ideblogical fanaticism,%the Commuéist government
set up party cells for the adjﬁdicatipn of disputes‘ﬁaréllel to the normal
judicial set up which, it felt,_wés[ dispensing "Congre;s—boﬁrgeoisie
justice . Its EeucationalAReform Bill which provided for greater

regulation and control of private sctools, both in respect of the .

recruitment of teachers and the contents of courses to be taught, offended-



in to whip up the crisis. By Sepfémber 1957,  the Kerala Congress started

122

‘

the powerful Nair Service ‘Society - a Society of the uﬁper—caste politically

"influential Brahmins - which petitioned the President of India(to withold

116 . ‘ .
his assent to the bill. Its ‘agrarian reforms alienated the Christian .

plantation owners who.joined the Nairs in their protest against the

government.117 The Praja Socialist Party and the Muslim League jumped

-

1
[ i

givihg moral support te the agitators. On February 1,.1958, A. K.

Damodaran Nair, President of the Kerala Pradesh Congress Committee,
¢‘~ » .

declared that <, ,

the Congress Steering Committee will not oppose understanding

with the Praja Socialist Party in view of the special conditions
«.. to fight totalitarian communism. 118

Nehru was reluctant to intervenellgdespite appeals fnomlthe

-

agitators and the Kerala Pradesh Cohgresé Cottmittee and its new allies,

the Praja Socialist and the Muslim League. waever, in 1959, politics

in the Congress High Command and’conseduently in the 'Central Government

took a ﬁew turn: Mrs. Gandhi was élected President of the Cbngress on,
Feﬁruary 8, 1959. 'At her very first press conferénce,tIndira discountled
an; possibility offcooperating with the\Communists in Kerala and declared,
"1 will.make spécial ;fforts to win back Kerala for the Congress;."120
On June 12, 1959, R. Shankar of the Kergla Congress called upon Kerala

people to observe "Deliverance Day" and started what is now_journalis—

tically known as,the'“ﬁ&beration‘St}uggle”. Before the struggle started,

o !
" it was well known that while Indira was impatient and wanted to strike

a blow at the Communist government, Nehru was watchful but ¢ool. On
v ‘ ; .

‘

" June 6, 1959; Nehru made a categorical statemeﬁt;

So far as I am concerned, I do not propose, nor intend, nor

look forward to, nor ex?ect governments falling except through

democratic procesSes._12 N '
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However, on the same day, Indira put it differently: ,

I am not saving that the State government has to go, but
1f the people there feel aggrievgd, something should be
1 +

On July 25, 1959, Indira, observing the reluctance of her father to

intervene, met the Pr India and -o0ld newsmen after the meeting:

It is high time 1e Central Government to act in Kerala.
In fact, Central action is long overdue in view of the hard
facts of the situation.

Six days later, on August 1, 1259, the President ofiIndia dismissed
tﬁé Kerala government and imposed pnesidentiél rule in the state. By
then: the “Liberation Struggle' had completely paralyzed 'the machinery
of the government and Kerala was in near-anarchy. Dnring theﬁstruggle,
the police had ffired in sik‘p}aces; killed-lS EEOpie, and lathi-charged'
ZFsEd‘stiok§7 248 times, injuring 1,605 persous, and erresting 149,341,
including 40,000 women."124
ﬁ\\\' ‘The summary of the Kerala Governor's report whlch was laid

on the fable in the Lok Sabha - this was the first time that the Centgxf
Government had bowed to the persistent demand of the oIposition in
placing a summar§ report of the Governor pefore the Parliamen® - in
connection with the approval of presidential rule, charged the Kerala
government with releasing prisoners, créating_lawlessness and insecurity
of life; indoctrinating‘citizens through educational policies, demorali-
Zing police and other services and weakenlng the financ1al standing of
the'state.125 But "the crux", the Governor wrote,

of the legal and COnstitutlonal question is whetker the Kerala

government has lost the support of the overwhelming majority

of the people and_whether the allegations: made of maladministra-

tion and subversion of democracy are substantially true ....

The allegations made against the government are substantially true

and I am convinced also that the Government has lost the support
of the maJorlty of the people. 126

The Central Government faced the angry Parliament in August 1959, The
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debate in both the Houses was, perhaps, stormier‘thqn any previous

:‘debate on Central intervention. For the flrst time, five Union Ministerq

including the Prime Mi%ister himself had to come to the rescue of the

Home Minister to défend Central action.127 Nehru defended the acflon
. .

of the Center on the ground that the agita lon had acquired massive

support and that, even if he wanted, he could not "suddenly stop this
‘ . . . , |

movement lfi.e; Liberation Strugpkiizqat that stage." Moreover, he

asked, "how cand T condemn a movement\hich is people's e:-;pression?"128

The Home Minister accused the Kerala government of favouring omne class

against another in the application of their policies and condemned

the remission of sentences to 'comrades' among whom there were at least
: !

"thirty four persons who had been guilty of very heinous of fences of

I
' ' ‘ 129
a hideous character.... for murdering policemen ...."

1

S. A. Dange of the Communist Party of India had this to say:
"~
The police is on the side of ‘the rlch moneyed elements who
just ring up the police because the police is on the tap ....
The police is pitted against the peogle .... We defend rolice
policy and we shall make it agaln '

A. K. Gopalon (Communist) blamed Nehru for not advising disengagement of

the Congress from the ‘movement .

The proclamation was - approved bv the Lok Sabha on August 20, and

. by the Rajya Sabha on August 25, 1959.

Outside the Parliament, t?e action of the Central Government
£ -
and of the Congress Party in engineering nopular upsurge was adversely

) commented upon by the press and by some leading statesmen, including
some Congressmen. Referring to the alliance of the Kerala Congress with
the Socialists, the Muslim Leaguers, and the Nair Service -Society, to

bring down the Kerala government, the Statesman. editorialized: "Opportunist

alliances will not help the Congress, but almost certalnly have an

>
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adverse reaction when it appeals again to the electorate, nl131 Rajaji
warned the Kerala, Congressmen against laying 'an axe at the root of
‘parliamgntary democracy", and H. N. Kunzru reminded them and the Central
leaders of the "dangerous consequences" of adopting ”diféc: methods"

~ to oust a constitutionally-elected state government. Among the Congress-
men, Feroze.Gandhi - Mrs. Indira Gandhi's husband'and Member of the .
Parliament - criticised the Central deernment for having "blundéred~
throughout", and Mahavir Tyagi wagned thaf the Congress‘Party was
"digging its own grave" by aligning wifh caste and communal forces.132
N. V.’Gadgil,dnhen Governor of Punjab, publicly expressed the view
that the Keraia4éovernmenx had the right to;continue in office for

its full term of five years, unless it resignad of "its own accord or
133

1
was voted out of office.

A comparative analvsis: PEPSU and Kerala

There were some ﬁarked similarities in the two cases under study: -
both were cases of structural crises; both involved non-Congress govern-
ments which, technically speaking, still held the confidence df their
'respective legislatures, and bdth implicated the Communists‘as trouble-

l dakers. The strategy adopted by the Communista'in both cases was the
same: establishlng party-cells in the countryside and paralyzing the
normal functioning of -administrative and judicial apparatus of the
government. However, while in PEPSU, phe.Commhﬁists, holding the balance
of:power in ghe‘legislatdre, were ‘the source of trouble for the»state
government, in Kerala,.the Congress, in'leagué with other parties and

-3

groups, whipped up the crisis. In PEPSU, presidential rule was

declared because the 'law and order'machinery“ had broken down; in Kerala,

it was declared because the 'government had lpst support of the over-

whelming majority of the people." - i
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Tp be sure, the Central intervention in Ke%ala was the more serious
of the two. The PEPSU govérnment‘was a government with a gluid majority
in the legislature and represented a marriage of c;nvenience among pérties
and individuals with few common programs and policies. Further, it was

‘ 1346 '
also admitted in many -quarters that the PEPSU ministry was corrupt

and incapable of ﬁaihtaining law and order in the state. As suéh, the
Central intervention wés renerally welcomed by the press. Op the other
hand, the Kerala government had none of the failings of the EEPSU
government; it had:a stable majority in the legislaturc,';n.ideoiogical‘
comﬁitmEnt to certain proérams and ﬁolicies; and was generally iécorrdpt
iﬁ its Qorking. But for the popular upsufge accelerated by the moral .
support of Mrs. Indira Gandhi as the Congress Prestdent, there was
nothing to suggest that the Kerala governmenﬁ would not have compiefed

. ‘ . “ .
its!full term of office. Even on August 1, 1959, when the présidential

rule was proclaimed; Nehru sent a personal letter of explanation to

Kerala with "with regards'" for the Chief Minister. But: for Indira, it
‘ 135

was a "moment of triumph."

.
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CONGRESSTZATION CRISES:

Q

Presidential Rule in Andhra Pradesh: November 15, 1954 - March 28, 1955

The state of Andhra, until 1953, was a Telugu—speaking area in
multi{ingual Madras state. 1In that year after Potti Sriramalu fasted
to death, the Telupu-speaking districts of Madras scre separated by
the Central Government to form"the new state of Andhre. On November 1,
1956, Andhra Pradesh was reorganized and its boundaries expanded to
incltide nine Telegana distticts of erstwhile Hyderabnd state.

- The politics of Andhra has been dominatedﬁby the two dominant
casée groups, the Kemmas and the Reddis. At the. time of the‘formation @
of Andhra Pradesh,. they faced each o!%er as '"titans" 136 While both)
the groups are peasant-proprietors, their mutual rivelry is accentuated
by their”polerized partisan loyalties. Generally speakicg, the Kammas
- though owning eighty percent of the fertile delta lamd-‘re Coﬁmunists
while the Reddis are Congressites: In the struggle fo: a Telegu~3peakingA;
state, tﬁe Cormunist Party spear-headed the demand and conseqgently
acquired many strongholds'of support, particularly in the Kamma-dominated
‘delta region of the state.

No fresh elections were held when Andhra Pradesh was formed
in 1953. The Central Government decided that all the 140 members elected
to the Madras Legislative Assembly in 1952 from the Andhra area were to
constitute the Andhra Pradesh Legislative Assembly until the General
xElection; ig 1957. The decision of the Central Government, though novel,
was in conformity with the wishes of the various political’ parties in

~ . ,

~ the Andhra region which.were not prepared to face the electorate soon

-

after the General Elections of 1952 The position of the various

political parties in the Andhra Assembly, as constituted in 1953, was the

<
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’
\b r
following::—\“
Andhra Assembly 1953
+
b ‘\v/‘
¥
Name of the Partv : Seats in the Assembly :
Communist Party of India . 41
Congress , ' 40 .
Praja Socialist Party 26
Krishikar Lok Party - 15
Independents & others o " 18
’ , TOTAL: 140

Source: Michael Brechcer, NEHRU: A Political Biographv (London: Oxford,

—

1959) :473, - '

o N

Congressization crisis;

Unable to form the government itself, the Congress épened
negotiations with all other politica]‘partiag and groups except the
Commgpist§. Knowing the ambitions and the popuiarity of T. Prakasam -
he was known as_the "liQn-o%:AnAhra" - of the Praja Socialist Pavrty,
the Congress High Commaﬁd di;ected N. Sanjiva‘Reddy to accept second
position in the Prakasam cabinet. This decision was tdken whentthe
Communists announced their decision to support Prakasam for the Chief
. Ministership in case of a contest with.the Congress[candidaté, Sanjiva
Redd?. HowéQer, the High Lommand imposed one céhdition on Prakasam
before tﬂe formation of the ministry: he must become an associate member
of the Congress Party. J. B. Kgipalani, then President of the Praja

Socialist Party at the national level, took strong exception to this

"wild" suggestion .and accused "Nehru and others for fragmenting
wl37

»

opposition parties. On refusal from the Praja Socialist national executive

to allow him to join the Congress, Prakasam resigned from the Praja Socialist
\ .)

Party on Sebtember 5 and became the Chief Minister of the “rate an

October 1, 1953. It was a coalition government of the PSP, Congress,



and the Frishik:, .k Partv(KLP),
Within scven weeks of the formatioy . the ministry, it faced
a conaressization crisis. On November 23, b, cabinet minister

Vishwanathan of the Pra?g vocialist Party ("SPj wvas asked efther to quit

the cabinet or persuade his followers in the legislature to ]Ofil the

Congr;s$.138 The fhreat worked half-way; while 11 PSP members joinud

. the Cnngros; Legislative Party, others refused. The PSP dn Andhra E
. ’ |

was, thercefore, split hetween the ;ro and ant{-Congress *factions. Nexhk

came ého pressure on-cabinet minister Thimma Ré&dv of the KIsP. However,

\

in this case the threat d{d not work: Thimma Rcady,<though personally

'wi]]jng'to join &h; angregs, preferred to resign from the %inistry

wheg he found his followers cxgromc]v‘}eluctnnt to join the Congress.

But the very dialopué between Thimma Reddv and h;s followers on the

issue 6( joining the Congress created so&% kind of disunity in the KLP

whose membefs‘startod:votinu freelv 1n the”state lTegislature., The

over-all impact of the congressization crisis was that voting in the -

legislature became unpredictable: on‘Novémbey 24, 1953, while the KLP's

candid?te was eclected Spéaker of the.Assembly, the Deputy Speakership

was bagged by the Commugiéts, defeating tbe govérnment—sponéored N

candidate.

<

Unsure of 1its majority in the legislature, the'ministry lived

a pré;arious existence. Tn June 1954, two of its—very important bills -
one concerning taxation and the other Sri Venkateswara University -

were defcatod;hut the ministry refused to resign. : On June 8, 1954,

the ministry suffered another defeat oniits long—dqbated139Prohibition’

- Bill,which made the Chief Minister refer the issue of the resignation

14

of his minisf‘k‘to Nehru. Nehru advised Prakasam not to resign because

\

B
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the Congress would not like tQ fipht electiohs on the prohibition issue.

On November 6, 1954: the government was, once apain, defentod on the
Prohibition issue, and this timv‘it happened hecause two of the Congress
members voted with the opposition. Prakasam submittcd the resignation
of-hjn ministry to the Governor tnc same day, regommending dissolution
of the Assembly. ' | o B “

Betwonn November 6 and 15, the Governor‘kept the resignation of
the ministry pendinpg and got in‘touch with the Cent;al Government for

guidance in the matter. In the meanwhile, the Communists and the Socialists
» . ,

»

i

arrived at some mutun]“understanding and s;;ﬁéd their claim.to form

an a]ternative government. In their denan they were supportcd by some

P .
Independent‘ and some would-be Congress defectors. Watching ‘the Congress
fragment, Sanjiva Reddy, the Deputy Chief Minister in the Prakasam
cabinet, rushed to New Delhi to persuade the Central> Covernment to impose

presidential rule in Andhra. On November ‘10, 1954, he announced:

It would Be in Conpress interest to have presidential rule.
We don't want to be even caretaker government 140

On November 15, 1954 presidential ru]e was dec]ared in Andhrh without
the Governd& exploring the . possibilitleq of an alternative ministry.
With the disso]ution ofgthe Assembly, manv‘a "fence- sitter 1dined the
' 'Congreqs.Partv under the influcnce of Prakasam's "Rejoin Congreqs
campaign. "T have always thought,' said Prakasam in September 1954

that the Congresq was the perld and the people were Congress whatever
‘name you give to Committees or otherwise. 14l

The presidential rule was approved by the Lok Sabha on Novembér

19, and by the Rajva Sabha on November 29, 1954, The Home Mi;l§ter,
Dr. K. N. Katju, suggested the following reasons_ﬁpx\inposing presidentielf

rule:
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1. The Prakasam ministry was not willing to carry on as a
caretaking ministry tilf the mid-term elections.
i1. There was no hossibility of formihﬂ an alternative ministry
vhich could be stable. |
111. The prosjdentia] rule would ensure "free, falr and wholly
unfettered™ 42 mid:term>elections. ‘
The opposition attack was concentrated on two hasic points:
1. Why was Mr. Negi Reddy (CPI), lcader of the Opp031tion
in the disqo]ved Assembly, not invited bv the Fovernox
to form an alternative ministry,particularly when he had
claimed that he could doAso? If the Congress could form
a coalition, why not the Communists?
ii. Why was no presidentia] ruie declared when the Prakasam
ministrv was dqfeated.twice in June:1954? |
While Ashoka Mehta (PSP)\warned the Central Government against playing,
what he called,-the ”game of piracy" by'causing defettioh in other
parties,143 P. Sunaaravya (CPI) condemned the use of presidentral ru;e
as a threat against the opposition parties. "In fact," he said, ”the
' government f in Andhra / would not have lasted even the thirteen months,
- had it not alwavs heen threatened: If you vote against us, there willA

be Governor's rule. Ve will dissolve the Assembly.”144

Peplying to the opposition charge that an alternative ministry

7 ¢

was possible and that the Governor, according to parliamentary cornventions,
should have’ invited the leader of the opposition to form the government ,

the Home Minister said:

I have not troubled the House with any quotatlons from any
constitutional books for the simple reason that in no.
Constztution do you find a section res embling our Article
356. ) -
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Outside the Parliament, while the Communists tried to make
electoral capital out of Central intervention by making public statements,

the Times of India we}comed‘the Central decision to hold fresh electioﬁs

}q\i:e state.}4® ¢, Latchahna of the KLP characterized Central intervention
as t

N
¢ "negation of democracy ... a dictat~rial.act."147

Spatial and temporal comparisoné: ¢ f

Since Andhra Pradesh did not have any congressization crisis other

than the one discus;cd ﬁbove, w; are not'in a position to make épatiél
»comparisons. However, temporal comparisons ére both intereéting andA
.illuminntiné. .Dufing the period that the Prakasam ministry was under
pressure to\coﬁgrcssize itseifdand liéuidate the separaté\identities

of the coalition partners, there were two other state governmeﬁtstvu the
Indian political scene which were undergoing a similar kind df pressure,
“i.e.,the pressure to congressizé thémselves. The political style to

cdn essize the coalition paftners in the tw;,states - Kerala and Madras
-.wWas similar to the one uséd in Andhra but with différent consequences.

S

In Ke ala; the coghressization pfocess}was unsuéceésfu?, leﬁding to -the
; , .
dissolution of the_legis]a;ure - the Andhra pattern except fo~ the fact
that no p;esidéntial rule was declared. 1In Madras, the congressization
proéess‘was succeésfui, resulting in governmént stability ;nd Congress
hegemony for many years to come. .Tablé 3110 outlines the tenure of

the Ch;ef Ministéré of the two states, the Eype of crises they-faced,

]
and the outcome of crises.
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R R
TABLE 3.10
. : . ] |
CONGRESSIZATION CRISES IN KERALA & MADRAS
i
Chief Minister Tenure Crises 40Dutcome of crises
‘ (year)
A. J. John 1952-54 l.Congressization Legislature dissolved
Kerala : (1953) on September 24,1953,
C. Rajapopalachari 1952-54 Y 2. Congressization Government stability;
Madras X (1954) ' coalition pprtners
. Iy merge with the Congreds
K. Kamaraj 1954-63 Y
. ’ X

.‘\
A summary of the congressization crises in the two states is the

fellowing:

Congressization crisis # -1:

The party composition oft the Kerala legislature after the 1952

General Eléctions bas the following:

Kerala Assembly 1952 ‘ v \

Name of the party Seats in the Assembly
Congress 44
Communist Party of India(CPI) was banned
Praja Socialist Party (PSP) - 11
Travancore Tamil Nad Congress (TTNC) 8
Revolutionary Socialist Party(RSP) 6
Independents & others \ 39%

~- . ‘ .\\

TOTAL: 108

* 32 among them were supported bv the CPI.
Source: D. R. Mankekar, The Red Riddle of Kerala(Bombay: Manaktalas 1965):75

After Jawaharlal Nehru announced, '"we will not shirk responsibllity”
A J< John of the Congress formed a coalition government with the TTNC
and seven other Independents. However, ever since the formation of the

ministry, the Chief Minister was consistently pressuring the TINC - partner
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!
in the coalition - to merge with the Congress. On June 7, 1953;'
A. J. John issued a "merge or quit" ultimatum té the TTNC and simultaneously
hinted at a new coalition with the Praja Socialist Party. The immediate

reason for the showdown with the TTNC was, as the Times of India, reported,

"thg contiﬁued refusal of the latter party to merge with the Congresé.
Another issue lfbas_7-the panchayat‘elections in which both put up rival
candidates.”"148 Three weeks later, a bitter atgack was made agéinst the
TTINC min;stér, Chidambaranatha Nadar.m9 On July 20, 1953, the‘Congress
High Commqu\sent ifs emissary (Balwantrai Mehta) to Kerala, who granted.
more time to the TTNC.to decide{ On September 15, 1953,'tﬁe TTNC withdréw
from the cqalition; aﬁd ten days 1a;¢r,'§he ministry Qas voted out of
office on a no confidence motion. .Oﬁ the recommendaﬁion of the Chief
Minister, the Rajpramukh dissolved the Assembly but asked A. J. John-
- and his cabinet to continue as a caretaker government until fregh
_électioné wéfe held in.the state;

The leader of the opposiéion in tae dissolged Assembly,ATJV.Thomas,
had earlier requested theTRajpramukh not. to dissolve tlte Assembl§ and
gp give him a fair chance to form a stable miniétry,.ﬁﬁt his réquest
was not granted. ThévCommuniéts and the Praja Socialists challenged
thé donstituti;nality of maintaining t%e John ministry in office after
it had been dgfqate& and the Assembly dissolved, to\whiqh P. Govinda
Menon, Finance Minister in the John_pébinet; quoted. at 1e;gth from ‘
British p;ecedents abéutvthe privilege of the Crown to grant dissolutioh

e ,

to a 'defeated minisfry. Howgver, when M. Manuran raisei'thejissue %n
the Parliament, the Home Minister‘dgnied having given.any advice whatever
to the John ministry in respect of whether it should or shduld not stay
ih'office.lso He Itfmen assured the House that the elections in the state

shall be "fair, unfettered and completely free' irrespective of who
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*

did the caretaking.
In this case, the dissolution of the AssemBly and the caretaking

by the Congress Party made the use of presidential rule redundavé.

Congressization crisis # 2:

i

The party composition of the Madrz - Legislative Assembly after :
. ! C

the 1952 General Flection was the following:

Madras Assembly 1952

<

Name of the Party ‘ ‘ " Seats in the Assembly

Congress ’ .. 152

CpPI . : ’ 59 .

Kisan-Mazdoor-Praja-Party(KMPP) 35

Socla]ists : ‘ 13

Krishikar Lok Party o . 15

Tamil Nad Toilers . 19

Commonweal Party 6 [

Independents 63

Others : ’ 13 _
TOTAL: .375 .

Source: V. K. Narasimhan, Kamaraj- A Sﬁudv (Bombay :Manaktalas,1967) :40

o . : R
The results of the election had demoralised the Congress in

Hadrés,.not‘becaqse it’uas réduced to a miﬁority party in thé legislature,
but because six of the cabinet ﬁinistersjlncludiﬁg the Ghief M%nister

of the out-going Congress ministry had been defeated at the polls. Sobn
aftgr the results of the elections, all the opposition parties, on the
initiative of the Cemmunists, formed a United Democratic Front (withA

T. Prakasam as its leader) and claimed the right to forn the new ministry.

i . , : .
‘However, Governor Sri Prakasa "discreetly avoided any talks" with the

! -

United Front leader though K.,Kamaraﬁ,.PreSident of the Pradesh Congress
: . : 1 .

Committee, did not wish to dény the United Front a chance to form the
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government: As Narasimhan writes:
If Kamaraj had his way,_the United Democratic Front leader may
have bheen invited to form a Ministry. But thererwere several
interests inside the Congress and outside which did not relish
the setting up a Communist-dominated Ministry 5 Madras ...,
Sri Prakasa, who had become Governor in February 1952, did not

wisl to have on his hands a non- Congress Ministry, if possibly
that could be prevented.151 \ |

|
The Congress High Command considc;ed the Madras srtuation and directed
'the Madras Congress to take up ofﬁice "Only the largest nroun,' declared
the High Command, "in the lepislature has the right to form the govern- |
ment , "152 However, since there was no leader in the Congress Legislative
Partykcapable of frazmentin? the United Front the High Command requested
C. Rajagopalachari (who had been living in retirement after a varied career
since 1946 as Central Home Minister, Governor of Benéai and the first {
Indian Governor—Ceneral) to form the new gcvernment C ‘Rajagopalachari.
accepted the offer on the condition that he would not be asked to get
elected to the Legislative Assembly but rather nominated by the Governor
to the upper chamber of the Madras legislature. On March 31, 1952 the

Governor nominated Raiaoopalachari (Rajaji) to the Madras Legislative

Council (upper chamber) and on April 10, his ministry was sworn in office.

" On April 7, p. Ramamurthi of the Communist Party lost the writ of certiorari
in the Madras High Court which questioned the validity of Rajagopalachari's
nomination to the upper chamber. -

b : :
Almost immediately after the ministry was sworn, the United Front
began to break up.' Besides some Independents, Rajagopalachari asked

.the 1eader of the Commonweal Party, Manickavelu Naicker, to join his

ministry, which he did. With his'immense personal influence buttressed

by an unfailing support from the High Command, Rajagopalachari won over

many supporﬂers and isolated, even demoralized, the *Communists. 1n the

i
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Legislative Assembly, he burst out: "I lam your enemy No. 1 and you are
’ ' . . 153
my enemy No.gl. That is my policy towards you from A to Z."  With his
7 ‘ : o
supporters‘fragmented, T. Prakasam, leader of the United Frent, bé&came

’defensive and since his major area of political support was in the
Andhra region, he started directing his‘jnflucnce to the creation of
Andhra;Pradesh rather than striking against Rajagoralachari. His
inoffenéive opposition to the Cengress paid him‘rich dividends when
te becamexthe first Chief Min}ster ol Andhra in 1553.
- In April 1954, K. Kamaraj succeeded C. Rajagopalachari. Vlth
the creatgen of Andhra Pradesh'in 1953, the position of the Congress
perty in the Legislatine Aesembly had improved, though it was sti1ll not
in absolute majority. It was reported to have a fluid strength of

10 —,llg‘members'in the reorganized House of 231 members. In constitu-
ting his}ministrx, K. Kamaraj invited S. Ramaswemi Padayachi of the
Tamil Nad Toilers' Party and Manichavelu Naicker of the CommenwealaParty
to join his cabinet. To begin with, they were asked to become assOc%gte
members bf'the Congress“but'later, as in the Andhra case, to merge their
iparties with the Congress. By Ma?—June 1954; these'twe parties lost
their separate identities and became part of the Congress monolith.l'54

Qhat weuld have been' the altervatlve scenario, had the Madras

minor parties refused to merge with the Congress can be anybody's guese;
but if the Andhrd and Kerala cases can be taken as;indicative of any trend,
: ! ,
the answer! to the Madras crisis is not frr off to seek. A comparative studyi
of the three cases clearly shows-that unsuccessful congres31zat10ns lead

to the dissolution of Leglslatlve Assemblies. Furtherv whether such
dissolutions are ordered by the decleration or'non—declarati?nbof presi~

dential rule' depends on the position of the Congress in ‘the state. If the

Congress alone (as in Kerala) is g01ng to be the caretaking government ‘

\ i
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presidential rulé¢ becomes redundant.

Presidential Rule in Kerala: March 23, 1956 - April 5, 1957

'After the fall of the Congress-coalition ministry led by A. J.
John in Septgmber 1953, midfterm election to the Kerala Legi;lativc
Assemﬁly was held in February-March, 1954. The pre-election campaign was
nothing Put a war of ﬁerves between the Congress, which had decided ta
fight the elections all by itgllf, and the Leftist United Front consisting
of all the leftist p?rties, including the Praja Socialiét\Party. During
the election campaign, almost all the stalwarts of the_Cbngfess Party -
| Jawaharlal Nehru, C. Rajagopalachari (}Iad\kgf), Morarji Deséi .(B'omb'.ay),' ‘ |
T, T. Krishnamachari- (Union Ministér} - visited Kerala to condemn the
,”unhoily alliance" among}the leftistlﬁarties. K;isﬁnam;chari was reported
to havé saidithatv"even.if Coﬁmunists win £he:elections, we will not allow
them to rule in Travancore—Cochin lfkefala;7."155 On hearing this statement,
A. K;IGopalan of the Communist Party asked in.the Parliament: "Why'fhis |
.farce of election at all?" Later, Nehru clarified Krishnamachari's state-
ment and assured the electorate in Kerala that the Central Goyernment
would not; intervene even if the Communists won the eléctions. Howeve?,

: . : 156
Nehru added, "it is a different matter if the Constitution is offended."

In December 1953,4tﬁe Parliament extended the 1ife of the Preventive
Detention Act un?er which large number o? Communists were freely arreste.
and detained the previous year. During'ﬁhe debate on this act, S. Gupta

of Wesb?Bengal said: "T?is pernicidus Act puts our country to sham% before_
“the conscience of civilized society', and the PSP ieader Kripalani (one
tifhe President of the Indién National Congress) questioned the gonesty

‘of the Govefnment. Why does the Govérnment, he asked: ;nbt havé a forth-
157

right and honest policy and proscribe the Communist Party?"

The election results surprised none but the Congress. Despite
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the fact that it had staked its prestige on the election, it could not

secure an absolute majority in the Kerala Legislat™ve Assembly as the

following table shows:

Mid-term poll results in Kerala

1954
Name of the party Seats in the Assembly
~Congress 45

United Front : o 1 60

CP1Y = 23

RSP = .9 , '

PSP = 19 ‘ :

Ind. = 9
Travancore Tamil Nad Copgress(TTNC) :12

TOTAL: - 117 (vacant: 1)

Sources D. R. Mankekar, The Red Riddle of Kerala(Bombay:Manaktalas,1965):75

With a total stfength of 45 members in the legislature, the

chances of Congress forming the government were bleak, more so with all the
)

non-Congress parties openly committed to non—cooperatfon with the Congress.
J

The Congress could not, as in’ the earlier éase of Madras (1952), ev§nf
resort to the "largest party" thesis for it was not the lérgest group

in the legislature. Itﬁhad some hopes of»attfacting the Praja Socialists
but that too was gone when Pattom Thanu Pillai-(PSP)Aannouncéd immediately

158

after the elections: "W will not support Congress. However, the

Congress knew the answer to its problem: instead of one, there had to be
two congressization crises to form the government in the state.

v
Congressization crisis # 1:

On March 16, 1954, Pattom Thanu Pillai of the Praja_Socialist
Party withdrew from the United Front and formed the government with

Congress support withbut the latter joining as a partner in the government.
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Pillail accepted the arrangement probably under threat of Central interven-

tion. "We formed the government to avoid presidential rulc“,ngsaid Pillai

at ;hc time of form?ng his ministry."-

Soon after, the Congress started a denigration campaign against
the minority governmént of Pillai. It wou.d criticise and even demoralise
the governmint in the legislature but would vote with -the governﬁént.

In the budget seésioﬁ (1954), Pillat, fed up with Congress manocuvres,
retorred; ‘

My colleague and T will be only too glad to go home
1f the Congress wants to withdraw its support,160

- By Septembér 1954, the Leftist United Front, having waited long enough

for the return of the Praja Socialists to their fold, :esorted to offeﬁsives
against the government. Having thus isolated Pillai and, his followers

from the Front, the Congress.won over the TTNC whose supporters were

{
‘subjected to police firing by the govermment on an issue - the merger

of four Tamil-speaking areas with the state of Madras - which was

-~

deéiﬂed,by the government with the active supﬁort ofvfﬁé"Congress.16l

When the Pillai government arrested 400 TTINC agitators in Kerala, Nehru

ordered Pillafi fo set up an inquiry commission - a demand which was being

made by the TTNC - to investigate and report on>police firing and arrests.

]

Nehru's intervention allured the TINC to the Congress and the two tog;;her’
. ' |

decided tovform the government. .In the third week of December 1954, the.

Congress High Command gavé permission to 7. Govinda Ménon, leader of

the Congress Legiska“ive Partf.in Kerala: to topple the Pillai ministry.

In its resolution of Tecember 17, the High Command permitted the.

overthrow of the governmedt subject to the pr;Qiso that

no step which might necessitate the imposition of President's -
rule in the state should be taken without careful consideration.l62
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Having faced an angry opposition in the Parliament on the presidential
rule in Andhra (which was debated 1in Nbvemﬁer 1954), the Center scemed
reluctant to get unnecessarily involved in the present Kerala case..-
On- February 8, 1955; the Pillai ministry‘was voted out of office.
On the same day, Pattom Thanu P}llai régretfpl]y sald:
I never realised at first that th; Congress offer of support
of the Praja Socialist Party was just to gain time to pet

Tamil Nad support f{or them. After all, 1 thought they had
- gome honesty left in them as human beings.

n ‘
Though Pil]ai recommended dissolgtioﬁ of the Assembly, the Bﬂiﬂiﬂmﬂkﬁ
declined to accept the recommendation. Pillal questioned the hongst§ of
the Rajgraﬁukh and reminded him of his eaifier decision to ‘dissolve the
Assembly on the recommendatiqﬁ of the defeated Congress Chief Minister,
‘A. J. John (1953).: The only difference;;Pillai said, was that he was

a non-Congress Chief Minister.

‘Congressization crisis # 2:

The Rajpramukh invited the Con§fess~TTNC coalitibn to torm the
government on February l4, 1955. At the time, the coalition had 60
supporters (Congress = 46; TTNC ='12; and defectors from the PSP =;2)

in the Kerala legislature of 118 membérs: P. Govinda Menon of the
Congress betame the Chief Minister of the state.

Immediately after forming the ministry, the Congress decided
to bargain for the TTNC merger with the Congress. The Central Government
gratified the political dgmand of the TTNC by merging fou; Tamfl—speaking.
areas with the state of Madras and in return, tﬁe TTNC merged with th;
Congress. ..~ it was done, the Menon ministry became an all Congréss
_ministryA;.an achievement hard to-anficipate at the time of the election

results. ' , . »

However, soof thereafter, the congressization had its effect,
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as in Andhra (1954), on the Kerala Congress itse]f: six members of the
Congress Legislative Party protested against the TTNC merger and resigned
from the Party. At this juncture, Menon sought the support of the PSP,
but Pattom Thanu Pillai, once bitten, refused to cooperate with the
Congress, On March 11, 1956, P. Govinda Menon submitted the resdgnation
" of his ministry. On the same day, Pattom Thanu P{llai met the Ra jpramukh
" and informed him of his willingness to form an alternative governnent
with the support of 60 memhers of the legislaturc.. Between March‘ll and
March 23, the Rajpramukh vacillated. - a stvle similar to the one followed
in Kerala (1953) and Andhra (1954) - and did not move even after Thanu
Pillai submitted a list of 61 supporterq duly signed by the members. On
March 23, 1956, the Central Government took over the administration of
the state and impoeed ptesidential rule. Unlike the successful congressi-

zation in Madras, the Kerala crisi$ followed the Andhra (1954) and Kerala
(1953) pattern |
* The presidential rule was debated in the Lok Sabha on March 29,
and in the_Rajya Sabha on April 23 and 24, i956. In‘thé Lok Sabha, the
Union Home Minister found it hard to build any solid defense for‘the
Central interventioR. A; K.-Gopalan(QPI) questioned the HomerMinister
and asked hin if he could declare that Pa. iom Thanu Pillai was in a;ninorit;.

" 1 want the Home Minister to say whether the Rajpramukh
today can deny that he had not seen the signatures of
61 people. 64 _ i .

To thie, the Home Minisker replied that even though Thanu Pillai had -
a strength of 60 gembers, we should not forget that®

there is a difference between a solid party of 56 / referring
to the Congress strength #a the Assembly / and a hotch- ~potch 165
gang consisting of 5 to 10 parties with 3 or 8 or 10 from each.

~ -
‘When some of the members referred to the parliamentary practice of inviting

"



143

the leader of the opposition to form an alternative povernment “and quoted
at length the precedents established fn the United Kingdom, Canada, Ireland,
etc., the Home Minfster closed the discussid® with o note which had an
abhorrent logic. Other countries of the world, he said,

had not the foresipht to have a provision of this character

/ whereby the President can_/ come to the aid of embarrassed

states ... so that they mav got the healing balm and healthy

medicine and thereby regain their lost vip,our.“’(’ .

In the Rajva Sabha, B, N. Datar, Minister in the Ministry of

Home Atfairs, admitted that Pattom.Thanu Pillal had the support of "59
or possible 62 members” in the Assembly but the Praja Soefalist Party
could not be relied upon to give a stable ministrv ‘to Kerala. Besides,
he said, Thanu P{llai was more of an off lce-monper than a rvli}?}v
statesman:"Knowing as we do what Thanu Pillai did onct, he naturall¥
was not a man to decline to form a Ministry however adverse the circum-
stances might be."167 Fhe minister admitted that an alternative ncoalition
ministry was possible,but {t would have been undesirable to form one

in"view of the fact that there were "at least three parties whose

ideologies L“W(‘I‘C‘_-/_ entirely different and whose wayv of approach of
| 168

.the various political problems lfhas“7'not one and the gamo.

The life of the presidential le was extended for another
period of six months:by the Parliament in August-Sgptember) L956, sq;4
that the olocgions in Kcralﬁ would syncﬁronizegﬂ&th the General Elections
scheduled to be held in éarly 1957. The debatenon the extengion of the

s &

preside ' ial rule was, on the whole, dull, and insipid. 1In ﬁhe Lok‘Sabha,
some membersy particularly those who had their parliamentary eonstituencies
in Kerala, wanted .the Assembly to be recalfzd'(which the ministefvsaid

was‘constituti()naliy impossible even "if we wished to do so'). .The Rajya

] ’
Sabha was preoccupied with a debate on the allocation of more funds
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"
to Kerala during the period that the presidential rule was to'stay In

fprce.ng
Spatial comparisons:

Between 1957 und‘l963, Kerala was one stutoiin the Indian Union
where the Congress Pnriy could not 0;t0b11 h its hegemony. The state
had two presidential rules (1956; 1959) and two mid-term .eledPions (1954,‘ '
1960) besides two Geneval Elections (1952, 1957). The Kerala Logislativb
Assembly was dissqjvvd thrice before Comp]éring its constitutional term:
of 5 ycbrs.) 1t was dissolvod;twico under presidential rule (1956,1959)
;nd once withoug.thg dcclaratiop of proéjdent{al rule (1954), Table 3311

outlines the names of the Chief Ministers, their tenure of office, the -

type of crisis each faced and the outcome of criscs between 1948 and 1963,

[

vCongrossiiqgign crises # 1-3:
- In this fnrt of the chgptor‘ we are only Cbncerned with the
four congressization crises ( see Table 3.11), the first three of which
have been élready.discussed in .the preceding pages. To re-capture the

:

.crisis eﬁisodés bfigfly:vthe Kerala Assembly was dissolved in 1953 when
A. 7. John (Congress) failed to congressize the Travancore Tanil ;éd
Congress (TTNC) yhich was a coalition partner with the‘Congress.‘ Pattom
Thanu Pillai® (PSP) was supported by the Congress in order to isolate

the PSP from the Leftist United Front. However, once the Congress was

" able to fbfm a coalition government with the TTNC, Pattom Thanu Pillai
bad nozchbice but to resign. P, Govinda Menon Qas successful in
éongressizing the TINC - the coalition partner of the (Jngfess - but
failed to control the effects‘of congressization on his own party. When

six members of the Congrgss Legislative Party resigned from the party,

the Center imposed presidential‘rule and dissolved the Kérala legislatures
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After the General Flections of 1957, the Comﬁunisuﬁblod by K. M..S,
Namboodr {pad férmed the government, Within two years, tﬁg“Communists
were {acod’with a Strucgural crisis.»WThc mass movement stﬁrﬁqd by
various political parties (including the Congress) and groups culminated,
once again, in the 1mposition of prvsident al rule leading to the
dismissal of the Communist government,
i
Thus, ub‘to 1957, one finds a dc¢finite pattern in ‘the attitude
of the Congress leaders: destroy any mihistérial strﬁcture which is
not Congress. The former President 6( the Indian National Congresg;
U. N. .Dhebar, made the following stateméﬁt in one of'his fristrating
moments in March-1958:
| Thcré Zfin Kefala_7} evéry fhird year, the Congrcssmén‘pullcd
down the ministerial structure and set up a new one to be pulled
down again after the lapge of couple of ‘years. T have not vet
found a sinﬁie leader in Kerala who has not been respdnsible for
pulling»down_on one occasion or the other the ministerial
"structure and all the advantages of this negative destructive
attitude went to the Communists.l
The Communists came and went but the attiiudé of mind persisted. 1In
.the mid-term el@ptions to the Kerala Legisldtive Assembly in Jahuary
1960, Kerala witnessed a complete polarization of politics.: while alls
the leftist forces‘united with the Communists in eleCCOrai allianeé,
all the non-Communist forces joined h;nds with the Cong;ess to form
a United Cpngress Front. With wasteful triangular fights eliminated,
the Congress came out on top ét the electionsw;zghout, however, scoring

an absolute majority in the legislaturé. The Party position in the

legislaéure was as shown in the following table:



147

Kerala Assembly 1960 ' . |

- — \
Name of the partv \ Seats in the Assembly ‘
\ A
United Congress Front 104 ' )
Congress =63
Praja Socialist Party =20 ,
Muslim League =11 ' .
i
United Leftist Front : 30 ‘
CP1 =26
Independents o =3
Revolutionary Socialists =}
Unattached Independents ’ 2 ,
Nomindtod ' 1 NN
TOTAL: 127
z : .
Source: D. R. Mankekar: The Red Riddle of Kernlé(Bombay:Manaktalas,l965):84
Congressization crisis # 4
gince the Congress could not get an absolute majority in the
Assembly on wn, a Congress-pSp coalition was formed with Thanu
Pillai (PSP) 4. 1 qe Chief Minister of the state. The Muslim League,which,had
an electoral alliance with the Congreqs, was kept out of the coalition on
pressure from the Conpress secularists who felt that the Muslim League
t i
was too communal to be associated with the secular Congress. 171However,,in\
g
order to appease the Muslim League it was allotted the Speakership of tHe »
Assembly. ' . 3 -
Within fifteen months' of the installtation of the Pillai ninistrv
the congressization process started. \ " In May 1961, the Muslim League \
Speaker of the Aqsemblv died. Thereupon the Congress refused another
/"\'

‘kﬁuslim League Speaker unless the Musllm League wds willing to convert
itself into a non-political local organization and sever - its . ei. AR

! with its parent body, the All India Mueiim League. The Muslim l;;;f:ﬂn
found the price teo high:and withdrew its:supbort of the coalition.

Y
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|
The secoﬁd step in the congressization process was old in the
: i

armoury of the Congress: '"Merge or Ouit". The Chief Minister,yPattom
Thanu Pillai, faced with a "merge or quit" ultimatum from the Congress,
ofiered to merge his ofganization (the lecal PSP) with the Congress
provided he was not displaced as the Chief Minister of the state.. In the
mennwhi]e, the Central emissary, Home Minister Lal Bahadur Shastri,
visited Kerala and through the good offices of" Governor 6 V. Giri172
(later, President of India) offered Fhe Governorship of Punjab in lieu
of the Chief Ministership to Pattom ihaau Pillai,whihh the 1atter-acceptegi
iniseptember 1962, With Piliai's exit, the Kerala ministry beeahe )
completely Congress in compositioh, with R, Sankar‘;s fhe Chief Minister
pf the state,'

| Thus, in all the four cases of congressization crises in Kerala,
the Congress followed a patent strategy: '"Merge or Quit“.‘ HerQery the
stiategy did not quite succeed except 1In the last case,when Pattom fhanuA
Pillal left the Kerala stage for good. The fac;nthat the alternative
to an unsuccﬂessful\‘c‘ox‘ressizati’on was. the dissolution of the Assembly -
whether Qnder presidential rule or otherwise - fncreased the confidence
oflthe Keraia ConEreSsmen to fragment and even demoralize the oppoeition
parties. P. Covinaa Menon(Congress) ceuld succeed Pattom Thanu Pillai(PSP)
aé the Chief Minister of the state but the Rajpramukh would not let it

happen the other way round.

+ Temporal comparisons:

It is not possible to make temporal comparisons because there

was no other state in the Indian Union facing a congressization crisis at
>

the time the Menon ministry in Keiala’(1955—56)} having failed to reéolve

the congressization crisis, brought the state under presidential rule on

~

March 23, 1956.
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Presidential Rule in Orissa: February 25, 1961 ~ June 23, 1961

The coastal state of Orissa in the,Eastern part of India came
into existence with the merger of 26 princely'states in the old British -
province of Orissa in 1948, From 1947 to 1957, the Congrese Party
_ provided the government of the state even though it failed to secure an
absolute majority in the Orissa Lepislative Assembly in the 1952 elections.
iWith 67 seats out of a total of 140 seats in the Legiqlative Assemblv
in 1952, the Congrees attracted a few Independents within its fold -and
gave drissa a more or lessistahle ministry ~Howener the General Elections
in 1957 dealt e severe bléw to the Congress and demonstrated a resurgence
of the feudal elements (united together in the Canatantra Parishad) in
the politics of the state. The party position in the Orissa Assembly

after the 1957 election was the following

Orissa Assembly 1957 . N

ﬁame of the Partv : : Seats:in the Assembly
-Congress . 56 '
Ganatantra Parishad 51

Praja Socialists o -1

Communist Party -9

Jharkand Party e ‘ _ 5
Independents and others . 8

'TOTAL: 140 ¥

!

2 . ' ) -~
Source: F. G. Bailey, Politics and Social Change: Orifssa in 1959 (Berkeley:
' ‘University of California Press, 1963).

$Coggressization crisis # 1: |

The Governor invited Harekrushna Mahatab of the Congress to form
the government on the ground that the Congress was the ”largest" single
group in the Orissa Assembly. Mahatab formedia coalition government with

the Tharkand Party, six Independents and one defector from the Ganatantra,
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|
Parishad on April 1, 1957. Soon after the ministry took office, 2 'more

Independents, 7 Ganatantra Parishad and 1 Communist member joined the =~
Congrees on call from Mahatab, who said:
A member is not attorney of his\constituencv He is to

represent all the people of Orissa and he is free to act
as his conscience dictates in the be ¢ interests of the |

state,l7
Whether the defectors joined the Congress Legislative Party 'dictated
to by their conscience", attracted by the lure of office or under duress
is a ouestionable issue for which no recorded evidence can be‘prodoced
However, the worPing .of the Mahatab ministry, with arrest and detention !

|
for those who decided to widhdraw support from the ministry, and subsequent

statements made by the opposition leaders in the Indian Parliament, do
give some)indication of the fact that some of the legislators Were being
kept "under surveillance' by the Mahatab—loyal‘ists.174 On April 26;\1958,
XAnup Singh Deo, Deputy Ministervin the Mahatab cabinet, decided, along

hith four ofhhis supporters, to re- 1oin ‘the Ganatantra Parishad. Mahatab
actedaguickly. On April 27 the Deputy Winister along with his supporters,
was arrested. The next day, the entire opposition in the legislature
walked out in protest against_the Speaker s ruling disallowing a spate

~of adjournment motions to discuss the situation in the state. In New
‘Delhi, the Orissa situation was discussed in both the Houses of the

. Parliament on April 28, 1958. The Ganatantra Parishad Member of the

Parliament asked the federal government to act as "public opinion

175

was being bludgeoned" and the ”Constitution raped " S. N. Diwedy of

the Praja Socialist Party asked'the_Central Government to stop "political
: 8
banditry" in Orissa and release the arrested legislators,while Profeasor

Hiren Mukherjee of the Communist Party said: "Judicial.processes are

‘ 176
being prostituted for political purposes". On April 29, the Deputy

i
1
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Minister and his supporters were released in Orissa and, surprisingly,
reijoined the Mahatab team. However, the roaring criticism both inside
and outside of the Pérliament had its effect on thé Central leéders too:
the Congress High Command asked Méhatab to_fesign.177 On Mav 9,:1958,
Mahatablresigned‘with the étatement: "I am réady to go 1f that helps
fﬁé Congress[and Orissa.'" - : . ,

From May 9 to May 24,‘the.Governor(Y. N.‘Sukthankar, reéired\
cabinet secretafy\to the Central Government) refused to make any stutement
as to whether he had or had not accepted the resignation‘of the Mahatab
ministry. Despite the request of the opposition leéders in tﬁe 6rissa |
Assembly to the President of India that they be allowed to form an |
alternative government, the Goverhor‘re-inﬂited Hafekfﬁshna Mahatab é§
form the govérhment on May 24, 1958,0on the ground that he still '"commanded
a majority in the House' and that the opposition "could not form a.stable
gbvernméht nl78 The Governor further made it clear that the: alternative to
the Mahatab ministry was the imposition of presidential rule, which he
did not favo;r ”excépt as a last resort."”

It is rather difficult to explain tha/’eturn of Mahatab to the
Orissa Chief Ministership after he had been asked by the Congress High
" Command to-resign. Did Nehru intervene to change the decision of the
High Command? It may well be the case because both Harekr 1na Mahatab
and Paftap Singh Kairon (Puﬂjab) were facing extt;me difficultiés in.
their respective,states but both were in Nehru's good books. Ve glso‘know
tﬁat Nehru tﬂreatened to reéign his office on April 30, 1958, a threat

P : o

followeq by his outburst on factionalism and communalismTin the Congress
organizatidn at the Ail.Indian Congress Committee meeting held ;n Agra

in May 1958. The_explhnafion, however, is inferential and cannot be «

regarded as conc lueive.

3
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Mahatab re~formed his ministry‘by putting his old team t@éeﬁher ’
and by attracting more defectors from other partiés through the offer of
‘ ministe;ial plums. In this process of congressization, Mahatab' lost the

control of his own party and a few of the Congreésmen resigned from the
Coﬁgress Legisiative Party. From December 1958 QO May 1959, the Mahatab
‘ministry stayed in office by.thé skillful manipulation of parliamentary
procedure's. Whenever if faced a challenge in the Assembly, it got the

. _ :
Assembly adjourned sine die.l79

Congressization crisis # 2:

o

‘To ensure a cerﬂain degree of stability in Orissa, Mrs. Ihdira
Gandhi, then President of the Congress, asked Mahatab to explore the
possibilities of entering'into‘én alliance with the Gahatantra Parisﬁad.lso
On May 22, 1959, Mahatab reéonstituted his ministry as head of the Congress-
Génafantra coalition goQérnment.

Soon after the formation of=;he ministry, the Congress adopted
its‘papent stratégy:v”Mergé or Quit'". There was pressure al% around
Mahatab to congressize the Ganatantra ?ariéhad,ﬁhough Mahatab nimself
was reluctant to move too fast in the matter,particularly when he had
hoialternative ;o look‘to, once the Gaﬁatantra deéided tb withdraw
from the coalition. Biju'Patnaik, the Pradesh Congress Preside;t,'whom‘
Michael Brecher described as "young, handsome, wealthy, rutHless, efficignt,
émbitious énd influential in ihe Inner Nehru circle”%SI‘almost gave an |
ultimatum to Mahatab. Patnaik asked Mahatgb to initiate "an exci?ing
industrial programme" in areasiwhere the\CQngress was wz2ak and allocate
its administration to ;hose who were Qil;ing to join the Congress or were |
Congressmen.” He firther added: |

If, however, you havé:;éither the will nor the courage for it,

I must proceed in my own way ceaselessly and fearlessly to
achieve the party's objective. The choi¢e is yours. There is no

midway.'182
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‘ \ ' . : ,
Finding Mahatab reluctant, the Orissa Pradesh Congress pased the following
resolution on»Novembér 20, 1960:

... the coalition should be dissolved ... at least 8 to 10

months before the general election / and that the Chief

Minister be requested / to ‘approach the Governor for President's

Rule for the period between the dissolution of the Ministry

and formation of the new Ministry after the general election,183
In January 1961, the Ganatantra Parishad decided.againsta merger with the
Congrcss; ‘Theréupon, the, Congress withdrew from the coalivion resulting
in the imposition of presidential rule in Orissa on February 25, ¥96l.
After leading the Congress to a comfortable victory in the elections of
June 1961, Biju Patnaik became the Chief Minister of the state.

Harekrushna Mahatab, frustrated with the Congress High Command

and the Pradegh Congress Coﬁmittee, exposed the doings and misdoings of

his party in an article published.in an English daily, Amrit Bazar Patrika.
He wrote that the "method followed by the party was demoralising the

entire body politic of the §tate." The Céngress, he said, broke every

pledge given to other political parties and was. disrespectful "to the

electorate'" of Orissa.lsa' . -

The Lok Sabha app;oved the pfesidential proclamation on Mar;h 9,
and the Rajya Sabha on March 15, 1961. 5 ‘

In thé Lok Sabha, Ashoka ﬁehta (PSP) pointed out that "no where 
has any‘such'fhgory been enﬁnciated ﬁhat a coalition government must be
broken upto 8 orb9 months éhead“lgg.elections. H. N. Mukherjee (CPI)

said: "It shows a complete lack of constitutional scruples and ... moral

w186

regard for thé rights of the people. While S. Diwedy (Praja Socialist)

characterized the Central action as ”éonstitutionally untenable and
politically dishonest”}s7 P. K. Deo and Professor Ranga asked as to why

the opposition was not givén a chance to form an alternative government ,
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when Mahatab had lost his majority in the House in May 1959. The only

el

reason which the Home Minister could give for the pro(lamation was that

when there / was / a feeling in the Congress Party that
they should fight their independent elections ... they
decided that they should end this coalition,188
In the Rajya Sabha, H. N. Kunzru f -1t that the "Constitution hag
been brought into contempt' while B. Gupta condemned "unholy alliances"

on the ‘part of the Corigro:ess.]v89

Spatial comparisons;:

’

- (“. -r‘
preceding pages, there have been_no of;

,Jﬁthis nature in

Orissa during the period under ana,lysisw u/the casig"the anxiety

of the Congress to monopoliz® power and to hegé&gnize the system even

at the cost of constitutional proprieties is much in evidence. " Had the-

Congress won an absolute majority in the .Orissa legiSIature to begin

1

-witg or. had it been able to congressize successfuLly'after the

elections of 1957, the state of Orissa, probably, would not have E
experienced presidential rule, ag in the case of Madras (1954) and Kerala
(1962) . Crisis # 1 tends to show that the alternative to a Congress
minority government is either a Congress majority government or presiden-
$ial rule but not an altermative opposition government. Crisis # 2 = |
tends to show that the imposition of presidential rule is well- planned

and well- timed in anticipation of the faillure at congressization quther,
it also shows that the duration of presidential rule ( it was the

shqrtest in Orissa compared to the duration of earlier oresidential rules)’
can be long or short d%pending on how the Congress perceives‘its chances

of victorv at the polls at'a particu]ar period. of time. Although the

General Elections were due to be held in February—March 1962, 1t felt

§ . Lo g 4
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no desire, unlike in the case of Kerala (1956), té synchronize the Orissa'
elections with the General Elections. The Congress High Command accepted
Biju Patrnaik's electoral calculations that an election held at the earliest
would benefit the Congress'in Orissa, and it actually did.

Temporal'comparisons: ' ‘ .

During the period in which the government in>0rissa was struggling
to resolve congressizatior crises; the ohlv state in the Indian Union
undergoing a simllar crisls,was the state of Kerala(sec ‘congressization
crisis, 1962, involving Pattom Thanu Pillai, Table-3.11): ﬁowever, while
in the case of Kerala, congressization was successful - by first elimioé-
ting the Muslim League and then the Praja Socialist Party by negotfating

deal for its leader, Pattom Thanu Pillai, who left Kerala politics
to vecome the Governor of iunjab ~ in Orissa congreqsization failed and
bron:ht presidential rule in its turn. Tt may be that Pattom Thanu Pillai
learnt from the experience of the Orissa case - the later happened a year
earlier (1961) than the Kerala case -~ and preferred to burn a 1ittle
candle (by acceptinp a Governorship) than to curse the darkness. The
etrategy adopted by the Congress in both the cases was the same: "Merge
or Quit". What would have been the alternative scenario in Kerala had |

Pattom Thanu Pillai hung on in Kerala politics, need hardly puzzle

anyone,for all the congressization crises discussed in the preceding

“pageé suggest a single answer and an undeviating pattern,

To sum up, all crises - Incumbency,or Structural or Congressization

Summarz:

- and the way they were resolved tend to suggest at least one thing: the

- system was hegemonic with low tolerance for dissent and organized

opposition.' In the case of incumbency crises, presidential rule followed

. R &
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when the Chief Minister exhibited some reluctance to step down from

\
office on ithructions from the Center (Punjab 1951) In the case of
structural. crises, pre%idential rule turned out to be the only Central
choice éven if 1t meant dismissing a -government. enjoying the confidence"
of the Assembly (PRPSb 1953 ;%Kerala 1959). "In the case of congressi-
zation crises"‘presidentiaI rule came";here congressization failed |
(Andura 1954 ; Kérala 1956; Orissa 1961),with the sole exeeption of
Kerala (1953)'wherc*thc.imposition of presidentia! rule, as discussed,

- would have been redundant Despite the fact that - the success rate
Q

ot

= of congressization was not very high (out of a total eight cases -

Kerala.d, Madras. l; Orissa:2y Andhra:l - discussed, only four were

cases of successful congressization, Table 3. 12)the Congress pursued it

with some kind of a fanatic vigor. Pethaps for thc Party, the pursuit -

2 -

itself was self-rewarding because, if nothing else, 1t did help to
7/ A

-

fragment the'oppositien. The Party's starting wicket was ‘always the
"largest party" thesis and it always ended the game with all the scoles
on its side. This happened because_the umpire (the Central Goyernment)
prbbabiy did not count the fall of wickets uroperly. The Orissa cases,
more than any ether‘case, shqw clearly'that the game had no generally

accepted rules to follow.

PART IV: CRISES WHICH &DID NOT CULMINATE IN PRESIDENTIAL RULE: 1947-63

rule was declared aqd by comparisons illustrated where it was not declared,
it uid net give us an all-Iandia picture either of the‘erises or the way
they were resolved in~thevdifferept states of the Indian Union. This

is' so because our temporal comparisons were, more"or less, time-beund -

v . ,&%e.,
comparing crises of the same year “the presidt ial rule was declared in
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one or the other state. Part TV looks to criscs and their resolution
on an 2}1—1ndia level and as such is supplemental to Part ITI. Tt not
only confirms, as we shall sece, the trend (in (Tonu‘r—j'slntv relatfons

found in Part 111 but also provides the settinps for the next developmen-

tal stage of the political svstem. B :
. 1

After the reorpanization of stutbs; the Indfan Union consisted
: -

~of 1o states and b Centrally administoered territories in 1963, The types

N

’ ® ’ [N ’ .
of crises and the number of crises each state experienced between 1947
and 1963 Is given in Table 3.13:

- © TABLE 3.13 e

ANALYSIS OF CRISES, BV STATKS* \

State N Incumbency Structural Congressi..tion Total
o X : #
. N ' T lc

_ Andhra Pradesh ° 2 0 - 1 3 '

" Assam 0 0, 0 0

Bihar 2 o' 0 2
‘Bombay :Maharashtra N ~0 0] 0

: Gujarat . 0 0 1

Kerala . . 1 1 4 ' 6

Madhya Pradesh 2 0 . 0 2
"Madras 2 0 1 : 3

Mysore 5 0 0 8 5,

Orissa 0 0 2 2

Punjab ¢ 8 - 1(PEPSU) 0 9

Rajasthan 5 0 - 0 5

Uttar Pradesh 4 0 0 . 4

West Bengal 1 0 0 1 g

o \ G ‘ .« . ' f’ﬂ"f
£ TDAT AL ey . 33 : 2 8 43 ‘
RO A L _

* The ggggggﬂpfkjhﬁ§ﬁ & Kashmir, and Nagaland bave been excluded becaude

of tht&%;sbg¢fal position.in the Indian Union. Similarly, the Ceﬂtfﬁ]ly

admin{stered tetritories which enjov a different staus in relatfon to-

the Cex\tri‘l'ﬁ},"nnlc%t hdve been excluded. The structural crists in PEPSU

has been. addgd to Punialy because the statd was merged with Punijab in 19

The data were collegﬁed frbm various books on the Indian state politics,

506,

-political biographies, Astan Rbcordex, Keesing's Contemporarv Archives, etc.

However, E have heavily relied on the Times of Indla for detailed informa-

!
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1t is interostfng to note that while two structukal ¢rises and four.
out of eipht congressization criges were resolved through the uge of
presidentinal rule, 1t was only in one out of a total of 33 incumboncy

crises :har this course of action was taken.

U
We havo already discussed all the qtructurnl and congressizat:.

-

cri%@ﬁ in PAmﬂ ITI of thig chaptér. bﬂsic conéerv here is to fing

foi?(ﬂ{ 32 of the 33 incumbeucy é,riqcx’were-re'solved withou't* the

-~

of - vaQidunti1l rule Pendinp avaI@qjq a brief description of all

‘fl
’ b
th@égacumben(v criéeq s Lhc ﬁml]owinp IncumbenCy crises in the states

n

4
ﬁ?.Pﬂnjnb and kerala havw'beeh exc]udcd because these. have been dealt

' with thoroughlv in the preceQ!ﬁp part,

w7 ¢ (O .
Criqeq in Andhra Pradesh P - .
) L@ ' ’
,Thé state of Andhra was sot up_iﬁr1953. Tt had a total of five
- > . ‘ :
ministries, two incumbency'crises, and one congressization crisis, The

4

names of the Chief Ministers, their tenure of‘office;lthe nature of

crises each faced and the outcome of crises follows:

Y

. ¢ . ) ~ .
Chief Ministgr Tenure + Crises Outcome of crises
(year) -
T. Prakasam ° . '1953454 Congressization Presid@ntial ruleg ,
: dispussed : o)
. » R
B. Gopala Reddy 1955-56 l.Jpcumbency ¢ “High Command - neutral;
- - ~ (1956) Reddy resigns
N. Sanjiva Reddy - 1956-60" ‘ - Resigned to become the
! v -
’ . Congrgss Presideqt
. | ,9 F
' D.'Sanjivayya 1960-62 2.Incumbency Nehru advises against
' v - : (1961) change
N. Sanjiva Reddy . 1962-
‘ L
¥ o o c ‘
5 < R g 8 )5; . B “v s
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Incumbency crisis # 1:

With the reorganization of the state (nine Telengana districts
of 'the Hyderabad state were merged with Andhra in 1956), B. Gopala Reddy
lost support of the majority faction both in t'. Congress Legislative
Party and in: the Pradesh Congress Committ. ., The C.agress High Command

1 190 ° |
permitted a fresh contest for leadership In wi.. .. N. Sanjiva Reddy
defeated B. Gopala Reddy. Though B. Gopala Reddy apprﬁnohed the High

Command for support, he could not fet 1t. However, while the attitude

of the Nigh Command was neutral in the contest, Nehru brought B. Gopala

Reddy, after his defeat, in the Centgal cabinet and later apbointed him
: P
the Governor of Uttar Pradesh. ' ’ ' - \l‘

Incumbency crisis # 2:

On February 3, 1961, D. Shnjibayya (a loyalist to the Nehru
'

family) .ost suppoff"both in the Congress Legislative Party (the opposition

f-group led by K. Brahmanand Reddy and B. Gopala Reddy had a support

of 148/293 in the Partyv) and in the Pradesh Congress Committee - K,

-

Brahmannhd Reddy was its President. On February 4, Newru vis.teg Andhra,

- X
talked to almost al]l tt - Congress members of the legislature and advised
) - | "l”“
against change. 1In order to fragment opposition to the Chief Minibter

‘sh;
191 '
Nehru appointed B. Gopala Reddy to his.cabinet. In 1962 D. Sanjivayya

«xbecame the President of the Ihdian‘National Congress;~
' :

4_~—~.\\ Crises in Assam

- —

The state of sam out of which were later carved the smaller

states of Nagaland Meghalya, had exceptional politica stability between’
1947-63. It was a crisis—free stateg' The names of the Chief Ministers,

their tenure of office and the reasons for miunisterial chénges‘a:e as

follows:
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1 .
Chief Minister Tenure Reasons for change
Gopinath Bardoloi 1947-50 "~ Died in August 1950,
Bishnuram Mehdi 1950-57 After several reauests to

. Nehru to permit him to reatypn
'from office on account of
ill-health, Nehru advised him
to continuc in office. On
December 22,.1957, Mehdi
resigned from hiﬁ‘sick‘bed.‘

"oy B. P. Chaliha ©1957-70

RO N L F

N“i%;;;" © 7™ After Mehdi's resignation, there were three candidates for

the office of Chief Ministership: B, P, Chaliha,_President of the
Pradesh'Congress; Deveswar Snrma Mjniqter of Finance in Mehdi s cabinet, 2,

and Siddhinath Sarma,:Doputy Leader of the Congress Legislative Party. ‘
Nehru's choice fell on B. P. Chaliha who, despite not being a member

of the Assam‘legislatﬂre, was installed as .the Chief Miniégér of the i dkf
state. ‘Nehru assured Chaliha that Fhe Congress High Command would "!‘
not oppose his selection on the basis ofzhis_bégpg not a member of

\

theplegislature. However, Nehru refused to issue any-directive to

the Congress Legislative Party in Assam to vote for Chaliha.l92

| N . . &
. ‘

‘Crises in Bihar )

The state of Bihar was one of the most stable states during
‘the period 1947-63. It had a total of- two incumbency crises and the
Congress High Command was neutral in both of them. The names of the .

Chief Minisfers tHeir'tenure of office, the nature, of crises each Dr

faced and g%e outcome of the crises are as follows . ' -
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Bihar
Chief Minister’ A Tenure . Crises Outcome of crises
(year)
Dr. Sri:Krishna Sinha 1946-61 l.Incumbency High Command ~ineutra1;
' - (1952) Sri Krishna continues.
‘ : o | . 2.Incumbency High Command -~ neutral;
(1957) Sri Krishna continues.
Binonand Jha -1961-63 Sri Krishna dies in

office.

Incumbency crisis # 1:
=

After the General Electipns 1952, Dr. A. N. Simha - a long tinte
,u~political rival of the Chief Minister with' a strong foothold:in the Pradesh

Congress Committee - challenged the leaderehip of Sri Krishna Sinha. Nehru

I <t 1
”‘“?ﬁ” appealed for unity but refused to get involved}93 A. N. Sinha, unsure

.0f his success in a leadership conéist, compromised and -accepted the
. . S o hal
second position in Sri Krishnss cabinet. Nehru's non—involvem§2§t§n5

-

o AN . .
the crisis can be explained in terms of the hand--and-glove relationship

!? between éri Krishna Sinha and Dr. Rajendra Prasad, then President of )
-India, who also, incidentally, belonged to Bihar}ga
Incumbency crisis # 2: | ‘
6 E Following tﬁ% 1957 General FElections, A. N.qSinha, once again;
E}' challénged Sri Ktish{éis_leadership.~ With Nehru maintaining an 'equi-

. S |
- dietance' from bothwthe-groﬂps, 95 a contest between the two was arranged

-

. in Bihar but the ballots EZre counte B New Delhi. /éri krishna won the
. Y
contest but once again - &ca0mvodated higjtival in the tabinet.
IR r - :
In both the crises, Sri Krishna Qinﬁh was 1n control of the ! oo

majority faction i the Congress Legis'lat’ive-,l’g'{y.-‘but not in the Pradesh’
' o i ’ y

Congress Commfftééi Sri Krishna died on January 31, 19e6l.
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Crises in Bombay

The state of Bombay - bifurcated into Maharashtra‘and Gujarat in
1960 ~ had,‘like the state éf Asgnm,_an exgeptibnal stahility till the
state was bifurcated. ‘After‘thc réorganizaxion in 1990, the state o{
‘Gujarap had one inCumbcncy-crisis,but Maharashtra experienced none. The '
nayes of the Chief Ministers, their tenure of office,ithe crisis Gujarat
faced and the gonsequonéeg pf ghnt crlsis are tﬁc following:

¢ \
X -
3

Chief Minister Tenure ‘Crises - Dutcome of crises
(vear) o

B. G. Kher 1946-52 Kher decideé‘not Be the .
Chief Minister after 1952
General Elections.

|

Morarji{ Desai . 1852-56 - _ » Nehru invited Desai to’
' : join his cabinet,

Y. B. Chavan 1956-62 . Nehru invited: Chavan to
(Maharashtra) ; his cabinet: - ;

M. S. Kannamwar .1962-63 v Dicd. ' Jgigv
(Maharashtra) : >y .

V. P. Naik 1963~ o
Pr. Jivarai Mehta 1960-63 1.Incumbency, High Command split - Nehru
(Gujarat) v | . (1963) favours Mehta while Desai

against him; Mehta re%ignss
Dr., Balwantrai Mehta 1963~ . :
(Gujarat) . ; . _ /

In¢umbency crisis # 1:

.

As already discussed in Chapter IT, the Gujarat crisis was the

result of Morarji'!s reaction to the Kamaraj Plan in 1963. ' Morarji Desai had

[}

" a stronghold in Gujarat and probably wanted to‘Qemonscrate his influence

VN , :
and power to Nehru by upsetting Nehru's close assgociate, Jivaraj Mehta.

Jivaraj‘Mehta‘lost éqpporﬁ both in the Congress!Legislative Partv and in

the Pradesh Congress Committee.
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Crises in Madhva Pradesh

: Madhya Pradesh, known as the Central Province in pre~-Independent
PN} ‘ )
India, was reorganized in 1956 when Madhya Bharat, Vindhya Pradesh, Bhopal’

and some\pther Hindi-speaking areas merged with it. For almost a decade,
‘ - . o1

Ravi Shankar Shukla was the "uncrowned kii +" of the state. After his
|

death in 1956, the ( .ress High Command.alonelprovided stability to

the state. The names of the?Chief Ministers, their tenure of office,

the nature of crises cach faced and the outcome of crises are the following:

t

Chief Minister Tenure Crises Outcome of crises
' ‘ (year)
. v . - ”_ . .-

Ravi Shankar Shukla ~ 1946-56 }.Incumbency High Command. - neutral;
(1954) Shukla continues.

K. N. Katju 1957~6?§ 2.Incumbeney . High. Command - positive;

o (1957-62) Q&afju continues.

, . . ‘ e

B. R. Mandloi 1962- i

Tncumbencv crisis # 1: Ravi Shankar qhukla, a camp follower nf Sardar

Patel and never known' fnr cordial relations with Nehru had a firm ' a
"control over the Congress Legislative Party. When his rival, Sethi
Govind Das, became ‘the Pradesh Congress President he challenged Shukla's
ieadefship_gerhags with the hope that Nehru would enconrage him. On

" November 16, 1954, Shukla recelved a vote%of confidence from the\Congress
3 . -

Legislative Party. Nehru remained silent, simply ignoring all happenings

in Madhya Pradesh.196

Incumbency crisis # 2: K. N. Katju was Nehru's nominec who was asked

. y . '\_
to resign &he Union Home Ministership to become the Chief Minister of

’

Madhya Pradesh, He neitﬁ%r had nor rould acquire any roots in

s:ate politics. "Repehtedly, the Central Government exerted its weight -
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to rescue its endanperéd magistrate and to maintain stability in the

197

new gﬁapg."ln the 1962 elections, Katju lost his seét. B. R. Mandloi,
w)‘ i

who had association with people said to be responsible for Katju's

|

1 i

defeat,19§u1cceeded Katju after the elections. Nehru never forgave Mandloi

. for his manoeuvres and, as mentioned in t}» following chaptér, purged - -

(kamarajed)him in 1963 ‘B

Crises in Madras

N

Frpm;1947;90¥1954,>Madras had unstable governments, but after.

1954  Kamaraj's leadership for almost a

|

stability to the state.

- L4

The names of the Chief Ministers, their tenure S

decade brought crisis—free

[ s

of office, the nature of crises each faced and the outcome of crises

are the following:

i

Chief Minister Tenure Crises Outcome;of crises
‘ ’ (year) - :
T. Prakisam 1946-47 1.Incumbency High Command - negative;
. (1947) Prakasam quits.

Ouendur R. Reddiar 1947-48 ‘ Tempﬁrary airangement;

‘ : s T ' : . resigns.

P.S.Kumarswami Raja 1948-52 Lost seat in 1952 elections.
3 CurRajagbpalachari 1952-54 2.Incumbency: ™ Nehru snubs the dissidents;
D : (1953) ' -Rajagopalachari continues.
K. Kamaraj '1954-63 Congfgssization Successful,

: (1954) :

Incumbency crisis # 1:

As already discussed (under "Party System properties”

in this chapter), T. Prakasam became the Chief Ministe: of the state

- much against the wishes of the-Congress High Command. A year after his

b

v

, coming imto office, Gandhi and Patel's ‘campaign against him resulted in his

losing,shppOrt of the Congress Legislative Party and the Pradesh Uongress

Committee.

\

i\é"‘

Pt
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~ names of the Chief Ministers,

Incumbency crisis #f 2:
1

C. Rajagopalachari was Nehru's nomince to the‘statg.' With his

personal influence and Nehru's support, he was able to form a Congress

he never acquired a sound foot-

minority government in 1952, However,

\

hold in the Madras Congress.u As already . iscussed in the preceding

chapter, Nehru snubbed those Congress dissidents who wanted to pass a

“vote of'no*confidencg against the l$adership of Rajagopalachari in 1953.

Rajapopalachari decided to resipgn after Nehlu gave

1

specific permission to K, Kamaraj to lead the Congress Party in the

However, in 1954,

1

" Madras legislature.

K. Kamaraj resigned from office in 18963 in order to take up

the Congress Presidency

Crises in Mysore

The state of Mysore had 5 incumbency crises.

'attituqé was positive in two, neutral in two and negative in one. The

their tenure of officé, the nature of
] i
1 . i ,

crises .each facs‘and the outcome of the crises are th.. following:

The High Command's

166

Chief Minister Tenure “E}ises Outcome of crises
‘ _-{vear).
K. &, Reddy 1947-52 ,i.Inqumbency High Command - positive
Pt ‘ (1950) Reddy continues
K.‘Hanumanthaiya 1952-56  2.Incumbency High Command - positive;
‘ - (1954) Hanumanthaiya continues.
3.Incumbency High Command - negative;
(1956) | Hanuman .haiya resigns.
K. Manjappa 1956-56 B Interim arrangement.
S. Nijalingappa 1956-58 3.Inc1mbenty. High Command - neutral;
(1958) Nijalingappa resigns,
B. D; Jatti 1958-62 A.Indumbency High Command - neutral;

(1962)

-Jatti resigns.
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Incumbency crisis # 1:

* In becembet 1950, Reddy lost control of both the Congress
Legislative Party,which passed a no-confidence motion a?ainst his leader-
f

,gggz; ship, and aiqo of the Pradesh Congress Committee. However, the High

Command refused to accept a change in 1ene:rshin.The Times of India

editorialized: "The Chief Minister's leech-like fixation for office
does credit neither to him nor to the Congress." }99

Incumbency crisis # 2:

[l

Hanumanthaiya became the Chief Minister after K. C. Reddy became

a minister In the Central Government. After repeated requests from
o

H. K. Gowda, Pradesh Congresstfesident, Nehyu asked Hanumantheiya
to eeek a vote of confidence from‘the Congress Legisiative fatty.
However, before the confidence vete Nehtu anneunced' This business of
collecting signaturés / for a no confidence motion against the Chief
'Minister;/ is impropet and undignified.”200 On December 11, 1954,

Hanumanthaiya succeeded in getting the confidence vote, makirg Gowda

resign the Pradesh Congress Presidency.

-

1Incumbeg£i crisis # 3:

Hanumanthaiya lost grace with Nehru whenlﬁ?‘criticieed the
planniqg priorities at a meetine of the National Development Counc117
preeided.by Nehru in 1955." Within less than a year, tanumanthaiya
was in' the politicel wilderness. §S. Chenniah, the Pradesh Congress
President, got permission of the High Command to move a’vote ofdno-
confidence against Hanumanthaiva : Hanumanthaiya, in t%% meanwhile
met the Central leaders (U N. DPhebar, Morarji Desai, etc. L who declined
to identify themselves with any grou»s in Mysore. . On July 29, 1956,

Hanumanthaiya lost a confidence voté he CongreSsbLegislative Party

and submitted his resignation. "Onky Nehru or Mr. U. N, Dhebar," sahl o



v

‘Incumbency crisis # 5:

168

e

.

Hanumanthaiva after his resignation, "coula'bring about a reéonci]iation

between himself and the State Congress Presfdent, Mr. S. CheAniah."zol

Incumbency crisis # 4:

In May 1958, the Hanumanthaiya faction in the Congress Legislative

| .

Party framed some charges against S. Nijal ‘ngappa. The High Command

tried to intervene and stop an anti?Nijalingappa signature campaign.
} v

Howevér, Nijalingappa himéelf refused to . approach the High Command
for help. "If the members of the Congress Legislative Party do not

S A 202
want me, I am net very particular to stick on to my office " and he

meant it. On August 8, 1958, Nijalingappa lost a confidence vote in

the Legislative Party anéksesigned. B. G. Verghesé of the Times of India
regretfully wrote: "In Mysore on the other hand lfbomﬁéring it wjth the way

Nehru resgued-Kairon in Punjabﬁ?l a‘€00d and honés; man was allowed!

to be ousted from ‘office as Chief Miﬁister."z'o3

!

Though S. Nijalingappa§;ﬁhen Pradésh Congres§ Présidewt, lost
hi; seat in the 1962 eiections,&his faction was in#a m..jority in the |
Congress Legislative Party. Nijalingappa nominate%hs. R.'Kan:hi‘Who,
'won the leadership contest againsﬁ ;f D. Jatti. Kanthi ;esigned when
Nijalingaﬁﬁa was retyrned in a bye-;leérion. The High Command di& not
intervene in thé contest between B,iD.’Jatti<;nd Nijalingappa's nominee, °
‘ & : .

S. R. Kanthi. .

Crises iﬁ Orissa

The state of Orissa was a fairly stable state tntil the electiohs

- !

'in 1957 when the Congress Party was reduced to a position of minority

o
in the legislature. ‘From 1947 to 19(3, it had two congressization but

no incumbency crises. The names of the Chief ﬁinisté:s, their tenure

° ) . : N - o
A . T e sk
. oo e R WS
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-

of office, the nature of crises each faced and the outcome of crises

are the following:

X

€hief Minister ‘ Tenure - Crises 4 .Outceme of crises
(vear)

S

Harekrushna Mahatab 1947f50f Nehru fnvited him to
. Join the Central cabinct.

Nabakrushna Chaudhry 1951-56 Resigned to join the social

movement of Vin.bha Bhave;
. He had requested Nehru
‘several times tg »n. rmit
o ‘ him to resign.

Harekrushna Mahatab 1956-61 l.Congressiza~ Successful; Mahafab
tion(1958) continues even after
having resigned once.

2.Congressiga~ Unsuccesqful President
tion(1961) rule.

‘Biju Patnaik 1961~ .

Both the congressization crises have already been diqcussed
in Part III of this chapter. To re—canture the episodes, Mahatab formed

® i
a Congress minoritv government in 1957 by congressizing the Jharkand Party,

six Independents and’ a few defectorq from‘the Ganatantra Patishad ' .
However when he tried to silence the dissidents by. the use of force,
the Congress High Command asked for his resignation. The Governor

mediated between Harekrushna Mahatab and the High Command and, with

Nehsu s Cacit influence Mahatab re-formed his ministry. The second

ministry was a coalit&qn between the two major parties in the legislature: -~

o

the Congress and the Ganatantra Parishad. By late 1960, Ganatantra
. —

Parishéd.refusetho merge with the Cdngress, resulting in Congress

" withdrawal from the coalition end?presidencial rule,

Crises in Rajasthan

i ARajasthan - an amalgam of several princely states - has been

o
s

g &

9 .

I
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tge arena of regional conflicts. QFrom 1947 to 1954, it was one of the
unstable states in the Indian Union However with the selection of
Sukhadia - a man no 1oss shrewd than Kaironiof Punjab - as the Chief
Minister of the state, Rajasthan,exporienced political stability of

a rare order. The state had five Incumbency crises, all of which wer
resolved between 1947“snd 1954, The‘names of the Chief Ministers, their

tenure of office, the number of crises each one of the Chief Ministers

had to face and the outceme of the crises are the following: -

«

Chief Minister Tenure Crises Outcome of crises
(vear) o - L
Hiralal Shastri 1949-51  L.Incumbency High Command(Patel) - positive;
: (1949) Shastri continues.
2.Incumbency High Command(hehru) ~ negative;
_ . (1951) Shastri asked to resign.
‘ Lt -, = e :; 5 .‘
Jai Narain Vyas ' 51-52 7 , Lost his seat in the 1952
‘¥ elections~ resigns,
L o S
" Tikaram Paliwal 1952-52 3, Incumbéncy High Command ~ negative;
/ _ (1952) Nehru asks him to resign.
! .0 .
P . bl N N . .
Jail Narain Vyas 1952-54 4, Incumbency -High Command - positive;

(1954) Vyas continues,

S.Incumbency High Command - neutral;: =
E (1954) ' Vyas resigns.

2
I e
I

Mohanlal Sukhadia  1954-71

Incumbency crises ## 1 & 2:

As already discussed (Table 3, 9), Shastri survived the first

crisis because of Sardar Patel. In the second crisis, it was Nehru

“

ho asked‘him‘to resign,

_ncumbency crisis 3 : - -

Tikaram Paliwal became the Chief' Minister on the promise to
CHR : ' -

X : e
£ . R

3
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o - . . . . ; .
Jdal Navain Vvas that he would resipn the Chief Ministership it and whel the
Slatter was alected to the Assemblv. However, atter Vyas's election,

1 ‘

SR
~

CPaliwal verused. terestegn,. The Cotgress Hiph Command sent Balwantra

Mehta .."'m\ old triend and cloge ssupporter of Vyus”?Qa to persuade
i » ¢ . & .

. . Cor
SPaliwal to resign, Paliyal (‘T‘gllmud that he was the leader of the
majority faction fn the Coneress Leplslative Party and hence dad no

S feason to o resten.  In the first week of September 1952, Nehru called ”

R - ‘ , . ‘ . ‘ g
“different proups of the Rajasthan Congress Party to New Delhi and 50
. \ , o : B

vesult of this‘t‘_l{:“-'cdssion

-"discus:wd"} the issue. Howvever, the tinal

was that Vvas was elected leader of the Congress Leptslative Party on
N ) . ) N T o ‘ )

October 7. Paliwal protested and later resigned trom the Congress

e

: A 205 R . ‘ :
Lepislative Partvy. Glven thé negative attdtude of the High Compand,

. b

"

Paliwal had lost. the majority {n the Conpress l,o"\ti’:ﬁ;t‘i\'v Party as

well as fn the Pradesh Congress Coamittee suddenly,

Incumbency erists f# 4: . : ? . ' 3
ancumbency crisis f.3: , , _' o ,

’ v )

lﬁt..i\@b}‘m't_\' as well ‘as the !‘m{lcsh Congress. However, in order to

By August-1954, Vvas had lost control over the Congress Lafis-

“avold a reprimand from the Cowmress ligh Command, the lliss,id\‘nts launched
can agitatton for the removal of the Speaker, a close_associate of Vyvas,
rather than for the remeval of. Vvas himself. By a vote of 66 to 16

g 1

.

" in the Congress legislative Party, the dissidents passed a resolution
to -the-effect that the Speaker be removed forthwith. Vvas sent, ‘the

resolution to Nehru who ordained that the resolution was "highly improper™

- 7
~ 37

‘and exhibited '... extreme sense of irrespensibility"™."  The Speaker stayed
d Vyas. \ )

. : s ! " \ t .

TIncumbency crisis # 5: <

- r - : .
Vyas continued to lose support™in the .Congress Legislative Party.
B : " N &
2 T

< . -
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. Incupbency crisis # 1@

e .
- R . T

But U, N. thlun’, the Congress Presfdent, l‘s.lI\J.nllt'l'.l,i/’Muht_u and Lal

Bahadur shastri{ cout {nued their ppen support uf'Vyuﬁ; On November 6,

1954, VYyas was voted out on a no-conf fdence matfon {n the Conpress

- S ¢
lvbi\ldtlvo Partv dvapitv his having k(lLUlJ(Ud a letter from Neliru

w )07 v .
hiddLny "pood wis hq;“ to Vynh, However, it may be mentioned that
- P . . .

Nehtu refiféed to take sides - {t was Nehrahimself who had suppested

" i T | 208 \
sthat \’v\'.‘m seeh a vote of cnnt'id\'m‘ié. Vyas resipned on November 11,

.§‘%k-
g

1954 and was succeeded by Molianlal Sukhadia who, after some¢ init{ial
Loy . '

.

- S . ]
dffficulticos, "established a rirm personal friendship with Nelivru,  The

e LT . : '
sodkot ot Sukhadia's ghccess latd in bfs constantly undermining the

[y

Do vt e e e
" le of the Pradesh Congress and in “interest accommodat fon'.

i

& ¢ Crises dn Uttar Pradesh ; S - «
. ® i - .. ' )
Uttar Pradesh, the home state“of all the ‘Lhrcc.Ind}pn-l‘rtxno v ST
. ‘ . . . ’ :‘“ T
Ministers, hﬁﬁ“four incumbsency crises botwocn‘l°&7 and_[963.  Though -
% . : . > 209 - ¢
tho (ongresx ldll\ in the F%fax 114dv\h had been® known tor. .n‘ttonwli\m,
N ’ R, “_; v * 0 .
the Varloux Fadt fops worg so balantcd during the porind by, the tnkumbcnt S
N N . . . ol ’ R
Chicf‘Minis ers dnd thc Conera\ Hth (omm\nd k%ﬁ?l Sause frequent

A i)

minfsterial turnovers, The names of tho Chief ibh\lstcrs,;thgir teyure
. ) . 4 - » '._,‘ .

-

of office, the nature of crises .cach faced and the outeBme of crises,

i

»

3 . -
)

are given on the following page.

v . PN

-Dr. Sampurnanand, highly respected by his former students, one .
- N . @

of whom was Lal Bahadur Shastri, was elected the leader of the Congress"
Leéislafive Party ;s a cbmprom{sé candidate between the Gupta and the
- Gautam factipns. After C. B. Cuptn himse lf loqt his seat in the Assembly
_qlqaﬁgoné of 1957,Qpr. Sampurnanand excluded,Guptn from his cabinet. . B

¢

which the latter took as a personal affront to him and to his faction.
: ! o 9 C .
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Outcome of crises

¢ ?\ |
K ¢
B S ;‘{ :
Tenure &rises
i Lyear)
1946-54 &
* < . Q
1955-60 1.‘"‘-'Incumhuncy

K

CeTr o W (1959) g
IR NS f._’ Jmcumhency

Pant joins Nehru's cabinet, w

~

High Commnnd - pos{t;vv°
9ampuruauaud Lontinues

High Commatd - split;

i o p (1960) Nehru arbitrates; <
" . Sampurnanand resipgns
. S P | B
C. B. Gupta 8p 8- Incumbency Hipgh Qdmmaud - positive;
i _ & (1961) Gupth dﬁutinUUs.
. 4. Incumbencv \}}igh Cummuid - bplit‘
J(l953) Nehru pu\ ry
B * < . N Tt 87 T.“.'@ r;.ﬂ)a
C. B. Cupta, 1tnﬁn'hv munthnﬂkl was the machint bo of Iheg%Eﬂg@bh 5‘ e R
. ) . Q LY ;"‘1“”3.
Congness und his influonte extended to the High Commnud fh.‘/ . GQA*
¥ . l R M 2 ' .‘
Jn Augubr*l959 whcn thc u.p: Abscmbly was dobq}&ng a. vdtu ofﬁf’lt !
» e c 5 .
no—confiaouly }n the ?,ou;,rvss ministrv, 98 momhors of the s(zongtesé i
P » '
Lpgiq]ntive Paxt\ (which- ha& a strength of 286 in the 430—m§mber House)
u& t 3 “\,‘ ‘ o ? <
announced thelg dLLiSlO“ téd wichdruw Lonridcnte in Drf,‘ &ufnanand x
. 4 B 1) ’ i ’ . \wed -
e H _The Congresa Hiﬁhuﬂumﬂgnd immOdidtL¥§ qpnt Lal BnhaduT:iﬁif'ri to. Utear
$Q '
Piade%h, and hib timely' intcrvention savod thefhongress ministry (thOUQhﬁr> _ o
O
Shastri himself lokt-che support of C. B. Gupta who lator side with
oMorarji Desai in thé race for the PrimL Winisterqhip in 1964) g On . .

s . . ..

August 23 1959, the High Command\pnssed a resolution reprimanding the

" move of the dissidentq .and d&clarinq {t in "cleﬁr brgach of rules ,and. .

210
lconventions. Dr. Qampurnanand, at thiq time, was in control of the*

» -~

majority faction in the Congress Lebislativu Party but had no control -

o
over the Pradesh Congress. The Congress ministry was, thus, s%ved through

the active intervention of the Congres§ High‘Commandt :

-
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Incumbengv crisis 2. .y Zr‘;»: , : .,
b . w 5 !\p - e .
e . In the Octogpr 1960 elections to the Prndosh Congress, Committec,
‘ - | b - .

Cup(n wbn rho Presidency, and hls suppofters almost every important of fice
-9of the Congressxccutive Committee . $r. Sampurpanand, who had made the
‘ _ ‘elections a prestigeous issue and who had \romiqod that he would‘resign . ‘ ﬁ%

g & < : .

-1f his candidntos were, .defeated, felt humtliatcd by rhe reqults. 0n

¥ &
. Octobgf 18, 1900, while the Congress: High Commd‘ﬂ loft she issue of .
g ", . . ) o " f“ ‘ -l " ’
o Br! Sampurnun1nd o rnsignntion to €h¢ ggod judpemont of Dr. Sampurnanhnd

B o”‘h > Y
hihfelf Nohxu ‘sent G. B. Pant _then HOme MtnIQtor Ing % ;s?bineLJ
3 3 o Ty .

Ly » Wty
with a perQOn‘l lctttr Which dOLreod‘Quptn to take . Sampurnanand

o o A B!
boe - . -, ¢

Y 3 -
) Fho same dav‘v After the elections to ﬁhé Prndesh Coupxes& Committgﬁ. . -

B
o

.‘?

4
it was evident to Nehxu that‘gf. Qampurnunand hadqybqt‘bupport Tf the , Y.

’ B H

“’ - majority faction in tho’ pngregs ]egislative Partv and that uﬁé»Pargk &

N ow 0
7 [

might qplit unleqs he” intorvoned wﬁ.‘*ﬁﬁ'. L. , - 61H .
‘IncumbBency crists # 3?%&41" );( & & Aﬁ ";f - R ’

) v . N - \ : NS

- In Japuary 1961, 116 mhmbers of the Congrcss Legislative7Partv

abwtaiqu from attonding the seqsion of - the Legislativ ly to
Q.
h ecti

presqure the Hiph (‘ommand t:o c&r Gupta% qeek re-el to ‘the
> A Xe -
) leadership of the Conyregs Legislative Partv. The High Command ordain;d

s

that all those who did not attend should gpologize to the Governor,'

o . -
which they did. l(.‘.upta was, however, in control\)of the majority factio}:s o
of 'both the wings of the Party ;t this time. = - r .
o nal : - . .
Incumbency ‘crisis # &4 ' . P :
o l\ - . ‘ : &

In'Ju1§vl963, the Gupta faction lost control o the Pradesh

~ Congress when A, P. Jain won the Ptadesh Presidency. On Iulj 15, eight

cabinet ministers reqigned, charging Cupta with ruth&eqsness and anti-

Nehru campaigning. 212‘0n Augusq 24, 1933 ‘Nehru purged (. amaraje )

v .
Gupta despite Morarji Desai s advihe ngt to do it: "It would be a ) L

' s K3
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~ great Llundox, "sald Desai, and would invite personal "alle&siions". 3
w .

Py \ Crisoq in West Rengpal oS ~
et . ] L~
e

‘~>“, ‘ Onegﬁf Lhe mpct qtnble states in the Indian Union, Weét ﬁéngal

had jtst one incumbency crisis “etween 1947 and, 1963 ‘ ‘éfay was the

|

longest serving ChiefﬁM(nist ¢ all the Chief Ninlscer‘ invthe Indiﬁ%

Union during this,period.: ¢ ven she pem§0nal friendship of Nehru”(Dr.RoyL

was Nehru's personal physiciun)‘and 6f’Afulya Ghosh, the Party manager
: s . ‘ ‘ R
of the Pradush Congress and ad dnfluential member of the CAngre;s High
. u
" . (
Command,gB C. Rov wias never 1n any SQriouq troublo ’

)

. The names of the Chief Ministerq theip :onure of office, ‘the
h o .
nature of crises each faced-and the outcome of crises are the fBIlowingq
P : S , AR S
. . . ) B . , N - - : ‘ _ A \ "-‘
¥ . . W : M TR
Chief Minister -Tenure . Crises Outcome- of crises
' . S5 (year) .
8 : LN g c ~
© - 1947-48 l Incﬂmbencv High Comgand(Patel) -
2 N o (1948) negative; Ghosh resigns.
A - "~ w ’ o N
’ \ 19 62 ) Died in office. S
. N . sy . .U :
o, . y L ] o . _— uy?".
' P.C. Sen : 1962=g ’ . N : e
. - LY . ; s ’ Ni . s
) & r_l N
) - Vo t ) Tt | )
;e ‘Inqumbencv??isis o1 - e L

P. C. Ghosh sczgecdca H. §. Sulrawardy who mi%rated to East

Pakistnn aftcr the partition of Benga] at the time of Independencea

/’Prior to hiq begoming :HZ Chiaflﬂiniqter, Ghosh was ‘a member of 6he N

-~

/
4

-

angrusq High Command aﬁd an ardent supporter of Gﬂndhism. However, Lh"
th&

ministry, P Cethosh lost the
5 o <.
! support of both Sardar Patel and Gandhi‘who wanted him to include one

.-within six months of his- forming

of their quggested persqgng imw his cabinet - "a Marwari - either

oBadridas Goenka or Khaitan".ZIQ»Ghoéh even ;hreatened to resién\if

~ )
’ L]

A ° o
. L L ;
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~ At times, the Center s penétration Qj the support styuctures of the

176

| 1
he was preﬁsed. Sdbn thereafter, Ghosh lost control oi the‘Ceﬁgresa
Legislative Party to h. C. Roy who succeeded:hid with the "tacict approval

.of Sardar Patel and ot Nehru ih New Delhi," 215
B. C. Roy had a crisis-free tenure from 19d8'toﬁl962.
Table 3.14 summatize$ the attitude of the Center toward*incumbency
:eriseh in all the states]of the Indian Union. The data in.the tablé add

substantinl evidence to the fact that , there would have been no presiden-

l k

' )
tial rule in Punjab had thé ettitudc of the Centcr been posicive or even

neutral. Further Dhe datavelearly suggest thnt tq; ministerial stability

: . " _ S o
in th%,ﬂarioujggtntes of India at the time of crises depended much moré

. . ‘ \ >
on the attitude of the Center than on the support structures of the

5

. incumbent Chief Ministers.\ If the attitude was negatiVL, the ministries'

&hat all thc ministries except t#?i of Pun*ﬁb (1951)
. _‘ g - .
‘voluntarilv reqigﬁeﬂ when the attitude of tgg éentiiuraqmquatiVe raised
. - ." S
" no occasion for the tmposition of preqidential rule. On agfgothgf hand
’ ¥

,. . o T /.
all.ministries survived crises'whenever the attitude of the Center was

I
3 RS —

’ \
cléarly positive. It was only in_the case of a neutral Ceneer,thatqthe

\ R

“Tsurvival rate of ministries-in@riges was difficult to predict.

5 (-

" The detailed Qtudy of all the incumbencv crises” gives one the

l hmpression that thos%h%hief Ministers who relied completely on their

»

support structures for their stability were sitting on a risky perch

-

J * ~

incumbent Chief Ministers was eg‘strong-thae'a slightly isgruntled

vpice from New-Delhi could occasion a no ¢onfi¢ence motion ¥n.the Chief

.

gag.-_«ﬁ‘ 'Mini-stér. Howev‘er, N\&G@}ﬂ. preferred not to dabh;e tooh&yg‘h in state
> -

politihs on its own except on certain occasione. Mostly, the sources

qf.crises were the internal straihs in the states themselves,

)
A o :
LI )
. " s
~
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At lcast on throe occasions, the Ccntor was Qplit in {its attitude

" toward incumbcncy crises. In 1960, Nchru overcin, uppﬂsitidn in the

he

& e

had d accep;

Congress High’CQmmand'and askcd Dr. Sampurnana .! to st.p Jowm in favour
: s Lo

of C, B. Cupta, The fact that Nehru»ﬁimqolf hat nec much of a soft

’
RS ”

spot for C B. Gupta but. was pnobab]y agL ng, under the plcssure of~-‘

political situation in Uttar Pr adﬁsh cbmoq ouL ggﬂ;nbtc]y from the crisis
RPN i
episode of 1963 when NEEFU purged Gupta d09p1te Morarii s advice to Lhe

s was the qccond time that the High Command qu'CleaIl\

r % wk

;&I&

contrary, Tl

splic. Vina]]y, 1n 1°63 NgWru tould not QCabilizo Dr Tivarni Mehta "
b d

of Cujardt whan fnccd wiLh opp051t10u from Morarji Desaj-- Instcad he
-\‘, . .,‘_r,. ° "'.""3 ‘~‘_.x'

QLE ni Mchta, a nomineeswof Morarji as thc Chief

ho

oo \u S R S . Lo T
Ministcr o e e T E -
S e M L IR e T
‘Nh@\j these crises is impoitqut;ﬁb‘ndté.”fThdsg'Episgdég,”

)

along with others to be discussed }n ChL next chapter aré‘the shadows .

| © .

* of the events to come. \ﬁftcr the Sino Indian War 1992 Nehru seemed to

'by<the Chief MinisterséchemseIVes. The"politibﬁl.sy%teﬁ‘itéelfa?eemediﬁﬁ

be more easily challengeable by the members of hiq own caycur, if not
\ .

 to be mov&pg outqof the hegemonic stage. For the 1ast I's yetrs or, so,\

it was the Center which had hegemoaized the stateq Henceforth, it

b.
\ S
was to be the states witich were to hagemonize\’he Center. ‘ ~

- 4 -

n
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CHAPTER 1V
/-"’ : . THE.BARGAINING MODEL, 1964-67
/I in Chapter II, I have ‘called thg~years bet@gén 1964 and 1967 .
i“the period éf ‘ iyergence" in the political developmenf‘of India. {
héVe also characterized the pplitical;sysﬁem of this period as :}

\

"bargaining" Pecause, unlike the near-hegemonic system, it figéd

 thresholds of political dissent, accommodated acéeptable opposition

and bargainéd for consénsus_on political issues. The transition

-

H .
from the near-hegemonic state to the bargaining state was swift though

. ‘ , » ) -~
slightly bitter. It was swift because of the peaceful succession of
Lal Bahadur Shastri to khe office of the Prime Ministership in 1964

)

it was bitter because the succession crisis shook the long-standing s
eddficé of tﬁe Congress Party and left it permanently damaged. To
a large extent, the way'to this'transition waé pavéd by tﬁe Kamaraj !
Pléﬁ (1963) under which Nehru car?ied out a "bloogless pﬁrg;"'in the
-Party, and the procéS§ was éompieted by the succession battle of 1964j
With the death of Nehru, the movement of the political system from
it; near—ﬁegemonic'phase §§ a bargéining phase wag almost over ., .
In this chapter;'thé pgriod-Bétween-thevKamaraa Plan and the
éuccessionfbattlé has been treated as the transjitional phase in the
developmenéél path of the political system. I other words, this
transitional,pggiod (1963-64) representgiwhatXWéVmay call the "take-
;ff” stage of the political system for entf& into éhe bargaining stagék
The chapter is divided into four parts. Part I describes the

"take-of f'" stage and the system environmenta%ﬁjroperties of this stage.

Part II deséribes the developmental pathvof tﬁe\political system between

190

M3
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1
1964 and 1967, linking it with the "take-off" stage of the political :
system and incorperating both continuity and change. As in the preceding
chapter, the analytical frame adopted in describing both the parts is

given on the next page.
| These two parts together provide us with the contextual settingy
within which .the Center and the states interacted with each other and
.regulated their mutual relationships. These contextual settings also’
help us to hypothesizeltﬁe proﬁability of federai intetvention in state
crises. Part iI, therefore, ende with two descripti;e'propositions,
Part III of the chagter empiricaiiy tests these two{pr : itions.
As such, it deals with t{hose sub-system crises which were resoz
through the declaration of presidential rule. ‘Part Iv, as inntne
preceding‘chapter, looks at the crisis resolution pattern on an all-
~ India level and as Sbch is supplemental to Part III. . ﬁ
PAR%_I: THE EMERGEN;h:;;}TICAL SYSTEM, 1963—64 |
1. Structnral—functional properties: the extra—conetitutional
: instrumentalities

We have aiteady discussed the expansion in the entra-constitn~
tional network between 1947 and 1963. During this tiaheitional period
(1963-64), there was. little institution building except in the area
of defeqce and 1nternal security The humlliating Sino-India War in
October 1962 had diverted the attention of the entire nation to the
defence of the country and to a fresh re-assessment of the political
.leadership in terms of its past deeds and future capabilities-to

re-structure the war-torn economy of the nation. During the War,

a Defence Council was set up in New Delhi with Nehru as Chairman. It

. I :
was somewhat like a War Cabinet consisthing of prominent political figures

. and military generals. Duringvtne War, Nehru and his colleagues were
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badly shaken for having failed the nation. Among the first casualties

. ' .
of the ‘public tirade against the Nehru cabinet was the Defence Minister,

V. K. Krishfia Menon, who was forced to resign on November 7, 1962. On
. ) , ’ ]

November 14, when Nehru was making a statement in the Parliament - "At
the time Iﬁdia became independent we were not apprehensive about any
country's aggressive designs oﬂ us" - the President of India, Dr. S:
Ra&hakrishné& is supposed to have said sarcastically: ”Loog what this

i 1 ’ .
man is talking about." Even within the Defence Council, the atmosphere
was tense and of fault-finding. "We wanted to make our weapons, "

of
lamented Menon, "indigenously ... but it fell through among other

things on the refusal of the Finance Hinlstry to grant forelgn exchan

At this, Morarj1 Desal, who was then the Minister of Finance in the

Union cabinet, aqgrily intérjeEESQfN"You could have come to me if India's
“‘défence was at stake. You ha&e been surrendering Rs. 40 crores 1f$375

miilion approximatély;7 for the last five years és‘unspent budget."

Thus, in adversity, the cracks in the Nehru cabinet were incfeasingly

widening.
Aftef the War came the heaﬁieét budget.ofvall; for 1963—64,

to recover internal resources for strengthening the defencé of the

country. With its,nOQel scﬂemes like thg Cold ConFrol Order and

Compulsory Deposits,lthe budget invited lot of public crigicism, parti~

cularly from the'goldsmiths vhose occupation was d}rectly affected
. by the Order.a At the same timé, critics attacked the "ivory tower"
-Planning Commission for wrong priorities and "unréalistic” planning. .
The Third»five—Year—Plah, which was already running into difficulties -
for want of more foreign exchange ét tHe time of the Sino4india War,

5
had to be re-tailored to conform to the new defence priorities. The



critics also attacked Nehru's romanticism with institutions like the
Community Development and Panchayati Raj which had neither generated .

"people's participation" in economic development nor a "socialistic
6 ' x

pattern of society!. In fact, many of the bigger illusions of Nehru

4 - , ,

came under attack sdddenly at this timﬁ' -

2. Party System properties:: the Congress Party and the shrinking
' ‘ influence of Central Leadership

After the defeat in‘the Sino-Ind1ia War, "back;door" intrigues
began in the working of the Congress Part&. In the gummer of 1963,
the secfét meeting of what later came to be'kﬁown aé}the "syndicate'" -
of the party bosses ;;cided to capture the Congress Presidency in
the forthcdpning eleciian to this off;éé. The meeting was held.af
Tirupati int the Souﬁh'and was ét;endéd by Epe West Bengal party boss,
Atﬁlya GhosL, and three Chief Ministers of the southern states:
K. Kamaraj of Madras, N. Sanjiva Reddy of Andhra (later, a candidate
for the Presidency of India), énd S. Nijalingappa of Mysore. S. K; |
Patil of Bombay could ndt attend the meeting but was quickly informed
about the proceedings éf Fhé meetigg by Atulya Ghoshi Sensing‘Nehru's
‘personal dislike for both Atulya Ghosh and S. K. Patil, the members
decided to install Lal Bahadur Sﬁastri, if possible, and K. Kamaraj,

\ 7
if necessary, as the next President of thé‘Congress. Soon after

the‘meeting,'the decision leaked out, which made Morafji Desai furious:

8

1"

"I will contest Congress Presidentship.’ But Shastri remarked: "I

194

don't know why Morarji Bhai is so keen to become the Congress President.

9

Panditji 17Nehrq47 does not want him." However, on Shastri's declining

the offer with a view to avoiding a contest with Morarji Desal, K.

i

Kamaraj became the Congress President in October of 1963.



While the Congress was rapidl} losing its populari;v aﬁter

the Chinese Wgr - the Congress had lost all the three parliamentary '
|

bye-elections held in 1963 - internal dissensions in'the Congress \? -
J ' . /): )
High Command gave the general impression that the Congress was -’ , o { T
‘?),.)4, . 5 N o]

disintegrating. Both Atulya Ghosh and S. K. Patil were said’ ao haxg
established an anti-Nehru forum and the public preSqueeded.to bé%kﬁifg
| thriving on such ”conspiracies Although Nehru himself w?bﬁe a ;S§?~
vpersonal 1etter to Atulya Ghosh in order to remove miﬁunderstandingsr '
- "I have never thought that yoo were"oonsoiring"against me, nor
indeed do i think that S. K. Patil did it" - the press was full of .
rumours about campaigns in the Congress against one another, parti-
cularly agsingt Nehru. |

In terms of the relationship between the Congress High Command
ang the state party units,‘the fragmentation at the Center increaé!;gly
'jreduced the ability of the Central leadership to intervene in state
politics. The crises in Uttar Pradeshband Gujarat (1963) L ‘orced
Nehru to adJust to the new 31tuation of potential lim.ts on hlS power. © 4
The "Tirupati' meeting, along with these crises, also demons}ratéd
to Nehru the fact.that the Congress territory was now almost parcelied
out-among a number of lesser but powerful landlords snch as Morarji
Desai (Gujarat), C. B.iGupta (Uttar Pradeeh), Atulya Ghosh (West
Bengal), S. K. Patil (Bonbay), N. Sanjiva Reddy (Andhra), S. Nijalingappa
(Mysore), K. Kamaraj (Madras), B. Patnaik (Orissa), etc. All of
these perty bosses had acquired an all-India jimage duiing their long
stay in Congress politics and a few of them entertained the‘ambition
to capture the throne once Nehro(wh(se health was adversely affected

because of age and Sino-Indian War) was out of the way. Obviously,
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7
in a situation 1like this when the High Command itself wag internally
divided,\it could &t command the state units the way 1t used to

in the earlier-period. N

3. Leadership properties: Nehru's failing chariéma
SN - -

After the demoralization at shelbands oféChina, "Nehru," wrote
Kuldip Nayar, ?wés like a god that had failed." For the first time
in the history of fQQe India, the Indian }arliament debatéd alvote of
non-confidence against the Central Governmenf in Auéust 1963. 1In thé
gloomy;atmosphere of the‘Lok Sabhé, the acrimonious.debate lasted four
days. Ram Manohar Loh;a charged the Governﬁent with having betrayed
ﬁhe nation Qnd asked Nehru to geek a fresh mandate from the people,
who no lpnger held any confidence in his Government.13 Thg most telling
attack‘éage from Achar&a Kripalani who insisted that fthe.govefnment .
should get out of' the rut which Nehru admits he is in."14 »

Nehru's‘respoﬁse to these attacks was an hour-long rémbling
speech devoid of any spirit or ;igor. He pleaded with g.sense of
injured innocence but failed to win the sympathy of his moUth-f%éming

critics. The Government survived because of the large Coﬁgress1majbrity‘
‘ ’ /

in the Parliament, but Nehru's image as a "King in P \liamenf" was

severely damaged.” \
While the opposition had the Privilege to criticdse the Government,
Nehru' found crities in his own party too. Having been fdrced to sacrifice ..

o)
&+ K. Krishna Menon by many of his own party men, Nehru wanted "to punish

v 15
certain Congress leaders ... who had raised their heads against him."

v

On August 24, two days after the defeat of the no-confidence motion
in the Parliament, Nehru accéptedithe'resignation of six "top-ranking"

Central Ministers in addition to,the Chief Ministers of six states under



the Kamiraj Plan, which was, on the facé‘of it, designed té revitalize

the Congress Party by retiring a few of the leading Congress members
. L

from the government positions. Among the Central leaders| the *bloodless

.;::;pUﬁﬁe" affected Morarji Desai) Jagjivan Ram, Lal Bahadur Shastri, S.K:Patil,
. . v «©

N

B. Gopala Reddy, and K. L. Shrimali. pAmong the six Chief- Ministers, while
® ' - .
K. Kamaraj of Madras retired to take up the Congress Presidency, and-

d
B. Patnisk of Orisiﬁ lodged himself next-door to.Nehru's office as the
‘ . . / . ”
latter's public relationsmqn, Bakshi Ghulam Mohammed of Jammu and Kashnir,

Binodanand ‘Jha of Bihar, C.‘B%‘Cupta of Uttar Pradesh, anﬁ B. A. Mandloi
of Madhya Pradesh were simplyvpurged. The shake-up was both dramatic
aqd drastié,though it failed, in the long run, to establish thru's
control over the Party. While some of the retiriné Central Ministers
started attributing ulterior métivesnto Jthru,therab;-bringihg him in

public disrépute, most of the Chief Ministeré were successful in

o

nullifying the effect of Kamaraj Plan by handing over control of their
: .
-
respective states to their factotums.16 Both Morarji Desai and Lal

thadur Shastri were aware of Nehru's design,though both breferred'to

to remain silent in public for the time being." However, while Morarji

told Nehru in private how he felf about the latter’s action, Lal Bahadur

-

délibérately kept a low profile in order to be unpleasant neither to |,
"Nehru nor to his critics. "As I am giving up office and getting out
of the Cabinet," said Morarji to Nehru privately, "1 should like to

give you the imptessions I have formed of you." Continuing), Mofarji

- ~

said:

Nobody is able to know what your view is about any of vour
colleagues and some of them, find it difficult to work freely

and are afraid of you also .... Such discrimination in ’
behavigur with colleagues is not proper, in my view ..,.. I
hope atld trust you will think about this matter and change
your method of work and behaviour.l7 N
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# On the other -hand, . Lal RBahadur Shastri, conducting himself more diplomat [~

cally, *kept his. .supporters posted about Nehru's next step so that they,

v

could take ndvantngc of newly omcrning situation. To his supporters in
Punjab, thqtri communicated the probability of Mehru dropping the Chfef

Minfster with the following warning.:

A -

\ Let us Lccp our finpers crossed. Kairon is Panditji's
blind snot ~and he might change his mind at the last minute,l8

Of n]l the crftics, S. V. Patil of Bombav was publiclv most

N

~ vocal and openlwquestioned Nehru's motives:
' KS : .
I am not ridiculing the Plan . / hut / if somebodv uses
it for his own purposes or uses it for getting rid of a

minister whom he does dot llke then I will say Mr. Kamara j—"
never 1nt0nded this.

i3

Nehrm defénded the Plan and denied .anv nntiveq hehind his action.

' a3 v

owever, the fact that, Nehru s Intentions wer- suc-ect in the eves of
. N

o

3 mé”of the leading Gongrossmcn = Desa!, Patil, Jagjiwan Ram, C. B.

-

dpta"—‘éffectéd Nehrii's stature as a ”pod-fathor” of the Congress.
After the batt]e for succegfion in 1966 was over, Desai told Michael

Brecher ‘that the kamnraj Plan seemed "to have been motivated not only

f him but also to pave the way for Mrs. Gandhi to the

) . ) . o} N
Prime MinisteXship,'-"“ "

System ‘environmental properties: -

1. pomesE?%EIVJoibﬁéz

During the transitional period under analvsis, communal violence

..-r.

between-{he Hindus and the Wuslims resulted in heavy casualities both

in Srinapar (Kashmlr) and in Calcuttg (West Bengal). It 511 started‘
when the infuriated Huslims broke into violent agitation over the theft
of‘thg‘ﬁost prized re%ic of the Prophet from‘a Muslim mosque on Christmas

Eve, 1963. This prgduced a chain reaction in Fast Pakistan and in the
Y N e . T

_ West Bengal. On Januaryv 11, 1964, the police opened fire on fifty different

'

3
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occasions in Calcutta. The tota]\hhxifr of people killed was estimated
at 2610.21 In Fast Pakistan, the rjotinngcvc]oped into a general attack
on the non-Muslims wif fled to the eastern states of Ind;a, particularly
Assam, \\\‘ .

L On the Assnm—Burmq gorder, tension vefginﬁ on v{o]encc continued
between the tribal Napas and the Government of India despite the acceptance

-

by t' - Government to set up an autonomous state for the Nagas. Nagalapd
was created as a separate state unit fn 1963 but A 7. Phizo, a leader
of the Nagas undcrpround continued hisg fighr for the indcp(ndonco of
Nagaland from the Indian Union He even set up an exiled government of
Nagaland and whi]elin Eng kand threatenéﬁ to raise the issue before khe
United Nations.zf
2. International: pressures on foreign policy

The policy of non-alignment suffered a sudden reversal with

the Chinese attack. The reversal was sudden because India had made no

S

ad]ustments in {ts foreizn policv even during the period when 1t expected
Chinese agpression The relationsJFetween India and the United States
were extremely poor and irrlgating in the autumn of 1962, when the latter
was shipping military supplies to Paki-ca: despiée protests from Indial

. The irritation had become all the mor= sharp because India had entered

vinto an agreement with the SQuiet Uniur ‘or :the manufacture of MiGs in

b
India as a reaction to the American policy.

The War forced India to make a sharp turn in foreign policy. -
With the Soviet Union divided between a non-aligned "friend" and a
communist "brother", Nehru appealed to the West, particularly ta‘the

United\S{gﬁes, tohglp India tide over the disaster. The appeal was

obviously inqongruous with the usual posture India had maintained toward
R
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the Wth, but boch the United States and Britain responded to it with
great svmpathy and understandlng. ‘The'defeccc‘of)lndia was strengthened
with massive airlifts of cmergencylsuppliCS fromjboth the countries
However, this Weéstern umbrella to Tndia provoked anéry protests from
Pakistan, which started moving close to Gl ina to pressure the West to ‘stop
military assistance to India. The net result of Pakistan's agitatione
was that India was brought under eressure by the West to open immediate
negotiations with Pakistan on the Kashmir iseue. Both Averell Harriman
(United States) and Duncan Sandvs (Britain) mediated but the several
meetings that followed betqgen‘the representatives of India and Pakistan
failed to arrive at any settlement. Rather, ;he talks between the two
¢ountries left behind a trail of bitterness with Pakistan'storeign
Minister announcing: "Pakistan will not be alone if she becomes the
victim of any aggression. It would also involve the largest state in
.Asia"%3and Nehru characteriging Pakistan's ”wooiné” of China as "one

of the worst examples of bhlackmail' in history. Within less than 2 years,
India and Pakistan were to fight another grim battle tn settle what they
failed to qettle throuph the mediatibn of the West.

The sygtem-environmental properties during the transitional
pericd exposed\xgdia to many of the pplitical and economic uncertainties
and to less;than—bfight future expectations. The euphoria fo} plaﬁn‘lg,
socialism, and non-alignment seemed no loﬁger e&citiné in these dark
and dfea;y years in the nation's history.24 With Nehru's decreasing
- influence, the Congress seemed to be giviﬁg birth ‘to m-ny Tammany-Hall—
like bosses who were familiar more with the crudities of politics than
with the "dreams of‘future”, as Nehrn was. .Aiter Nehru's deatﬁ the all-

-

powerful Center came. under the eclipse of these bosses and the country

passed from Nehru's rule to a rule through "collective leadership".

-
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PART IT1:  THFE DEVELOPMENTAL PATH OF THE POLITICAL SYSTEM01964-67

1. Structural-functional properties: the extra—constitutional
instrumentalities

Neither Lal Bahadur Shastri (1964- 66) no ‘frs. Indira Gandhi
(1966-67) dispensed with any of the extra-constitutional instrumentalites -
Planning Comm1551on,ANat10nal Development Council, Zonal Councils,

State Ministers Conferences, etc. - which had been developed and
carefully nurtured bv Nehru. However, there were gundamental changes

In the functioning of these institutions. The most critical change was

in the‘style of decision-making. While decisions in Nehru's times "often

apreared to be imposed from above” 25 this was not the case in the
Shastri-Indira era, where decisions were taken after aispirited exchange
of ideas-and with a genuine concern for consensus. ‘Lal Bahadnr Shastri
opened up the political system to a wide variety of interests and pressures,
partly because of the polltical situation he was in and partly because
of his desire to be "different" from Nehru. One of the most significant’
developments that Shastri initiated was the establishment of an informal
"but supreme dec1sion—mak1n9 "Grand Council" at the Center. Unique ip
its membership, it represented a confluence of divergentAvieproints
and opinions. It was composed of almost all the crucial nielders of
influence both in the Congress Party and in the Central and State.
Covernments be51des some special invitees such.as V. K. Krishna Menon
and U. N Dhebar Michael Rrecher described the Grand Council as a
political "court of last appeal"
where Union and State, Government and Partv power constellations
bargain/ed/ at the highest level. There, much more than in
Parliament or_Cabinet, pressure groups / met / on equal terms
and /resolved/ confllct ~ bv consensus. Seen in terms of the

succession and its aftc.math, the Grand Council of the Republic
/ vas / the collective substltute for Nehru's charisma.
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In Eerms of economic planning, neither Shastri nor Indira tried
to revive the sacredness of the Planning Commission as the "know-ail
House of Wisdom"has it'was during Neh'ru's time.. On the cantrary, the
Administrative Reforms'Commission suggested énd the Government agreéd
to ”de—bureaucratizg" tﬁe‘?iénning Commis. ion which had become an Empire
unto itself.  The Governmgﬁt a}so respondéd td’éritics who Ehafged that
I;dia's meagre resoufces Had geen "dissipated in gigantic industrial
‘ >
exhibits, like steel plants"27 toAthe neglect of a%ricultural broduction .
by according the highest priority to the Yatter in the Fourth-Five-Year
Plan beginning 1966. 1In a fresh assessment of the Third-Five-Year Plan,
which_had.run into rocks because of.the Chinese aggression, Shéstfi
pleaded for a shift from ”big.project" to "small-scale consumer projects”
in order to bring tangiﬁle benefits.tq the peOple.28 Unlike Nehru, Shastri
felt no special compulsion to expand public sector pr&jects at the cost
-of private sector projectsL Rathgr, his "stronger privgte enterbrise
flavour"”,which Indira mistook as a consciousvpolicy of de-Nehruization,

made Indira react angrily (while she was a minister in Shastri's cab%?et):

"Where 1is tion-alignment? Are our policies socialist? In

dia hes swerved
™~ T

from the right path!"29 ' o

2. Party System proverties: fragmentation in the Congress oligarchy

The two sucecession crises in 1964 and 1966,respeqtivé1y,seﬁ.
new institutional patterns: (a) they provincializea na;ionalipolitics
by involving the Chief Ministers in the selection of national leaders;
(b) they exposed the politicél (not so much ideologica’) polarization
in the Congress High Command; and (¢) they changed the cognitiye.imagé
both of the opposition parties and of thefﬁasses inlgenéral about the

~.capability of the Center to hold its own-against the centrifugal forces.
‘ o, )
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With'Shastri's selection as the candidate of the Syndicate Eof party
bosses),‘Morarji Desai and his supporters felt as much isolated and
brow—heated as some of the leftists in:the Congress such as V., K.
Krishna Menon, K. D. Malaviya, etc. On Shastri's death, the'Syndicate
succeeded once again in getting Mrs{ Ind{i: 1 Gandhi elected in open
opposition to Morarji Desai'and this, more than ever 'before, created

that unbridgeable gulf 3in the Party that could not be covered. After

the succession, the Congress oligarchy,as Cepresented.in the Congress
- :

High Command was divided between the victors and the vanquished.

Both Lal Bahadur Shastri and Mrs. f¥dira Gandhi were helped to
office by the Syndicate particularly by K. Kamaraj, then the Congress
'Prgsident. Vowever, both revolted against Kamaraj's authority once they
were elected leaders of the.Congress Parliamentary Party Both Shastri

and Indira tried to follow the footsteps of Nehru in making the Government

.independent of the Party - Shastri refused to consult K. Kamaraj in

i

constituting his cabinet and Indira devalued the‘ national currency

despite Kamaraj's advice to the contrary39 but both weve largely -
. . ! . . ;

unsuccessful. Shastri had hardly started a debate on Government—Party
relationship when death took him away from the political scene, while

Indira I efforts in this direction ended in confusion.

o

The only beneficiaries of the succession battles were the State

Chief Ministers who clubbed together to influence the selection of’

the national leaders and thereby achdred a place of influence and
prestige in the Congress Center. Once involved in Central politics,

they became a parttof the supreme policy-making organ at the Center,i.e.

the Grand Council. Being thus brought into tle Center, the Chief Ministers

¢

began to assert an increasing degree of autonomy from the Center .n

i
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connectlon with the governance of their respective states. The '"centrism"

\

3 \ k) e
moving out of the oligarchical structure to “stratarc\;cal" structures.

in the Congress Party was broken and the Pafty obvioﬁsly seemed 'to be

!
3. Leadership properties: the 'Diminutive" Shastri an
Indira Gandhi

the "Dumb Doll"

‘In both Lal Bahadur Shastri and Mrs. Indira Gandhi, the CQuntry

selected the Prime Ministers but not the leaders of the. nation ) Both had

'

triumphed over the uncompromising and intractable Morarji Desai not

because of their stature or pblitical experience but becbuse of their

Y

supposedlv weak and malleable personalities. Lal Bahadur Shastri was
too humble to be effensive to the Syndicate andilndira Gandhi tooiﬁeak
in the Party to ever assert a role independe&t of the party bosses. No”
doubt thefe'were certain other qualities in these new leaders but their
seemingly frall personalities counted the most with the "king-makers ;

at least, this was the impression gained by the nation.

i
Napoleonic in size, Lal Bahadur Shastri had none of the makings

of Napoleon. Humble‘in-originvand honest to the-last inch, Shastri was
known for his modesty.and:unobtrueiVe manners. He made very few enemies
-and was skillful in the art of making c;%promises. A political bioéiapher
of Shastri described him as S ‘\.

truly meek and humble, a man of the people and one of them,
sweetly reasonable, devoid of malice, imperturbable of temper,
non~violent in thought, and speech, tolerant and persuasive.

Professor Galbraith, the United States Ambassador in New Delhi 1961-63,

»

described Shastri slightly differently:

There is more iron in his soul than appears on the surface.

He listens to every point of view, he makes up his mind firmly, B
and once he has made them,s his decisions stick .... He is the

kind of man who is trusted.33

-There is no doubt, wrote Welles Hangen in 1962, that the "little man"

1.8, Shastri has been a '"faithful echo of his master, Jawaharlal Nehru",



-

but he has "a will of his own and, what is more unusual, a COnscience
&

Neither is transient." 1f selected as the Prime Minister' "he might "
continued Hangen, '"surprise those who chose ‘him for his apparent pliancy.
The mouse might well roar."3% . o .

| While Shastri exhibited some signs of strength in the -last days-
of his life‘and particularly during the Indo—;akistan War of 1965, his brief
tenure in’ ogfice (June 2 1964-January 11,1966) was otherwise such a |

calendar‘of woes" that he could hardlvlassert himself as tne Prime

Minister of the country. bver—shadowed by the living menory of Nehru
and surrounded‘by the formidable reputation of big, silent Kamaraj and

his allies; Shastri found it difficult to create a national image of

himself. ' His cabinet consisted of persons whose enormous egos always

[
1

loomed large above his head. To this wds added ¢the increasing derision
of the Nehru family - Krishna ‘Hutheesing, the youngerwsister of Nehru,
wrote a blunt letter to Shastri saving that his living "in the same
house in which the great departed leader had lived would be unpardonable

135

presumption on his part. Mrs. Vijayalakshmi Pandit, Nehru's other

slster, launched a heavy afitack agginst Shastri in the Parliament and

contemptuously desc¢ribed Wim as béing a "prisoner of indecision." ‘With

de-Nehruization, Shastri stood completely

H

.alienated from the family which had not yet 1dst the respect of the nation.

Indira Gandhi accusing him

"In the Parliament, the fipposition discovered its power and left
no opportunity to make it felt on % =srri. With the open révolt of some
100- Members' of the Congress’?arliamev' - Party over the language issue,

the Parliament became an arena of seve- nfrontation. As one politlcal
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commentator remarked: . : .

Pariiament todav is faced with the crucial problem of
-survival as the focal point of democracy. It can be
saved only by itself and not by an external authority
«... A great deal is on trial in India at the moment ,
. and the future of parliamentary democracy is one such
test,36

Shastri suffered Cﬁiticism; Indira humiliation. She succeeded

Shastri o@'January 19, 1966 in an atmospLene”of,negétiable loyalties in‘

the Congress. Her first year of prime ministership was a "personal

ordeal that left her increasingly shaky and nérvous. her every day

{ .
essiqnal hecklers. -

o ~»

in the Parliament was a day of trial with the prof
Some parliamentarians - Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia, Raj Narain (now of
national fame because of the writ he filed against the validity of

Mrs. Gandhi's 1971 elecﬁionito the Parliament),etc. - taunted her; abused

b

. - . !
her and even vulgarized her appearance with their histrionic talents.

-

Inexperienced, Indira often cut a sorry figure in the Parliament and

.frequently,lost threads of her speech in confusion. Shy and indifferent

speaker that éhe was, she was nicknamed a "Dumb Doll”vby‘the velhi newsmen.
¥5 the cdmgoéitionof her firgt”cabinéfgvministers were fptced

on Indira both by K; Kamaraj and Dr. S. Radhakrishnai, th?n tne President

of.india.37 However, soon théreafter, Indiré bega; Eéléssert:her indepen-

dence!from the barty bosses. Her decision to devalue the currency in

- June 1966 alienaég% her from the Syndicate: ‘Kamaraj called the decision

"hasty and foolish'". Her dismissal of Home Minister Gulzarilal Nanda

(twice acting Prime Minister .during the succession crises) in November 1966

in connection with the fierce agitation in the country for a total ban

on cow slauphter was the proverbial iast straw on the Syndicate's back.
The Congress President, K.'Kamaraj, vho had close and friendly relations

with Nanda, regarded Nanda's dismissal as a persona} challenge to his
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authority. With Y. B. Chavan substituting for Nanda as the Home Minister,
' i

S. K. Patil, Railway Minister and an effective memberyof the éyndicate,

joined Kamaraj in protest not so much over the dismissal of Nanda as over
the appointment of Y. B. Chavan who was a long time political competitor !
of Patil in their gdmmon home state of Maharashtra. The Syndicate would

probably have seen to it that Indira did not become the Prime Minister
) ,
-after the General Elections of 1967 but for the demoralization it suffered
i , ' :
. when K. Kamaraj, S. K. Patil, and Atulya Ghosh - the three core members

of the Syndicate - suffered electoral defeats in 1967,

System-environmental nroperties:

1. Domestic (a) Food crisis:

{
The country suffered one of the worst food crises in its history
‘vduringfthe period undefianalysis. In July 1964, the Government anticipated
food riogs and requested even pﬁe Government of Pakistan for rice import.
Nex; month, the commuﬁi;ts threatened a count;ywide!food agitation. The
Go&ernment arrested about 1300 of them. However, thé arrests did not
‘discourage the communists, and by Dgcember }964'their underground actiQi—
ties in West Bengal and Kerala %sgedvanother 700 persons to the list of
arrested communists. In the meanwhile, food riots broke out in.many
parts of the country,damaging public property and privaté business houses.
¢ Lal Bahadur Shastri held three Cﬁief Min£sters' conferences
beginning Novembérv1964,suggesting-(a) statutory rationing in iarge cities;
(b) summary trial of traders who sold foodgréins éf prices higher than
those fixed by thé_Governmentg and (c) revision of rice zones so as to
enable the Government to transfer rice (and ﬁpodgrains) from surpiqs

states to the deficit states. To begin with, the Chief Ministers rejected

the suggestibn outrightly. On the contrary, they made Shastri to agree
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to the decision that each state was to be a "¢losed rice zone", selling
?

ricejto the deficit states only if it wished to do so. The Hindustan

Times assailed the Center for vielding to the states:

The time has come for the leadership at the Centre to assume
the political responsibility for an all- -India policv on food
and divest the local leadership of both the initiative and ~
the responsibility for it. The interminable parleys with

the Chief Winistqrs are a pathetic exercise in evasion 38

And the Times of Tndia declared that o

the Union Government should have‘the good sense and the

Courage to use the erergency SOWers yith’whieh it armed

itself almost two vears ago
The_Government did have the "good sense" but obviously not the courage
to do anvthing in opp031t10n to the wishes of the state leaders. It
almost took the Central Government a full vear before it could extract
a "gentlemen's agreement from the Chief Ministers that they would
imp]ement statutory ratidning' ahd contribute, in case of'surplus, to the
newly established Central Pice Pool. Despite large shipments‘of'foodgrains

‘ " : . :

under PL 480 from the United States, the food situauion in the country
continued to be pathetic well into 1966-67. Indira Gandhi tried to

#

ease the situation by establishing a National Food Council for a fair

a filasco. The surplus states were simply unwilllng to part with surplus

food .in those pre-election vears.

i

" (b) Language conflict:
re
The fggd’rlots coincided with the language riots in the country.

: 40
/’//’/;/En/lanﬁa;;/Febrvarv 1965, the South, partici larly Mad;as, was up in arms

agalnst the implementation of the constitutional provision to make Hindl

{

the national language of whe country effectlve January ?6 1965, W1th
Morarji Desai, Jagiivan Ram and Ram Subhag Singh as Hlndi protoganlsts

on one side and K. Kamaraj, Sanjiva Reddy, s, Nljallngappa and Atulya
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Ghosh as anti-Hindi spokesmen on the other, Shastri found himself in: )

|
an extremely embarrassing éituatiqnf The fact that Shastri himself
belonged to a';tate (Uttéf Pradesh) which was the central arena of
pro-Hindi frenzy complicated the issue for him all the more. In

a nationwide broadcast, Shastri repeated Nehru's earlier assurance that
both Hindi and English should continue to be the link languages and
that all the states should implement the '"three language formﬁla" as

N

'decided<in>l963. While this verbal a;surance satisfied the SoutH, it
did not completgiy resolve the issue. About 100 Congress membefs of'
the Parliament from the South now insisted that fresh legislaticn
ingorpofating the assurances be passed and the Constitution amended.‘
At first, Shastri refused; but when Subr%maniam and Alagesin (from
Madras) resigned ffom-his cabinet, he gaye in. The assurances in

the form of an amendment to the Official Languages Act became the law

of the country in 1967 without, thever; amending the Constitution.

2. International: War
. ‘ " .
For the first time since Independence, India and Pakistan fought

an extensive war beginning September 1, 1965. The war started in the

.
town of Jammu (Jammu & Kashmir) and engulfed Lahore and Sialkot on the

Pakistan side and Jullundur-Amritsar on the Indian side. Both sides
crossed the international frortiers and threatened to wipe out each other..
Daylight air attacks on civilian targets were the.common features of

this war. On the ground the Chhamb-Jaurian sector made intermational
news as the gravevard of tanks and armoured cars.

. # . .
" The international world witnessed the drama for a while till

on September 18, the Chinese Covernment handed an ultimatum to the

Indian envoy in Peking asking the Government of India to destroy its

allegedly-built p0sts on Chinese territory or else face counter-action

~
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The ultimatum came after the visit of the Chinese Foreipn Minigter to

-

Pakistén in the midst of war. This provoked Dean Rusk of the United
States,who publicly warned China to stay out of the war. Through Tass,
the Soviet Union indirectly said that no Government had the right to
"add fuel to the flame" and that anyone doing it would have "a grave
“‘r¢35ponsibility".vz'1

This war broughf out the ¢esf 1n'La1 Bahadur Shastri, who inspired
confildence in thevarmed forces and cleansed e nation's soul from ‘
the demoralization it had suffered three years ago in the Sino-Indian
War. However, it put a severe burden on the alreadv tottering economy
of the countgy. On June 5, 1966, Mrs.-Indira Gandhi was a#most forced..
to devalue the!nétional currency ,Which hurt the natioral ;;&de of many
of her critics and friends alike. "If we don't devalue,'" she said, "we
don't get aid."42 Since the pressu.re for de;/allgmtio\had come from the
World Bank, Intérnational Ménetary Fund, agd the United States, Indifa
faced mounting* criticigm more from the leftists than from the ;ightists
in thé country. To.retrieve her leftist image, Ihdi%a_yisited the Soviet
Union in the second half of f966,—and, in a joint communique, called
for an immédiate halt to Americgd bomﬁing in Vietnam.H.This prompted Rresi-
dent Johnson to "foot-drag" over the alreaﬂyocommitted sh}pment of wheat
'to India at a time when India needed ;he quickest possible deliveries
to meet the near-famine conditionms. '

The system-environmental intqractioq, asldescribed in the
preceding pages, was least congenial to the maintenance of "centrism"
in the functioning of thé political system. The Grand Council was
symptomatic of the change-fro; Nehru's léadership to a collective leader-
ship at the Center,but it was wundoubtedly the.state gove#nments and

o

the party bosses who held. the keys to this Council. The decisions of ,

y
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the Council were by consensus, but nothing of consequence could be
decided withouf the cbnéent of theIChief Ministers. In fact, the second
sucé®ssion, more than the first, had firmly established the hold of

the Chief Ministers not only on the Central leadership but also on the
Centré] Institutigms. After Shastri's death, the Chief Ministers almost
sstole the thunder from the Congress High Command when thev started
briefing Members of Parliament from their respective states as to
which way they should cr should not vote 1in ghc ¢ cession contest.
Some of the gembers even expressed public resentment apainst the inter-
ference of the CHief Ministers, because they felt that the Central
leadership selection was the pfivilege of the Congress Parliamentary
Party and not that of the Chief Ministers. While one Member of
‘Parliament from Rajésthan sadly commented that "last time, at least,
they lﬁfhe Chief Winisters_7.consulted us, now they are not even doing

b4 K.

that", Santhanam was resentful:

It is strange that the voting rights of the Members of
Parliament are being virtually exercised by the Chief
Ministers of states who are not even voters themselves.
This is a negation of democracy. .

The powers of the Chief Ministers had inc;eased‘éll the more
"with increasing crac%s in the Central leadership. Neither Shast+i
nor Indira had Nehru's charisma or even the unflinching loyalty of the
entire Congress Party, rThé war-torn ecoriomy at home and international
pressures from abroad had created insurmountaple problems for bothAof
them,making their operational voyage roszhmahd extremely difficult., 1In
a situation like this, one c;n easily aﬂticipate how the Center wodld
conduct itself in reiation t; the state‘governments. It would,'if

_possible, avoid unnecessary interference in state politics unless

dictated by extraordinary circumstances. At best, it would be inactive
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on Issues which might upscet the delicate equilibrium in state politics;

at worst, It would resort to presidential rale with the consent of the

’ ’ ) t
*state leadership In-crisis.

Some_descriptive proposftions: .
Thus, we expect that:
i (a)sthe attitude of the Center - neutral, posifivo, negative -

would make little differcence tqliho stability/instability
of the Congress provincial pnvvrnmunt—fn-crisls; and
(b) "thc attitude (;1.' the 'Conu.*r would be not to resort to
presidential rule unless forced to do so by the ci}cdmstanco
In gelhtion tb the non-Congress state govcrnmen{s, we cxpect that the
Center wouldh 1ive with them unless state crises so dictate the Center
as to agkv the imposition of presidential rule an absnlpte ngccssitv.
PART TI1: PRESIDENTIAL RULES 1964-67
There were onlv four cases of presidentlal rule between 1964
and 1967. The tvpe of cfises, the nature of government, the duration

.

of presidential rules, etc., are given 1in Table 4.1 on the next page.
a

INCUMBENCY CRTISES:

Presidontfdl Rule in Kerala: September 10, 1964 - March 23, 1965

After the i960 elections to the Keralﬁ\Assombly, the Congress,
havingtfailod to win an absolUtehmajor%fy,ihad,cntereq into a Foalition
with the Pr&ja Spcia]ist Party to form fhe government under the leader-
ship of Pattom Thanu Pillai€Socialist). In the congressization crisis
that followed, Pattom Thanu Pillai acccptedifhe Covernorsﬁip of Punjab
in exchange for the Chic’ hinistorship of Kéral& which was taken over
by R. Sankar of the Congress in September 1962(see Table 3.1f, crisis

# 4). With Pillai's exit from Keralé, some of his followers had joined

v
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_P. T. Chacko, Home Minister in the Sankar cabinet, joined hands with
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X

the Congress gilving the Partv an absolute majority In thcjﬁssembly)
The original strength of the Congress in the Assembly was 63/127.

Incumbency crisis:

~

Soon after the formation of the ministrﬁ, the Congress Legislative ‘
Wh - ‘ yd
Party split into two factions:

i. the Sankar faction: and

ii. the Chacko faction.

7

-

hY

the Kerala Pradesh Congress President, Govindan Nair, in resurrecting

charges of corruption against the Chief Minister and the Minister of

Industries. At the bottom of thelcontroversy was the hard feeling which
' ! ’ . .

Chacko,as the leader of the Christian community, and Govthdan Nair, as

the leader of the Nair community, sustained against Sankar as the leader.

of the backward Ezhava COmmuni.t_v.l"6 The charges of‘corruption were
referred to the Congress High Command; which gave Sankar a clean chit

- some people alleged that it was because of Sankar's good relations

with K. Kamaraj Nadar (Nadar, incidentally, is a backward caste) - on
November 3, 1963.47 o : ~a

' It was rov “ankar's turn to act. On December 8, 1963, P. T.
Chacko got involved in a car accident in which four persong were injured.
This gave rise to the .demand for his resiénation/?rom the ministry;
the Opposition members in the Assembly with'tﬁe support of some of the
members of the Sankar faction, accused Chacko of '"rash and dangerous
driving" and of "hit and run" charges: On February 21, 1964, Sankar
forced Chacko to resign from the ministry. Latergloﬁ April 3, when

. ‘\/
the court acquitted Chacko of the charges of dangerous driving, Sankar

refused to accommodate .Chacko in his ministry. This was followed by
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a mutual "smear" campaign by the two factions which not only exposed

the private lives of many a public men but also dragged the party.'s
48

reputation into sludge. For a while, the campaign subsided because

of the succession crisis at the Center; but once the succession issue
was over, 1t assumed‘its full force once : vain.

After Nehfuis deéth, the Chacko faction submitted charges.of
corruption for the second time against the Sankar ministr? and sought
interviews with the Central leaders on various occasions. Howeyer,
therc was no definite response‘from the Cente}. While{Shastri‘Lried

‘to postpone the issue, K. Kamaraj &as said to be ”indiggant" over what»
he. thought was a case of "party indisc:/ipline"'.['9 Finally, the Chacko
faction_threétened to support a vote of no-confidence in the minist?y
in case thé High ?ommand did not invéstigate the charpes against the
ministry. "At’th;t eleventh hour," writes Michael Brecher, '"Shastri
.telephoned ZﬁS.K._7'Patil,‘who was 1in Bomba§, and asked him to proceed

at once to Trivéndfumlffhe capital citwv of Kerala_?l Patil.asked, 'do’

you want me to attend a political funeral?'; and Shast+i replied, "after

,

ali, the Government of India should be represented’. Patil,went and

Y

. S 50
secured Sankar's offer to resign, but it was too late.'"” The fifteen
members of the Chacko faction had voted with the opposition and the ot

motion of no-confidence was carried by 73 votes to 50. The Governor |

explored the possibility of forming an alternative government but &
 failed. o0n September 10, 1964, the President took over the admiNistration

of the state for the fourth time (the prévious three occasions were in
1953, 1956; and 1959). The Kerala Asséembly was-dissolved and fresh
~elections promised within a period of six months.

Thus, R. Sankar, desﬁite being in control of the majority factions

both in the Congreé‘\}egislative Party and in the Pradesh Congress Committee,
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L]
had to resign. The positive attitude of the Congress High Command;,v

dominated as it was bv K. Kamaraj who was all out to protect Sankar, could

rescue nefther the Chief Minigfer wor the Kerala Congress ministry.

)

The Lok Sabha approved presidential rule on September 23, and
the Rajya Sabha on September 30, 1964, J 1isukhlal Hathi, Minfster of

State in the Ministry of Home Affairs, defended the introduction of

!

. ‘ | , . :
presidential rule on the ground that there ‘was no possibility of forming

an alternative government in the state after the defeat of the Sankar
. !

,Tinistry and assured the Lok Sabha thag "free and féir” eléctions to
the Assembly would bg]held in March, 1965. 1In the meanwhile, the Minisgter
announced, a;parlia;entary commigtée‘bonsisting of 30 members of ché.
Parliament would be sFt up to aid and advise the President in‘the
admi;iétfation of thevstate.51

‘The Oppésition in the Lok Sabha ceﬁtered its attack én'fhe
‘."constant,_perennial, perpetual pursuit" of the Congress Party to
undermine the'oppositiop parties in Kerfla in ordér to make "a majority

in the legislature, if not a majority /.. mandate from the peuple of

Kerala."52 N. G. Ranga indirectly brought the late Nehru into the debate

, | ' N
and said:

Bit'by bit, they lfbongressmen_7'swallowed up the other people,
demoralized some others and in the end they emerged as the . =
single party Government, as the Congress Government. Some

blame must be placed at the. doors of the former Prime Minister.53'

i N !
‘The Muslim Leaguer Koya from Kerala blamed the Congress High Command

for humiiiating the dissidents while Warrior (Communist) blamed Sankar
. _ o .
for pursuing "polkice" and "administrative" policies against the people

- of Kerala.

°
i

The debate in the Lok Sabha iias generally dull. The Speaker

had to ring the quorum bell several times. "It does not look nice,"

1
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said theFSpeaker, "that the people should listen to the quorum bell

four or five times a day. It is not dignifying."sa-

Spatial and Temporal comparisons: r o

No other state of India, including Kerala, experienced, anf
incumbency crisis 3uring the périod 1964—<7. B. P. Chaliha of Assam
A Pnd K. B. Sahay of B}har had some problems with minority factions
within their respective'Congress Legislative Parties. However, in
neither case did the tensions pose any serious threat to the incumben;
Chief ﬁinisters. The Congressarigh Command, on its part, appealed
for stabiligy in both the cases in view of the emérgency situation
in the coun;ry;ss The teﬁsionS'did not quite blow over.but subsided J
till the General Elections of 1967. |

i In view of the fact that we do not have any other case of
incumbencv crisis, we cannot make any spatiél or temporal comparison
-with the Keraia case. However, phe:Keralé case does show that despite

the pdsitive attitude of the Center toward R. Sankar, the Center could
not helb“him stay in office. To bepin with, the Centér ﬁas ruluctanE
to iﬁtervene in - even to mediafe‘-/the factiqnal fight betﬁeen Sankar
and Chacko, and when at last it did intervehe,itﬁébuld not stop the political
;fune:ai that followed. The episode'was obviousi;gunfortuhaté fo; tﬁe'
Congréss because itcwés fof the first time Since 1952 that the pa?ty
was able to form a govefnment‘in Kerala on its Qwﬁ.
Before proceeding to a discussion of the stfuctu#al.crises;»two
possiblé explanations for the lack of incumbepcy crise: in other states
may be mentioned as a passing reference: (a) the uncertain state of '
politics at the Center;.and (b).the forthcoming General Elect?ops(l967).

Both (a) and (b) seemed to have frozen intra-party conflicts at the

state level. ' o : ‘ .
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STRUCTURAL CRISES:'

Presidential Rule (Susnension) in Punjab: July 5, 1966 - November 1, 1966

After 1959, wnen BomBay was bifurcated into Marathi+ and Gujarati-
speaking states, Punjabi was the only language out of the fourteen official
Indian languages without a state of its own., The Sikhs of Punjab who
speak Punjabi had been agitating,for‘a long time for a linéuistic state .
but the Centet had always declined to submit to their demand on account
vof numetous economic and geographical reasons. Behind the Center's
reluctance to set up a.PunjabiFspeakiné‘state was the unstated éear
that "acceptance of.the Sikh demand ;ould create on: India's sensitive
botdek with‘Pakistan a small state inhabited by a community whose
religious sentiments mightrbe exploited by Pakistan to generate politieal
turmoil. Manv in the government also believed that a Punjabi-speaking
state would soog lead to a Sikh demdnd for secession from India;”?6

In the summer éf l965, the Akali Dal,— the Sikhs' political
organization - revived their demand for a Punjabi- speaking state. Master
Tara Singh, the leader of the smaller'taction‘in the Akali Dal, declared
on August 2, 1965:that he would csntact the Sikh masses and mobilize them
tot securing a ''self-determined political status' for the Sikhs of Pnnjab.
.On:August 7-8, Sant Fateh Singh, tne leaderyofithe'majqrity faction

in the Akali Dal, met Lal Bahadur Shastri,who refused to accept the
i . :

&

demand for a Punjabi Subha(Punjabi-sneaking province), whereupon Sant
Fateh Singh announcea that he would begin a fast on September 10 and

if the demand was not conceded by then, he would burn himself to death .
on September 25‘in“the Golden Temple at Amritsar. The war with Pakistan

intervened and the Sant, on appeal from the Center, postponed his fast

indefinitely.
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The day'aftetfthe cease-fire with Pakistan was deciared,'the
Home Minister announced in the Lok Sabha on Septemger 23, 1965, that
a Cabinet Committee would be set up ‘to examine the issue of Punjabi
Subha and that a Pariiamentary Committee drawn from both the Houses

with Hukam Singh (Speaker of the Lok Sabha) as chairman would be
» o '» 57 ' N .

formed to assist the Cabinet Committee.

With Indira's succession to the Prime Ministership, events y

1

‘moved fast. On February 13, 1966, Indira Gandhi set up another sub-

"committee of the Cabinet and onlv a week later there were indications

f
i

that the Center would‘accept tne demand for the 'Subha. The final

decision was not late in coming. On Ma%ch 9, with the dissenting

L3

vote of Morarji Desai, the Congress High Command adopted the‘following

resolution:

Out .of the existiflg State of PunJab, a Qtate with PunJabi
as the.State 1anguage be formed. The Covernment is reauested
to take necessary steps for the purpose.

"The suddenness of the decision shocked the Hindu population .

of Punjab which constituted 45% of the total population of the state.

The right-wing Hindu Jan Sangh partyv denounced the decision as an

219

"abject surrender to separatism, masquerading in the garb of the demand

for a linguistic State.">? On March 10, 1966, Yagya Dutt Sharma, general
secretary of the Punjdb Jan Sangh party, began a "fast unto death" as

o .
a protest against the Central decision. On March 11, the Punjab Congres

Legislative Party ‘met under the leadership of Chief Minister Ram Kishan

but adopted no resoiution in reSpectlof whether it supported or opposed

l

the decision of the Conpress High Command. Ram Kishan,'however, stated

after the meeting that "we accept the resolution lfbf the High Commanq;z

as loyal Congressmen."60 ‘ » .

i

The riots that folloned the announcement of the Central decision

5;

.
i
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were so severevthat the Punjab_government had not only\to ban public
meetings and:demonstrations but also order to ”shoot at sinht" in some
cities of Punjab, particularlyAAmritsar h And yet the worst happened

on March 15. In the Hindu- dominant city of Panipat, students tried

to force shopkeepers to observe a hartal(L osing shopq in protest), and .
when three veteran Congresqmen refused to close a shop owned by one

of them the mob:ﬁlocked tnem in, set fire to the shop, and stoned'it

'
.

to prevent them from escaping. The result was that\all three of

" them were burnt to death., From here, the contagion spread to the Sikh-

dominant cities of Ludhiana and Jullundur where shop- burnjng and looting
went on with a vengeance At the same. time, riots broke out in Delhi, |
right‘under the nose of the Center, between the Jan‘Sanéh and the Akali
supportere, resulting in injuries to over 100 people Btharcn 21,

the Punjab fovernment had arrésted over '2,000 people. 'The situation

'eased @ while aftér the Central Covernment agreed to. the creation of

another Hindu- domlnant st;te of Haryana out of the state of Punjab \(/'
On May 31, the Pun1ab Boundary Commission, app01nted te put forward
pProposals. for. the division of the state of Punjab ‘submitted its report

to the Central Government which - accepted it after certain modlflcatlons
However, the dispute arose over the capital city of Chandigarh - bu1lt

An 1953, it was designed by the late M. Le Corbusier, the famous French
architect, and considered to be "the world's most important e#amples

of modern town—planning”.61 The majority opinion of the Punjab Boundary
Commission was to inclnde the city in‘Haryana while th. minority opinion
was to include it in Punjab. On June 7, 1966 an all-party deputatlon
from Haryana\met Mrs. Gandhi and prersed for the acceptance of the
majority opinlon of the Boundary CommlssionI the next~day, three i

deputations froT Punjab met the Centrai‘leaders and contended for the
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inclusion of the city in Purjab. Master Tara Sinph ofl the Akali Dal

started agitating for a privileged bosition for the Punjabi Subha "with

: |
a token right to %ecede" despite the Home Minister's warning to the
| . '

secessionisté that he would not "tolerate" any such agitétion and that‘

"a;y talk of a self-determination status for the Sikhs was inconceivable."?2
y Faced with the impasée,'thc antral Government decided on June 9

thag Chandigarh and a 10-miie area around it‘would Qc constituked into

a Union Territory and would form the capital of botﬁ Puniab énd Harvana

for some time to cdme. Anticipatiﬁg trouble éver this decision and

over the division of as;etd and liabjilities between the twbvﬁroposed

new states, the Chief Ministef-of Punjab, Ram.Kishang tendered hié

cabinet's resignation to the Governor on~JuneE22, 1966, The’Chief

Minister later tqld the Press.that his resignation was meant to pave

the way for "a smooth reorganization of the State.”63 Sincefna alterna-

tive government wés.possible, the Goverﬁor recommended to the.President

to take over tﬁe‘administratfon of ?he state during ‘the period of

regrganizalion. On.Julé 5, 1966, presidential rule was declared,

‘'suspending the powers of'the State legislature until the partiéion

of the state was\compiEted. On Novembér T, presidéntial rule was withdrawn

wvhen the reorganized Puniab Congress Legislative Party elected ité

new leader, Giani'Gurmﬁﬁh Singh Musafir, who became the Chief Minister
’ ' 1
£

R o
of the state,.

The Lok Sabha approved the presidential proclaﬁation on
August 31, 1966 without much debate. "Though it was not essential,"
said the Fome Minister in the House, '"to declare pfesidential rule

for reorganization of the state, it led to the abnormal situation

when the Chief-Minister resigned his office effective June 22,'1966.”64

o - o ,
The Opposition charged the Govérmment that it misused Article 356 of

i
f
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the Constitution for the reorganiiation of the state because it had never

LN
Ex "
N .

been so used before - not even when a major ‘reorganization of the states

was carried in 1956, Referring to the suspension of the state legislature, -

both Umanath and Alvares asked the Government why the Kerala State
Assembly had been dissolved and not suspended in the wake of Kerala
reorganization in 1956. This tends to show, they said,sthat suspension .

.or dissolution depends not on national interest or on: the "interests

¢

» 65 : .
of the people of this country at larpe" = but on partisan interests. In

l
Kerala, sald Alvares, the Congress

did not tant the opposition to form the Government and
therefore, the Kerala Assemblv was dissolved. 1In Punijab,
because of the need to preserve the interests of: the
Congress party, President's rule / susperiding the ligis~
lature / is introduced. '

However, the étateéman in its editorial repgarded the entire

°

controversy as a mere ''quibbling":

It is mere quibbling to argue that since there has been no
breakdown of constitutional machinery in the State it will

be contrary to the spirit of the Constitution’ to have recourse
to its emerpgency provisions. Though this machinery has not
broken down in the literal sense and one partv has;a.clear
majority in the State Legislature, it has become extremely -
difficult to work it because of the impending division of
Punjab into two States. Knowing that it will be soon split
into twg the Legislature is already alhouse divided against
itself.%’ ' ' ‘

. Spatial and Temporal comparisons:

Dupingxthe“period 1964-67, the state of Punjab did not experience

any crisfs Othernthan the one discusséd. As such, spatial ¢omparisons
are not possiblé. th only other sub-system which: experienced a structural
crisis was the Union teﬁ;jtory of |Goa. Temﬁpral comparison between thg

Punjab case and the Goa ca§é¢follows after the discussion of the Goa crisis,

!



e 223

i
)

Presidential Rule “(Suspension) in Goa: December 3, 1966 ~ April S, 1967

.

Goa, the firse Western foothold on the Indian subcontinent and
the' last of the colonial possessions to be relinquished, is triangular in»
shape and territorially about sixty—fiﬁe miles long and thirty-seven '

S miles across.at its widest point. Tt lies some two hundred miles south .
of the c1ty of Bomhav and 1s wedged between the states of Maharashtra \

and Mysore. With Daman .and Diu, two erstwhile tiny Portqguesé:settle-

!

‘ments north of Bombay, Goa formed part of the Yertuguese empire in
India from 1510 until 1961, when the Indian army "liberated”lih. A
year later, Goa, Daman and Diu together were'desigéated_as a Union
1 Territory by the Covernment of Inaia.
The populat{en of Goa 1is about six hundred and fifty thousand;
one ou; of every three Goans is Christian. Though the hothér~tongue
? of Goans is Konkani, about one third of the‘population speaks Portuguese.
Most of the Goans are Furopean in their style of 1ife and generally
‘pride themselve of being_able to speak ?Eglish fluently.. Ranjim, the
capital city, is generally regarded as the whirl of excitemgnt and fun.
" In the fist general elections held in the Union Territory of \"
Goa, Daman and Diu on December 3, 1963 the Congress party suffered
a heavy defeat. The distribution of seats in the Legislative Assembiy
was as follows: |

Goa Assembly 1963

Name of the party Seats in the Assembly
) |
Maharashtrawadi Gomantak _ 14 . |
United Goans 12 1
Independents 3
Congress ’ . 1
t 0—-\
=




; ) L 224

!

:fhe mainh i{ssue in the election was the future relationship of
the Territory to the Indian Union. 'The winning Naharashtrawa@i Gomantak
ﬁartv had advocated immedi&te merger of the Territory with the neighbour-
ing state of Maharashtra while the United Goéns had demanded the establish-

ment of a’separate state 'of Goa within the Indian Union. The Congress

had proposed that the Territorv should retain its presént status for some-

“
¢

time to come; 1ts f;ilure to take a clear stand on. the merger issue
was thc-npsult of the differences between the Maharashtra and Mysore
Congress leaders, both of whom:wanted Goa to be meiéed‘with their own states.

Despite the defeat of the Congress pérty,of thch Nehru said
that he was "surprised and pained”, the Central Government failed to

- ' »
take a clear position on the merger issue. On December 14, 1963, Nehru

s

, ; N .
repeated his earlier statement that "Goa should continue to remain a

separate entity for some time, and we should wait for some more time

to finally decide the issue."68

On April -7, 1964, the‘mezger i@sue
cropped up before the Congress KHigh Command because of tﬁe tense feelings
in Goa but, oncebagain, no clear-cut degigion was reacﬁed.

After Nehru's death, the pressure ?Smmerge Goa wiéh Maharashtra

multiplied. Both the Maharashtrawadi Gomantak party under the leadershdp

of Goa Chief Minister, Dayanand Bandodkar, and the Congress party in

. \
Maharashtra (which had now realised its fresh potential because of the

pdwerful posit;on of Maha;ashtrian ;. B. Chavan in the Shastri cabinet)
'sthrted preséu;ing phe Cente& to decide the issue. On N0vembér.6, 1964,
Y. B. Chavan supported the demand for the merger of ‘Goa with Maharashtra
Aby announcing fhat the victory of the Maharashtrawadi Gom;ntak party in
Goa was already " a decgsiQe voteY in favour of the merger; Two days

later, a five-member delegation'headed by V. Patil, President of the

Maharashtré Pradesh Congress”Committee, discussed the matter with™
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Shastri and t.amaraj in New Delhi. However, once again, the issue wasg

,./
postponeds ™
R ~
The pressures: ) ¢
* Since the CongMess High Command could not come out with a decision,

the pressure acquiréd a novel texture. On January.23, 1965, the Goa
Legislative Assembly passed a resolution in the midst of a noisy scene
asking the Central Government to merge Goa with Maharashtra.69“0n March 10,
the Maha?ashtra Legislatu}e unanimously adopted a resolution moVeﬁ by |
thé‘Chief Miniécér, V. P. Naik, urging'the.Central Parliamént and the
Government of India to "take immediately all such measures, including

an amendment of the Constitution, asuare'necessary to make Goa an integral
part of the State of Maharashtra." ° Five days later, on March 15, the
Mysore Legislative Aséembly came up with its resolution urging ;hat,

in accordance QithrNehru's policy, the §£§£E§*ﬂ£2 in Goa should continue
for a period-of 10 vears. Lal Bahadur Shastri, who had recently overéome
the languape crisis (which, in aJwéy, was a concession to the Sputh, :

of which Mysore is a paft as against Maharashtra which was a pro-Hindi
state), found himself in a quandary. While he was debcndent on the
Syndicate;of which §. Nijalingappa, the Chief Minister of Mysore, was

a key member'for party suﬁport, he was equally obligated to Y. B. Chavan
of Mah;fagptra who‘had moved the peﬁdulum in his favour in the succession
battle. Then came the Indo-Pakistan War,which-hElped Shasiri to postpone
the issue for a while.

With Mrs; Gandhi's succession, events moved fast. Given Y. B.

1

o
Chavan as the Home Minister in her cabinet, the Goa issue could not be

postponed any fyrther. The decision on the %reation of Punjabi Subha
Y

. N . .
also had soﬁg kind of a psychological impact bn the masses in terms

of the returns which protest politics could bring during those years

’



of Tndira's uncertainty.,

:111_("_ cri:

The Maharashtrawad! Coman: & rrty fpnited an agitation in Goa
desplte helng the povernmentapartv.  [his was fol‘lowvd by a E‘l‘.‘.”_mf;‘
from Maharashtra that all of -{ts disputes with Mysore on’boundary'issucs
should he settled lrnHu‘cl[ulvly. Maharashtra lafd {ts cl:)im; on the towns
of Relpaun, Nipani and Karwar on the northern border of Mvsore and

»

sugpested thefr fmmediate merpger with Maharashtra.,  On April 5, 1966,

the Maharashtra Lepfslature, in {ts unanimous resolution, warned the
3 AY

Central Goverument that the

.

non-fulfilment of this demand ... will not only prove hﬁ}mfuj

to the interests of the State but also to the unity and integrity

of .the whole nation.

With Shiva Sena - a para-militaryv orpanization - using the

slogan of 'ﬁnhhrusﬁtru for Maharashtrians', a violent agltation agalinst
the South Ihdfnns fn Mnﬁarashtrn hfoko out under the Shiva Sena leader,
Bal Thqckorshy. Whi ¢ the Chié¢f Minister of Madras condemned the
activities of the Shiva Sena as ”utrocious'and‘bagbarous”,’tho Mysore
Chief Hip[stor urged the Maharashtra Chief Minister to curb this lawless—
ness. In the mea;while,zgﬁé Mvsoreans started their agitation against ©
the Maharashtrians and an "anti-Shiva Sena" movement commenced in Madras.
Mrs. Gandhi actodjquifk]y. On October 17, 1966, she abpointed
a onc—ﬁan Boundarv Commission torhive its a@ard on all the oqtstanding
boundarv disputes between Maharashtra and Mvsore and between Mysore
and Kerala. However, she sebnratod the issue of Con*from the Maharashtra-
Mysorb boundary disputes and decided to conduét a free and fair plebi;cite\

~on the merper issue. While hoth Maharashtra and Mvsore apreed with her

sugg¢st§in, the Maharashtrawadi Gomantak Government in Goa did not, for
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. \ .
it_argued that the electoral victory of the party on the pra-merger issue

was already a decisive vote of Lhe people fn favour of the merger.  However,

the rb]uctnnco of the Goa Coverhﬁent wés soon broken up when the United
Goans party arouscd passionate anti-mergor teellngs expressed in demonstra-
tions and protests all over Goa. The MnharashtrnWadi Gomantak party
probably realised that any suppression of the public demand was net only
impossible but mféht well cost it a ch scats In ihc next elections.

Thus, it préforrod to-resign on December 3, 1966, giving a free hand to

the Conrrnl Govornmgnt to conduct a referendum én the'meruer-Issue.“Thu
same day, presidential rule was declarcd,susnondiDEJ as in tﬁe case of

Punjab, the Goa Lepislative Assembly.
i e
. b <
In January 1967, about 80% of the electorate cast thelr vote

. L]
on the merper issuc,and of these 54 percent were for the continuation
| : 72
of Union Territorv status while 43 per cent opted for the merger.

’

The prcqidcntia] ru]o continued Lil] April 5, 1967. By then, the ‘new

Assembly wasg eloctod which rep]aced the old Asqomblv

[

Spatial and Temporal comhnrisons:

, .Goa did npt experience any other structural crisis during the

@ n 9 . 3

% _, v

period. under amilvsis. 1In terms of temporallcomparisons,_we can compare

- “

the Goa.case with the Puniab case

There ére many similarities bétwéen'the Punjab* case and the
Coa:casg: Both are cas@;é%‘sQIuctura].crises because neither the Punjab
: .

Government nor the Goa Gévernment was in a position to hold itself
against the massive agitations that precgded their resignations. In
fact, the tensions precedinp the-reo;gahization of Puniab andlthe
plebiscite in Goa had already partially paralyzed the administrative
machinery of the two sub-systems. The Sikhs of PunJab had not only
demoﬁstrated at various places in Punjab but adlgo demanded the resignation

B

ey

-

)



228

of-the Government because of its failure to protect life and»property
of the Sikhs fn Punjab. The Chandigarh issue was stil] undecided and
the Sikhs were psvchologically prepared to march on Chandigarh if the
'decisjnn was not taken in their favouxt "With Sikhs constitutihg the
majority in the police force of the state, the Hindu‘Chief Minister

[ 4

Ram Kishan anticipated a lot of trouble for himself and, in fact, the

events thht‘fo]]owed the reorganization of the state proved him right;73
In Goa, Dr. Jayk de Sequeira, ]esden of the anti-merger United

éoans party (also as theyleader of the Opposition in the Goa Legislative

Assembly) had whipped up a huge apitation against the Maharashtrians.

"Maharashtrians," he said, "are verv appressive people. They have

expansionist ideas, and they think that Maharashtra is a law unto

74 Since the Goa Government was in favour of the nerger, it

itself,'
could: not legitimately use coercive methods totcontrol the agitation,
all the more S0 when the Central Government was willing to hold a
pfebiscite on the issue. Besides, the Goa Government lost much'of its
standing on the issue when both the Maharashtra;and the Mysore leadets
agreed to the device of plebiscite. )

‘As fa£ the Central 6overnment is conoerned, in ueither'case

§

did it act in haste in declaring the presidential rule. In both the .
cases, the Governments resigned on their own ‘and there was no possibility
of -forming any alterndtive Covernments at the time of their resignations

&

The Legis]ative Assemblies of both the states were squended and not
dissolved under presidential rule. However, while the Punjah ieggslative
Assembly was revived on November 1, 1966, the Goa Asseﬁblv was not. The
reason for the difference was quite simple. 1In Punjab, the Congtessgh

LCegislative Party which formed the Government had taken no stand on the

issue of reorganization. On the contrary, the Goa government was one
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of the pnrties to the Issue of merger,and since the anti-merger fgrcés
hadeon in the plebiscite, it could not lepitimately feconstitute itself
after the verdict of the pepp]é. Besides; the General Elcctio?s were
dée\to take place almost a &onth after the plebiscite and it was more
logical to keep the Assemblv suspended till that time.

If we compare both the Punjab and the‘Coa cases with the two
césos of structural crises (PEPSU 1953; Kerala 1959) during'the Nehru
era, wve f&nd.a marked change in‘the attitude of the¢ Center., Bétﬁ in th;
case of PEPSU ana Kerala, the Governm;nts were dismissed and the Assemblies
disﬁolvea,much to the protest of Chief Minigtgrs who cléimed to be in
a position to manage the administration of their réspective stateé. The
Center in both cases, ;nlike in the Punjab and the Go& cascs, waé accused
of partisan interests. Neithér the Qovernment in PEPSU nor in Kerala
had submiéted their:resignations voluntarily - the PEPSU Chief Minister
was(ésked By'tﬁe Center to resign.while the Kerala Chief Minister néver
fes_gned - unlikq\}n the Punjab and the Goa cases, where the Chief Ministers
resigned on their o)r. In the Goa case, the Center allowed sufficient
time to the nonJCodg%ess Government to deliberate on the plebisciﬁe issue
éill the Government itself preferred éo resign. Had the PEPSU and the
Kerala Législative Asseﬁblies been suspended and not dissolved, the
scenario, perhaps, would have been different.

While both in the case of Punjab and Goa, the Center:faeed
profestvpolitics, in the case of the Kerala crisis that follows, it Qas S0
scared by the violent and anti-system activities of the communists that
if did not let tﬁe newly elected Kerala Legi;latiVe Assembly éven hold

its first session.
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SYSTEMIC CRISIS:

Presidential’ Rule (Dissolution) in Kerala: March 24, 1965 - March 6, 1967

This presideﬁtiai rule in Kerala was the most atypical of the

presidentiaf rules ever introduced in the history of post-independent

N

est in its duration, it marke the pre-natal death of the

India.

!

. : : . : { ‘
Kerala y slatiye Assembly because it was introduced even before the

‘Assembly, fresh from elections, was able to hold its first session.
In the mid-term electims held to the Kerala lLegislative Assembly
in March 1965, the Communist Party (Marxists) gained the largest number

of geats as the following -table shows:

Kerala Assembly 1965

Name of the Party ) Seats in the Assembly
CrI (Marxists) ‘ ' 40
Congress - 36
Kerala Congress 23
.Socialists B . ’ ‘ 13%
Muslim League _ 6 '
CprI ‘ 3
Swatantra ro i ] f 1
Karshaka Thoshilali , 1
Independents ) 10
TOTAL:133 -

’

* The Socialists were aligned with the Marxists. -
Source: D. R. Mankekar, The Red Riddle of Kerala (Bombay: Mancktalas,1965).
rees 7 . o '

The,crisis: P

Soon after the results were declared, the Governor reported to

- ithe President that "it was impossible'for a representative Government

to come into existence as a result of the recent elections to the State
Assembly'. The Governor had come to the conclusion,after cons;lting all
the parties, that it would not be possible "for the Communist Party to

command a working majority even if those of its members who were in detention

1
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_L- — £
were free to function / italics mine_/ as members of the Assembly."75

The President, on recelpt of this report from the Governor, dissolved
the Assémbly without its having been convened even once and declared
prqsidenﬁial rule in the state. .

| Why was the Assembly not convened' Why was presidential rule
imposed 80 suddenly? The Congress with 36 members in an Assembly of
133 was'obviously in no‘position to form tbe government, all thé more
so as it was badly split within. The only party cépable of forming
the government was the Communist ParEy (Marxists);which could musfer
support of the Socialists and a few others who wefe elgéted'with its

support. Howeven,jthe circumstances since thessino—Indian War of 1962

i

were such that the Central Government could not risk tne security of

»

"were, three different opinions in.respect of the Chinese aggression. 7

@
the country by handing over the control of the state to a party which

had given every evidence of being less than pétriotic. The general

[feeling all over the country except, perhaps, in the minds of the

electorate 1in Keraia was tﬂac the Marxists were not'only unpatfiotic
but also '"traitors" who had sold their national consciégce, i7 they
had one, to the cause of international communism. A brief histéry of
\
the Marxists since the Sino-Indian War is relevant to an understanaingv
of thé ffightfﬁL dangers they aroused in the minds of the.Central leaders.
The CPL's attitude toward the Sino-Indian War qf 1962 laid the

- {

seeds of its split, which was complete by 1964. ITo begin-with, there

! B ‘ _
within the Communist-Party: the Muscovite Dange grour which not only

" condemned the aggression but also gave a call to the people to unite

"in defense of the motherland"; the centrist Namboodripad-Basu group

which preferred to keep quiet till they were threatened by the masses

.

to condemn the aigression; and the Gopalan-Sundarayva group which'publicly
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. |
propagated that not onl& the Chinese had committed no aggression but
that the major fault lay with the Indian bourgecois govérnment. After

two years, the Muscqvites came to be known as the CPI (Rightists), the

" rest as the CPI (Marxists). The Marxists -later claimed .that they vere

v,

not "pro-Chinesc'" hut they persisted in clgiﬁ dénuhciafion of the Indian
Covqrqment in the Sino-Indian War. While the fighting was still cbntinuigg
on the northern border, the Marxist B. T. Ranadive was reporﬁed in the
press‘ﬁoyhave expressed publicly his disbelief L; the indian Government'é
version of the‘Chinesé aﬁgfession.76 In Ehe,South; P. Sundarayya declared

on October 23, 1962 that a communist government could never have expan-

77

sionist designs against any other country. Similar statements were

1

made by Hare Krishna Konar, Promode Das Gupta and others in West Bengal,

with an-addition that the Indian version of the aggression was~"poiitically

78 L v N

motivated'.

While most of the Marxists leaders were arrrested and detained
¢ . i 1- - )
for almost a year following the Chinesé aggression, quite a number among

them had pone underground and were a source of constan’ nuisance for the

Central Government. By 1964, the Marxists appeared to be tufjing

"extremists" and 'pro-Chinese". A; the Calcutta congress in November 1964,
~ the Marxist party expréssed:its ékevticism Sf using pa;liamentary, :

institutions for a fundamental transformaﬁion o%vﬁhe Indian soéiety:

There are a large number of people who think that this
"government can be replaced by a Peonle's Pemocratic
‘Government by ufilizing the parliament ushered in by

- the new Constitution .... Fven a liberal would now feel
ashamed .... Hence, the road that will lead us t( fraedom
and peace, land and bread ...has to be found elsewhere.’

And later, the.Tamil journal of the party wrote:
. ) rl Y.
This government cannot ‘be removed by pagliamentary methods....
There is no doubt that our revolutionary campaign will sweep
away all their tactics cees LgﬁBBS follow the teachings of
Mao Tse-tung. / italics mine /. ‘ - :
N 7

n
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The‘threats of the Marxists‘yere not simply ”paper-tigers”
In Augustr1964, the Marxists were about‘tp lead a countrywide food ~
agitation wnen the Central Govermment arrested about 1300 of them. 1In
Maharashtra, they led all the 5nposition parties to a one-day general
strike whieh‘brought the entire public life to a stop. infDecember 1864,
there was a severe danger tn public life on accdunt vf the underground
activities of the Marxists when‘the Central Coyernment arrested about
700 of them in a countrvwide sw00p.81 On January 1,1?65, GulzariJal
Nanda, the Central Home Minister, went on thegnational'radio network
to express his c;ncern anout the violent and anti;national activities
of the Marxists and followed this up by placing a 45-page White Paper
. before the Parliament in Februarv;gg Nanda accused thevﬁarxists of
"preparing the rank and file‘for armed strugnle and guerrilla warfare,"
of serving‘as "Peking's instrUment,”rand of attempting to werk out "an
internal violent revolution to svnchronize with the fresh Chinese
attack."‘ Nanda mipht have over-estimated the Marxist dangér;but thev
fact that the Marxists refused to condemn the Chinese ultimatum durln? the
Indo-Pakistan War of 1965 1(see, International environment in Part I '
of this chapter) does show that he was not all that wrong.

"The open confrontation was vet to come. Whert E. M, §S. Namboodripad
(Ccr1 - Marxist) put up 39 detainees as candidates for the Kerala
Legislative Assemblv elections in March 1965 despite the Home Minister 3
unequivocal declaration that the detainees would never be. released even
if elected, itvwas apparent that he Vas not interested in forning the
government. His main object was to "expose" the Congress Government
in New Delhi, drive popular frdstratidn still deeper and demonstrate

the ineffectiveness of parliamentary democracy to solve the state's

main political problems. Unfortunate for the Center, 29 of the 39

[



234

detainees were elected to the Assembly. Whether the Kerala electorate
[
made the right or the wrong choice, the Center, weakened by food and

language riéts;-cou]d hardly risk a systemic crisis by releasinélthe
‘detainees. -Since np‘othcr political ‘party was in a position to form
the povernment, the{bfesident took over the administration of the state
on March 24, 1965; !l .

The Lok Sabha approved the proclamation on May 7, 1965. Jaisukhlal

"Hathi, the Minister of State in the Ministry of Home Affairs, defended

. / )
the proclamation on the ground that "no party had secured an absolute

. majority or anything approachingiit and ;no party by itself was in a

position to form a govérnment”83with the result that presidential

s
!

rule had to be declared in the state. The Congress party, he said, |

was willing to give ''responsive cooperation' to any government that
' co \

could be formed but was not willing to act in coalition with any other

party.

The crux of the attack of the Opposition was that (aYﬁNamboodripad

-

(Marxist) was willing to form the'government but that the fact that 29

of his suoporters-were not released tended to show the "hvprocrisy"
of the Central Goverpment; and (b) it was unconstitutional to dissqlve
. N X . \

. g '
an Assembly when it had not been summoned%even for the first time. This

i

"pre-natal" death ofl the Assemblv, said H. V. Kamath, was "illegitimate

and ihdecent".s4 -

Besides the attack of the Opposition that the action of the

e

President was illegitimate "morally, constitutionally, politically or
Otherwi-se",85 some of the veteran Congressmen were equally critical.

K. Santhanam warned that "to resort ftequently to these articlesl}élating
' 7 . ' : :‘ " 86
to emergency/ ... will amount to deliberate sabotage of democracy’,

and Dr. Hare Krushna Mahatab, a former Chief Minister of‘Orissal remarked

|

i
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: |
that "the decision on Kerala had no precedent in any other part of the

v ’
world and / was / in sharp con(lift with whatever parliamentary democracy
|
stood for.

"87 Khadlikar, another,Congressman, advised the party not to

undermine democracy "in the name of fighting communism."88

On November 3, the Government sought‘extension of the presidential

i

rule for a further period of six months. The debate in the Lok Sabha

lasted four days till the extension was approved on November 8, 1965.

|

" The Central Covernment based the extension argument.on the Governor's

new report whlch said: ‘
-The general opinion:in the state is téat if the elections w
are held now, the results would be much” the same as they were
in the mid-term elections.... All the leaders of the parties
except E. M. §. Namboodrlpad /Marxiqt/ said with varying
degrees of emphasis that it would not be advisable to hold
elections during the emergency. 9 oow

The attack of the Oppositi%n was along the lines of N. C. \
Chatterjee who saia that whiie in the earlier cases of prgsidential rule,
";here was a political brgakdown; a Ministry was functioning, and the
Ministry resigned or was defeated and no other ﬁini§try could be formed,
Zfin the present case;7 vou did not allow the lggislature to meet,

You did not allow the single largest party leader to try tovform a
coalition." %0 Some of the Members” sugpested ‘that it would belbetter

to outlay the Marxists tgan to postpone the elections.

On May 7, 1966, Mrs. Indira Gandhi's Government sought anotherg

rextension of the presidential“rule from the Parliament, Moving the

,résolution;vjaisukhlal Hathi said that a further éxtension was necessary
! : o
hécauée:
‘1. no political party had any clear chance of winﬁing electioﬁs
if they were held at this stage; and

ii. the General -Flections were due -in February 1967 and to hold

elections eariier in Kerala would not be "worthwhile',
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The line of attgck of the Oppositibn was that the Government was

seeking on extension because the Congressshad no chance of winning the

Q

elections and that this was nothing but a Flever move to keep the communists
out. After all, said N. G. Ranga(Swatantra), the elections were held in
Orissa in;late 1961 despite the fact that the General Flections were due

in early 1962, H. N. Mukerjee was extremely critical of the extension

| | « o
and warned the Government.against treating the people of Kerala as "de~
: o

facto third class citizens'. He concluded his.remarks by characterizing
the request for extension as "utterly undignified, utterly unjustified,
and utterly undemocratic.”91 On May 9, the Lok Sabha granted the request

for extension after the Home Minister assured the House that "if any
\ - e f : :
party gained majority after the elections, the Congress will be too

happy to allow that party to funci:ioh.”92

i The last and the final request for extension of presidential

rule came hefore the Parliament on Nowember 7, 1966,ahd was granted by

i

the Lok Sabha the next day. The grounds for extension were too familiar.

Since the previous extension was to expire one month before the General

"Elections scheduled to be held in February, 1967, the request for exteF-

“sion needed no defence. HoweVer, some of the Opposition Members of
. » . H f’
the Parliament used this opportunity to censure the performance of |

1

bureaucracy and police in Kerala {inder the presidential rule. "A. K.

Gopalan, now out of jail,. anted an assurance from the Home Minister

that the majority verdict of the electorate in Kerala would be respected

\ .
after the elections.g3

As scheduled, the elections in Kerala were held in February,1967.

-

. The results gave the Marxist United Front a working majority to form

the government under the Chief Ministership of E. M. Namboodripad, though

’

it lasted only a little over two years.
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Spatial and Temporal comparisons:

'There is no other case of systemic crisis during the period under
analysis. As such, comparisons are not possible. .
PART,IV: CRTSES WHICH DID NOT CUTMINATE 1IN PRFSIﬁENTIAL RULE: 1964-67

T£1s'sectipn of the chapter was designed to look at crises
in all the stafes:of India in order to find a crisis-resolution pattern
on an all-Ind{a basis, However, since the preceding sectién_has virtually
exhaﬁsted ail the crises that emerged during the period 1964—67, this
section has heen modified to describe ministeriai changes in all the
st;tes of india These ministerial changes, though brought about for
reasons other than the breakdown of 'COnstitutional machinery", are

important to look at because they not only supplement our analysis

\Put also help us understand the changing qtvle of politics after the

)

Néhru era.

\

\

In all‘the states of India, the Chief Ministers of the Nehru
era cgéFinded undisturbed‘ex;épc iﬁ cases where:
1;\Fhe presidential rule was declared (Kerala,'Punjab, Goa); and
ii. the Center, under préssure from the opposition parties,
invéitigatedvcorruption charges against the Chief Ministers
and fodnﬂ them guiltv,
The names of the Chief Ministers convicted or exonerated of
a

the corruption charges and the congsequences that followed are shown |

in Table 4.2 on the next page.

e

Punjab: Pa::ap Sinph Kaifon.

The Das Commission submitted its report to Lal Bahadur Shastri

on June 11, 1964,confiming several charges of corruption and '"abuse
. . - . N [
. of influence" by Sardar Partap Singh Kairon, one of the Chief Ministers

i
. H

who had been éefended most strongly by the late Jawaharlal Nehru. Here
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it {8 interesting to compare the report of the Das Commission with that
of the verdictiof Nehru gi?ég in ‘May 1958 on the activities and conduct
of Sardar Kairon. The Da§ Commis§ion reported:

There 1is no getting awav from the‘faqtj&hat Sardar Partap
Singh Kafron knew or had more than ruple reason to think
or guspect that his sons and relati. s were allegedly
explofting his influence and power . 94
And Nehru had wvritten:
The Chicef Minister Kairon is 'connrruétivoly responsible’ |
P tattes mine T mav not be mare of 05 SR
On June 1?, 1964, Partap Singh Kairop fesigned and was replaced by Ram
Kishan. 7Tn February 1965, Kairon me; a tragic end when he waé assassi-
nated in broad daylight just outside Delhi,
\
Andhra VradESh:‘Nt Sani}va Reddy
N. Sanjiva Reddy of Andhra - one of the kev members of the
Syndicate - resiened his ofﬁ}ce when the Supreme Court of India held
.him guilty of acting with bias in nationalizing the Kurnool district
bus services. ''We are consfra}ned," said the Supreme Court judg%ment,
“to hold that the allegations that the Chief.Ministcr was motivated
’ ' | 4 196

by bias and personal {l1l-will again~t ‘the appellants stand unrebutte
Reddy resigned on February 28,but in June 1964 he was accommodated
by;ial Bahadur Shastri in his cabinet.

Orissa* Riren Mitra

Biren Mitra of Ofissé'resigned on February 1, 1965 even though -
the Center did not insist on.his.reéignatioa. Presenting thé‘reportv .
‘of the Caginet sub-committee based on thg findings of the éentral Bureau
of Iﬁves;igation to the Parliament on Fe?ruary 22: Lal Bahadur Shastri

o~

°
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said: .
The committee came to the conelusion that thelfr examinat lon
f
of the material available did not reveal that Mr, Patnafk N
/ former Chief Minister of Orissa / or Mr. Mitra had personally

derived anv pecuniary benet it ®rom the various transact fons in
vhich thev were concerned. The committee , however, tound that
. W - . 1
In several transactions improprictics were dot fnitely invoived
for which responsibilfty had to be borne by Mr. Patnaik and
.. 97
Mr. Mitra,

Mysore: S, Nijalineapna :

Bihar: K. B, Sahay

Roth the Chief Minfsters of Mysore ‘and Bihar were exoneroated
of Lho. charges of corruption and maladministrat{on on the basis of the
findings of the Central Burvau ot"lnvv/:;ti;:ution.
Comment sz

Though {t ‘is ditficult to vouch-safe that the invosligathns\ , *C‘éy(‘
conducted bv the Shastri Um'v.rnmont through {ts own agencv ot" the Central
Burecau of Iavesti{gatr{ion were without bias - b('sth B. PiltnnU( and hies
factotum Riren Mitra of Orissa had sided with Morar{i Desai in the
“successfon crists while Shastri was l“(nown f'or' his cllnsvncss with K. B,
Sahay (hmjdentnlly‘, both belonged to the Knsyusthu‘ caste) and S,

. \

Niflnltngnpp;;- of Mvsore ( tler{\gh K. ‘Kamm‘nﬁ ) - the fac@(thnt Shastri's
decisions on investipations we-e accepted by the persons affected without -
question tends to éhow that his {nvestigations did not .p;lt the wrong

... persons in the dock. Both the press and the public in general applauded

F

Shastri's action {n cleansing "Nehru's mess'. Unlike Nehru, Shastri
. : {}b
did not show any reluctance to fnvestigate "hipgh-ups' whenever such .
. p -
tavestipations were pressed by the opposition parties. Again, unlike

Nehru, Shastri did not entrust the Investigative function to the Congress

party channels. On the contrarv, he alwavs set up a Cabinet sub-committece

which was aided bv the ,Central Bureau of TInvestigation and not bv the

>
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Congress workers. True to his imngé as an incorruptible person, Shastri
nationalized the {ssue of clean administration and psychologically

prepared the public to demand the exit of Chief Ministers and others of

doubt ful {nteprity.

04

However, nefther Shastri nor Indlr v tricd to get unnecessarily
involved In state politics. Shastr{ intervened in kerala (1964%9at the

eleventh hour and having failed to compromise the differences, fouwtd no

-

way except to bring the state under presidential rule. 1In 1965, he had,

once apain, to declare presidential rule in Kerala because it was a

N

2

bad time_to risk a systemic crisis by allowing the Marxists - with alx
their known activities and future desipns - to form the govofnment of i
the statce. Tn this énso,‘Shdstri sided, and rightly so, Qith tﬁc national
opinion of the time which regarded the Marxists as less than patiiotic.
Mrs. Indira Gandhi had little chojce but to declarce presidential rule
in Punjab and Coa (1966) once the ministries of bbth the sfatos had
resigned on thé&r‘own. hespito the fact that Go;, unlike Punjab, had
a non-Congress x{nistry, the Assgmbljes of both the stﬂtes'wo;e‘treatgd
éaua]]y - both were suSpendéd - under the pfosjdential rul;. |

To be sure, neither Shastri nor Indira could have acted more
Qiﬁorpus]v if more'c£ises had.emerged at the state level during the
pefigd under analysis. With the Congress High Command projecting itself
like a face in a cracked"m}rror, both Shastri apd Indira had gevere'

~

limitations 1in acting freely. At the same time, the powef-Vacuum at
th;~Center ”f;oze” manv of the conflicts and_Fonsions “hat could have
resulted in sub-system crises. The Congress intra-party conflicts |
* at the state levcl,which had hithert~ been a wajor source of sﬁb-system

crigses,declined gll too suddenly between 1964 and early 1967, because

neither the majority nor the minority factions had a clear-cut view

<
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of the future balance of power at the Center. Shastri died too soon
.and too suddenly, and Indira was a "stop-gap" arrangement as the nation
N t

With the General Flections approaching in 1967, neither

viewed ltﬁ?
oL ‘

the Chief Mfnlsters nor their adversaries wanted to pre-empt their

chofce of selecting the future Prime Mini: ter of the country bv ocommitting

their support to the present uncertain Prime Ministor.

AThough the future had started casting {ts shadows when the
Céntrnlvﬁloction Committee of the Congress ﬁigh Command began, in late
1966, its task of distribut[nﬁ party Lickegs for the forthcoming General
Flections and found-itself helblcss]y divided on the seloctién of a
" number of éandidntes,Qg’the results of the Eleg&i&ns, followed by the

. _ N
Syndicate's "imposition' of ﬁorniii Desai on Indira's cabinet as a
sgrowd move to check her designs, destroved whatcyog little consensus
existed in the Congress'nigh Command., And..with defection politics
.that followed the e]chIons, the po]iticai system moved out from 1its
consensual phase to a praetorian phase which will be the subject of
discussion in'tho next‘chaptur.

& . ) . . .

o
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FOOTNOTES CHAPTER TV

1 ’ " : '

Major C. L. Datta, alde-de-camp to the President of India,
recorded Dr. S, Radhakrishanan's recactions to Jawaharlal Nehru's qp(LCh
in his book, With Two Proqidontq lhv Tn(ido Storv (Bombay: Vikas,1970):

2

Thid., 131,

31bid., 131,

4For details about the new schemes and how Nehru, in the wake
of opposition, watercd them down after Morarji Desai's exit from the
Nehru cabinet, sce, Morarji Desat, The Storv of Mv Life, Vol. TII (Delhi:
Macmillan, 1974):190-196. For a critical analvsis of TGold Control
Order, sec, Robert V. Stern, The Process of Opposition in India: Two

Case Studies of llow Policy Shanes Politics "(Cliicapo: University, 1970).

sFor a svmpathetic assessment of the failures in India's Five
Year Plans, sce, Barbara Ward, India and the West: Pattern for a Common

Policy(New York: W. W. Norton, 1964):222-230.

7

6Since the 1960s, voluminous literature has appeared describing
the wastefulness of projects lika the communitv development and panchayati
raj. Reinhard Bendix, Nation-PBuildine and Citizenship (New York: Wiley,
1964): 266-83; A. H. Hanson, The he Process of Planning: ‘A Study of India's
Five Year Plans 1950-64 (Tondon Oxtord 1966);: Georpe ROSen,,Dchocrq;i'
and Economic Chanee in India (Berkeley: Unjversity, 1967).

7See,'KuIdip‘Nayar, Between The'Lihes(Bombayﬁ Allied, 1969): 3.

8Interview recorded by Kuldip Nayar, Ibid., 3.

S1bid., 4.

) 10Nehru himself wrote about these rumours and conspiracies to-
Atulya Ghosh. '"The atmosphere,"” wrote Nehru, "in Delhi has been teuse
and full of suspicion, and so evervthing is made to feed the suspicions
of some peoplee' A photostat copy of Nehru's letter dated October 18,
1963 1s published in Atulya Ghosh, The Split in Indian National Congress
(Calcutta: Jayanti, 1970): Annexture A.

llye have already referred to the Uttarﬂ;;Ldesh and Gujarat crises
in chapter TII. In both the cases, Nehru was opposed by Morarji Desai.

Nehru kamarajed C. B. Gupta of U.P. contrary to the advice of Morarji
Desai while Morarji managed to get Dr. Jivaraj removed from the Chief

Ministership of Gujarat despite Nehru's support of Mehta.

l2Kuldip Nayar, op.cit., 2.

'13The Times 6f India, Auguét 22, 1963 1ecords part of the debate.

1I'See, New York Times, Auﬁust 23, 1963.
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i 15Kuldip Navar, op.cit., 3.

16Fxcept in the case of Bihar and Madhva Pradesh, the successors
to the outpoing Chief Ministers were more the cholce of the purged Chief
Ministers than of Jawaharlal Nehru. Thus, K. Kamaraj of Madras left
his perch to M. Bhaktavatsalam; B. Patnaik to Biren Mitra; Bakshi Chulam
Mohammed ‘to G. M. Sadia- (though later on, they fell out); C. B. Gupta
to Mrs. Sucheta Kripalani. Only in two cases of Bihar and Madhya Pradesh
was Nehru positively inclined toward the : iccessors - K. B. Sahay (Bihar),
and D, P, Mishra (Madhva Pradesh). ‘

i
i

'17M0rar1i Desai, op.cit., 2014202. .

18Rccorded by Kuldip Nayar, op.cit., 6.

o

9Recorded by Stanley A. kochanok ~The Con#ress Partv of India:
The'Dynamics of Nne-Party Democracy (PrinCvton Iniversity, 1968):82.

ZOMlchacl Brecher, Nehru's Mantle: Thé Politics of Succession
in India (New York: Fredcrick A. Praeger, 1966)%14,

leraanhopra, Uncertain Tndia: A Political Profile of Two °
Decades of Freedom (Massachusetts: MIT, 1968):187. L

, 22For a glimpse of the Napaland politics, Ved Mehta, Portrailt
of India (England: Penguin, 1972):223-240. : .

’ran Chopra, op.cit., 185.

‘In this connection, it 1is Interesting to read the lengthy’
resolution on "Democracv and Socialism" submitted for approval at the
Bhubaneshwar session of the Indian National Congress.held between
January 7 and Januarv 10, 1964, The entire debate on r~ogialium seemed
empty and dull. For a brief review of the resolution, D. R. Mankekar,
Lal Bahadur Shastri: A Political Biographv (Bombav: Popular Prakashan)

1966) :107-110. . T | |

25Michael Brecher, oE.cft., 106. Brecher explores the cordtrasts \
between the working stvle of Nehru and that of Lal Bahadur Shastri in |
relation to thelr respective cabinets, Congress organization, state .
governments, etc.

26Michael Brecher, op.cit.,123-124.

. 3

27'ee, Ved Mehta, op.cit., 369. Mehta records his interviews with.

several gconomists and political leaders connected with the Planning

Commission.
|

28D. R. Mankekar, op.cit., 130.

ngnterview recorded by Kuldir Navar, op.cit., 14,

. ~
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Michael Brecher records K. Kamarai as saving about Shastri's
non-consultation: "this is the preropative of the Prime Minister". In
regard to devaluation, Kuldip Navar writes: "Mrs. Gandhi scemed to have
had second thoughts because of Kamaraj's strong opposition to devalue when'
he was consulted before the announcement. In fact, that was a watershed
in relationship:between him and Mrs. Gandhi and 1f he had had his way,
he would have never been a party to making her the Prime Minister again."
Michael Brecher, op.cit., 107-108; Kuldip Navar, INDIA? The Critical Years
(Delhi: Vikas, 1971):92. ", ‘ .

31Tho. conaept of "stratarchy" borrowed from Samuel J. Eldersveld,
Political Parties (Chicago: Rand-McNally, 1964).

‘32D. R. Mankekar, op.cit., 54,

33Calbfaith quated in D. R. Mankckar, p.cit., 50,

, 34Wellcs Hangen, After Nehru, Who? (New York: Harcourt, Brace &
World,  1963).:110.

35Krishna Hutheesing quoted in Krisﬁan Bhatia, Indira: A Biographv
of Prime Minister (New York: Pracper Publishers, 1974)7i75.

! i

) . i .
36Prem Bhatia, "A Political System in Grave Danger," Indian

Express, April 14, 1965,

3Mrs. Gandhi wanted to exclude Gulzarilal Nanda and Jagjivan
Ram, from her -cabinet but both K. Kamaraj and Dr. §. Radhakrishnan -
"intervened" and made "several telephone calls' till Indira capitulated
and agreed. Krishan Bhatia, op.cit.,183-185,

38”Gfasping\the Nettle," Hindustan Times, November 19, 1964.

39ughe Real Emergency," Times of India, November 12, 1964,

40pqr etails, see, Duncan B. Forrester, '"The Madras Anti-Hindi
Agitation, 1965," Pacifi¢ Affairs (Spring-Summer, 1966):19-36. Also,
Robert L. Hardgrave, Jr., "The Riots in Tamilnad: Problems and Prospects
., of India's Language crisis," Asian ‘Survey (August 1965):399-407. For a
broad scere of the Indian language politics, see, Jvotirindra Das Gupta,
Language Conflicts and National Development: Group Politics and National
Language Policv in India(Rerkelev: University, 1970). ‘

AISee, Pran Chopra, op.cit., 316.

42Mr:¢,. Gandhi's 1nteFview with Blitz (Bombay), in Uma Vasudev,
Indira Gandhi: Revolution in Restraint (Delhi: Vikas, 1974) :370.

43When Chester Bowles, United States Ambassador to India, remarked
'to a senior White House official that in asking for an end to U.S.
Bombhing of Vietnam, the Indian Prime Minister was only saying what
U. Thant and the Pope had said, the official replied, "But the Pope
and U Thant do not need our wheat." Recorded by Krishan Rhatia, op.cit.,195.
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AAInterview with Michacl Brecher, op.cit., 213,

43Statement of seven "prominent Oppostion M.P.s" recorded by
Michael Brecher, o op.cit., 219-220,0ne of whom was K. Santhanam hn
January 18, 1966, most of the ]eadinp neWSpaﬁerq expressed their
opinions on the involvement of Chief Ministers in the selection of
the Prime Minister. IE:_Hlndgﬁ”Fhiof Ministers' Choice') and‘the ‘
Hindustan Times("Tn the Wings") regarded the Ghief Ministers' action
as lepitimate bocauqe the Prime Minister represented the nation,
while the QtatGQWHD " The Seat of Power”) adopted & middle-of~the-road
position. :

|
S

46In an intervicw with Ved Mehta, Sankar attributed the fall
of his povernment to the Nairs and the (hrlstianq M'The Nairs and the
Christians," he said, '"could not abide the fact that an.Ezhava was
the leader of their state povernment.' Ved Mehta, op.cit., 522.

47por details, see, Keesing's Contemporarv Archives. November
- 21-28, 1964: 204026. : ' '

48Sec, D. R. Mankekar, The Red Riddle of Rera]a (Bombay
Manaktalas 1965) 86.

AgSee V. K, ‘Narasimhén Kamarai: A §tudv (Rombay Manaktalas,
1967): 125, Kamara] even refused to see the Chackoigroup when 'the
latter so requested.-

50Michael Brecher, op.cit., 134£135, Italics mine.

s

>ILok Sabha Debates, Vol. 34, No.32, September 22, 1964: 3128.

52Nath Pai, Lok Sabha\Debates: Volume 34, No.13, September 23,
1964: 3320,

53N. G. Ranga, Ibid., 3302.

SAspeaker, Ibid., 3300.

55For Assam, see, V. K.Narasimhan, op.cit., 126. For Bihar, Subhash
C. Kashvap, .The Politics of Power (Delhi: National 1974): 307,

56Krishan Bhatia, op.cit., 187.

57A1though1there is no evidence, the general feeling in Punjab
was that the Sikhs in the Armv who had excelled in the Indo-Pakistan
War had- pressured the Center to act on the Punjabi Subha demand.

58Keesing's Contemporary Archives;“April 30 - May 7, 1966: 21368.

I1bid.

601bid. ' : :

61'Ihe majority of the people in Chandlgarh (population:89,000) speak
Punjabi.

!
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62Qtatomont of the Home Minister in the Lok Qabha on May 14, 1966.
Extracts published in the Timesg of TIndia, May 15, 1966

63

The Times of India, .June 23,.1966.
T

64,0k Sabha Debates, Vol. 59, August 31, 1966: 8148,

®SUmanath, 1bid., 8188.
66A1vares,‘1bjd,, 8225,

\ 677he Statesman, June 24, 1966,

; |
68Nohru's statement recorded in the Keesing's Contemporary Archives

November 21 - 28, 1964: 20428.

69The Times of India, January 24, 1965,

70Resolution recorded in Keesing's Contehporarv Archives, May
.8 - 15, 1965: 20733,
- |

‘71Resolutioh recorded in D. C. Gupta, InJLan Govéfnment and
Politics (Delhi: Vikas, 1972): 146.

72Thelresu1p of the referrendum ig recorded in the Economic’
and Political Weekly, ¥ebruary 27, 1971: 510. :

73About a month and a half after the new qtateq were formed Sant

Fateh Singh began 'fast-unto-death' as a prelude to his threatened self-
immolation, for securinz the Chandigarh and Bhakra- ~Nangal irrigation
project for the Punjabi Subha. 1In Harvana, Yogiraj Survadev, a Hindu
leader began a counter-fast. When the Sant had fasted for nine davs,

. seven of his disciplined disciples also announced that they would commit
self-immolation in sympathv with their leader. All of these disciples
appeared in public "brandishing kirpans"(swords) and spears, and calling
out slogans. For a brief look on the issue, see, Ved Mehta, op.cit.,516.

741nterviewed by Ved Mehta, op.cit., 482,

‘75The Statesman, March 25, 1965 published extracts of Governor's
report, : vl

76see, D. R. Mankekar, The Red Riddle of Kerala, op.cit.,l19.

T b,

T81p14.

79See proceedings of this congress in Bhabani Sen Cupta
Communism in Indian Pollulcs(New York: Columbia University Press, 1972):74,

- 801b1d., 78.

8lpor details, see, Pran Chopra, op.cit., 286-287.
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82}xtractq from Gulzarilal Nanda's broadcast appeared in the
Statesman, January I, 1965. THe Uhite Paper was entitled Anti-National
“-Activities of Pro- Peking Communists and their Preparation for Subversion
and Vio]oncL (Delhi Ministry of Home Affairs, 1905),
| i

83Lok_sabha Debates, Vol. 43, No.54, May 6,1965 : 13516.

841h44., 13563,

BSH. N. Mukerjee, Ibid., 13543,

rbid., 13532, o
87Ibid , 13595,

8 rhe Times of India, March 26, 1965.

8910k sabhh Debates, Vol. 47, November 4, 1965, Extracts from the
Governor's report quoted in the House by H. N, Mukerjee and Parashar:380,473.

90N, C. Chatterjee, Ibid., 399,

91Lok-Sabha'Debates, Vol. 55, No.54, May 6, 1966: 15126,

92

Lok Sabha Debates, Vol. 55, No. 55, May 9, 1966: 15}17.

93Lok _Sabha Debates, Vol. 60, No. 5, November 7, 1966: 1619,
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94KGO§1HP s Contemporarv Archives, November 21 - 28, 1964 records
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PThe Times of India, May 21, 1958.

96See; Keesing's, November 21 - 28, 1964 for judgehent.
97See Shastri quoted in'Keecing' ,"May - 15, 1965: 20733.

8Tnd1ra wab quite aware of the fact that she was being reparded
by some as a "stop-gap" arrangement. In an interview wvith Kuldip Nayar,
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Vasudeva, op.cit., 369, /
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CHAPTER V

THE PRAETORIAN MODEL 1967—7L

In Chapter 17, I have called the yearq between 1967 and 1971 the
period’ of "inqtitutional decay" 1in the political development of India. T
have also. heuristically characterized the political system of this period
as "préetorian” in nature, i.e., a system without consensus where "private

i -

ambitions are rarely| restrained by a sense of public authority; thnd“/ the
role of power (i.e., wealth and force) is maximized.”1 In other wor%s, it
is a system where the political institutions are incfftctiﬁo in regulating
\ s .
ithe public conddct of the politité] actors whose major objective ié to
achieve épd retain power even at the cost of national interest or public
morality. \Implicit in the “praetorian" model is the fragmentation of power
structure and a bretkdown in political valuos and princxp]es With little
regard for the rules of the game, each pOlLLlCal actor or a group of
political actors kigks up the dust but blames the other for lack of

visi?ility. Political authority and officé are easily acquired through.

/ ‘
unp:ﬁncipled coalitions and alliances but also easily lost because these
i .
L ,
"marriages of cohvenience" are by their Very nature transitory. 'In.a

nytshell, a ?pra;torian' system is a system without game rulcs - Like the
’ﬁ;gemonic system, it does not fix thresholds of dlssent but unllke the
hegemonic system, it lacks the capac1ty to domesticate dissent, Being in
a state of disequ111brium, it 1is always in danger of étrophy.'

Thé transition from the "bargaining" system state to the fpraetotian"
system state was extremely bitttr and created a "crisis of consciente” not
only in the political actors but also in the press and the publlc : Indira's
succession to :the office of the Prime Vlnistership in 1966 and her subsequent
efforts ‘to get outjgf the control of the Syndicate was the beginning of the

" ;
, : '
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end Sf the bargaining svstem. fhe Svndicate,iparticularly the Congress
ﬁresidont"K. Kamaras, accepted Mrs, Candhi's offensives in 1966 because

of the upcoming Fourth General Elections (l967),»&heh the lpadership issue
was to be re-settled, in fact, 1t was a case of '"frozen" conflict between
fhe Svndicate and Mrs. Indifa Gandhi:{ bot! were awaiting the outcome of the
1967 Electi;ns. Bv September, 1966 when the politic§ of distributing party
tickets started, it was much in evidence that the po]iticél.sfstem was
mgving out from its consensua]lnhaso‘fo a nraetorian phaée. This period{
i.eﬂ, from Septombe; 1966 to March 1967 whoﬁ the:resufts of the Gene;al
Elections were announced , repfcseqts the transifional phase in the idevelop-
‘mental path of the political system. TIn other words, we'éay call thig
tfansitioﬁa] per{od the "take-off" %tage;of the political system for entry,
into the praetorian stagg. : !

‘The chapter followé the same divisions as the previous chap;ers.
Part I de;crihes the "take-off" stage and the svstém'environmen;al properties
of tﬁis ;tage. Part T1 describes the develonﬁeﬁﬁal path of the political
system hetwéen 1567 and 1971, linking it with the "takc-off" stage of the
political svstem‘anQIincornorating both Tontinuity and change. The anal&ﬁi—
cal frame adopted in deécribing both parts 1is giveg on the next page.

These two parts torether provide us.with the contextual éettings‘
within whith the Center and the staée; interacted with each other and
regulated their mutual’relationshipsi THese.contextual settings also help
us hvpothesize aboqt éhe probability of federal intervention }n state crises.
. Part iI; therefore, conclﬁdes with some descriptive prcbositiéns.

Part IIT of the chépterbtests theséhdescriptive propositions
empirically. It deals with those sub-system crises which were resolved i

through the imposition of presidential rule and makes temporal comparisons.

. v
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Part TV exdmines those sub-system crises in all the states of_ India between
1967 and 1971 which,were resolved without the declaration of presidential

rule, in order to find a crisis-resolution pattern on an all-India basis.
) . . N

- PART T: THE FMERGENT POLTTICAL SYSTFEM, 1966-67

1. Structural-functional properties: the demise of the "Grand Council"

As discussed in the preceding chapter, the most critical feature

to change during ghe Shastri period‘Was the stvle in deciéinn~making at

the Central 1evel..‘Fhe "Grand Council", composed of almost all the crucial
wielders of influence, had come to occupy a pos{tion of supreme importance

at the Center. Itzwas, as Michael Brecher put i', "the collective substitute

v

for Nehru's chm‘isma".3 .

By thé end of 1966, this Council had almost becomo'defuncg.. With
increasing distanc% between tpe Svndicate and Mrs. Gandhi, the latter o
came to lean on a circle of personal and family friends for consultation
.and advice. This sﬁall circle, then derisively cailed hér "kitchen Cabinet",
included persons like Uma Shankar Dikshit, an Uﬁtar'Pradesh Member of the
Parliament and an oid\igmilx\friend: Dinesh Singh, another Member of the

. Parliament and an old‘fgmily friendf\and Inder Guiral, a young Delhi poli-

" cian. Among the new friends who had entered fhig privileged circle after

L.

éhe became Prime Minister were C.~Subraméniam, Aso&apﬁgﬁ;a}:Fakhruddin
Ali Ahmed (all in her Cabine;), Mfs. Nandini S;tpathi, a voung woman
Mehber of the Parliament ffom prissa} and Dwarka Prasad‘Mishra, the
powerful Chief Minister.of Madhya‘Ptédesh.

The ideological diversity of the kitchen Cabinet was quite conspi:
cuous. The politicallbeliefs of Dikshit, Dinesh and Ahmed were "as
‘amorphous as the party.to which they belqnged;"é C. Subramaniam from Tamil
Nad; - a counter-wFiéht-to,K. Kamarai from the same sta;e.-‘wéé often

gt

[
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described as a "pragmatist", nnd‘Aéoka Mehta yas a long-time "socialist'.-
Mrs. Nandini Satpathi and Inder Cuiral were knnyq 16(L1sts, the former
having.been a card-carrving membcr of thé Communist Tarty. Mishra of
Madhya‘vradesh had returned to active politics after more than a decade

of pol}tical exfle in 1963, wheg Tnhirn pleaded with hér,futhcr for
forgiveness on his behalf, and he was so completely enmrosécd in the pursuit
of personal pover that he left people guessing if he had nny.polit&cnl

beliefs whatsoever. ' .

Indira's increasing reliance on her kitchen Cabinet destroyed any

meaningful role for the Grand Council. By late 1966, even her Cabinet

s 1
J ' T »

ministers not included in the "inner circle'" felt alicnated from her,‘

with the resulﬁ that minister131 Cabineé meetings ceased to be serious
-events. 'Cabinet ministers wouqa somesimes stroll in late at meptings;
offer a perfunctory apologv, and som;tihes even leaye early."  The oid

guard 1in the-paftv leadership resented Indira's tegdedcy_to 1gpn on her ~
kitchen Cabinet, more so because each one of~;ts members was a "political
lone wolf' without anv sound basé in the Connre;; organfzation. Unfortunate
for the public\imagé of Indira, her relationship with' some of "the vounger
members~of hgrfkitchen Cabinet,_particulariy with Dinesh Singh, came to

be scandalized in public places. The atmosphere in Delhi was fhll of

O
dirty rumours when, in early 1967, H, V. Kématb, leader of the Praja
Socialist Party in Parliament, obliquely rgferrea to Dinesh Singh as a
_ v . X 6 - '

"virtual de-facto assistant prime minister’ in-the course of a Parliamentary
) T . ) - : ;
S~ debate. : - ;:;7

2. Party system properties: the Congress "split" in restraint

-

The fact that the Congréssgﬁﬁéil was almost on the verge of a split
R e . i
between the Indira supporters and those of the Svndicate, was much in

evidence at the time ‘df distributing party tickets for the forthcoming



. , 254

General Blectious:  The strugele over Whe selection of five members to the
Central Flection Conmittee, a sub-committee of the Conpress Hivh Comrand

which has the f{nal ;{\thm'tlﬂ\' fn the selection of candidates for the state

. AN
\

and the natfonal Tewislatures, bepan fn May 10066 w'{n-n the All=India Conpress
’ Committee delepates assembled in Bombav to elect these membors., Morar i

Dewaf f{elded €. By Gunta of Uttar "radesh, K. Kamara| settled for Sanjiva

, ~
Reddy of Andhra Pradesh, and Mrs. Indiva Candhi sponsored Doy Mishra of
Madhva Pradesh, Differencess arose about the remaining two seats.  After
a pood deal of baregaining, while K, Kamaral made an uneasv compromise with
Mrs. Indiva Candhi to support ¢, M, Sn&{q of Jammu and Kashmir “or the.

i) .
L} N N ‘ \
fourth seat, t. a% shirted to the open contest for the fifth seat. Two
members enterod t'ho arena: K, D, Malaviva, a 101(-—\4{1\;41 \\ilh l\nnwn
) o
svmpathics ror Fhe Indiva camp, and bDr, Ram Subhayp Him‘h Rn allv of the

. Syndicate.  In the olcctiinns. K. D, Mnl;l\ri_\'n lost the contest,

Resides beine i‘n’dicnti\'v of the diverse forces workive within the

5

Conpgress.organizat tan, the contest was perceived as~a "barometer" of
R ! \ y }

'S'{:Ln:n;\lh 1n t'hol;()rn:\n{z‘}ttfnn«h\' the parties fnvolved. With Morariji Desal's

i
ot

- V»‘kngwu’ {utnntmlﬁ< La 'gpntoxt for the prime ministership after the 1967

‘f}i;‘ o
: ’ -.t.“

a{;ﬁ mn’h‘l&lx\rc\wut‘;ﬁ; ) 2

1vthe minds of the delegates

v

i 'Pf- iﬁ_“qnlit dn. c,}\tg »"

N V'*
. >'$-< Ed

’
LR

&
kpg ha m*k w

_ ¥ 'i;‘ c“‘\.&ﬂh» the natienak léadership, reflected in the
LA 7 j';‘ aﬁpam STy tﬂﬂ ot the C.F.C. / Central Flection (nwmittoo_/
¥ S ".Li»r aml,‘%m reffted by the 'mt{vip\tion that Morarii Desai, the

e : r.dc:ﬁ,rdt the dissident factien, would renew Ris bid for the
:rmé minigte in follovine the General Elections, was
'L;‘_,ﬁ_ mﬁniﬁ.ﬁ.t at eyery stage of ‘the selection process. ' : ®
EEpE 4 1T e

,Jl‘hls net result of tho ‘(‘ont\z\t was that thv (‘entral Flection Committe

.‘. o~
- .
o

3 b (urm‘démt to be l\‘om‘lvcss1‘\1“'§dividod over the selection of candidates foﬂr

o ¥
e

. ' -
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both the state and the natfonal legislatures. Tastead of arbitrating
conflctsg the Committee itself became an arena of open conflicts. Whan

Mrs. CGandhi, for example, could not secure M nomination of V., K. Krishna
. 8 4
Menon, “she sabotaged the selection of Morarii's protege, Ravindra Verama.
‘ ' ' 10

K. Kamara{ made repeated attempts to retain a seat for T. T. Krishnamachari,
K »

' o R (3

as did wmany other members of the Committee for their own loval supporters,
“In respect to nominations for the state legislatures, the Committoee
. .

preferfed not to disturb the lists of candidates goecommended by the

v
I

Provinedal Election Committees, evcn‘thqunh there were loud protests from
some of the minor&ty factions iﬁ the faction-ridden states of Andhra,
Bihar, Assam, Urtar vrudOSH,Hfunjpb. eﬁc., to the efigct'that thev, were
betng {gnored by th@ dominnn; factions. The Committee's ' -~ec-saving

formula, that the sittineg members were not to %o disturbed s far as

possible, obviously favoured the dominant factions .nd indiYectly approvei;'
i fad
the continuation of the incumbent Chief Ministers after the Elections.
While the selection of the candidates was in process, the scramble

“over the election funds began to rock the Congress orpanization. Atulya

\

Ghosh, a member of the Syndicate qnd'Troasurcr of the?Qpngress‘Party. x
announced that the election Funds COllectéd for the fofthcoming Flections

were hard]v ten percent of tho total Lundq collected for the 196’ Elections

and that mor.e efforts vere needed to fill the Central Elettion Pool for1
N _ &
Jpqréiamentarv eleccdons.. The fact oF the matter was that noitbe?ftho
.%'* TRe
,Svndi¢g;£ ho%?the qtate Chiof Ministers nor the Indira qupporte:g having
o d P .!,‘ L ’ '&)" N

éollec&ed lach fundq were wllling to part with them for the Central Pool.

‘ ,, 3] - 9
Descrihtgg;the who}e qttuation the Fconomlc and Political Waeklv . i
editorialized: L |
; ; , )



But unlike in 1957 and 1962, tho hulk of the fugads have
been pocketed by the Pradesh Conpress Commit toes and state
bosses to back their own candidates and factions The
Rs.60 lakh / Ql 4 million, approximately / purse fnx'
C. BR. Gunta / “the machine boss from Uttar Pradesh /, which
was an olcction contribution under another name, s certainly
o not the only one example.  The 'same pattern is to he found
! in all the stalo » whether the collections have snow-balled
to one or a few party bosses or to the entire Pradesh Congr.
_Committvc‘ 1l .
)

T' With ivéirulont tvpe fnct(onnllhm ﬁwvvniup rhruuqhout the organization,

th? ongress was, in fnut,,in 60 shﬁﬂo to! go to the po]]@*ln 1967,
i

Tl '”‘3 Iondorthn nxoqﬁpt{o wY Indiriirc~discovvrs ber streagth
g ,)
f 4,. Mgnv biographot! olfthe Nehru fnm11v have-satd that the Nehrus
v L=
12
g . are hoqt in criégﬁ’ Tndiru fnced humilinllon in anliqmont probably

\

~
3

bécause Qh? hﬂd neirhor thv 0xperionco as a pnrlinmontarian nor the
. o-\c“ .
art of muking Ionq and ¢loquent apOOLhc Ibnw protected by the pnroqtql
, & .

Jhﬂﬂvan tree, she wnq never exposed 2? the vaparies of Indian politics.

As Jawaharlal' s daughter and political nssociate, she was probably
: :
involved in more top-level decisions than any other single member of the

- 7 , | R
political elite during the Nchru\hrn, but she always staved in the backpround

-

and shared no official rosﬁonsiba1 . for anv major decision. Like her
fath¢f, she clung to Fabian dialectics ahd romanticized socialism; but
' . 13 i :
unlike him, .she was hardly ever taken seriously. Though she was

as;ociated with the Conﬁress organization in vnrx}gﬁ'bnpncity,,ghe ayfrnge
man in the street knew hér onby hs Nehru's dnught;{ﬁ.éhurming and
forbiddinglv regal in hcr nppoarqnce.

Within leqs than \i\ moﬁ‘hm of her hgcomink ;h> prime ﬁinistor

‘Indira was face, sto (%Lo with almost the eame Lroup of Congloaqmcn who

v

wére the source of trouble to Nehru during his last dnvs in office. Nehru

had purged Morarii,nesai . K., Patil C. B. Gupta and a few othotq, and

hiq disl&kc gpr Atulva Ghosh Qnd ‘Saniiva Rcdd\ was an open secret. Once
. ML f Q L ”f“ . , o f

¢
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again; these” very men - with K, Kaﬁara1 joinihg the proup - confrongcd
Mrs. Gandhi. As 1f to avénge her father's helplessness, Tndira a]wnys
brought in her "father versus his adversaries" theme in her speeches
whenever sheifelt vsvcholopically insec o in any awvkward situation.
At the Bomhn; session of the Congrouss . “66), hor natural teserve
became glnci;l:

There are pedple who really respected him /Vchxu/ but

there arc also seme people who neither respectdd him nor. P

his policies while he was alive.

And then she quoted the famous lines about Homer:

Nine c¢ities claim Homer dead . , ) 15
Through which the living Homer begped his bread.

“

Concluding her speech she safd: ' \/

Jawaharla. was tho nat[o‘?s leader, but he was my father,

my companion. T had grown with his policies T am famlliar
- with everv bit of his thought. Todav, T am to]d that I do
not know his views. Today his fr\twhile critics have to

tell me what his policics were.

~This was probablv Indira's first outburst in the Congress for'm. She was

-

Cf&ssing a major mental hurdle out of her previous sta.e of blissful
N
silence. . .
Y , '»(‘1
Indira retdiscovered her strength during the last,twognonths of
: S

1966 when she entered the pre-election campaign, 'She'travelled about

35,000 miles, mostly in an open car, delivcred at times three speeches

a dav, and shook hand with thousands of people on the way—qide To her

great surprise, she saw hat her abi]itv to draw crowds was unparalleled.

i

Qhe did face occasional hoqti]e shoutinq at certain plices but, on the
whole, she was well received by millions of peoplé who thronged to

catch a glimpse of her though nbtvne<essarilv to heed her. To her critics,
- . )
she was, qtill "girlish‘ A pale imitation of her father to the crowds,

'y

3

o ,;‘f!
. 1 :
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o

she was the symbol of continuity, a livinn projection of the dead Nehru:

. She did not bocome an eloquent speaker but her shvness found a cathartic

rclease in the contacts with the common man. Fven though Uma Vasudev
presents a sliphtly exaggerated account of how she was received by the
crowds, she 1s stil] worth adoting:

Alwvays, crowds, qu]nnds a_shower of flowers - pecople touching
her palloo. / qarf s corner /, falllng at her feet, pledging
loyalty, swearing ncrlflce, evoking associations of her father,
her husharid, all the crowded past. There were 110av“ the °
-garlands, the effus{xe.qmell of marigolds, jasmines and ‘roses;
the hands. cager to help; the women with wistful lookKs; and thg

shrill cries of rObLless children.l? e

- As the words of her effectiﬁcness spread, she was inundated by fi
‘ PEY W
. . i L')v" -
requests from partv organizations in various states to visit them On LA
.
¢
the other hand her adversaries - Morarii Desai, S. K. Pati], Atu];a Ghosh,
) oY ‘ R

Sanjiva Reddy, etc., —'recejqu very few iﬁvitations outside<theiriown
state or region to delivér campaipn speeches., l8'More than most peéple
Morariji Desal was known all over the country, but-his right—wing iw?ge

in the public mind wvas reparded as a liabilitv bv the state organizqit%‘q

-

in those days of extreme scarcity. K. Kamaral,_then the Congress President,
had won many laurels and h;d a left-of-the-=center public image, bdtlhis
limitation was that h¢ could neitﬁef speak in the pational language nor0

in Enplish. » Looking to the crowd phenomena and the limitations of &er
adversaries, Indira gained confidence, and pérhapq a little arrogance too.
In an interview with the United ‘News of India (UNI) in December, 1966, she
invited the‘wrath of her party colleagues wben‘she said: "YOU‘Seé, ﬁhere

is the duestion of whom the party}wants, and whom the people;want. Myl

1 G

-~

po¥ition amongst the people is uncontested."
And then came a flying stone from the<crowd in Orissa which hit
Indira on the nose in ¥ebruary 1967, and which, more than any other °

unsavoury incident during her election cgmpaign,~proved a blessing in ¢
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dispuise for her. The next day, the nation awoke to a sense of shocked
'shame. when her hleeding nose made the front-page headlines of almost all
the newspapers. Fven the opposition parties lamensed the incident,,sent,

messages of concern, and exhoarted the people not show any disrespect to

"the great daughter of Jawaharlal Nehru'. .The Hindustan Times wrote:

-

[ ) ’ 1
"Mrs. Gandhi has shown an example of personal courage that will 'win her

20 : N
admiration through the countrv."  On her return to Delhi, when some

|

~members of her party asked her about the incident, she, in the course of

d ek ?.
her reply, said: "T am as tough as ever. n? =f€%ﬁg e

i ..

‘qutem environmcntal nronerties

1. Domestic: Violence

Beginning September 1, 1966, the country witnessed an increasing

number of violent apgitations, whipped up mostly bv the opposition parties

against the government's economic policies and rising inflation. Faced

»

with the over-all shortage of goods and essential commodittes like food

and cooking oil, the aﬂﬂrv;mobs turned violent at many places in the
country. In September, a contingent of 50,000 communists marched on the

[y

Parliament. Shortly thereafter, the Jana Sangh party organized massive

demonstrations in Uttar Pradesh, Rajasthan, and Madhya Pradesh. In
. ) ’ It
November, troops'were despatched to assist the c¢ivil aythorities in

curbing violence in Andhra Pradesh, In the same month the Parliament

building was qur;ounded bv "Ban Cow Slaughter" agitaters who could be

&Fispersed on]v by-xear pas shellq, and finally by bullets. On their

frenzied retreat, -t ev set finrvtb private cars, vehicles, buses, pub]ic

-

buildings and in Qhé eng to the hou:es of K. Raghuramaiah minister in
A

Indira's: cabinet, and of Congress President‘& Kamar31 The government's

"pre-election naralvsis';in contrpllingcliwleSSness in the states or at

the Center “thvited damaging comments. Ffank Moraes of the . Indian Express
. . R o .,
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wrote:

Tt matters little to us whether her government survives

or ‘not but it matters or should matter gpreatlv to every

Indfan that our countrv should be so exposed to the

obloquy and shame that our irresponsible Minutemen, holy

and unholv, rightists and leftigts, voung and old, have'
- now reduced it to.

And the Hindustan Times cdftorialjzed:

.Congress povernments at the center and in the states
have, by running awav from their dutv to preserve law and
ordel, brourhl about an atmosphere in the country where

the use o{ force is not only unchecked but is seen to pay. 23

The month of January 1967 was marked by student agitations, stone-throwing

>
-

incidents apainst Congress luminaries, and frequent bonfires of Congress.
flags and khadi caps.

2.:International: "non-alignment' under pressure

< . : . .
After the devaluation of the Indian currencv in June 1966, Indira

was under heavy attack from the leftists within her pafty for surrendering
. ! C "

to American pressures. The news dispatches appearing fa thes Russian

«

' 2 ) . ’
papers expressed unhappiness by the Soviet Union over luation. Asoka

Mehta, who was sént to Moscow in July 1966 to éxpléin}t:: circumstaﬁces;
leading to devaluation, was told by g?svyin that devaluation was a
"blunder" .ZA To retrieve her leftist image and to placate the Sowiet Union
which had opened a new dialégue with pakistan on miLitary assistance,
Indira called for an immediate halt fo American bombing ig Vietnam, much
to the annovaqce of the White House. During her election camba%gn, Indifa
constantly harped on heaVy_industry, the public sector, Socialism, an -
independent foreign oolicy‘and peace with honour, creating a general
,impression that -her yovernment was in no wav under the influence of
_\w§shington aqd that .the Russians weqé;'aséyesF, "fellow-travellers".

Despite the "ship-to-mouth" existence which made India dependeﬁt on the

Western world, the partv situation ag‘hOmé drew Indira clpéer to the

'
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Soviet Union. K. Kdmaraj't visit to the Qoviot Union and the Fast Furopean
/
vcountries immediatelv after the devaluation was qadd to be non- political

0

in nature, but it was followed by attempts to (stabliqh a Lreater accommoda—

tion with the Sovict qate]lites, including Fast Cormanv

The «vstem-environmental interaction during the transitional period

as described ahove presented such a drearv and hopeless picture about the
' )

future -of the democratic set-up in th;‘country thﬁt manv prophets of gloom
predicted the 1967 elections as the last elections in India.zS-The Conpress
Party was in the doldrums and, with domestic violonce rampant, the‘opposi—
tion parties entered into all kinds of holy and unholy electoral alliances
with the sole &B}poqo of dtfeating the Conprtqq The inflammatotv speeches

of the so- oalled seasoned politicians such as an Manohar Lohid (90c1aliﬁt)
4 .
© 2 6 .
- "there vould be anarchv if the Congress came “back ‘to. power -, and

03
4' "’P.‘

IS 11; v

C Pa1aponn]achari (Swatantra) - "a few communlqts coming ¢ tnto Parliament’

or state legislatures wil) not constitute any danger now, but remembher,
f

LY
v 27
even onc congressman added to the phalanx is bad" - were hardly meant to
P Lo . ‘_ . .. Rt o N

allay the fears of the gloomy proohets. The general mood of the electarate :
. ‘A )

-

toward the Congress was well summed up by Eric da Costa of the Indian
Institute of Public Opinion who, after conducting a sample opinion poll,
said: ‘ , |

The .young, the less educated, and” narticularlv the illiterateq,

the minorities and, most unpredictable of all, the lowest income
proups, are all rewritinp their basic lovalties To the candidat®s
this is, perhauq, a strupgle for power. To a political scientist

it 1s, as nearlv half a centurv apo, the beginning of a break with
with the past Tt is bv no means vet a revolt: but it may be in time
a revolution.” :

The election rééultsr(Table 5.1) were shpcking; the Congress

» . ,
lost its matority in eight of the sixteen states and in the Union Territory

of Delhi. 1In the Lok Sabha, its strength was reduced from 361 to 284,

consgitutinn a bare majority in 4 house of 520 members. . However, most

f %



CONGRESS STRENGTH IN THE 1967 ELECTIONS, BY STATES

TARLE 5.1
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TN,

“Qﬁégpe Cbnnress 1 Total seats in
strength the Assembly
Andhra 165 287
Assam 73 126 |
Rihar o 128 318
Cu1arnt. . 93 168
Harvana - '48 81
L
Jammu & Kashmiyp \60., 75 B
Kerala * 9 133 g J»>
Madhva Pradesh 167 296
Madras 50 234
Maharashtra’ 203 270
Mysore , ; 126 216
Orissa 31 140
Punigb 47 104 "
Raiasthan 89 184 i
Uttar Pradesh 199 425
West Rengal 127 o 280
TOTAL: : 1615 3337

Source: §. C., Kashvap: The Poliflcs of Power(Delhi: National,

o

1974).
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the union cahinet members.

On the one hand,
Congress empire but, on the other hand,

the Sjndicate luminaries considerably strengthened ler pasition.
adversaries in the party all the more.

made vitriolic comments on the defeat of the %yndicate men.

Fxpre%ﬁ editorialized:

of the Congress parliamentary party.

*ministerﬂ

‘brought against me."

b \

shocking of all was the ignominious defeat of the Conpress stalwarts:

K. Kamara{, S. K: Patil, Atulva Ghosh, Riju Patnaik; and almost half of

-

persona? victorv by 91,000 votes was so prestigeous as to demoralize her

3

|

With their heads chopped off bv the electorate, the Congress
high command comprising Messrs Kanarai, Atulya Ghosh and

S. K. Patil are running in circles like headless chickens

round a barnvard. Cocks have been known tq crow from dunghills,
It is from no Mount of Sinai that Delhi's headless wonders,
bereft of their voices, flap their wings sipgnalling to all

and sundry that now is the time to come to the aid of the

‘party .... Who are these headless wonders to attempt to decide

at this moment not onlv who should be prime minister but the
central government of a countrv which has decisjvely repudiated
them and bundled "them out of political existence?

And Inder"lhotra wrote in the Statesman:

Hurt to the auick hv the suggestion that rather than.strut -
about the political stare in the capital, they should have
the political dccency td.retire at least temporarily, some
of the defeated stalwarts have been saying that their party
continues to have full faith in them. Could there he a more.
Jurid confessfSn of the dictum party before peonle and self

befere party?

'’

Mrs. Gandhi was so impressed by the anti-Syndicate feeling that

: : |
to meet to select its Jeader on March 12, 1967, Mrs. Gandhi declared:

"I am the leader of the Congress parliamentary party and I am the prime

31

‘\ N

‘she never wished to preside over the 1iquidatiop of the

t} » defeat and humigiation of

The Indian

I continuesto be a leader unless a vote of no-confidence is

263

Vor Indira, the results were a mixed blessing.

-Her own

To add insult to Injury, the press

-

she felt like dispensing with the formal procedure of ‘selecting the leader

Just two days before the party was
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In fact, the peripd'between the deé]arntion of the election
results and March 12 was the period during which the I'mdira camp had

carefully calculated its strenpth and arrived at the conclusion that

thev had a ma{oritv of ten to twent?lmcmhors over the Desat camp in

_ | )
the Congress parl lamentary narty, and tha the majority of the Chief
Ministers che hehind‘thom. Hoonor, neither Indira nor Morarii Nesat ,
whntever\thoir open declarations, seemed ttchine for a con;eSt. Tf
the,Indira‘camp fonred\tho'nepotiah]bblovnltjes of itg supporters, the
Morarii camp entertained the fenuine foar‘that Tndira would defect from
the party if defeqted. Hence a compronise. Rejecting Morarji's demand
for the Home nortfollg Khich would havolalienatud the incymbent’ﬁome
Miniqter Y. R. Chavan, Indira accepted Desat as the Deputy Prime Minister
and Finante Minister in her cabinet, Different groups pushed the compromiqn

formula from dif ferent perspectives, wﬁi]e the Svyndicate was happy having

.placed a "watchman' d¥er Indira's activities, the newly emerging anti-

G

'y ' : . y
Chavan lobhy - D, », Mishra (Madhya Pradesh), C. B. Gupta (Uttar Pradesh),

S. Nijalinpaopa (Mvsore) - sav in Desai's elevation to the Deputy Prime

~

~ Ministership a status reduction for Chavan from the second te the third

32
“bosition in the cahinet.
SRS - .
The succession crisis was over but it was a poor consolation

" wto the Syndicate, which had originallv nlanr to remove Mrs. Gandhi.

With Indira dropping Sanjiva Reddy. from her newlvy constituted cabinet -

: \
much to the displeasure of K. Kamarai{ - it was evident that the compromise

formula was not the product of the meatina of minds bu* rather a simple,
| Al '

virtue made of necessity,
PART II: THE DFVTLOVMFNTAL PATH OF TPRE - POLITI(AL QYQTFM 1967-71

1. Qtructural functional proverties: the institutional decav

¢ The period between 199 and 1971 was marked by national dialogues \
/ . ’ %;
7 ‘ . ’ o
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- the non-Congress governments were threatened with defecgions (West

.Efér them.

265
o

: N ‘
\ .
on the constitutional set-up and on many of’the extra-constitutional
\ et

instrumentalities of the Nehru era. There was a gencral demand that the

Constitution be revised and the system chanped from a parliamentary to

\

a presidential type of government which would make gbvernmentnl stability

fndependent of the Ava Pam, Ghva Ram(freqi 'nt defections) politics in

|
the lepislatures. At the same time, the opposition partics made strong
i . !

\ R
demands, varving from a review of the role of provincial CGovernors to
. . i :

the re-structuring of the Center-state relations. Most of the Governors
‘ v . .

were charped with acting maliciously apainst the non-Congress governments

1_— at times miscounting partv strength in the legislatures (Uttar

.

\ .
Pradesh and Pa1{:\han, 1967); re-convening legislatures at a time when

Rengal, Punjabh, 1967) but %it doine sa when the Congress ,overnments were

H

in the same uncertain position (Punjab, Harvanp, 1968, Uttar Pradesh,

.1969) ;" proroguing the legislnfures in rhe.midét of no-confidence debates

o \ ) _ .
against the Congress governments (Madhya Pradesh, 1967, Bihar, 1068
‘ 1 o LN

Harvana, 1970): disallébinﬁ,the_non—Connréés Chief Min'sters Lo add

{ o

new members to the Council of Ministers nt;cricidal times (Bihar, Punjab,

; 33 . o o
1968, Uttar Pradesh, 1970) - / and demands were made that either the

)

institution of Governor be altogether abolished or his appointment be

‘made subject to the consent of the state to which he was being appointed.-

By 1970, the Central Coverrfent was beinp pressured to appoint a Committee

‘ .
to delineate the role of the Governors and to set up a new code of ethics

5

The period under consideration was also marked by the beating
of the drum“fbr.States' rights. Most of the Chief Minmisters, including

some belonging to the Congress varty, demanded a freéh‘dialogue‘ou Center-

.

state tigqs, particularly in the field of\finagpiqL‘QYSCribution and -
) c ) - e > P g . -

-



X

%

~a policy.
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economic development. The Communist government of West Bengal and the
Dravida Munnctra Kashagam (DMK) povernment of Tamil Nadu wore.leading

: 34 ) ‘
other states in making such demands. The Central Government, which
had alrcady declared a "plan holiday" - the Fourth Five-Year Plan which
was due to start in 1967 was posgpdned fo two years because of the poor

economic situation at home and uncertain foreign aid - started pacifving

the dispruntled states by doling out discretionary grants and allocating

projects even when financial and technical wisdom advised against such

The failure of the extra-constitutional instrumehtalities'in

promoting anvthing except bitterness was a conspicuous feature »f this

périod. Whether it was the neetings of the Chief Ministers on food and
i \

funds, or the meetings of the National Development Council i planning

and priorities, there wer: no substantial outputs in terms of policy

-decisions. ather, the participatinp states, most of ten, utilized these

" forums to ventilate their grievanceq against the Center or their 0

" neighbouring stntes. Commenting on the Chief Minister:ﬁ'Confcrence in

: . LYy
1967, the Pioneer summeéd ub theiattitude of the participants: "To put it °

\bluntlv, it is a case of each for himself and the devil take the hindmost."

This state of mind persisted thfouphout 1967-71. , The Chief Ministers
seemed in no mood to listen to the persuasions of the Center At the
meeting of the National Development Council in 1968, the Chief Minister
of the. f&od—défic:t state of Maharashtra, V. P. Naik, expfessed his

annovance wheQ‘he said: "Why should I produce cloth fo: Punjab and Andhra

. ., . -~\\‘ - . 3
when thev are not wanting to part with their foodgrains?"”' 1In July 1970,

when Mrs, Gandhi oérsuaded the Chief Ministers ta implement land reforms,

the response of the Chief Mihist@g§ was almost cynical. Typical was

-

the retort of V. ¥, Naik: "Owning land 1s;neither unethical nor unsocial."38

3 i e . . PR
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2. Partv.svﬁtum nronortips: the CnngroSi‘ﬁitig

| In November 1969, the 'in-fighting {n the Cnnnross Parcy finally
culminated in splitting thg party hetween the ”Indicare”, f.e., the
supporters of Mr;. Gandhi, and the Svndicate, 1.e., Ehe supporters of

S. Ni1nlhngnnna, Morar ii Desai, Atulva Ghosh, S, K. Patil, K. Kamara]

-and others. The Indicate later came to be addressed as the Congress (M)

3

' - . 39
while the Syndicate was desienated as the Congress (0).

Before hoth groups started washing their dirty Ii{nin in public
- after the Rangalore session of the Ald-Tndia Congress Committee (AICC)
. »

onn July 10, 1969 - an uneasv peace marked the relaglonshtp<kttwvon the

tvo proups. After Mrs. Tndira Gandhi's succession to the prime minister~

" ship 3n'1967; the fact-finding inauirv into the Congress debacle in the

elcctipng deteriorated into .a fault-finding investigation. While Mrs.

¥ . )
Gandhj attrih €d the -electoral. reverses to the disunity in the Congress .

L . ’ . . o . . .
organization and suggested a fresh look at the policies of the party,
the Cdnﬁress Presidgnt, K. Kamarai, came out with a sharp criticism.of

the Covernment for huving‘failed to implement the Conﬁress policies and

) 40 : v .
proprams, A ten-point program which, inter alia, included social.

control of the banking institutions, nationalization of general insurance,

restriction on individual holdings. of urban {and,_and'the removal of

special privileges of the ex~rulers of princely states, was adopted to

‘revitaliZe the partv. Rv this time, some of the leftists in the party,

later known as ''Young Turks", were vocal enough to point out that the

program was less ‘than revolutionarv and that the party must now "fight-
‘ . “ 41 S
reactionaries outside ‘the Congress as well as inside." o

~

About five months later when.the ATCC met at Jabalpur on

Ociqbef 28, 1967, the Young Turks, led by Chandra Shekhar and Mohan Dharia,
EF'S ; B ! v :
; %

& &

n
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o
Taunched o mltl,\o'rin‘\: attack on the leadership for {ts

208

'

ﬁ;u flure to {mpd mnblﬂ,’”’“/

the (lh"l‘(‘fl\t propram and demafided outright nationalization of banks,

.t - |
\u{(hdx‘nwa_l-‘l of privy purses to the ex-rulers, and coalitions with the Ike-

minded Tettdst parties gt the state l.vvult? Roth S, K,
’ : o . . "S-
that the abolition of prive purses wvould be "{1lena],

R R e .
~ tutfonal™, and Morari{ Dewal, who pleaded for "social
4 . i .

N P : .

thesSvndicate nor to al fenate the Younp Turks, deldberately lvgpt a low

! T . . &

from the Mouny’ Turks.  Mrs, Gandhty who could afford nefthersto displease
L]

Patil, who declared
fmmoral and unconst{- 1

contral” rather

thanonationalization of the banking fustitutions, faced menacine attacks
. . . M . .

T

-

v

profile. 10 her address, she of fended snone: "There was no question of
. N 4 N . N \

oy

vofng back on therparty's programme &€ social {st action”, but "socialism-

‘

-

was ot afmed apainst anv §m‘t!on ofgsoctiety,” On th} i»\;uv of bhank

n:\,t:.ton.fnli~:..?\tr§on Cshe Lassured Lho lv(t-winu‘ rs that "{f the scheme of

.

M a

1

soctal control was bypassed or avoided, Government wiuld not hesitate

- - o . 42
to completely take over the banks,"

Bl

n
’

Another ttem on the agenda of the Jabalpur session was the chofce

, v . -
i of the next Conwress “resident, © 8

that of K. Kamaral for anather term. After m\\n-n ted novotiationx

e b

Myw, ,mdhi \\Hl\'—nill\' agrged to tho nomin\t{on ot Q

\‘.

. ;0. ) b
Several names were mentioned, including

13

Nijalt npappa of

. ’ ° : ‘ ) ..
. Mysore who was a Svnd{cntc allv but who so ‘far hnd a non-controversial

-

) . T T . . -
reputatton.  However, when {t came to re-constituting the Congress

v

+

Working Commiteee {n January 1968, the Svadicate ou_t;-mnnoouvred Mrs,

- tandhi, ‘who found ho'r.-:ollt; lisolniod. unable «to exercise mueh influence

. 2 " ' -
. . g 43 .
_over th \ominnt {nn of candidates:

iy

od ftching tm a H;:ht. N’hcn <. Nih\]lngappa, the Congres .

Rv tho time thq AICC mot “ Far idahT\d\ on April 27-28, 1°6Q both

. ¥

Prosidont,"éxpross'od douh"t\ nhout tho dovelopment of 1nduqnies in the

«

puhl;h wctor "without rc;mrd to demand and the capacitv to/oroduce

[+

-
A . N l

a . -

<
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u voandfaccording to t@s Congtitution., He was 'critical of the CGovgriment,
, . . PR \", B e . T T

b

i

o
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Mrs,.Gandhi, who was becoming increasinglv pupulnf'witﬁ her oft*rg%onrvd

'

socialist posnals, was not slow T%'retorq: She defended the public sector

and asked {f a probe into the working of the private sector, "which enjoved

jmmﬁn]ty from anv.accountability to the public or Parliamént, would lead
L ' - . ‘ . 4.
A '

to flattering convlusions,’ The Younp Turks seemed behind her when some

: ofgghom; particylarly Mohandnhﬁfla, hcbu&cd the 01d Guard of preserving P

o T . . , ‘
the citadels of vested {nterests and asked them to ret\ro gracofulfé?i et

- -

‘ , 0. - . , :
The Faridabad session also took up the aquestion of Center-state

‘e

"W ’ . v ,
relatigns. While there was a peneral consensus that the Cedter should be -

strong, there was some divergence of ovinton in respect to the Center's

’ : ﬂ', Y .
relations with the non-Congress state governments. Mararii Desal was

Ijronortod to hold the view that the non-Congress governments, b weing
' : « . a . . ‘ ‘ ‘2

non-Conpress, had placed themselves in a vos®tion of oppositic o @ ¢

. . . 4 - N . - . . 3 gy -

beddealt with strictly

M .

Congr#&s Ceneval Covernment and as such oueht- to
0 aut

e . -
. 4

for having piven too ruch rope to the left-giug Bovernments of Kerala
. S ) N } N X . Bk X .

%]
v

Sy \ ' .« u 45
and West Renpal and advocated stiff Coasiiéggjoﬂal measures, apainst them.

On the other Edﬂd, Mrs. Candhi advised agalnﬁ@fﬁnuocessarilv hasty
. . ; ,

Central intervention and suggested that®he Center must anpfoach the yhole .~
_ at . ) v

question'with-understnndlng and patience.. She reportedly held the view

2

- that the Congress must try to promote sood relations with the non-Congress

' 4
. governments,

‘L , .
Within less than a weck of the Faridabad session,- the Presidentf

o

of India, Pr. Zakir Husaiq, died of heart failure and was temporarily

»
v

succéeded by the Vice-President, V., V, Giri/ According to the Coqﬁttrﬁtion,
. . (Y -

the “resideﬁ§ of Tndia is elected mv an electoral college consisting of

o ;'\.‘._, » s \,\ i ‘ ‘ s .
;Dk the elected mémbers of the Ceritral and. state legislatures and there is

)

: > N .. . : . . T
. . | ? ,
_ i . o L -

-
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o

j . .
no 1‘#’;"3101\ fo(‘_" an automat ic successign of the Vice=President to.the

Proafdency In ¢ase the latter office f:\lls vacant on account of the death
i

or#rc‘aipn‘\timf nf tlw inc\m\hvnt' @Dom Mav 3, when tht‘ “n‘qidont d{od to

“July 12, 1969 whon t"?w (um\k&hs made {ts final chdjce fur thv (\ffico,
) > ~ .4 7

there war o tzev’mas ne ot{n~

of the S\-nwncéf Loubr.obv other's mind rather than to make a final
Do o . » f

Atikoico. Hdwf*.vé:u, these diplomatic manoceuvry tnps could not conceid#the

«

\r..,‘v’..,CLgi.‘. S . L T, . ' ead

tinns-_,g_itm«’thc_ memhg‘x‘s‘ _v'ot' the S\-ndioa,te. had mnd}q—, i~t:

. thev destred r"ro't“ﬁiml\- a strnn President who cdule

fact that th'&‘!'q"“‘*(“\uld’ not let Mrs. Candhl, haye hey wav in :

\yY N . o
selecting the next President., TIn the neanw I\iln Vic o—“ c‘.id«\nt (‘i;'t

sensing the un;msit{on of t’\_g, Q_ynd'ic'\tf' ro his numian%'

%

% oq{qnﬁd his.
n T

"

Ve dn Mr’s. (&'\ndhi and the individual members

"

. 3 Q A
office and dq,;‘L]?ll(‘\? himseld £ as an indepcndom ‘-mdidato romh& Wchidan{a}.

¥
Oy
Immod{utv]\' thvr‘l‘faftm. the (‘t\mnumistx vwvr tu | nn]iti(‘z\l@pﬁi ﬁt&h

-~

tion in gh_c g‘(\unt‘rv. mudp A tacticgl move fw nh‘d(ﬁ&} their \\llv;)ﬁ(\mt» to
| R

S s . -
D A L ~ o
" v L I \ . ‘

Y

) B St ' a : - “

Prs:r S
+* the month of June, Mr Gm\dhi \viaimd svv "uql states in ordvr

1 . «
¢ -

4 - “ »

Q Q

5 .
to mce\sm'n. her fp}ﬂnwinu amnnn thv (hiot Mini\ton sﬂt%\r then. her cmuultw
v ) *

ar to her th'at
\.". '.":, " . . I ) & -

- f e Y < -
A oo act apainst the

7 ) ) . o . G
a3t

A\ # -
left—wina cm—crontinv force but also an "incenventent" Pres{@ent

for.her. The Svndicate's ohviaus chotce'wnq for N. Saniiva Reddy of
. \o’ . h

. R
Andhra, then Qnu\kex of the ].Qk Sabha, whom Mrs. Gandhi had declined to

accept in her cahinot in 19»67 \'isiting the canita\] city of quknow in _

. o

Uttar Pradesh, she rcpor:edlv told A meotim. of the l;\gislators t}mt in

the event of Reddv 8 election, "Uttar andesh mipht lose {ts dittinution

of holdinq thé Prime “inggterqhip of the countrv, which it had enjdved

° W48

since Independcnce. And on her return to Defhi aftor R!Sﬁ&&i@!ﬁl‘?

strength among the Chief “inteteru 'qhe qaid that "the choice of a .

~5 ' N [3
[ \ ..

N ; ) 'Q'

h",

\

%,

%

O
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4 y . . *
h Y .‘ : } ‘
Y
149
Presidenttal candidateswas uqh \herolv a (‘nnproqq pnrtv matter." This

3 *

statement, unk ind to th&_um‘tv' boqscq wrprovoked the Syndteate tn launch
an, nttm"k on \‘Lr“. Candh{'s left-wing followers, particwﬁ\rly the Younfr
) q

Turks, who&‘woro moyre vocal than ever before in their tirade ng‘ninSt the

) " R 4 . )
Syndicate. . "y -

In this envirenment of mistrust and distrust, the Conpress

‘Pélflihmenﬁ;n‘v' Board met at Ran";z'alm‘e ad by a mddord.fv voc!’.‘decided to'

‘ . 3
nominatq N, %’Mivq Reddy forg -;‘,‘hc Proﬂdcncv dc.*t'vtinﬁ Mrs. Candhi 8
. P} !‘- .
candtdatc‘;, Jagjivan Ram. Tn tho?ginht—mombor Bo 3.5, K Patil K. ;
£ -
. Lo g
a

‘Knmn_rni, V. B. ’(‘ﬁ,ﬂvan Hm"arﬂ Desai gnd S. Ni ted for Reddy,

_dwhi]e Mrs Gandh{ and ‘-nl\hx‘hddin AH Ahmcd quppd'r't'b '%aﬁ‘dvan R,nm who
0 X
,wnq present at -the moog&m Hndion;z horaelt’ :l»qo]ated and brow%aten S e
»” ’ ' h i
. ‘-
hv the Q\vnmt‘b &ho s\lid that che d?ci‘:ion wouﬁ have -"serious’reper= _‘3jv

w20 g
cuqqfo&s andQ ie*ft Lhe meoting. Vhat qurnrieed and pa??d her moqt - é,

Doy

_-was the nttitudc"‘é» Y BR. f‘hay}an‘& ﬁome Hiniqter in her pabinet’, who had
: . @ A "

RN Y

~never been knbwn to “he close to tho §vndjcatc~and yec votqd for Red(:]y.

: Y K v
d!;”‘41'3.' Cnndhi 1cted w:l_th -amaz?ﬁg speed. In Qrde&.to pive an

bshe ryéligved :
. A S

/ ﬂ; : h -
“Morarii mbsri o¢ the" Vi‘cn oortfo]io on Tulv 16 -and ‘ollowed this

-t L] \

ideological touch to hore cornflict wich the Syndi

4|..

by nationalizing fourteen ma1or hankq bv a Presidential ordinance. On,

o3 .

Iy]v Zl\he outwitted the Qvndicat:e bv filing the nomination pape

E2aTY

of Reddv for the Preqidencv in the officeJof ' tte Election Commis oner,

—!therehv Mving the Svnd{cate and the nation a ‘general feeling that .he‘r'

conflict with DeSai was ideo]ogical and not connected with the pipsiden-

<

tial nomination.' At the same time;, rumours were set afloat that Mrs.
Gandhi was takinv away. Tnte]iigence and Center- etate r\zlations from
, the Rome Mini;try, headed by V.}B Chavan, in order to provide a clean

-

. ’ - N
v , ' . o ~
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4
-

N n% '
V"and 5%ﬂb1e administrat{on to the country. The move puzzled the state ”,@f

3 ,
ﬁﬁvernmentq as much as it embarraqqed the Maharashtrian qtrong man, Chavan.

23

S T Dn Tu]y 28, when some of the rightist parties Tn Parliament criticised
‘Q"m . ]

bankfnationalization and labelled her as the !sa

[ 3 . .

Mrs. Gandhi profected ' rself as a "socf&liétﬂctqafﬁ

$c ot Soviet dictators",

' . i

2 being nailed for

‘imnlementinn welfarc iicies for the people.. Referting to the allegations
4 #

Y that she was foining the (ommuni(t camp, qhe qaid' MIE T wanted to become
\

+

a Communist, nothinp cpuld have prevented me from doing so. I am all for

,
, ‘ : : 51

the Gogpress and 1ts nrogprammes and 'T have alwaws been in the Congress.'" ’
o . ‘
The month of August was the month of a mytual smear campaigns.
- . . M s »
- Mn August 7, the Deouty.Soeakér of the Lok Qabha adnittqd a motion to

' I

dqpafe Madhu Limave's: charge that S, Ni1a]ingapoa Bﬁd "made efforts to
? bring pressure and undyc influence on Hihar%MIAs r }edﬁs}a ors / bv s

L promiqing them termination of Pre91dent s rule" 1f the votes cast by
v e T gy
in favour of Reﬁdv jn the Preqidential pgll were equivalent to what
I

52
thev clajmed their strength 3 be. OnLAugust 8, nine leftist Members

l
of the Parliamgnepacousod 9‘.N11alingaopa and S. K. Patil for Qaying o
y 4 < RS )
accepted certaiq sums of money, from some vested intereeté in 1062 and A

-

demapded an immediate 1nvestiqation into the chalues On the same dav,
L

»

N

some of Mrs. G&ndkd's suoporters called’attention to the Supreme Court's
‘ ' : : . - . s .
judgement which was' passed against N. Saniiva Reddv when he was the

>
A

Chief Mtnister of Andhralblﬁm comments of the former AttorneﬁkGeneral

o~ Y SCER
4 ~

/ »  C.K, Daphtary, 1n respect to the 1udgemenc at this 1uncturd’did the

* \- ‘v s -

. greatest harm to Reddy It was, he said, a Victorian concept that "one

53
1ud/ement can hang a man and kill him for ever. While Nrs. Candhi

was buqy addressing the qo-called "hired demonst%ators" every day outaide
‘her residence and e]aborating to them the virtues of bank nationalization,

3 o " . . ~

’
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the Youny, Turks pave a call to the Presidential electors to vote according
- ‘ » ( _ ;
to their conscizwgﬁ in the Presidential poll. In the meanwhile, both
7/ .

. ! r
Jagiivan Ram and Fakhruddin Al1 Almed accused §S. Nifalinpappa of hob-nobbing
) ‘ ’ . ' ! '
with the righti{st parties and seeking support for Reddv in exchanpe for

a promise to form a coalitional government with thum at the Center. On

‘the evohing’of August 15 hnrelv a few hours before the ”reqidcntinl po]]
v , |
. f ( N \\.
‘Mrs. Gandhi plaved her trump card hv annouge ing that Ihe Presidential
\ v ' S } )
electors'shou}d vote hﬁcording to their conscience., Dn Aupust 20, Gird

won the election dcféhﬁlnp the Conpress nomiwec.. Thouch Giri was nn-
"S‘pu'
3 1ndope‘$omt cand(datL, hundredq of people thronped the Parliament hui]ding

\

toHCOngratulate Mrs. Gandhi and har team. . .

: Howoyor, an anavais of the voting pnttorn demonstrated that the

“);, o AN

G5
Svndicat

g -
¥ dofiniro contro] of the Congreék nnrtv. Khout tvo- chixds
a, . :u ‘
ﬂr
df the tota] Conyxcqs 01ec:ors hud v{?gﬁ foqﬁ!kddt»as directed hy thoi
‘ w-
arty,

Con,gru,,q ‘T’reqfdvnt In order to establi«.h hor own&oﬂtroé over the P
- o /‘
Mrs. Gnndhi cant{huod hex of fenstves ngninqt the Qvndicatc He: sense

-

A

of polit{cul timing and. her approcintion of qtntecraft out-manoguvred the
§yndtcate. The hattTe !ktwoen Mrs., Candhi qdnporters and thoqe of the

1 -
1 \ )
Qvndicato was grim and shook the conqcionce of the press and bhe public /

54 ﬁw
alike, j Her ®all to the "like—minded" partieﬁ and to the' Congreqs defectors

\ \ M

to 1oin her ranks helped her qurvive the politicdﬁ batt]ex ’y November
‘ *i 2.
1969 the drama of the party. iPlit was ever a&d “rs. Candhi was headinp
' o \

n

a minority government deendent for its qurvival h hixfure of lényright

parties (quch as ghe Communlst Partv(R)( Bhartﬁvn Kranti Dal, Akali Dal

@nd the- ﬂaﬂras gugyi Wit Qvndicabetvwith atanpqpﬁgiqﬁﬁabout sixty Mcmhers

of the Parllamcnt, now adorned the opposition bencheq under the ovar—all

-parliamenﬁarv leadership of Morarii Deaai On Decémber 27, 1970, Mrs.

B

‘andhi advtsed the prgsident to dissolve the Parliament when - the Government

» R . / ‘ i 2]
. . . S
. o ' i A 3



..
C e
&

AN

-ting a steel plnnt %§q awnrdgﬂb d Favo%rable decision on the CaUVHrv

with Naha?aehtra~ toppled the smat

3y Leadership oronerties-.the "triumphant” Indira
LN

.
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| ) } ' !
bill on privy purses suffered a defeat in the Raijya Sabha.
. ¥ ’ ' .
One f the important conseauences of the Conpress split was that

it pluralized (not polarized) the politics of the countryt Like a drowning

H 3

person grasping at a qtraw, Mrs. Gandhi was willing to accept all kinds
3

of aupport from all kinds of souxccq"ripht or left, which could help her

fipht the b attlo. After the split, she was friendly with the non-Congress :

state governments but devastating to ‘those state governments whic were L
. et
| v : : : : ' \ %
the stronghold of the Syndicate. Thus, she made-a major concessioh tb
. ’ ) ’ s 4 I/A: \,.
the Communists hy withdrawing- the Preventive Detention Act; won’ over

AR

the Akalis bv awarding Chandigarh to Pun1ah: rﬂ‘gated the DMR by allocn-

e

-

,a

water diqoute to Tami] Nndu upset the solid thdicate state of Mvsore'

byﬁdecreeing a deciqion unfavourdble,to quore in 1ts boumdary dispute
$

& &t -
by & v
fernment of Utgar Dradesh ‘headed

. &, :
by the %vndicate alty, C. R, Gupta,“through defecaEggsi and‘refused to

A

'7allocate any part of the diqcretionarv grants to Gujarat, Mysore- Orissa

and Rihar statoq hecaU$e of their unfavourable attitude towade\her
In order to consolidate her strength Mrs. Candhi took over the Home ‘
Ministry herqelf traanerring Y, B. Chavan to the Miniqtry of Finance.

Uncertain of her own tenure, Mrs. Gandhi . wanted the state governments

\FA

to' fall ‘£n line with her as quicklv as oossible so that she had: Qe
@,

necessary suoport before she. could risk a parliamentary diqsolution
. , '

-~ N P

k)

\

Refore the split Mrs. Candhi conveved the geperal impression

of bein, . weqk nwige&ﬂiniSter, incapdble of tqqgtiug to- the dictates

o



| : o 275 ¢

‘ \
: " . she neither raised hopes among her .friends nor despair among her foes

because both, friends and foes, were alive to the fact that her success
M .
L .
in the succession crisis owed much more to the aufi-Desai wave than to

%ﬁ "-her'own inspifxnp'image. Her Succoqqivw failt ¢s to have her wav in the .

R
& Qyndicatc-domindted pdrtv forums were exaanIHEing for her and a’ domorali—

K4 1

zing to her suoporters. chcve:, she was aware rhat/the anti—Congroqq
Lo

wave and the politics of defection that had,followed ig had Qﬁ much to
.\_

do with the Qvnazzntc s rjgjd dis cln!iﬁﬂrv npproach Lo the partV
orp&nf@ation as wi%h Lhe penorak frus¥ration amonm’thc maqsos R ¢ ' -
After abodﬁ 6wo vears of confrnn(ation wifﬁ Lhe'ﬁvndlca;e, Mrs.

-
2
- - " ')

Gandht: ttnnsﬁgrmed hOr perqonal conflic; Lnto -an ideoloyica] conf}ict and~u}

vlu <

"

&ﬁ§§iona] diansion,, He} jipht'with Che "ddm—wittcd"

" a.‘

'full of parglﬁsing qus%onse‘&n which she broke the bnckbone

v

ndicate hv nroaehing to ﬁhe uarty men thgt cbnsciencéy wag, k ’
. % . “‘J. . . °
fsuperior to party‘diSCiplineﬁ"To‘;he frustnated masses, shé promised

\
‘a socialist El Dorado through the magic wand oﬁ_nationalization and

7

s . '~I
R earned tn exchange an image of a- socialiqt crusader - an imape which finds i
i NI) ’ B ~ o
. :}«M AT A . ) * ) ;
ready accentance in a society ostcarc1ty. o { 7 i
« o @i . . -, . B ) . ,“ B
w7 % Mrs. Gandhi's determinntion to fight the Syndicate was ¢otall And

3
‘ the way she went. about winning this "fight to-the-finish" battle left one

. |

gueqsinp aq to whether, her determinatib& -vas the product of purelv situa-

>

tional'pressures, the mature expression\of her M'lonely and frustrating"

/childﬁood, or the vindication of her father's helpleqsnees in his later

. . . \

years. Nhatever thg explanation Mrs. Gandhi refused ‘to compromise with

the Svndjcate even for her advaptage. the contrary, each offer of

\ ' . e

a cohﬁromisb made her harder and stronger in her determfnation to fight.',
In the processn‘th used every means - personal, institutional, non-"

.

}1nst1tutioha1\— tb speed up the rout .of her adversaries. Even the national
i E Y ‘ B . \ .
- \ . .

8 it . o S -

4
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“ .
preqq felg th@ ‘Bgnch of hér furv - in 1969, she Lhrontened some of the

|-

At e
"3 _press carrespondents that "she cnu@ nic‘ki up the telephone and fix their”

- . . 56 .
Ml + proprietors in five minutes." Sid’t this "five-minute-fix" threat had

4 \ |
(’ A .
‘ - becomé’ quite an obsession with her - she had used this threat avainst the

o l
-

Yana Qquh and against her critics in Uttar PradOQh on eaﬁ!{;r occaqions -

avsﬁp ﬁelighted the Parliament when he ridiculcd her for saving quch
things by scornfully nointinp out that she could not even fix her hair

27

.. in five minutes
22 -

At each-critical victorv during'the ne1v0~breaking fight with the

Syndicate, Mrs. Gandhi gave the imnression that the dead past continued to

sit heavily on her shoulders and that she counld neithes. forgive nor forpet

A : : &
the last davs of her father. After the Presidential poll, she .addressed’

o i . .
7 ‘some Memhers‘of the Parliament from 5 ﬁ;h and -said: "I know what

»

.anguis h«he / Nehru 7—eufforod during ::r&earq He saw:the Conﬁress

AY
going in the direction in which neither he. hor Gandhiiji wanted it to go
ﬂ .
T On November 8 1960 sheroncq,agaln brought i the "fnther theme" in her °

/“ 3
\

interview with the nress:

a It is not a new situation but ane which existed even in my

- father's time. In fact during the last three vears of ‘his
v time, it was acute..-And that’was whv the Kamara{ Plan and -
~ other things came into being. T can dilate bn é&$but this
. L Q RN &
3 . 1is not the time . 10 g .
-.;-w {5."

And,,on November 22, 1969/ when the Svndicate s rout w&s eomplete she

-

addressed .the special sesﬁi@p“of the Congrcss(R) in' New Delhi and was in )

tears when qhe started mentioning the "Nehru family involvement" with the*

¥

+~  Congress: how each one of th¥m from her grandfather to father .and mother
R

had mndé supreme sacrifices for the Pongresq and how her own childhood "

}

‘was associa;ed with the Congress movement ., -

o o ‘With Mrs. Pandhi s triumbh over,her adverearies,‘the nation
/

A received a 1eader whoee powers, a3 one member of che Parliament from Mysore

) ‘: L. A » w 3 \ . ‘ -t Y . . ’
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put it (1970), were "equal to that of Hitler, Stalin and Mussolini rolled

| | \

into one.” oS ' ' | o

System-environmental properties:

1. Domestic: (a) Violence

The period between 1967 and 1071 was the worsi’in the ‘history of
India in terms of political unrest and nuhljc safetv\ There were linguis-
\
tic(agitations in Uttar Pradesh and Tamil Nadu, and separatist-agitatiuns

in the hillvTareus of Assam. At the same tihé, there were strikes of all
kinds both in the public and the priﬁate sectors and by all kinds of .

emplovees for better conditions of service . In cht Bengdl, Assam, and

Kerala, ﬁhere were hundhs of all kinds, partial or comnlete led by trade

» &

“b unions and tacit]v supported by the state govérnments which were eager .

--:to wiﬁ the svmnathv of the labour force. In WCst Bcnna] there %ere
* o {r
Eheraos(encirclements) of industrial and non- industrial establishments

o

62
with aazopen 90nnort af the leftist government of West Bengal. In the

o
- B

soring of ‘1967, neasant rebellion broke out ‘at Naxalbari in Wdst Bengal -

and later spread to the qther parts of India, noticeably\to Andhra, Bihar, \
Uttar ﬁ%aﬁesh; and Puniab, while Peking hailed‘the Naxalberi rebellion

‘( aslthé "spring showers" over fhdia 6"the Central Covernment activated
despite protests from the non- Congress state ye;ernments, the Central

Reserve Police to dig at the nreachers of'“guerrilla warfare Initiated
and backed by the Fommunist Party (Marxist—Leniniat), an extremist splinter \

‘group of the CPI(Marxiqt) which parted companv with the parent organiza- R

- )

tion in May 1968, the Naxalite movement blazed a Maoist trail in India;’

v = )

making affluent farmers, state legislators, and policemen the targets 1‘

of 1its bullets. Between l967 and 1970, the movement claimed tPe lives

64
of 65 pdlicemen in Vet Benga] alone. Tha army was called out at several

places (West Behgal, Assam, Andhra) to assist the police in qnelling riots -

o



~

wy

- political lovalties among the state politicians, In some of the statés
p \ Q 28,

. : :
;money. TIn the process, po]iticn]'stabi]itﬁTins the maj

\

and in qushjng underground ncggankq. dhi]e the axu]itaqaovcmcnt was

o
.."‘ﬂ '1;

2
ﬁn(ﬁﬁrah Movement organlzed sepavately bv@ Muscovite -

¥ -
the Soclalist parties in Tuly 1970 was non-violent, Tts

violent, t
g

Communisqﬁﬁﬁ

B '
! . .
aim was the symbolic occupation of land in order to pressure thetpovern-

ment to 1muﬁﬂmcnt land reforms. The movement gained momentum in Assam,

a

|

Biha;, Kerala, Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh and®West Rengal and caused

embarrassment to nolitical lcaders (Mrs, TIndira Gandhi, Y. B. Chavan,

Jhg1ivan Nam®¥®nd others) by exposing the @xtent;of thelir land ownershin, .

(b) Politival defections:

The period between. 1967 and 1971 was a period of negotiable

\
political loyalties were oneniy bought and sold for powet, position, and

' caqunlt\ By
» ! ;
March: 1971, more than half (52.4%) of LheT
A
changeg fheir political affi]lations at leas

ators had

s .

Q.6§ Though the Central
Government set up a committee to frame certainwruleq to chock frehuent-
defectionq and cgunﬁer—defcctimy, the suggeqtionq of the Lommitt : ;X

failed to detex defeutions rooted in noltt{cn] irreqponqibilitv ;ffkﬁ
66 '

opportuniam. \ |

i

. : ) ) T ‘!'4? :, & .
2. Internatjonal: Increasing friendship with the Soviet Union ¢. e

- LY ; .
Before the Congress seflit in1196%, India's relations with the

(e

‘SOQieE:Unibn.were less than éordféj. Alexei Kosvgin visited India ine

Novemﬁer'1967 and aaain in'Yanuary 1968, but each time he evaded che

question of qovigt armq supblieq giﬁPakistan Ry Sentember 1968, Moecow
PN -
which had. acknowledaed kaqhmir as an integral part of Thdia since 1955

v

78

everr declared the kashmir issLe an open sue between India and Pakistan.'

\

- The Soviet move wa; probably a- reaction t9’India s holding out an olive

1
_ branch to, Peking and to her (India s) expression of "regret" over the
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~ : o . o o _5 \

' Soviat actdgly dn fpﬁqluuukiu in Auyust 1968 ' . .
After“fhe‘ﬁ Tt "Moscow hailed Mrs. Cundhi as the leader of

?pﬂ)gresslve forcos; and koqvgin on his visit ta Delhi in 1969, adViSLd

§

ithe‘two Communist factions in Tndfa to sink their differonces and work
. 67

unitvd1v behind Mrv. Cauvdhi . later, Moseow suspended arms shipmcnt

to Pakistan, oponcd a dialopue with Mrs. Gandhi on "Collective Security

" Q ' N i : -

for Asia”, and on ather matters of common ihterest. 'In September 1970,

-

" President Girg pald a good will vigit to Moscow. TIn fhe same‘month

Mgdame Rinh, the ' Vietcong hcador, vie]ted Indin, much to the. emharxa §5=

]
Y

0
P e N

ment of the protesting American Ambdkhddﬂr. ’ . 24

India's 1nu10¢siny hob~ nobbing with the QOvivtq offeor aly

\

reduced the links betweon Vow Delhi and. Nthington. The Unﬁ(edgﬁtateq

did not wrtte off New Do]bi but it bocnma ing encing]v ind

-

, S
prcceding pages, nut the Center ina very poor nositton of. authorip

ﬂ L.‘/ \
iq rolation to the‘ﬁ;qte gnvvrnmgnts. For the firxt five months or so, |

' “IG Center was almoqt mraﬁ‘vzod unable to act even in sit\xations thW i
R

’u

itq acticn was moqt cal]ed for. Thongh Vrc. Gandhi was of the opinton
L}
\thnt the opposition partios qhou]d be given a fair chance to form state

J

governmcntq where the (‘onqro-,q hnd been&’t"eatcd bv 1egitimte and

1 ° 5.
constitutional mcnns ‘thé rival narties, nrobnblv, took 13§2§’a qign,

- ’

, ¥ - of her weaknesS. Soon»after the elections, the oppoqttion partieq_ P
began oncouraginn the diqgrunt}ed Conpres&men in Harvana, Uttar pradeqh

and Madhva Prad¢sh tn dofect from the Congresq.p ﬁrs. Candhi s faaction'
‘g ,\\.: . .
e in checkinv the Conpress wreckago invitud vehement critiaism from the
- ,

Qyndicate and Che partv rank and filo Mormr1i Desai, who had inqisted

-

09 being\thé Home Minister "in view of the conditions nrevailing {n the

,69 .
different\states at the time of 1oining her cabinet saq in her inaction

; o ) | -
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i "unpardonable weakness and a vindication of his original claim that she
X . 3

1

70 . .
_wag unfit to he the leader."' = Now that the Syndicate was scoring a point
. . . -

Iy

\ _ . .
ST oveﬁ her , Mrs, -Gandhi could no longer be a silent spectator to the sequence

k]

of events In the states, Tf she did not want to protect the image of a

S

\ " e
meddlesome Center, much less did she desire her critics to project her

as a weak and ineffective leader. Acceptfng the chai]unge, Mrs. Gandhi .

X ' ,
?fmve a more or less free hand to the state Congress units to topple the
4

non-Congreéss governments wherever possible and proceeded to recover the,

.lost territories.  With her mind set to demonstrate that the Center

FEE

e
'? . zw . . v «
1%’. existed and that she was the “leader", we expect that:

Descriptive pronosi tions * 'Q ' o . .
he before the-snlit: 3 ‘ /(,T_(/’j://
;*'r ’ ) ’ R *
-4p - (a) the artitude of the Center wnuld bc positive townéﬁ'nll the _
o ) Congress urOVincial Lovcxnments {n~criQis, even gough quqh an .
o ~attitude mipgt not b; Yerv hélpful to the maintenance of 7
T r i‘ b B
I -stability of the governmont in vicw o( the politics of d’ﬁectionﬁ
. - | A .
' and ‘ J -
:é U/* ~ (b) the attitude of\the Centerswould be ﬁegatibe toward all the
) e L, - A
’ » - ’

non-Congress provincial ROVOIHMLDCS in crisis, vesulting in X

the opportunistic use oF nreqidential powers. Cenerally

-
speaking, the Centeﬁ\wduld uqe presi&éntial rule - suspension -

v ; P f if the Congress has a chance to form,bhe government or’ set‘up

'a'minoritvﬂgoVennment of its cﬁbiée but presideptial=rule 2

. ‘dissolutioh - if the Congress ob1ectives could mg he achieved
" After the ConRreas snlit (4. u‘, after June 30 }960 when the issue of
e presddent?a] nomination had become quite ooen), ‘When: the mino?itv

. i

- "Qmovernment Of “rs, Gandhi not only needed the qdpport of the ooposition

‘- parties in ordgr to survive® fﬂpthelParliament, hut also wdnted to build
" ‘b‘ .'. . '. ) - _,‘\*' . "

, . o .
. . »
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independent party support structures to consolidate her minority povern-

ment, we expect that: L S

Descriptive propositions N
after the split: : . ot

(a) the attitude of the Center would be positive-neutral toward

'

thoqe 0pD091§10n state povernmentsd which would bv.willlng to

f . o ! : . .
N " 2 1
» . i

’

support Mrs. Candhj ] Conpreqs(R) 1n the Parliament~ and

. 1
" (b)\thp attithdo of the Cunter would be negative toward nll those
. ‘ .
. R Conpxcs% s]tnt.e rovernments which d“"t pass the "lowﬂtv" .
_.*' ?St Of@:lllb . C_an'"d‘%g‘ ) | o 'f . V/
PART T11: PRES%&VNTI\I RULES, 1967-71 . ": .. A S

<

Ther re I7 cdges of pre%idcxtia rade botwebﬂ 1967 and R
e *

. e 4“‘&
Februmv 10$ Befme thc'anL out of a. total of 9, umcq' “3 were ‘ 1
. 5 \ T \ : ‘o @ . .
' caqeh of preQ1dential quspensions and the. omainlhgab of ptesidpntial T s

‘4
"&’ ]

-

disSolptions. ”After spllt, out of a total of 8 cases, Aowere’

-
M IS

N v e h R . e ! ) ) .
S Enscsﬂoﬁ presidenti? pensions and thﬁ remaining_é of prestd¢ntial
. > . . S g o :
diss lut 9 o 3 s R & A j
issa ions o % e .. ; ?f “ .
. . b : e 1,~ ' . . “
The type of - qtat& ctiqeq the uatunb of goverﬁment the duration -

\ - o . . o

of presid 1tia1 ruies, etL., are givén in Table 5. (nbxt.pnge)w

. . . ¥

7

N CR]QF RFFORE THF CONFRFQQ-Q?LIT:

=

2Pe u]e (QusPenqion) in Rajﬂxuhan March'13 - Apryl 26 V§67 g
o Q fd‘_;',\v“

. n thé‘1067 elections, the Congress (g}}ed to win an absolute ’ﬁi
Q s -
ma{oritv in the ?a1asthanwLegislative Asqemblv - it, securod 8$ o /
18; sedtg. ﬂowevérq.éince C;né}eﬁs was the single:largest gvo-
: ; Assemblv, the caretaking Congresq Chief Minister, Mohanlal Ruk%adia;&-‘ ' ~—

ot o7
staked.h%; claim to form.the govgrnmén;. Mcanwhile !all tha OpDOQit10n

e 71 : v
- xfg“ ‘parties formed -a U'nited Front under':he 1eadErshin of Maharawal Luxman

’

q;ngh (Swatantra), claimed the support of 3 members, and wrote—to the ~

- Y TR
N . i 1 o e
=L o ) - - . . I . . <
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.

" Governor, Dr. Qamnuranand (former Chief Minigter of Uttar Pradesh and
a strong Congressite) to admit the claim of’ the Front to form the Government.

On March 4, the Governor announced that the Conpress, under the .

r

leadership of Mohanlal Qukhadia, was. heing invited to form the government
because it was the largest single group in the legiglature. Besides, he
-said, the Untted Front was not in a majority because he could not take the

1ndependent members sunnorting the United t‘ront seriously, as the "peopleb

_ 72
"/ did _/ not know their Dolicies.

. ) . L ) o
The announcement by the Governor sparked off gne of the worst

riots in the streets of Jaipur, the capitaf city of Rajasthan. On March 5,
S _ T : - .

the government arragted most of the leaders of the United Fnﬂpt including

: ' el

From March 6 to March 12, Jaipur was the site of"

Maharawal Luxman Sinﬁhh

the burning of effigies f the Governor and the Chief Minister, of stone—

throwing mobs, and o firing by the police < A conservative report put

the estimate of those arrested at 300, those killed at 30, and those

\

wounded at 100. om March 7, a curfew was imposed in the city and the army
|

was called out to help m@intain<lawxa\d\order.
’ On March 8 Mohan¥al Sukhadia me;\br - Gandhi in New Delhi to

re-emphasize the fact that he~was.in a ma1oritv and that he could: form

he gbvernment Nré Candhi was in a dilemma She needed the. support of

S hadia as the leadership issue at the Center was still in syspense and

yet she could not permit the kind of havpenings in Jaipur. She appealed

St

’ o,
for peace:

I am most deeply distressed at the happenings in Jaipur in

'~\\\\:he course of which lives have been lost .... I' appeal to ,
he people and 1eaderq of all garties and sections to help
restore peaceful conditions. . : '

The leaders of the opposition parties at the Center and the national

I

press put the:Governor‘and‘thevCentral,Government on the defensive. Nath

>
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Pai the Praja Socialist leader in the Lok Sabha, declared that he would

no@e .an amendment “to the Constitution making the appointment of the Governors
I

- subfect to the approval of the Parliament. He gaid: ' \

~ .

With non-Congress governments funct oning in some parts of
the éountrv, an arithematical authority at the Centre should
no longer distribute patronage of governorships to persons '
found difficult to deal with'or defeated at the polls;74
A delegation;of_the opposition parties met President Radhakrishnan and
o . F 5

.appealed to him to stop the swearing-in ceremony of the’Congress@government
scheduled for March ‘14.

The news media condemned the events in Rajasthan in varying degrees.

" The Patna Searchlight said: "Heavens would not have fallen if the Opposition -
parties had been called upon to form a Government), particnlarly after they
Vb. ] 75 . : l“'.'.
had jointly declared their willingness to do so.'" But for the Hindustan

S tines o oo Dne Mkt
v Times, most of the ne%Fpapers ~ the Pioneer (Lucknow), the Tribune(Ambala),

. the Hindu&(Madras), and the Indian Exoress (New Delhi) - attributed Jaipur

v

violence and disorder to the/ Governor's "singularly maladroit handling of

’

the constitutional contr ersy in Rajasthan.

On March 13, the Governor recommended to the President the dissolution

2

of the Ra1asthan;1egislative Assembly on account of the failure of ''democratic

77

methods". ~ The .same day, the Central Government decided'toisusgend and

‘not dissolve: the state legislature. # .

Vor the first time in the history of India, tne Central Government
was reluctant to get the approval of the Parliament on the suspension of
an Assembly; Ultimately, the Opposition in the Parliament moved a vote
of no-confidence in the Central Government on March-18 in the Lok Sabha and
on March 20 in the'Rajva Sabha. ?he Government survived the no;eonfidenEe

‘motions but the Opposition did not leave the matter there; On April 3,

the Opposition moved a motion for the withdrawal of the suspension of the
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{ A
. | .
Aesemblv, which was the subject of heated debate in the Rajya- Sabha.

D. v, Prtel (Gujarat) declared the" presidential rule as an "atrocity on
78
the Constitution." And, while A. P..Chatterjee (West Bengal) said that,

the Cengral Government bv using the presidential rule in Ra1asthan,

wanted to cowdown and threaten the intending rebels among the Congressmen

"in Uttar Pradesh" 79 “ C Reddy (Mvsore) auestionq{lthe constitutionalitv

of the refusal of the Central Povernment fn not seeking an'"affirmative
.vote of the Parliament at the earliest opportunitv. .

The Covernment $ answer to the debate was a "dumB(silence" (At
the end of 'the debate Home Winister Y. ®B, Chavan had only this to say:

Sir, the purpose of not bringing up this Proclamation for
the approval of Parliament is / ghat the Govermment would /

not extend it beyond two months _ .
The only effect”of the dehate was that the Central Government retired the

¢

Governor, Dr. éamouranand, and replaced him by Sardar Hukum Singh. In the
J

meanwhile, Sukhadia was able to draw into his fold a few independents and
S - ° =
on April 26, 1967, he became the triumphant Chief Minister of the state.

Mohanlal 9ukhadia staved in the saddle -during the entire period

« ‘ i A

,'under analvsis. At one time, he was heading the largest ministry in the

@

country to stave off defections, He did face a threat to his ministrv

at the time of the Congress split, but his timely switch from the Syndicate

to the Congress~R of Mrs, Pandhi enabléd him to: save his office. .'P
The Rajagthan episode and the controversy it provoked made the

"Cepter wiser in the future.- For almost six months after this episode

the Center reFused to involve itself in the uncertainty and hurly burly

k4

of state politics. ' ' o ' \Qﬁzfj

Presidential Pule (Suspénsion) tﬁfManinur Octobey 25, 1967 -
C : . February 19 1968

At the time of the declaration of the presidential rule, Manipur
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within the Indian Union.

In the'l967 elections, he Conéress secured 16 of the 30 elected

seats to the Manipur Assemb The strength of the other parties was:

/

Communist Party, 1; Sam ta Socialist*Parc&, 4; and Independents, 9.

.

Since under the Governpent of Union Territories Act, the Pregident of
India has the autho 1ty to nominate two members to the Manipur. Assembly,

the Congress undey¥ the leadershio of Koireng Singh formed the government

‘with the 'subporf of these two nominated members on March 19, 1967. Within

davys, ,tl\e strgngth of the Congress rose to 24 (Congresrl6; Nominated, 2;

Independentd, 6) in a house of 32 members.

Crisis # 1 : . o ,
On October 4, 1967, the Congress was voted out of office ‘when 10
“h

of its members defected to the recentlv formed United Front under the
1eadership of Longiam Thamban ‘Singh. Among the defécting members were the
“two who had been nominated bv the President The next day, Longjam Thamban
Singh, with the support of 17 members, was sworn in as the Chl&f Minister

of Manipur bv the Chief Commissioner(who acts like a Governor of a state),
Baleswar Prasad
Crisis # 2: :
The United ‘Front did not surv1ve even a single session of the
- /
Assembly. The two nominated membérs were reminded that they were, of course,
“+ R . v‘
nominated by the President of India and that they should know where their

>
loyalties should rest With their return to the Congreéss within two weeks,

R
VN
VE o

0

the Assemhlv stood equallyv divided between the Congress {(now 16 members) 5}5'

R

and the United Front. On October 23, 1967, the Chief Lommissionervhad to
prorogue'the,Assemblyvin view of the -unwillingness of either of the two °

: A 82
groups to nominate a member to the o!fice of the Speaker of the House

_‘.

To davs later, the Préesident of India 'suspended the Assembly and the Council

of Ministers under Section 51 of the Government of Union Territories Act

i
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which doeé nog require the approval of the proclamation H; the Parliament.\
The Assembly ;tayed suspended for almost four monthg, giving the
defecto;; a taste of being in the pqliticai wilderness.- By February ‘19,
ot .
1968, Kdireng Singh, leader of the Congress Legislative Party, wés sure
of.the commitment of Tndependents to the Congress when—he d;s sworn»in 
as the-Chief Ministgr of Manipur. Presidential Rule.was withdréwn fhé_=
same dav.‘ - . o ' .
There was no noticééble criticfém of the happeningsJin Man}pur‘
becauge of the status of this small territory.aﬁd its Special'relatigns

with the Center.

Piesideé%iai Rule (Dissolution) in Harvana: November 21, 1967 -
i ' Mav 21, 1968

’ -

The state of Haryana came inté being on November 1, 1966 after
the linguistic g@grganiZation of the old state of.;uniab.\ In the11957
eleqtions, the Congress secured an absolute majority, winniﬁg 48 of the
81 séats‘in the Harvana Assembly. Of the remaining seats, Jan Sangh

* "secured 12;‘Swatan;fa, 3; Republicans, 2; and Indepeﬁdents, 16. Bhé%w;t

Dayal Sharma, leader of the Congress Législative Party, was sworn in as
“the Chief Minister of the stategon March 10, 1967,
Crisis # 1: | ' \

Within less than two wegeks, Haryana was lost to the Congress when
‘Rao Birendra Singh and Rizak Ram defeqted from the Congress and formed a -
United Front of the opposition parties aﬁd Independents. On March 24, -
two days after Sharma resigned,’Rao Birendra Singh, leader of the 48-member
United Front, bgcame the Chief Minister of the state. Incidentally,
Héryana was the first state"to initiate the politics of group defection
after the Fourth General Electiﬁns.

By

+ . -
From the day Rao formed his ministry, the see-saw battle of defections

A ]



290

P

p

and counter-defections coﬁtinued in its most ugjy foém; Haryana, 1in fact,
adNed to the indigenous. political vocabulary of the nation when the defectors

came to bescalled Ava Rams, ‘Gaya Rams. It was no secret that both the

local unit of the Congress Party and the Congress.ﬁigh Command were bent
upoﬁ toppling the Rao ministry. By July, the Congress High Command was
partially successful 'in winning over a prominaﬁ} Jat leader, Devi Lal
(a former éongressman.of standi;g in the area who had been expelled from
the Party for six years in 1962 for;his anti-Party activities),,who was
promised the Chief Ministershiﬁ of éhe state with the éupport of the

Congress 1if he was successful in toppling the Rao‘ﬁinistry. As Kashyap

write§:

Under the agreement the Congress Partyv promised suppArt to

a minoritv government under the Chief Ministership of Wevi

Lal if he could succeed in securing the necessary defections

from the United_Ergent to topple the PRao Mlnlstry The »

agreement was_saild to carryv the blessings of the’ Congress

High Command. 83
Devi Lal failed to outmanoeuvre Rao Rirendra Singh, who continued rer
shuffling and expanding his cabinet each time he was faced with a threat
from.the former. The maximum strength that Devi Lal and the Congress Party

could muster was 38 in a house with an effective strength of 78 members.

In a sudden move, the>Farvana Governor, B. N. Chakravarty, sent
a report to the President of India containing a Dowerful 1ndictment of
the polltiCS of defection and requesting him to take over the administration
of,the state. The Governor's report of November 17 was an unusual document
for it not only indicted the United Front for "distributing public money
lavishly" in order to malntain its suoporters; but also the Congress party

for having ' failed to reconcile itself to its*oosition as a responsible

opposition.” 84 The geport further said that the onosition must bear some’
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responsibility for not having given the Government any peace

or a chance to settle down to constructive work .... Allegations
have been, made by the Opposition that the Ministrv is continuing
in power through corruption,'briberv, political victimisation
and distribution of offtces but then the Opposition is also
apparently securing defections through no better means or
through no cleaner methods.

‘On November 21,:7967, thehPi:sident dismi;sed therUPited Front ministry.

and dissolved the Hafyana Assembly.
The Lok Sabha debated the proclamation on November 21, and the

Rajya Sabha on November 22 and 27, 196]. While A. B. Vaigayee (Jan Sangh)

criticised the‘Center for préqlaiming présidential rule when, in fact,

the constitutional ﬁachingry had not brisgn down, P. Venkatasubbaiah |

(Congress) justified Central int;rvention’by saying that it was the

"duty of the Gove;nor and.Presidentlfo save democracy', which had been

"butchered and murdered and raped in Haryana."86 Y. B. Chavan, the Union

Homé-Minister, blamed all the political parties including the Congress

in Haryana for making a "mockery of democracy" and assured the House

that the ﬁroclamation of presidential rule was "not meant to seize power
87

¢

for the Congress, but to give it back to the peop N’
On the whole, the national préss welcomed presidential rule.

While the Times of India said that presidential rulé was "long overdue",

the Indian Expréss editorialized that "further inaction on the part of the

‘ 88" ,
President would have been inexcusable." ~ Even the Statesman. rarelyv soft
|
on the Central Government, ‘expressed approval of the Central intervention:

"No tears are likely to be shed except perhaps by.Rao Birendra Singh over
the imposition of, the President's rule in Haryana, for the decision has
A . 89 ' '

not come a dav too soon." : :
After about six months of presidential rule in the state, the

Congress party formed the government under the leadership of Bansi Lal

after having been returned with an absolute majority (&8/82)‘in the
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4 legislature in the mid-term polls held in May 1968. Though the po}it;cs
.. “ ( ‘ ' BN

of d¢fections and counter-defections continuéd to intrigue the Bansi La%
v

ministrv, the Congress syrvived ‘in office by the saving grace of the,~

90 , \ T
Governor. : o 27 B
3 . o M ho '-w‘ .
R o :
Presidential Pule in Uttar Pradesh: ? ;r%,;‘ 'ﬁﬂ’“&%

' _ ‘ (a) Suspension: Vebruarv_}S - Ahbﬂlfiﬂ}lv 0
'};—.u

/-\S KJL ‘.

(b) Dissolution: April 15 1968 -

i”?ﬂkrv 16, 1969
PN
,Uttar Pradesh, the home state of . §11 fhe\three Prime Ministers, .

was lost to the Congresg in the 1967 elections when the Party secured 198
of the 424 seats in the Uttar Dradesh Legislative Assembly. The strength
of the other partles was Jan Sangh, 97; SSP, 44; Swatantra, 12; .CPI 14;

"~ CPI(Marxist), 1; Republican, 9; sp/pPsp, 1]; Independent and others, 38.
Being one of the largest and the most populous siates pf the‘Indian Union,
the loss of Uttar Pradesh humbled the prestige of_iheasongress and the

N .personal pride of Mrs. Gandni, for whom Uttar Pradesh, being her home state,
had the same importance as Guiarat had for dearji Desai, Maharashtra for
Y. B. Chavan, West Rengal for Atulya Ghosh, and Tamil Mad for K..Kamaraj.
Uttar Pradesh had-been ;he political base of both Nehru and Shatri ;nd

Mrs. Gandhi could 111 a;fo;d to ‘lose it. |

Crisis # 1: |

As in other states‘ﬁﬁere the Congress could not secure an absolute
mafority, Uttar Prédeshnopposition parties quickly joined hands fo form

a United Tront known as the Samvukta Vidhayak Dal (SVD). To begin with,_

it consisted of the Ian Sangh, SSP, Republicans, crP1, CPI(M), Swetantra

andf the Independents. Claiming an absolute majority in the legislature,
th SVb leader, Ram Chandra Vakil, wrote to the Governor éo invite him

to form the government. However, after a careful verification of the

written statements of a few Independents (the Governor was careful not
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to repeat the Ra1asthan episode 1in Ugear Pradesh) the %overnof summoned
C. B. Gupta, leader of the Congress Legislative Party and a strong ally
of the Gvndicate to form the government on March 14, 1967,

Though Mrs. Gandhi wished Kamalapati Tripathd, President of the
Pradesh Congress and her known,allv, to bc the Chief Minister o{ her home
state in place of C. B. Guptaw(even Nehru never liked him and kamarajed
"him despite Desai's advice to the contrary), she seemed helpless for she
needed GuMta because he controlled a solid block of seats in the Parliament
which Mrg, Candhi needed in her own national leadership contest. - 7t was
on March 9, 1967,v{hen the national 1eadershi"p i1ssue was poised for a *
-climactic solution, that Mrg, Gandhi told Gupta to go ahead with the

\ )
formation of a Congress ministrvlin the state, {f he could, She even
I

sent her emissaries - Dinesh Singh and Uma Shankar Dikshit - to Uttar.
Pradesh to ensure the unanimous election of Gupta as the leadif of the «
}Congress Lepislative Party. The challenge to C. B. Gupta's leadership
had come from Charan Singh, a cabinet minister in Uttar Pradesh since
1951 and a man of enormous popularitv and "aweé%me honesty".

Gupta formed his ministry on March 14, 1067 To the surprise‘of
Mrs. Gandhi and her emissaries, Gupta excluded from hig cabinet many top
Congress 1eaders including Charan Singh. On April 1, a little over two
weeks after the formation of t-e Gup:a ministry, Charan Singh with 17 of
his supporters crossed the floor in a rather dramatic way.  The same day,
an amendment to the Motion of Thanks to tae Governor S address ;as passed
by 215 to 193 yotes. C. B. Gupta submitted the resignation of his ministry
to the Governor the next dayv.
Crisis # 2:

Charan Singh forﬁed an SVD ministry on April 3, 1967. ¥or a while,

the seven-parties coalition worked well. It drew up a "minimum program"
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whibh included such items ad the abolition of ‘land revenue, re]ease of
political prisoners, a judicial enauiry into -ehe assSts of ministers and
officials, etc. However; when 1t came to implementing the minimum progra‘{
the coalition began to crack. The Chief Minister used his threat of
resignation twice in order to stop bicker % among the ill—qssorted
constituents of the SVD. Some political partners in the SVD were so
unscrupulous. Charan Singh revealed 1ater,_as to suggtst that Mrs. Gandhx
on her ¥1sit to Ranaras (U. P), be "arrested and puhlicly impeached or
at least gheraoediféncifc1ed_7,"92 On: February 17, 19§8; Charan Singh
submitted his‘Eersonal resignation to”the Governor and at the same time

askgd the SVD to elect a néw leader in his place. The lctte; of resigna-

tion to the Governor was conditional: failing the SVD's efforts to elect

a new leader, the Governor cowd dissolve the Assembly and hold mid-term e
polls.? .
e CharaQ’Singh's resignation inspired new hopes among the "lete-

foot" legislators, accelerating the pace of defections and counter—defections n
between the SVD and the Congress. While the SVD maint-ined that it was

still in a majority in the Assemblv’and was in the process of sellecting its

new 1eader £. B. Gupta of the Congress met the Governor, B. Gopala Reddi

(a former Chief Minister of “Andhra Pradesh) to request him sthat he be )

n -

invited to form the government as the SVD. had lost its majority. On

February 23, the Governor recommended to the Presideént the suspension of

the Lkgislative Assembly and the Council of Ministers till such time as

the "reorientation of political affiliations" emerged, making it possible

: 94 .
to congtitute a "stable, pobular overnment.” A Presidential suspension
5 . P 3 p

was issued two davs later. '

The press was very critical of the Central action. M. B. Mathur

of the Hindustan Times wrote: ‘ ‘ ' -
" .




-

Prestdent's rube {n the clrcumstances was {nevitable,.  That

the lewislature has been suspended until such time as one party
or the other fe able to form o stable poverment fs, however,
can-open {nvitation for members of the Assembly to plav the
'politics of defection' with uustu.”“

o !

Y

And the Indian Fupress commented: "Tt appears that the Centér, he suspension,

wanted to pain time to assess the possibi’ ity of bhringing Conpress back to

T 96
power " 7 The Feonormic and Political Weelly was more vocal:
- U Ve WO

In anv ¢ase nobodv can acguse Covernor Gopala Pedd! fopr net
l)c]i3111p + he has ¢lven Gunta and Tripathi /7}\mt|1 (Wxnx'rr‘;s /
‘all the time in the world to wvork out ilrr:HlV(THOIH 5 butwern
themselves and with Tevi~lators from other porties who arce
up for sale. And for sl part the Governor can take Some
comfort in the cexperience in Bajasthan where temporary
President's rule was - tollowed by a Conpress Minfctry which
has lastod for a vear and shows mo surface cracks yet.
N .
In the Lok Sabha, Minister in the Ministrv of Vome Affalrs, V. C.

’ ‘ ‘/\-" N .

Shukla, was auite apologetic:

e

.1 am™not bvru to defend anv particular political partv. T,

Tavosas a representative of the Cog 01 Covernment, assure the

Housge that we did . not feel | opov Hv imnmosin: presidential
3 . N ) . « D
rule. Ve did not desire it citter.98

Qutside the Parliament, some Opposition parties accused the Center of acting

im a partigan manncr. Bhuncesh Gupta of the CPT(R) said that cuspensfon of
N ) & . } , , - N
the Assemblviwas an attempt by the Prime Minister and the Congress Party

7 - N

to help the U.P. Congress to "crawl back" to power.

The diss lution of the Assembly: The suspension of the Assembly could not

-

help the ‘Conpress. On March-18, the SVD c¢lected Harish Chandra Singh as

-
—

itsQneQ iender, (m Apr¥].3, K. C. Siﬁgh submitted a list of 229 memﬁers

i

to the Governor in supbort of his cldaim ta form the government. Later,
the Goy%rnor told him tba§ some 18 members from hig:lict vwere those who
had Spokcn“to him.ﬁergona]]v; withdrawi%n their support from the SVD,
Thereupaﬁ, Sidﬁh féque;pod the Governor to dicclose to him the names of
those lg_meﬁbers S0 tﬁat nothinglwou]d be doﬁ; clandestinelv; but the

d \

Governor refused to do so.

e



On April 15, the Trestdent dissolved the Assembly on a report

from the Governor thatNo stable ministry was possible in the state. The
> \

-

report said:

T have therefore, no convincing proof to satisfy me that

the Samvukta Vidhiavak Dal would be able to command a stable

/ {talics mine / muibritv. On the o*her hand, the nancertainty
is clear. I 1t was nossible to reacy a conclusion that the
SVD was In a minoritv and the Cancress Party commanded a clear
matorftv, T would have unhesitatingly called upon the Leader of

the Congress Yartv to form the Covernment, 100

o the Patva Satha, the Covernor's report provoked a m rathon debate.

\

Bhupcesh Cupta caled the Covernor's letter a bundle f "scandalous

dtterances™ and accused him of taking ”ndvnntige of the Internal d{ff{-

i

J 101
tultics fn the SVD" at the behest of €. R. Gupta. Nowhere, said

Bhupesh Cupta, did the fovernor say that the SVD was {a a minority 1in
the legislature. | K. P. Subramania Menon(Kerala) said:
- The one characteristic which T could discern in all these

chanpes 1s the ¢ffort of the ruling Congress Party at the

Centre to muzzle demncracv, to emasculate renresentative

Government and to perpetuate the rule of the Congress Party

and keep tts hepemony all over the Countrv,102
In Aupust 1968, the Central Govermnment sought an externsion of the presi-

P e .

dential rule for a pertwd of six months on the sround that the Election
Commission needed time to nrepare the electoral rolls. The parliament... v
debate on extension was, ~ 'he whole, drv and uninteresting. The lok
Sabha, 1t -appeared, was ot int.rested in listening to a long lcocture
by Professor N. G. Ranga r tnc -irtues of a Swiss type of governrent
which consumed almost the ¢n '« time of :he House.

“ In Februarv of 1969, mid-term polls returned Congress with 211

seats in the 425-member Assemblv, making it not very difficult for C. B.

Gupta to form a Conpress ministry.

Presidential Rule (Dissolution) in Rihar: June 29, 1968 - Februarw 26,1969
—~ 0 Rl T A 2=

Bihaf, one of the most backward states in the Irdian Union, did -,
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not return the Congress party with an absolute ma{nrlty in the State
Legislative Assembly in 3be 1967 e]oction;.‘ Nf the 318 seats In the
Assembly, the Conpress $c;ured 128, Ssr, 68: Jan<Sungh, 26; Cr1, 24;
Jana Kranti 53], 24y per 18 ﬁhnrkhand,\Q; CPT(M), 4; Swataﬁfré, 3;
Indonondénts and others, 14, Tmmediately 1fter the declaration of the
election results, a Uhit;d ¥Front, called ﬂgﬁ, of five parties - SSp, “
PSP, Jan Sangh, Jana Kranti Dal (Tatcr merged with the BKD) and CPT -
was form«d undcr Lh( lTeadership of Vahamnva Praqad Sinha, (of the Idna
Krangi Dnl) and installed in office on March 5, 1967; Tn his 2] -member
cabinet, M. P, Sinha 1nc]ndoé one B. P4 Mandal, member of the Parliament
hg; not a membor of th Pihar Lepislative Assembly, who had contcested
elections 6n an.SSP ticket after having heen cxpg%led by the Congpress

in 1965 on charpes of breach of dtécinljne.

Crisis Q*Ll

)|

For more than three months after its fbrmation; the Sinha ministry
worked well. There were some individual defections from the 168-member
SVD‘hut not suf}icient in number to cause undue alarm *o M. P. Sinha.
Rather, there was a peneral feeling that of all the coalitional ministries,
Sinha's ministry would bé both effective and lésting.

However, events were soon to belie the hopes of the optimists.

. - .
In July, 1967, the government set up a auasi-judicial inauiry commission

s 4
headed by Justice Aiver (Alver Cemmission) to dnvestigate charges of
L

corruption apainst top Bihar Congress leaders, includfﬁg‘qome former
Congréss Chief Ministers. The announcement ahout(hhe <etting up of the
commission transformed the LegislatiVe'Aseemb]y from a venue of debate

. into a pthjcal trial of strength between the SVD and the Congress legisla—

tors.  The. honourab]v legislatorq vent to the extent of hurling shoes at
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12

"each other. On July 19, the Pradesh Congress Committee announced that
104 ‘
it would topple the United Front, creating incentives for the fente-

sitting legislators to foin the Congress.

Tn its search for the defect s, the Congress found in B. P. Mandal

"
)

a ready ally. Under the Constitution, Ma' lal could not continue as a

B * .
Minister fn the government for more than six months without becoming a

member of the Rihar legislature. This six months' period was due to
exoire in the first veek of September. On August 27, 1962, Mandal resigned

as Minister of Health frem the United ¥ront government, formed his own
' v . ’ L

party - Soshit Dal - with the supovort of 25 members of the legislature,
and began his manocuvres to tonple the United Front povernment, 1in exchange

for a promise from the Conpress to support him for the Chief Ministership.

-

Unfortunately for the Soshit Dal and.fbr'phe Congress,; the
Governor, Aﬁ°Avyangér (,a former Speaker of the Lok Sabha and a reputed
,constitutfonalist), refused to admit Mandal's claim to the Chief Minister-
ship on constjtutiépal'grounds. In renl; to Mandal's letter that he was,
with‘the support ofithe Congress, in the majority in tHé Riha: Assemﬁly
and éhat he be installed as the Chiegiﬂinister of fhe state, Ayyangar, on

© September 10, 1967, said: "I have since obtained the opinian of the
|

Advocate-Ceneral regardiﬁg your claim to become the Chief Minisger or even

>

a Minister. He states that vou are not qualified to be a Minister without

10 /
becoming a member of the Legislature." > The Governor also rejected the
. ‘ /

request of the Noshit Dal-Congress to convene a special. session of the

Assembly to test the strengfh of the United Front, on thevgfound that

o I .
there wag little reason for him to suspect that the United Front ministry

was in a minority in the legislature.

It was now time for the axe to fall on the Governor. On Lecember 1,

1967, Ayyangar was replaced by a die-hard Congress man, Nityanand Kanungo
o e .

P
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, A | ;
(a former federal civil servant and Governor of Puniab), as the Governor

of the state. The United Front miniqtry protested Kanunpo' s appointment
but to no avail. The Central Government made it clear to the United Front

government that it was the privilege of the Center to make such appointments

and that conqultation with the state gove: ments in respect to ‘such apooint—

N N " .
ments was more a matter of courtesy than a matter: Qf COnstitutional obligaw
'Y
106
tion.

i >

The apnointment of Kanungo was hand-writinp on the wall for, some

partners in the United Front who lost no time in shifting their lovaﬁties

to the Congress, .On a no-confidence motion moved by ‘the Congress, the
United Front m}nistry was voted out of offfcé on January 25, 1968,

Now came‘an>instance of colossal constitutional bungling.‘ fhg
Congress sugpested to the_Govérnor’that he invite B, P. Mandal tooform the
government. Kanungo was réluctant,to do'so in view of the rnling of'the
.former Governor (Ayyangar) to the effect that Mandal could not become even
a Minister withont fj%st becoming a member of the legislature. Under the
Constitut{on, the Govetnor had the ptivjlegefto hominate Mandal to the'nppér
house of thé Bihar' lepislature but; bQ conventibn,\such nnminations were

I

alwavs done on. the recommendations' of- the Chief Miniétérsw‘hThe Soshit Dél—
Cnngrgss solved the‘Govetnor’s riddie. on January 28, 1968,'thé\G§Qétnor
invited §. P: Singh, a nominee of B. P. Mandal, to become the Chief Minister'
'nf the state. The next.day, the Governor nom;ngted R. ?. Mandal to the
upper house of the legislature 6n>the~recomméndation of Chigf Minister
. Singh. On Janunry 31, R. P. Mandal was'instaliea as tte Chief Mipister
hof the state. .What an awesome respect for the Constitution'
Crinis #2: | |

The national press f\fndian Express, Times of India, Hindustan

Standard, Statespan - made vitriolic comments on the "murky goings-on"

i
¢
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'

' 10
in Bihar. 7 The Patna Searchlight editorialized: 1t was "doubtful 1f 1n '
the history of any country the indispensability of any individual had ever

108
found expression in a more certain manner." These Comments, coupled ’

. with protests in Bihar over the installation of Mandal through the back-
door: touched the conscience of some Cong. >ssmen in Bihar who, after.
having heen refused Dersmission by the Congress High Command to withdraw
vthemselbex from the ignominious coalition with the Soshit Dal, walked
over to the United Front, hringiny the fall of the 46-day Mandal governmentv
on March 18, 1968. The only\contribution the Mdnda] ministry COuld maP
within such a short time was to set up another quasi 1udicial inquiry
commission (the Mudholkar Commission - as a counter-weight to the Alyer
Commi&sion) to investigate charges of corruption against the ‘erstwhile
United Front (sVD) mindistry, _ |

¢ . - . . .
Crisis # 3: - . 1 . ‘:h'r‘ e ‘

After the fall of the Mandal ministrv, the United Front was back
in power under its new leader Bhola Paswan Shastri, who became the Chief
Minister of the state on. March 22, 1968. However, aftir 95.déys of_uneasy
existence in office withvnine 111-assorted coalitiopn partners, Paswan ’
submitted the‘resignétion of’his'ministry on June 25, 1968, accusing the

Congress and some of his coalition partners of bringingcdown the government.
' Now, the Bihar Congress wanted to take a chance to form the
government - Mahesh P. Sinha of the Bihar Congress eben rushed to New Delhi
to request’ suspension of the Assembly - but the Center preferred to have

.a fresh poll. On June 29) 1969 the Center declared p1esidentia1 rule,
dissolving the Ie?islative\Assemblv, a decision which conformed to the

over-all opinion of the national prers. WNeither the Statesman - the

"fist-fighting" Bihar Congress cannot give the state '""'a decent‘and stable.
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109 : ‘ :
government”, nor the Times of India - "1t will make the, Qtate's cup of
' 110
misery full if the Conpress were now asked to form a government'", nor the

Indian Fxpress - Bihar should not be ' saddlgd with another coalition

111
government" - wanted the Center’ to permit the Bihar Congress to form

another ‘government .
Thus,»within a period of about fifteen months, Bihar had thyee

“ . A’.\ ) ! ~
. povernments; the United Front (SVD) under M, P.\Sinra, the Soshit Dal-

1 y
\

Congress under B, P, Mandal, and the United Front (SVD) under %hola Paswan

Shastri. Of all three ministries, the‘first Unlted'Front ministry was

[y

most durable. 1 Had the Congress both in Bihar and at the Center (Kanungo s
apnointment as the Bihar Governor reflected the negative attitude of the
Cemter) decided nbt to topple this ministry, the'alternétive might have
been political staﬁility in Bihar.

The Rajya Sabha approved presidential rule on July 22, ‘and the

.

Lok- Sabha on Jhly 25, 1968. While the Opp051tion in both the Houses

accused the Center of being a oarty to the mis-doings of the Bihar Conéress

1

and for: having introduced presidential trule after havirg giver all the

Vopportunities "in the world" to the state Congress to form the government,

the Central Pome Minister éttributed the entire phenomenon of instability

7

to political defections, ,In the Lok Sabha, R. K. Amin anq Sezhiyan, and
in the Rajya Sabha,;A' P. Chatter1ee and M, G. Reddy, alleged that the

' Center was ''muzzling democracy" by encouraping defections and sunporting

112

"pupgpet governments' to re-establish Congress hegemonyv. :

» . - '

Presidential Rule (Dissolution) in Pondicherrv: September -18, 1968 -
March 1/, 1969

" Pondicherry, located on the Southern tip of India near Tamil Nad,

was ,a former French colony inteprated with India in 1954. It is a Union
o

Territory with a Legisldtive Assembly of 30 members.

F
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In the 1967 elections, the Congress failed to securé an dbso]ute

majority in the Assemb]y ' The election returns were: Congress,‘iS- Communist
"

Party, 4; and Independents, 11. . After’ some initial horse- trading, M. 0. H.
Farook Maricar of the Congress narty formed the government with the support
of some Independents on April 9, 1967. Tt sse of the Independents who‘did
.not support the Congrdss ministry joined with the Communists to form a
.United Democratie>Front.
éfisis #1

For the almost ten months that the Maricar ministry was in office,
.1t had a precarious existence.hecause of - the politics.of defections and
counter—defections Nn February 19, 1968, faced with an en—bloc threat
of defections from his ministrv, Maricar suhmitted the resignation of his

cabinet to Lieutenant—Governor, S. W. Salim. However, after about two

weeks of mediéting efforts by the Lieutenant—Governor, the Congress, now '

-,
-

with a strength of 21 members in the Assembly, was back in power under

the new leadership of V. V. Reddiar, who was sworn in office on March 6

(S

-

1968

Crisis # 2:

Reddiar [had ha dly announced the formationdof his cabinet when
defections start affecting hisvmindstry. After tne Congress strength
had risen to 21 by March 6, 1968, and that of the United Democratic Front
accordingly dropped fo‘9,'the-relatinevfignresvchanged thereafter to-
16-14 on’ﬂarch 19, 17-3° An March 27, 18-.2 on Mayi3, 19;illon July‘ZS,
and 14-15(¢xcludﬁhg the r) on August,ZS.;13Faroek Mariear, who now
headed the United bemocrat" ont, wrote to the Lieutenant—Governor on
Angust 25, requesting:that he - called upon to form a new ministry, as

thé Reddiar ministry had lost the v jority supoort of the legislaters

One day before the Assamblv was due  to meet, the Lieutenant -Governor,
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on request f¥om Réddiar, postponed the qescion from August 29 to qcptember

IS

12, provokinp a demand from the United Front to dismiss the Congress ministry.
/

On. ertembor 11, gfddiar submitted the resignation of his cabinet after
having failed to\win bagk thé defectors. Refusing to admit the claims of
. the United Demncragic Front to form an Jaliernative stable ministry";
President 7Zakir Hussain 1issolved the Assembly on the recommendation of the.
Lieutenant-Governor and introduced President's rule on September 18, 19%8

On ﬂctober 12, 1968, Lieutenant-Governor S. L. ‘Salim was replaced by a
stronp Congreasman and a former Chief Mini;ter of Mysore, B. D. Jatti.
7Tatt1 's appointment served twin oblectlves it helpe§ S. Nijalihgappa of
Mygore, a stronp associate of the Syndicate, in gettiné rid of his rival
in ‘the state, and it helped the Center in.providihg a diejhafd Congressman
to the Territory previouslv lost to the Congress.

Most of whatfgappened in Pondlcherry passed unnoticed on the
‘-national politiqal scene. Since it was a Union Territory, the action
of the Central Government was not subject to the approval‘of the Parliament.
The. national press rarelv reported everyday 1ncidents n éondlcherry,
much less to editorialize on them L1

Iﬁ the mid-term polls on March 9;21969, the DMK was.returnéd
as fhe single largest group in,tﬁefAssembly. 0f the 30 seat;j;p tﬂe .
Aszapbly, DMK secured 15, Congreés, 105 C?I, 3; and Independents, 2.
A DMK—C?I ministry under the leadership of Farook Mariéar was formed on

March 17, 1969. o .

Temporal comparisons of the Congressization crises: 1977-68 .

v . , ‘
Besides'the four states - Raiasthan,_Haryana Uttar Pradesh;

<@

Bihar - and the two Unlon Territoriev - Manipur and Pondicherry - the

other two states involved In-the Congre551zat10n crises during 1907 68

_s .
were the states of West Bengal and Puniab. In‘both the states,

'x
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congressization was partial]v successful in segtiny up "nuppet govern-
ments" in 1967 without the foymal declaration of presidential rule.
However, in 1968, both the governments got involved in structural crises,
making it essential for the Center to intervene. Vhile the conpressiza-

tion?ctisés are being discussed here, the structural crises shall he

v
>

discussed iater.

y

Congreséization crisis in West Bengpal: ﬁnvémhcr 21, 1967

In.the 1967 elections, Vest Bengal, the que state of'the key
member of the Syndicate - Atulva Ghosh, failed to return the Congress
to power. The Congress secured 127 of the 280 seats‘in the West Bengal
Legislative Assemblv.” The results of the election were a shock to the
Congress bgt a personal humiliation to Atulya Chosh_and his factotum,
Chief Ministérlv. C. Sen. While Atulya Ghosh and was defeated in the
parliamentarv elections, P. C. Sen was defeated in the Asseﬁbly eléc;ions.

At.the Assembly polls, the maﬁ;r parties contesting the Congress
were the two leftist fronts: (i) the United Leftist Front of seven parties
headed by the Marxist, Jvoti Basu;-ahd‘(ii) the Peogle's United, Leftist .
Front of four partige headed by Ajoy Mukherijee of. the Bangla Coi\gress.l'15
There was nothinp in commoﬁ between the two Fronts except their-desire/
to dethrone;thé dominant Congress party. |

)Immediately after theAdeclaration of the electjon results, the
Ewo Fronts united with the sole purpose of keeping the Congress out of
of fice. With three more small parties joining this union, the 14-pafty
United Democratic Front, as it was named, commanded a total strength of
151 members in the state legislature. On March 2, 1967, Ajoy'Mukherjeé )

(Bangla Congress)(beCame‘the Chief Minister ard Jyoti Basu (Marxist)~the

deputy Chief Minister of the state.
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As was the usual stratepy of the Marxists, .Jyoti Basu regarded
} .

\ {

the present coalition both as a means to govern and an instrument for

agitation. Tn April, the ministry i{ssued orders aski g police officers
!

not to intervene in labour disputes without prior consultation with the

minister of labour. Tn .lune, this order was replaced by another which said:
The government would like to impress upon all officers,
especiallv those cornected with maintenance of law and
order, that the nolice must not intervene in Tepitimate

labour movements and that, in case of any such complaint
regarding unlawful activities -+« The police must first
investipate carefully whether the cenplaint has any basis
in f?cg before proceeding to fake’any action under the
law. !l

The order ignited unrest on manv fronts. There were strikes and gheraoes

C S . ' ' "
(entirclements) in industries, a peasant revolt at Naxalbari, and general

lavlessness verging on, what some ovbposition leaders said, "reign of

terror'. The situation was prowing into some kind of a systemic crisis -
when Chief Minister Mukheriee, ;fte; éonsultafions~with Mrs. Gandhi in

' July 1967, assured New Delhi that he would grack dan on the Naxalbari
rebels and other extfemist leaders. 1In the meénwhile, thevCentrgl Go&ern-
ment transf,erred‘(;overnor Dharam Vira:%f Puniab, known for his brutal
toughness, to West Bengal desnite:nrotgsts from the Marxists.

‘The most interesting side of-the drama was that which‘was being
playved in New Delhi. Ajov Mugherieé; whose only ambition in life seemed
to be to demoralize the machiné boss Atulva Chosh and to free the West
Bengai Congress from his ciutches, had held oﬁt’secret assuéances to
Mrs. Céndhi that he,'along with a éontingent of 34 members of bis Bangla
Congress, would make a comeback to the Conéress, 1f and when the Congress
Hieh Command wés willing to suspend the West Bengal Pradééﬁ‘Congress

? (:; ‘ . A - s
: 117
Committee, the machine of Atulva Ghosh. On the other hand, Atulya Ghosh

oot

N

was in'no sense willing: to accept Ajov Mukherieé as the Chief Mjinister

f

of the Congress-supported government, and was constantly in search of some

>
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other group which could topple the Pnited Front and form the governmment

with the support of the Congress.
Mrs.‘éandhi moved first., From New Deihi, Gulzarilal Nanda came
toVCalcutta on September 19, 1967 and vas immediately in pa;léy with
Ajov'Hukheriee and his supporters at the Governor's mansion.llBTh;\decision;
Mukherijee would defect to the Congress on October 2 following the su§pension
of the West Renpal Congress before the end of Sentémber. - 0On September 24
Nanda, while sti11 in CaquLta, announced the qucpension of the Pradesh
Congxcsq pending f1nal orders by the Congress President, 'K. Kamaraj. To
begin with? Mrs. Gandhi, Y. B. Chavan, and K. Kamara{'lauded the efforts
of Nanda, but by the time Nanda reached New Delhi, the appreciation fer
him had evaporated. Atulva Ghosh, who was in touch with Kamara 4 immediately
after Nanda S announcement of suspension in Calcutta, seemed upset. Mrs.
Gagdhi was helpless and[Mukherjee frustrated. The Central vaernﬁent had ?f_
o ‘ A

even mad% arrangements for a stand-by army .contingent and extra police
b

force from the neiehbouring statée to see that the transition from the,

~ g - .

United Front to the Congress was without turmoil or’ bloodshed but the
vhole conspiracv Flzzled out, 1191“erceiving the vacillating mood of New
Delhi, Mukher1ee simply did not resign. | ,ﬁ

It was not Atulya Ghosh's turn. on November 3' he succeeded in
persuading Dr. P. C. Ghosh, Minister of Food in the United Front minlstry,
to defect to the Congress along with 17 of his supportersi Forming a
Progre551ve_Democratic Front of his 17 followers, Dr. P. C: Ghosh met the
Governor and requested him to permit h1m to form the government with the-
support of the Congress. On November 6,'the Governor wrote to Mukherjee
to convene the sessioﬁ of the Assembly nét later than November 23, in

order to test the strength of his govermment in the legislature. Both

Ajoy Mukheriee and His Marxist deputy Jyoti Basu assured the Governor that
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their government was in the ma1orit§, but they could not convene the
session earlier than December |8 because of their preoccupations. The.
X

Governor asked them to reconsider their decision, but they seemed adamsnt.
By November 17, 1967, Governor Dharam Vira was in touch with the
Central Covernment aPing Inauiries as to whether he could conqtjtutionally

dismiqq the United Front ministrv.. The Center, apparently, was interestod

in forming a Congress government without foing to the mid-ternm polls in
thoqe davs of strong anti- ~Consress fee]ingq Nn ¥oyember 21, the Governor
dismissed the lnited Front ministry and within hours administered the oath
of office to Dr. P. C. Ghosh. “wrop the ;utqet the Congress supported

r
the Ghosh ministrv and later hecame a part of tHe ministry.

The Opposition in the Parliament strongly condemncg the action
N . ‘.\ . v A
of the Central Government in West Renpal. 1In a special motion debate on

* - .
November 22 and 23, 1967, the Rajya Qabha menber, Bhupesh Gupta, accused

k]

the Center of ruling West Rengal "with the gun", while N. Sen Gupta said:

”There is little doubt that the mllitarv—cum-Delhl—cum—Governor was therg,

to hatch a cnnSDiracv to dismiss this Hinlstry whether it was in majority

or minori;y The aquestion of majorltv or minority was wholly irrelevant." 0
Outsiée the ‘Parliament, all the opp051tion parties except Swatantra

vere critical of the Central intervention through the back door of the

Governor's office. The reaction of the national press was divided. While

: ‘ 21 /
intervention "smell of glycerine",” the Statesman characterized the
Governor's decision as "worse" and commented: '"He / the Governor / cannot
claim this to bb a more democratic decision than the Unlted Front's

©122
deplorable refusal o call the Assemhly to an early session.”  The Fconomic

t
1

and Political Weekly declared that it was a "hureaucratic coup” hatched
’ )
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} 3
by the Cdvernof, In league with the West Bengal Chicf Secretary,
Iﬁépector~ﬂoncral of Police, Union Home Ministry, Central Director of
the Intellipence Rureau, . and the regional army chief, which culminatgd
in the dismissa] of the United Front ministry, .

The Conpress had succeeded in capturing power in tﬁe state, but
only temporarilv., Within throe months, Dr., p, C. Ghosh's Progressive
Democratic Front had to quit offjce because of . the "structural crisis!
(to be discussed later) created by the Speaker of the Assembly, who

refused to recognize the Ghosh'%inistry on the floor of the Assembiy.

Congregijzation trisis ‘in Puniah- Movember 22, 1967

Congressization in the case of Punfab proved easier than in

West Bengal, but it was not quite smooth. Ip the 1967 élections to the
Punjab Legislative Assembly, the Congress secured 47 of the 104 seats
in thé‘Assembly. The Congress Chief Niniétey of the state, Gurmukh

[N

Singh Muséfir, and a few. other ministers of his cabinet, were defeated

at the polls.,

nev leader of the Congress Lepislative Party gave sitficient time to the
opposition parties to form a United Front cbnsfSting ““ 53 members of the \

legislature: Akali Dal(Sant group), 24; CPI(M), 3; CPI, 5: Jan Sangh, 9;

~

Akali Da} (Master Group), 2; Samyukta Socialist Party, 1; Republicans, 3;

.Independents, 6. Gurnam Singh of the Sant Akali Dal became the Chief

Minister of the state on March 8, 1967,
- ‘¥mmediate1y aftér the fiormation of the Front, the see-saw game
of defections and counter—defeétions began. Dharam Vira, who was then
fhe Governor of Punjab, asked the Chief Minister to test his_§tteﬁgth in
the Assembly, and Wrote a letter to the Speaker of the Assembly on April 11

R = -
- = barely a month aftﬁr thé formation of the United Front Ministry -~ to
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o

reconvoeife the sesslon of the Assembly asg  carly as possible.  The Assembly

[
.

was convenced on May. 5, hut the povernment survived a vote of 4 no-confidence

‘moved BV rhe Congress.  Mowever, bhefore the sesston, both the Unfted Front

and the Congress were busy out-bidding ciach other in the hot market of

124 e ,
defection, . ’ .

.
st

On May 26, the povernment once agalin survived a mot fon of no-

cconfidence moved by the Congiress in the Assembly.  Before the no-conf idence

debate, there was, as the Hindu reported,"hoctic activity in the lobbies
o w125 :
and the Legislators' hostels for horse trading. During the debate,
Curnam Singh alleped that the Cdnpress supporters from Delhi, (neluding
1
some Members of Pardliament , had come to Chandigarh and offered money
and free drinks to some members in exchange for a promlise to vote out
126

his: government.

On November 22, the Congress was successful 1o causing a proup

d(-f('c\t'inn fn the Unfted ¥ront. oOn the very first day of the Wionter

Session of the /\sscmbly, i.e., November 22, 1967, Lachhman Singh G111,

Minister of, Irrigation, Power and Fducation in the United Trort minfstry,
out-manoeuvred Gurnam Singh by his sudden cragsine of the Tloor along
with 16 of his supporters. The same dav, Cuyrnam Singh subrited the 3

BN
resipnation of his cabinet to the C()V\(-rnor;"nlh,g;gimv, that the defections

- .

..

from the ¥ront were ﬁho result of "the mogt unscrupulous fonspiracy at
| | 127 ‘ T

the highest level fn the countrv."” 0On November 24, Lachhmary ‘Sinph G111
forméd the government with the support of the Conprcss; dosni%v the fact
that the olt-poing Chief Minister had recommended to the Governor that
the Assembly be d&xsa]vcd and fresh e]oétions'orderod.

Aé in West Benpal, Gil1l's ministry was an all-defector ministry
supported by the Conpress. However, unlike {n West Bengal, the Ccnpress
did not become a part of the ministry. This was probgb]y on account of

F : . ¢

[}O
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the adverse comments from the national press on the manoeuvres of the
Congress party.,  The Indian Express editartalized:

If the defections are part of a race for power for ity

own sake, the political situation in the State 15 bound

to deteriorate, for which the major responsibility will

be that of the Coneress.,  The readiness with™Wwhich the
Congress Yarty has of fered It Support to a minorfly
“povernment led by Mro Gi11 strongely sugpests that {t had

a hand in engincering the defection from the Unfted Vront, 128

Thouph . the Hindustan’ Times did not comment on the role of the Congress, {t
lauded the decisfon of Gurnam Stngh for not sticking "to power through
'll?()
purchase of political support,
However, as In the case of Wegt Bengal, the Congress-supported
G111 minfstry ran into trouble on account of the structural crisis it got
Involved in, 1In Augrust 1969,  Since the Aupust crisis was of a different

nature, 1t will be discussed later.

A Cnmpmg__t ivo_‘.’\p':y']‘v_s_ﬂf;_ ‘(}f‘_C(‘H’lf'_l‘_(‘_.‘i.‘w‘_f_’/‘i('vf_mn Crises: _1_167_—9_9

A comparative analvNs of all the cases discussed so far, out of

which seven were cases of nptsidential rule - Fatasthan, Manipur, Uttar
Pradesh (susvension): Parvana, Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Pondicherrv(dissolutions)
- and two ; Vest Rengﬁ] and Punjab - were cases where presidential rule
vas not declared ti11 the statesg ran into structural crises, tend to show
the eaperness of the Conpress Partv to restore its lost hegemony through
the use of institutional and other, morc or less, legitimate means. WUith
“the opportunistic use of prestidential suspensions fin pa1d§£ﬂ5n, Manipur,
and Uttar "rgabkh, the Connress Hiqh Comﬁnnd pave a much-needed breathing
spell~to the state partyv units to re-canture poQor; Out of these three
qasés of suspensions, the Congress was successful in forming the government
in two, Rajasthan and Manipur. TIn the case of Uttar Pradesh, the suspended

Assemblv was dissolved when the Congress could not manufacture the necessary

majority in order to come hack to power,

-~
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In all cases of presidential dissolutions - Harvana, Uttar Pradesh,
. I} ‘
Bihar, and Pondicherry -, the state Congress units wore gilven every chance
/ : . .
to come back to pover, but thev were so badly mauled by the politics of

defections and Intra-party rivalriesothat they failed to form the gnvernmonts:
The Harvana Congress unit was not "worth the tears', and the Uttar Pradesh
politics wa¥% so closely tied to the divisive Central politics that the state
Conpress unit could not override 1ts intra-party conflicts and bhe united
enoush to form the government. While the Bihar Congress unit wa; In a

lamentable shape with casteism scoring an inci91Ve vigtufy'obcr party unfty,

.

the Yondicherry Congress was a battleground of p(rqonalitieG¢ with Qimp]c

political careerism overriding anv commjtmont to party organization party

cohesion.,

.

In most cases, the Congress acquired a foothold in the rough terrain

Y

of power by qupnortiny minoritv "puppet" povernments of defectors ffom the

v

oppoqirinn parties. The Mandal ministry in Bihar, the Chosh ministry in

West Bengal, and Lhe Gill ministry {in Puniab were all "defectors' ministries
yinqta]]ed by the Fongress In Haryana, Devi Lal was patronized hy the
Congress High Command to topple the United Front mimistry and to set up a
defectors' mihistgv under his own leadership with the s;;;ort of the state
Congrecs unit,“but his Sid failed. Undouhtedivl the United Fronts were
housc:. divided within themselveq and united only to the extent of keeping

the Conpreqq out of power, but the ugly haste in not only toppling o
5 ) - _
but also replacing ‘them bv defectors' governments removed even the pretensions
'of the Congress of being honest in its inter-party relations.
¢ In all cases ecxcept those of Mdnipur and Puniab the role of the
Governors in aidinp. the Conpresq to mako a comeback 'to power was not

unimpeachable. Dr. Sampuranand miscounted the heads in Rajasthan, B, N.

Chakravarty dismissed the United Front ministrv in Haryana, B. Gopala Reddi
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falled {n his mathematical skills and réCmeendod President's rule In
‘ ;
Uttar Pradesh out of confusfon, N. Kanunpo set up a new precedent in
nominations to the upper house of the Bihﬁr jogjsgatqreql and DharamA
Vira converted his mansion into a venue for the Conpressmen, army, police
and burvaﬁcracv‘chiofs, to‘get rid of the Leftist West Benyal government.

These newly-acqutred roles of the Governors sparked off a heated debate

which preoccupfed both Houses of the Parliament fhroughout the month of

131
Novemher, 1967,

After the Rajasthan eplsode} which took place in March 1967,'rhé
Cenger was aufet on the state front for almost six month;._ Tt was during
these six monthsvthqt Mrs. Gandhi came under Increasing attack of the
Syndicate for heing a "weak and unfjt leader". The months of October and
Novehheg were herikonths of counter-attack on the opposition parties tQ
retrieve her image. The Manipur government was éusoendcd'in the last
week of Octqber‘and the Wesf Bengal and Puniab states were entrusted to
"ﬁunpet” governments in November, 1967. The Cen;ef, undef pféésu:e from
the Syndicate, seemed co‘be coming to life apain during thege months.

However, instead of directly involving the Center (the reluctance of the

Center to pet the approval of the presidential ru¥e in Rajasthan is worth

noting), Mrs. Gandhi preferred to use the State Governprs in the process
of congressization, in order to ward off, as far as she‘couid, direct and
concentrated parliamentary and public ériticism\apainst her own government.
A temporal comﬁariSOn bf all the cases thus tends to show that;
‘(a) presidential suspension was used in cases where there was a
reasonable chance for the Congress t§ come hack to power -‘
Ra1asthan,‘Man1pu;:ﬂ |

(b)) presidential dissolution followed suspension where the Congress

failed to come back to power - Uttar Pradesh;
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(c) presidential dissolution in cases where the Aésemblv was not

"suspended 1in th% first instance was uséd where the Congress
f
-consistently failed to organize itself in order to form the

government - Haryana, Bihar, Pondicherry; and

s |

(d) neither nresidential dissolution nor suspension was used in
cases where the Conyreeq could set up minority governments of

defgctorq and ]{vo with them - West Rengal, Punijab.

STRUCTURAL CRISES REWORE THF CONCRFSS SPLIT!

’

Presidential Rule (Dissolution) in West Bengal : February 20, 1968 -
' ‘ ‘ February 21, 1960

Vith the dismissal of the United Front ministry headed by Ajoy
‘Mukheriee on Novemher 21, 1967, Governor Dharam Vira installed 1in office
a Congroeq -supported government led by Dr. P. G. Chosh, Ghosh's group,

called the Progressive Demdcratic Front, had 5 total strength of 15

members., However, wiLh the support of 130 members of the Congress, the

o

Ghosh minjetrv had a ma1oritv/in the 280—member West Bengal Legis]ative

" Assemblv,

-

Anticinating troub]e over the diqmissal of the United Tront ‘

ministry, the new governmgnt placed the army on an, alert troops were
moved into Calcutta, and all public meetings of more than five persons

were ‘banned in the citv and the surrounding industrial areas, Undaunfed

by these measures, the dismissed United Front leaders gave a call for a

state-wide strike which brought Calcutta and many district towns.to a -

\

standstill on November 22-23 and led to lafgc—scale violence. A public
meeting organized by the dismissed leaders on November 22 was forcibly
broken up bv mounted police using tear-gas shells and lathi(sticks) chargcs.

A lively account of the nathetic event was published in Yugantar, a

Bengali dailyv owned by a former Congress minister of Bengal:-



314

N 3

- v

Unqer the lathi hlows, the former law minister starts bleeding
profusely from the head. Arun Babu (leader, of the Gandhian Lok
Sevak Sanph) receives a severe blow on the arm. Biswanath

Babu (former Trripation minister and vounper brother of Ajoy
Mukherii) .... and other leaders are also injured. Their !
companions get no respite when they fall to the pround under

the police blows. Thev are subiected to assault without Tresnite.
However, within 10 to 15 minutes. the assaulting police forces

leave the place.l132

According to official fipures two persons were killed and\él injured
during these two da§s, but unofficial sources put the number of casualties
mucﬁ higher, .Altogether, about 1400 people were arrested.

On November %3: whén the Assembly was‘to meet in session, the
government made 400.preVentive arrests and asked ﬁhe Speake;, Bijoy Kumar
Bane;iee, for permission to posflpolice guards in the House, TheJSpeaker
(an Indeéeﬁdent elected with the support.of'the,dismissed.United Front),
however; rejected the reauest. |
| When_ the Aésemblv met, the Speaker, B. K, Banerje;, ruled that

the dismissal of the United Front governments had been dncbnstitutional,

and that the Assembly had been irregularly convened. Adjourning the-

'

Assembly sine die, the Sneaker said:

~

I am prima facie satisfied that the dissolution of the Ministry-
headed by Mr. A, K. Mukherjee, the appointment of Dr: P. C. Ghosh
as Chief Minister, and the summoning of this House on his advice
is unconstitutional and invalid, since it has been effected behind
the back of this House .... The onlv authoritv competent to decide
whether or not a Council of Ministers should continue in ‘office

is this House....l133 J ‘ '

After the Speaker léff the Chamber, ph?sical fighting broke out in the
hous?, during which books,.iﬁk bqttles, and shoeé wefe‘ghrown at Dr. Ghosh,
Two hours later, the Congress-dominated upper house passed.a vote of
confidence.in the Ghésh ministry. <

n November 30, Home Minister Chavan stated_in the Lok Sabha that

the Ghosh ministry was "lawfully constituted" and that the Governor was



competent to dissolve the previous Council of Ministers:
We are convinced that this is the correct view,’ and that,'
notwithstanding the observations made bv the Speaker of
the ¥West Rengal Legislative Assemblv, Dr. P. C. Ghosh and
his colleagues continue to function as the lawful Council
of Ministers of Vest Bengal.... 34

»~
On February 6, j968, the Calcutta "'igh Court, reiecting three

writ petitions challenging the dismissal of the Uni}ed Front ministry

and ;hehappointment'of Dr. Ghosh's: government, took’the same positioﬁ

as that of ‘the Contraisdovernmcnt in ruliug that ghere was no Wrgs&ricfﬁon

: ’ 135

. ‘ ' . ' . / . B
or condition -unon the powers of. the Governor to appoint the Chief Minister."

'

Despite the High Céurt's ruling, the Speakqg,.once again, adiourned the
>Assembly siﬁe dic when the Governor summoned it to meet on February:l4.
The new ;éssion of the Assembly waé marked by scenes o! unprecédehted‘
disorder. Fven the Governor, Dharam Vira, who arrived in.;he Assembly
to address its opening ﬁession,’slightly hurt His knee when some mémbers
jostled Him‘égainst a chair,

'In this impossiblé situation, coupled with the fact that some

N
members had alreaéy defected from the Congress, the Presideﬁt took ovef
the administration of the state on Vebruarv 20, 1968, as recommended by
the deernor. During the period that the Ghosh,ministry was in office
(about 92 days), 30,000 people had been arrested and eipht were officially
stated to have been killed by police action. |

The Lok Sabha aopfoyed presidential rule in March 1968. While
the DMK member, s, Kandappa, pronounced tle Governor "autocratic" yho
had little respect for the Constitution he was supposéd to safqguard,136
Jyotirpdy Rasu of the Communist Party insisted that the Governor be
‘recalled for his foul play and.in the ouhlic 1nterest{l37Replying to :he-

criticism of the Opposition, V. C. Shukla, Minister in the Ministry of

'
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Home Affairs, denied that there was any "eollusive conspliracy betyeen the
Center and the Governor" and attributed the entire erisode to the 1rresn;nsi—
bletiocal politiciﬁnsJIBBIt the debate over the extension of'prosidential
rule, Shukla, once again, emphasized the fact that no inqtitutions wouid
work in West Bengal unleis the local politicians promiscd to act with a
greater sense of tesﬁonsibility. At the same time, he refused to ackﬁowledge
the doinns atd mis-doings of the We§t Renpal Congress unit by saying: "what
the’]ogal politicians did in West Rengal cannot Ee the responsibility of
_the’Central vaernment.”lBg |

Presidential rule fanest Bcngal)continuéd_fnr almost a year,
during which:Goverﬁqr Dharam Vira added to his reputation as the tougheét-
: K . ! - i
of—the—toggh Governor of the state. However, when the United Front (which

Dharam Vira had dismissed in 1967)‘cam¢ to power once again after the

mid-term polls in February 1969, Dharam Vira sought a voluntary retirement

v

- from his office,

Presidential Rule (Diesolutjon)in Punjab: Aueust 23, 1968 -
- ‘Februarv 17 1969

After'Lachhman Singh G111, with 16 of his supporters, defected i

from the Gurnam Singh Unitea‘Front ministry on November 22, 1967, he w;s‘
installed as the Chief Minister'of Ptnjab by éhp Gerrnbt Dr. D. C. Pavétez
on November 25. With the support of the Congres;*Party, which had a
strength of 43 members, Gill S group, called .Janata Party, had a wdrking
majority in thé 104—member Legislative Assembly The outgoing Chief
Minister, Purnam qingh had recommended to the Covernor to dissolve the
Assembly, but the Governor had refused to grant the request.lao

As ip West Rengal, the United Front organized an imoreésive
demonstration on Januarv 21, 1068 to urge the Covetnor to dismiss. the

'

minority government of G1i11; but, unlike in West Bengal the demonstration
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&
- largest ever in Chandigarh - was peacefhl. In a memorandum dclivered
to the Governor, the demonstrators requested Dr. D. C. Pavate to crder

mid-term polls.

!

The Gill ministty worked‘Vell for a while desnite some rifts
betwcen the ruline Janata Party and the Congress Party. While the Congress,
nnder the leadership of Gian Singh Rarewala, wauted‘to congressize.the

~Janata Party, the Janatq Party leaders were inélstent on maintaining their

separate identity. Tn. this tussle for power, Gill attracted some defectors - -

¢

both from the Congress and the Akali Dal, thereby increasing the strength

of the Janata Party in the Assembly from 16 to 20 members.

The real crisis for the Gill ministry began on March 6, 1968,

when the Assembly admitted a motivn of no-confidence against:the Speaker
of the Assembly, Joginder “ingh Mann. The motion was Subported by the
government and the CongreSs Party in the Assembly. Mann had been elected

Speaker with the support of the former United Front mlnlstrv and was under

;o o
constant attack from the government for being weak and undiscerning.

—

- When theIAssembly met on March 7 to debete the no-confidence

Lo

motion, the Speaker ruled that the motion wds unconstitutional because
| . . \ -

no such motion could be moved unless at. least fourteen days' notice had
. - 4
. been, given of the intention to remove the Speaker (Constitution'article.

.179C). %ince the ruling was followed by uproarious and unruly scenes in

¢

the Assembly, Mann ad1ourned the Assembly for a perlod of two months,

despite the Fact that the _state budget (1968- 69), alreadv on the table.

of the House, had to be passed before the end of March.

)

. In this impossible situation, the Central Government advised the
Governor and the latter, accordingly, prorogued the Assembly on March 11,

tﬁerehy eﬁdlng the session and enabling himself to summon it again. Two

/ : L .
. ) Y
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days later, he iésued an or&jnance (Constitution: article 213) to the'

effect that (a) neither house of:the legislature could adjourn without

the majority consent of its respective memgers: and (b) any adiournmenf

of either ﬁouse Qithout the complction of the financial business would
141 ’

be null and void. On March 14, the Governor summoned the Assembly toy

meet on March 18, .

Sustaining the' contention of the former United Front Chicf Minister,

Gurnam Sinnﬁ, that the prorogation of the Assembly could he effective only
from the day on which,phe memhers received the gazette notiiication(which
vas March'18)5 tﬁg/igeaker fuled(that‘the ordinance of the Gover: which
could be issued onlvahen the legislature was no in session, was r -1’ A
voia under the Constitution. The Spéakgr,‘then, adfourned the Assem.lv
and }eft tﬁe chamber, Thercéfter, what hanpenedvin.éhe Assembly is
anybody's guess, but press reporting is uﬁgnimous 6n the point thap the
Opposition was-hbeaten, dragged out of the Assembly,sand some its members
locked up (by plaiﬁ—glotﬁed policemen?), AzIn thlsvatmosphere of lawless-
ness, Baldev éingh, Deputy Speékcr of the Assembly, occupied the Speaker's
chair and within ten minutes certified the budget tb have been passed by -
the Assembly. ‘ . . T _ y
On Mav 10, 1968, a Special Bench of the Punijab and Hafyana High

Court, -in its ruling on two writ petitions filcd by the onpositlon members

of the Asse‘blv, unanlmously held that the Appropnriation Acts passed by

: the Assemblv on March 18 were invalid, and by a majority view ruled that

the Governor's ordinance of March 13 was unconstitutional. The Court also

o

rejected the government's appeal to stay the operation of the order.

~

However, it granted the govermment's request for- leave to appeal to’thé

Supreme Court of India. On July 15, the Supreme Court, in its unanimous

judgement, ruled that the Appropriation Acts passed by the Assembly on

t



March 18 were valid and that the Gbvernor's ordinance of March 13 was

/

reasonable and proper.

.

By now, the relations between the Janata Party and the Congress
Party were less than cordial, if not bitter.. There was a slzeable group
within the Congress which held the view that the Partv must withdraw its

cooperation from the Gill ministrv 1f 1t was not to share the mounting

L&d

public criticism that wasg building up against the govcrnment. On August

¢

21, s. N11alingappa, President of the Congress Party, atnounced the decision:

of the natlona] ]eadershin to withdraw cooperation from the Gill ministry.

The same dav Lachhman Qinyh Gill eubmltted the reqlgnation of hls cabinet
to the Governor ReCOmmending President's rule for punqab the report of

the Governor said that the situation crcated by the formatlon of a minority
. % -

government : -

' . O

was ab initio fraucht with 1nqtab1]1tv, as the Gill ministry

consisted of and was ded bv legisldtors who ‘were drawn

together not by anv ideological ‘affinitv but. by a, desire to

gain political power. The relationship between the ministry

and the Congres% Legislature Party, dts main supporter, did

not continue to be smooth as was orlglnallv hoped for bv'

both parties .... The use of°9bvernment avthority for political

purposes affected not onlv the Congress Legislature PartZ but

has had a deleterlous effect on the qervices also

On August 23, the President diseolved the Assembly and took over the -~
aéministration of the state, A
| The Rajya Sabha approved the proclamatlon on August 27, and the
Lok Sabha on August 29, 1968. AThe general opinion in both Housesbwes
that the Gill ministry was "ihdecehtly¢corfupt”‘and that theICongress'Pabty

should not have abetted its misrule. V. C. Shukla, Minister in thg~Ministfy

of Home Affairs, admitted that "the experiment with minority governments

had failed both in West Bengal and Punfab'" and expressed regrets over some
' 144
of the recent -political developments in Punjab. Earlier, Y. B. Chavan,

145
Home Minlster, had made a somewhat similar statement in the Rajya Sabha.

N
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/
In the mid-term polls held .n February 1969, the United Front,

led by Gurnam Singh, came to power once again,

Temporal Comnarisons of Structural Crises: 1967-68

Except for West ﬁengal and Punjab, there was no othe; state 1in
the Indian Union which was ‘involved in a rtructural crisistaufing the
period ondey.analysis. Hence, the‘scobe of the coﬁ;arison is restricted
to onl; these: two states. . : S

In botﬁ states, the structufal crises were the by-product .of the
congressization crises. flad the Congress acted wlth restraint and adorned
the 6ppoeition benches with self:resoect and dignity, the chances are that
the urgly scenes in the Legislative Assembliés of the two states would not

. have occurred in the first place. The experiment of gipporting minority
governments was in fact a chance for the Congress to share power without
responsibilicty. Sueh unholy’marriages of convenience as were entered into
by the. Congress with tHe Progressive Democratie Front ;n West Bengal and .
with the Janata Party in Puniab could be neither dignlfying nor 1asting .
During those vears-of anti-Congress sentiment the Congress?celebrated

such marriages because it was simply not prepared to face the electorate
for fear of being defeated. N
In both states, the Speakers brought to ignominy the institution 3

of the Speakership which, according-to the institutionalized parliameﬁtary

.

convention as adopted in India, had Been largely non-partisan and held
'high in public esteem. Neither Banerjee >f West Rengal nof Mann of Punjab

had the right to hold their respective Assemblles for ransom because of

their personal or partisan objectives.

The change in the attitude of the Center from the Bengal case to
the Punjab case is worth noting. While the Home Minister, v. B. Chavan%

did comment in respect to the West Bengal case that the Speaker had acted
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in excess of his powers in not recognizing Ghosh's ministry on the floor
of the Assembly, he sohndcd frustrated and withdrawing when it came to
the Punjab case: - | ; " \ .

I do not hold any brlef for either Mr. Gi1l:ior Mr. Gurnam

Singh or the Speaker.  T'do not hold any brief for anybody.
Some people have tried to make me a - {1lain. I wish I were

-a villain.
CONGRESSIZATION(R) CRISES_AFTER THE CONGRESS SPLIT:

Presidential Rule(Suspension) 1in Bihar: Julv 4, 1969 - Wobrnarv 16, 1970

After ahout: - eipht months of presidential ru]e (Tune 1968 ~ Fcbruary

1969, discusscd earller), Bihar went to mid- tetm polls in *cbruarv 1969

A.

but, once again, the Congress failed to secure an_absolute mafority in
,the Legis]atlvc Assemb]v The ;equlte for 317 of the 318 seats (votinp

in one constituencv was postponed becausc of the death of a candidate)

.

were as follows:

"TABLE 5, 3
! L
. FLECTION~RF§ULT§ IN BIHAR -
- : 1967 AND 1969 : B
Name of\)he Party - 1967 ' 1969
Congress . 128 118 )
SSP. - 68 52 '
Jan Sangh 26 34
CcrI 24 25
PSP ‘ : : 18 iy
Janata - - ' 14
Lok. Tantrik Congress - 9
Soshit Dal - 6
JKD ARKD ; : 26 6
Swatantra ‘ 3 3 <
CPI(M) : : 4 3
Independents, Jharkhand & others 23 39
Total: 318 , 317

[y

' -
Source: S. C. Kashvap: The Politics of Power (Deihi: National, 1974):346
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by a Syndicate-dominated provincil] l¢ Jership. Whether on his own or ,

ﬁ?‘
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On ¥February ?6, Parihar Singh of the Congre;s Parey, after.securing
the support of Qﬁz Janata Party, the .Jharkhand Party, the Soshit bal, the
Swatantra Party and 6.Independents, was sworn in as the Chijef Minister of
the state by the Cnvgrnor, N. Kanungo, He claimed 5 strength of 162 members
in the Legislative Assembly. |

Harihar Singh (70) was a {acﬁotum of the "mini—éyndicate", a name
given to.the,groua'donsisting'of K. B. Sahav (former‘Congress Chief Minister
of Bihar), Mahesh P.'Sihha, and S. N, Sinha, which wag clesely linked with
;he Céngress'9vndicéte at the national level, Though elected on the Congress
ticket in 1969,-Hariﬁar Singh.hg a personal backpround of being in and out
of,thé Cengfess Partv ﬁrfbr to the 1969 elections. As éuch, his“selectjon
as the 1éadér of the Congress Legislative Party invited lot of criticism,

mo so because tfie Chavan Committee (1969) had recently recorﬁmendedx that

defectors should not be accommodated as ministers in the state cabinets.
. | :

L
C. S. Pandit wrote in the Tndian Fxnress that .

even if his / Marihar Sineh's / case does not fall within the
strict definition of a defector because he had not crossed the
floor after the mid-term noll, his election strikes at the very, ,
spirit embodied in the recommendation of the (Chavan) Commit;ee. 47

1

And, the PSP leader in the Parliament, Nath Pai, said:

The reported election of Parihar Singh shows the tremendous
gap that divides the Congress professions and performance.
At the lure’ of office the proclaimed determination to discard
defectors for good has been thrown to the winds. ‘

“

- On March 5, Harihar Singh announced the inclusion of the Raja of
Ramgarh, leader of the 14—member Janata Party who had‘fecently been
indicted bv the Calcutta Hiph Court for personal.-corruption, in his cabinet.

This was the last step Mrs. Gandhi and her followers were willing to accept

on persuasion from Mrg, Candhi, €. Subramaniam (a member of the Central

Government from 1962 to 1867, ‘and at this time,~one of the members -of
&
/

'
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]mlh'_;v'.-; kitchen Cabinet: later, the f1vrat Prestdent of the Congress(R)
of Mra. (‘:un(”-\i) Htrpnirlvn criticlised the President of the Conpress,
Nijalinpappa, for having ;111()1(\1'{%&1 t‘hv Inclusion of l'hv Raja ix; the
H”mr cabinet . l:n the o - ing of the Congress Y-'Juan;', (fuln!ni,tlvt‘ held on
M.;n‘('h. 7, C. Subramaniar titted his resipnatfon from the L.'n:rkiny_
Committce and n'%t‘ue:('l! L wf["iluh‘.'nw [t unless the High Command changed {ty

149
deciston forthefth, The Morking Committee wirs split on the Issue: those

Cwho favared the fnelusfon of the Raja were S, Nijallnpappa, S. K. Patf]

J

and Y. B, Chavan: thove vho wanted the Paja out were €, Subramaniam,
: ' ¢

Jagdivan Ram, and F. Kamaraj., When 98 jalingappa threatened to resiyn
on the fssue, a compromise vas found: the Ra fa was to be replaced by his

‘nominece In the cabinet.  The crisis blew over when, on March 28, the Raja

resipned from the cabinet In favour his mother, ’
Yor Mrs. Gandhi, Wihar, which wos represented in the Parliament

-

bv a total of 54 scats, out of which 34 were won bv the Conpress Party

In the 1967 clections, was next in importance only to Uttar Pradesh, her

«

home stgte.  Though Daroga P, Rai, belonping to Mrs. Gandhi's camp, was

a member of the Rihar (‘;lhinol_ , he was alwavs complaining that his proup

. .
<

Crisis £ 1

By Mav, 1969, Harihar Singh scemed to be accommodat lng in his

.

Council of Ministers almost anv group that would threaten to defect from
his uncasy coalition ministry. There were violent disputes between

coalftion nartners and the rival factions inside the Congréss over the

>

distribution of portfolios. The result of such disputes was that 21 of

the 33 members of the Harihar Singh cabinet had remained without portfolios

for over a month., The "indu from Madras reported on June 13:

A

o

“was inadeauatelv represented in the cver-expand inyg cabinet of Harihar Singh.

&
gzﬁi
el

e

/::‘ -
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The meetings n‘ the Convress Lepislature Yarty ar. turned
Into repular battTerjelds ... The administration has come
to a standsti11, and the State Fs sinkine deeper into the
morass of financial bankruntev,  The Covermment scems (o
have hardlv anv time (o attend to pressing problems of
State, wholly hreoveunted as (t {s with the problem of how

to keep ftself [n ol tiee.,,: 150

On June 100 1960, (4 . vernment

sk odefeated in the Assembly

following defeet fons ol some nu'mln'r.‘;'h(‘lnn;zinu to the Soshit Dal and

324

Hul Jharkhand from .. coalltion.  The minfstre had a4 oprecavious exdstence

of 115 davs, durfn); vhich 1t accounlished nothing except

P

'Y

[ power throuph the pel iy s ot defect fon,

Crisis # 2.

Bhola Yaswan Shastri , leader of the o

tried to set up a Mnited ront of the non-Congress partics

Chicd Ministership from June 22 to June 30 failed to keep the partners

together.  TIn fact, Bhola Paswan Shastry i

Gandhi's camp and some bipger parties in

Sangh,” Communists, Praja Soclalists - were willing, in view of the

had quict svmpathics for s,

the United Vront - SSP, Jan

L

emeryg ing Congress split, to support the ministry, but yere unwilling to

be represented in ¢, Probably, thev wanted to keep their options open

till the time when the Issue of Prestdential nomination was settled at

the Center.
&4,

hope. thatm realfpnment of political fore

On July 4, the President suspended the Bihar Assembly dn the

es. in the coming months would

permit the fm‘mggt\hm‘nf”a stable povernmeat in the state without going

through nnoth"(% mid-term poll,
The Assemblv remained suspended
which many things happened both at the Ce

wveek after the Assembly was suspended, th

Mrs. Gandhi in nominating Reddy Tor the »

or more than six months, during

nter<and Iin Bihar., Almost a
¢ Svadicate out-manoecuvred

residency on July 12, 1969,

o keep ftself

-member Lok Tantrik Conpress,

» but his 8-day



n Aupust 7, more than half of thé Congress members In the Lok Sabha
walked out of the Pouse when S. Nijalinpappa wasg charged with pressuring
the Bihar lvgislators to vete for Reddy fn exchange for a promise of
151
termination of presidential rule, - 0On September 12, Mrs. Gandhi visited
Bihar and appealed to "] ace-minded people and like-minded parties' to
‘ . v
return to the Congroess fold. Ry January 11, 1970, the Bihar Conpgress

was split between the Conpress(0) and the Congress(R) with Daropa P. Raf

heading the lattor pParcty, However, minfstry-making by the B84 ~member

’
[y

Conpress(R) st i1l vocemed to be a distant pnsn(bi]ity‘bvcnusv of the {nflucnce
of the "minf-svndicate" (as nlénndv mentioned, the minf-syndicate consistoed
of+ K. B. Sahav, Mahesh p. Sinha, S. N. Sinha of Bihar - all pro-Syndicate
nt:th; natifonal level) an some of the uncommitted members of the BRihar
Congress Partyv. ¥For the Congress(R), the AivnrJComm{sann Repart (the
Commisston, as &onti<nxvd carlier, wn; set oup b; r}u-})on-(knﬂzross government
of M, P, Sinha in 1967 to Investigate chd;gos 6( corruption against tﬁe
_former Congress Chief “Tnistors‘and others) came in quite handy. on
February 7, 1076, the minf-svndicate was morally dosfroyed by th@ publica-
tion of the report of the Commission. On February 16, 1970, the President
~of Tndia revoked the proclamation of SUSpeﬁsion when a six-party coalition
headed by'Daro%n P, Rail of thO.COﬁQFOSS(g) formed the gerrpment in Biﬁar,
‘Crisis’# 3:
The Rai ministrv had a QhortTlivpd exiéténce. With the defeat

of Mrs. Gandhi'sg noverﬁment at the Center and the consequent dissolution

of the Parliament in Decembér 1970, the six;partv‘coalition in Bihar

fell like a house of cards. The Rat ministry wns def;atod on a vote of
no-conf%dence oﬁ December 18, 1970, Vol]owinyeth¢ resipgnation of Daroga

P, Rai and ﬁis cabinet, a Sociqlist ministry led by Kapoori Thakur was

formed(discussed in the next chapter) which, like the preceding Bihar



326

governments,” fafled to give stahility to the state,

3

Presidential Rule (Dissol, Wion)_fn Manipur: October 16, 1969 - March 20, 1972

'J‘hg Unfon Territory of tpur had already had a bricf spell of
presidential suspension from tober 25, 1967 to February 19, 1968 (QISCusscd
earlicr). The Assembly wis ;uvlvcd Qhon the Congress under the -leadership

) A

of Koireng Singh was able to form the povernment by attracting six of the
nine Tndependents to t}.w Conpress fold, -A(:cord‘hm to the l%)67 clections,
the strength of the varlous partics in the 32-member ‘Assembly was:
Congress, 16: Communist Vartv of Thdln, 15 Samvukta Soclalist Purtv; 4
Independents, 9; Nominnted? 2. Claiming a strenpth of 22-24 members {n
the Aséomb]y, Kolreng Slngh~was sworn 19 as the Chicf Minister of the
Torritorylon February .19, 1968,
Crists #1:

For quite some timo, Manibar had bheen apitating for the achiovvmvnt.
of ful]} ;talohnod wjrﬁln the Indfan Unfon. When a delepation representing
the All-Manipur Statehood Demand Committee Had met the Prime Minister on
May 8;\1V60, Mrs. Gandhi was said to have been svmpathetic to their demands.. .
LShe ovo& consulted her party leaders, D. P, Mishra and Jag1iynh Ram, and
found them on her side. Fven the anpointmoﬁt of a‘Second Reorganiéation

. . 152

. Commission was considered, but Chavan, then Fomé Minister, scotched jt."
Morér1i Desai;s attitude against the créafion of smaller state; was guite
well known — he ‘had already, as Deputy Prime Ministof in Mrs. Gandhi's
cabinet, voted against the creation of aﬁothor st&te, Mogﬁélaya, in the
cabinet and had threatened that he would vote against the scheme even in

' 153 , ' Lo
the Parliament. :

.On September 23, 1069, Mrg, Caﬁdhi visited Manipur to asses her
P o
own positicn in the Territory. Unfort&hatolv, her visit coincided with

a "mini-revolution" orpanized by demonstratefs in su port of their demand
\ 1p
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for full-fledped statechood for Maninu}l Addrussjng the demonstrators,

Mrs. Gandhi sn{d:‘”T have faced bullets. The bingest‘urmy would not

r
frighten me. Do vou think vour demonstrations, stone-throwing and
154 . ’
shouting would frighten me?"
]

The next d;v, 1.e., Sepgember 24, 1969, Koireng Singh's ministry
was dofoated_in rhv Assembly when 9 of the 22 Congressmen voted with the
Opposition on a vote of no-confidence 1in the ministry. ’Koireﬁg Singh
submitted the restpnation of hiy ciblnot to the Chief Commissioner the
samﬁvduv. ¥ive davs fntvr, the Unitvd Vront, consisting of dissident
Conuronsmén and the Opposition parties, demanded that they be asked to
form.tho.novqrﬁﬁont, but the Chief Commissioner, Rnleéwar Pf'asadH
reéommcndod to the "rosidoﬁt to. dissolve tho'Assghbly and take oécr the
administration of the Territory undef his own control. On October 16,

5

the Assembly was dissolved and presidential rule fmposed on Manipur.

It is rather difficult to know,because of the inadequate reborting
155 : -
by the press on the whole enisonde, whother the nine Congressmen who
brought about the fall of the m}nlstry acted solely on their.own,or under
pressure from demonstrators demanding statchood or on persuasion of
Mrs. Gandhi, Tt mav well be that Mrs. Gandhi had nothing to do with the

un-making of the ministrv, but tho events at the nationa] lovo] that

followed the oniqodc do reveal that the Manipur Congress was more pro-
L : o - ‘

Syndicate than pro-Mrs. Gandhi. During the final phase of the Congress

!
I

split, Mrs. Gandhi's emissarv, D. Fring, failed to ﬂet the qignaturee of
fivo of the six membhers 6( the ATCC from Manipur for requiqitioninp a
special meoting of thc ALCC to elect a new Congress Pres%dent‘in blace
of S.-ijnlinggppa. This haopened alhost within two weeks of the
declaration of prosidonfinl rule in Maninur.156bn November 20, 1969,

Mrs. Gandhi's camn expected only one of the six members from Manipur

n
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/

to attoﬁd the special mcetinp scheduled for November 22 to oust
S. Niin]inpnnna from the Fonpreqs Pre"idency.]57Howevof, anv.association
betweei Mrg, Gandhi's viéit to Manipur and the fall of the ministry needs
more evidence in order td be conclusive, |

Manipur remained under prcsidonti;l rule till Hurch 20, ]97?. / ’
On September 3, 1970, Mrs. candhi announced thoidecision of the Ccntér
to grant fui] statepood'to the Rerritory. Tn March 1@72, c]éctions ,

weré held to the new 60-member Manipur Assembly, which broucht « non-

Conpress government tn the state,

Presidential Rule (Susnensioqlﬁgllitgig_Pradeshi:Octohcr'1'— 18, 1970

After the 1967 elecfions ~the Uttar Pradesh Legislative Assemhly
was suspended from Fohruarv 25 to Anril 14, 1968 ﬁfter Chief Minister K
Charnn Qinph of the @VD(Lnitod pront) submitted hig Eereona resiynation |
to the Covernqr, B, Fopala Reddi However, since the Congrcss’under
.C. B: Guﬁta (Svndicatq) cdu]d not panufaéturc a majority in .the Legislative

£

Assembly, the GGovernor, setting aside the claim of Cﬁafan Singh's
successor in the gVD to form the government,'advised the ﬁres1dent to/
dissolve the Aqsemb]v President's Rule, dissolving the Asseﬁbly, wvas
'proc]aimed on. Apri] 15, 1968 and continued ti11l February 16, 1969, | €O
In the mid-term pollq held in T"ebruary; 1969, the party position
in the Legislative Assembly was  as 1in Table 5.4 on the next page.
On February 16, C. B, Cuuta was sworn in as the Chief Minister
of the state after he was ‘successful in congressizing a few of‘the
independents and some Swatantra members who joined the Conpress because
of their so-called "faith in the Party". Being an astute politician,
C. B. Gupta announced that he would form his ministry by instalments

which, in a wav, meant dangling the carrot before all the potential

defectors. On February 27, Kamlapat{ Tripathi of Mrs, Gandhi's camp
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TARLE 5.4 ' .

" ELECTION RESULTS TN IMTAR PRADESH
1967 AND 1969

T

Name of the Party 71967 . 1969
Congress 168 I 211 : 8
Jan Sangh 97 49
sspoc b4 33
cr1 , 14 4
Svatantra o 12 5
PSy . : 11 3
Republican 9 1
CPT (M) . " 1
RKD : : ’ - 99
Independent and others ' - Ny 38 19
. » ‘
N Total: 424 425

Source: Subhash C. Kashyap, The Palitics of Powor(Delhi:Natinna],1974):272' ’
joined the ministrv as the Deputy Chief Minister of the state.
Crisis # 1+ ' I .
) From February to .June 1969, floor-crossings and nolsy scenes
continued to mark the working of the Assembly, but the real trouble
for Gupta began when Mrs. Gandhi visited Lucknow to announce that Uttar
,Pradesh might lose the distinction of holding the Prime Ministership if
: . o 3 158 .
Sanjiva Reddv (of the Svyndicate) was elected President of India. On
November 12, while C. B. Gupta was attending the meeting pf the Congress
Working Committee, presided over by S. NijaIingappa(Svndicate), his
Deputy Chief Minister, Kamlapati Tripathi, was sitting, along with Seven
other Chief Ministers, in the drawing room of Mrs. Gandhi. Kuldip Nayar
records Tripathi's meeting with Mrs. Gandhi:
. . / .
Kamlapati Tripathi, a staunch Uttar Pradesh Rrahmin who had
come to the meeting straight from Puﬁd(praver), the safron
mark fresh on his forehead, was against a patchwork peace. “ : '
The 'enemv' must ‘he vanquished. But he warned Mrs. Gandhi

to pet prepared for a Kurukshetra (a roval battle) in U.v,
'If I don't I shall have my head chopped off, " she replied.159
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C. B. Gupta read the hand writing on the yhll.‘ "I can't fight her,"
Gupta told Nayar, ”hecausovT‘am too old now and she is using money which
is’ coming from_al]’sourccs."l OOn February 10, 1970, Gupta resigned and
requested fhe Governar‘to invite the BKD leader, Charan Singh, to form.an '
a]térnativo povernment. This was, pcrhaps, the last master stroke of
Gﬁpta to’keen Kamlapati Tripnphi-qut of th% seat of power. Charan Sinph .
;as assured the sﬁpport ofJCohqress(O), SSP, Jan Sangh, and the Swatantra
Party. 'Howcver, before the Governor decided whether Charan Singh shovld
be 1invited té forin Fhe government,ﬁMrs. Candhi‘moved in. She sent her
emissaries - D; P. Mishra and Dinesh Singh ~ to entice Charan Singh.;o
her side. On Fébruaryvl7, Charan Sing% formed the‘miniStry,(Egg'in

coalition with the Conpress(R). 1In return, the 10 BKD members of the

Parliament assured Mrs. Gandhi of their support for her Government.,

’

" Crisis 2. : ' i

On September 5,.1970, BKD members in thq Rajva Sabha voted agafnst
;hé Government Bill on Privy Pdrseé.. Antiﬁipating'its impact on'Uttar:
Pradesh politics, Charan Singh asked all .the Congress(R) miniéters, 26
out of:avtotal of 46 in the cabinet, t¢ submit their‘resihnations.’ However,
when these ministers refused to resign, Charan Singh requested the Govergor
to dismiss them forthwith.

Thg Governor, R. Gopala Readi,‘seemed confused.but Mfs. Gandhi showed
‘him the wav.\ éince thé Congress(R) was a ma1or-oar§ner in the coalition,

sald the Governor, it should be the minor partner,.i.e., the BKD, which

t
|

should resign in the event of a break-up of the coalition. In support

of his arpument, ‘the Governor cited the opinion, hastily obtained, of
the Attornev-fieneral of India, who said that‘in a situation like thié,

either all the ministers should resign or else the President should take

i
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over the administration of the state. On the other hand, Charan Singh
argued on the strenpth of the opinion of the Attorneyv-General of the

! i

state (i.e. Uttar Pradesh), who took quite the opposdte vitw in hig
vhast&ly rendered advicc'tq'the Chief Ministgr.

Mrs. Gandhi was impat{ent, more so n. v that her Government had been
defeated invthe Rajya Sabha. Now that she kneQAthat the parliamentary
elections were around the corner, Utrar}Pfadeshﬂunder "enemv" supervisigﬁ
was too heavv a weight for her to bear. On September 30, she rushed h
alspecial mossosger to Kiev in the Sovie& Union to get the Signature of
the touring President of Indié for a presidential proclamation dismissiné
Charan Singh's mianfry and suspendihg the Uttar Pradesﬁ:Legislative
Assembly effective October 1, 1970,

Once Charan Singh was diémisscd, Mrs. Gandhi sent Dinesh Sinéh to
help Tripathi in forming the government. Tripatﬁi’é bid failed and-
'fina]lv, as Kuldip Navar records, T : o .

he lffrinathi_7 rang up ﬁrs. Gandhi to informéher thatdshe

would have .to approach members herself. She rehuked Tripathj

on the phone and later told her associates that she neve;

believed that he could have formed a Government.lV

On October 18, T. N, Singh (BKD), who had formed a United ¥ront in the

. meanwhile, formed the fgovernment, much to the embarrassment of Mrs.\Gghdhi.

In all likelihood, she would haée dissolved the Assembly except for the
storm of public criticism apainst her ‘that followed the suspension of the

Assembly. The Western Times from the Svndicate-dominated town of Ahmedabad

mourned this domestic tragedy in a black-hordered editorial with the tell-
N % . . 1

162 ' ‘
tale heading "RTP Democracy', The Hindustan Times called the Central
leaders, particularly the Prime Minister, ”unwitting allies of Naxalites"

163 ' -
and 'undertakers' of democracy. The Statesman accused the Prime Minister

of "shabby manoceuvres" in taking a "heavy toll in political prdpriety,

!
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»

<

4

constitutional procedure and democratic decency.”lé‘Thc Hitavada echoed:
- .
' The entire episode smacks of political vendetta and it would

be difficult fox_the Congress(R) Partv both in Uttar Pradesh

and at the Centre to absolve itself of the blame for adopting
objectionable tactics and defying the norms of constitutional
dewocracy to deal with its adversaries.!

[N

The Fconomic and Political "eeklv editorialized:

None of this can, of course obscure the fact that the events
of the last fortnicht in the State represent vet another instance
of use of brute force by the Prime Minister to achieve her
political ends. From the withdrawval of Congraess (R) support
to the Chicf Minister, Charan Singh, to the despatch of a speciai
messenger to President Giri in the Soviet Union to get his formal
-assent to the imposition of President’s.rule, every move was
deliberate and intended to make surc that Charan ‘ngh did not

o continue in power with the s\:;ort of Congress(0) .and Jan Sangh.
Every instrument - the Govern the Attornev-General and the
President himself - was bent to this purpose.

b
!

However, when the presidential susnension was withdrawn, the Press began

directing its criticism against the pitiable Governor, B, Gopala Reddi,

‘ 67
for the political drama - or melodrama - in the state.

Presidential Rule in Orissa: (a) Suspension: .Januaryv 1l - 22, 1971

r

”fb) Dissolution: Januarv 23 - April 3, i971

Of all the nén—ConQress coalition ministries in the states, the
Orissa ministrv se£ an examp]é both in.its stability and in its durability.
After the 1967 elections, thé‘barty.position in the Orissa Legislative
Assembly was the folloding: |

- TARLE 5.5
ELECTION RESULTS IN ORISSA, 1967

Name of the Party ' 1967
Congress 30
Swatantra ., : 50
Jana Congress : . 26
PSP 21
SSp 2,
CPI o _ 7
CPI(Marxist) / 1 |
Independents : 3
Total: = 140

Source: Keesing's Contemporarv Archives, July 24031, 1971:24721

1y
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On March R, 1967, the Swatantra and the Jana Conpress formed a

coalition povernment under thd leadership of R, N. Singh Dco (Swatantra),

C,
Pabitra Mohan Pradhan of the Jana Conpress - a Party of Congress dissidents

who had resigned from the Congress in 1966 - became the Deputy Chief

'

Minister of the state.

The Swatantra-.lana Congress coalition workeu with an abundant

\

measure of mutunl toler rance and understanding. The Chief Minister and
the Deputy Chief Mlnnster constituted, as Amal Ray put 1t, "an excellent
168 !
duumvirate'', Nelither of the partners was commJLtcd to anv militant
ideology and both toaether qcrupulouslv observed the rules of constltu—
tional proplietv ) Dolitica]ly inoffen€1ve and ideo]ogicallv pragmatlc

the coalltlon povernmrent was rarely discussed in the ﬁress or in the

Parliament,

-

The ministrv came under strain wfthvthe'split of the Congress
Party. Tn October 1969, Bjiy Patnail. (former Chievainister of Orissa,
a close: friend of the ]ate‘JaWahar]al Nehru, pro-Svndicate 1966-August,
1?69), who had ]ateiv foined Mrs. fandhi's camp, bepan perqua(1no her

to topple the ministry. Since a ﬁreat maiorlty of the memherq of the
. ‘ t

Orissa Congress legislative Partv had expressed their support for

Mrs. Gandhi and the Socialists were willing to join them 1in forming a

«

. .
new coalition ministry, the fall of the Singh ministry seemed immanent.

By November, the Congress offensives to pull down the Swatantra-Jana

i

Congress coalition had alreadv begun. As the Fconomic and Political

Weeklv reported:

The Congress caucus in the State has bheen busy preparing
the ground for a nossible ministerial crisis through
backstape intrigues. Offers of office ard emoluments have
been made to prod disgruntled eJements in the ruling
coalition to defect.

’

However, the "toppling operation" gdt delaved because of the
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differcnces that arose between Riju Patnatk and Mrs. Gandhi over the

nomination of two candidates from Orissa in the Rajva Sabha biennial

.

election., On May 16, 1970, Patnail, alonpg with 22 of his followers,

left the Conpress(R) to form a new party of his own, called Utkal

v

"Congress.

Now that a clear alignment of narties had tuken place in the
ﬁarlfament and the Fwn;antra Party had 1o£ped hands with the Congress (0)
to-onpose Mrs. fandhi, a Swataptra;lod miﬁjstry in Orissa w;sjbeCOAing

.‘qu}te irksome to her. Sometime iﬁ Julv, 1970, she sounded out Pare
Krushna Mahatab(formeeronyress Chief Minister oFVOrissa) of the' Jana

Congress and received a cordial response. The CPI leader, Paikray,

.

and the Congress(P) leader, Mahanti, seemed enthusiastic about entering

¢ " ’
into an alliance with the Jana Congress and the ever-ready Socialists

. : : 170
as an alternative to the Swatantra-led ministry,

On December 30, the Deputy Chief Minister resigned from the.
cabinet, and on Januafy 5, 1971, the Jéna'Congress informed the Governor,
Dr. S. S. Ansari, that it was withdfawing cooperation.from the govern-

ment. While the Chief Minister started looking for supoort from the
s

other narties, Dr. Ansari ordered him, on January 7,-to obtain a motion
of confidence' fror the Assembly. On January 9, the Chief Minister

resigned, and on January 11, the President suspended the Legislative

-

Assembly.

Retween January 11 and Januarv 22, the.proposed alliance

“etween the Congress(R), the CPI, and the Socialists was re-discussed

o

bv the Jana Congress leaders and Mrs., Indira Caﬁdhi, and the general

consensus was that such an alliance would not be able to pro-ide a

v

stable ministry in Orissa. On Januarv 21, some members of the Jara

Congress, including Ware Krushna Mahatab and Ranamal‘ Pathaik, decided

.



to foin the Conpress(R). Two davys Jater, the Assembly was dissolved under

presidential rule.
Except for murmurs from the Swatantra Party, there was no criticism

of the presidential rule. The press and the political parties, perﬁabs,

“
Lo

were too involved with the parliamentary elections.
A

Temporal Comparisons of Congressization Crises: 1969-71

To an extent, almost all the states in the Indian Union were under

1

strain on account of the Congress split, though congressization crises'

'materialized only in four of them - Rihar, Manipur, Uttar Dradesh, and

Orissa - till the narliam;ntarv elections in March 1971 Mrs. Gafdhi had,
since the snlit, set up, to use Qﬁe expression of a brilliant cér;oonist,

"TOPPLERS UNLTD: Wholesale déalers in Defections - Branch 0ffices in

"

Guiarat, Orissa, Mvsore...." with salesman Jagiivan Ram announcing to

) : nl71
"the nerspectivqjclients, "See? We do beli e in free enterprise too! - and,

given the resources of the Center, it would not be lonp before the market
. , J .
grew bullish. .

Mrs. Gandhi's concern to acouiré é firm foothold in Bihar and

Uttar Pradesh was quite understandable, for both were large Hindi-speaking .
NI

| States and had large temresentations in the Parliament. Besides, Ut;ar
Pradesh wgs the home state of Mrs. Gandhi and she could i1l affqrd to lose
it. Manipur came handv td her because of the étatus of the Territory,
and Orissa fell quite softly:in her lap without much ado.

Unlike hefore the split, Mrs. Candhi‘no longer seemed interested
in seéting up "puppet' governments. She now meant business. Either the
state governments were on her side or fﬁev were against her. If Harihar
Singh of Bihar was pro~S§ndicate, or C. B. Cupta of Uttar Pradesﬁ vas
a villain since the days of her father, both of them had to‘quit. Wifh '§

-]
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%residentia] suspensions in both states, she tried, though unsuccessfully,
to set up her own men to run théir affairs. The Orissa allfance was
perfectly dr;wn to topple the Svatamtra-led ministry, and pros”dential
suspension might have enabled Mrs. Gandhi to install the governm%nt of
the alliance: But, probably, she had %ittle trust in the lieutenapts

of the aliiance. The ﬁolitical backnrouﬁd of Mahatab or of Patel could
hardly imgpire confidence in anvone, much less ia Mrs. Gandhi. Tn fact,

ya

she had too severe a "loyalty'" test which none of the incdhmbent 1eaﬂcrs
: ‘ \

in Rihar, Manipury Uttar Pradesh, and Orissa could pass to her satisfaction,

" STRUCTURAL CRISES AFTFR THE SPLIT:

Presidential Rule in "est Pengal: (2) Suspension: March 19 - July 29,1970

(b) Dissolution: July 30, 1970 — April 2,197]

5
!
»

West Bengal, which had bcen under presidential rple since February
20251968, due to the struc&ural‘c;isis created by the Speaker of the West
Benpal Legislative Assemhlv, went to mid-term polls on February 9, 1969;

The results of tﬁe eleétion stunned the Congress Partv: it could secure .
only 55 seats in the 280-member Aésemblv while the Leftist United Front CD“b
(which had bheen dismis. ' by Governor Dharam Vira in 1967) returned with

:

a thumping ma{oritv of 210 scats. fhe party position in the Assembi&
is given in Table 5.6 on the next page.

. On February 25, 1969, the United Front, led by Ajoy Mukherjee (Baﬁgla
Congress) as the Chief Minister and Jvoti Basu (Marxist) as the Deputy Chief

L4 .
Minister, formed the govermment, much to the embarrassment of Governor.

Dharam Vira.
Now that the Marxists constituted the largest group in the Assembly,
it was natural for the United Front to inaugurate %ts‘functioning with a =~

“rhetoric and style that would be distinctly militant, Immediaiely after the
I -
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TARLE 5.6
FLECTION RESULTS 1M WEST BENCAL
1967 AND lana ’

Name of the Party 1967 1969
Unfted ¥ront » - 210
CPT (Marxist) - 43 : 80
Rane la Congyross 34 .. R
crl 16 ‘ S 30
Yorvard Ploc : 13 2l
Revolutfonary Sociatiatey 5 ' 12
Samvukta Socialfats 7 9
Socialist Unity Contre 2 R 7
Others ‘ ‘ 3 18
Other Parties - ‘ - 7(_)
Congrress 127 55
Prajan Socialiats . . 7 , 5
Lok Sevak Sangh b 4
Others . : ) 19 \ 6
Total: 280 ’ 280
, N

Source: Keesine's Cont. mporary Archive S, Anril 10=20 106903308
. e = o mme @ v e o ea T mmiemie ie ol e e e o e Al

minfstry vas sworn Into offfce, the vovernment announced the release of

7
)

Naxalbaprt prisoncrs and, pranted them the status of ‘fpquIc:\l prisoners',

symholi{sing the levitimacy of tiwh' cause,  On Februarv 26, the povernment
wrote to the (‘vnt’vr to recall Covernor Dharam Vira before the budget
session of the Ase Wy, schvdl;lod to hufﬁf&bn March 6, Oln \Nar(‘.h 3, Home
Minigslor Vo Ro Chavan stated in the Lok .q\db\l_l\;'l that t’h(: (:ovvrnnr.w;m
appointed t‘-;\r a verlod of fivo- vv‘m's m}iluﬂ/d(.u'ﬁ'&é‘ during the pleasyre
of the V‘rcsldunt.. This, he safd, was the constitutional position,

On March 6, Bijoy Kumar Raner jee, who was {nstrumental «n creating
crisis In ]063 and who, as Speaker of the Assemblv, had ruled the dismissal

5

of the then United Front government bv Dharam Vira was uncoustitutional,

N
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3 .

was, once apafn, clected Speaker of the new Assembly,  The same dav, Dharam
Vira opened the sesslon of the Assembly and omitted two paragraphs {from the
address prepared by the rovernment which referred to "the peremptory and

unconstitut fonal manner (n which the pepularly elected Unfted Pront povern-
172

ment was thrown out on Movemhor 20, 1967, On March 7, Mrs, Candhi avoided
confrontation with the ministry by asking the nited Front leaders to supyest

alternative hames for the Governor of the state.,  oOn April 1, Dharam Vir,

was pranted leave m‘('n;l(ﬁtm‘\' to retirement .,

CAfter the Covernor fasue was settled, Ivori Basu adopted the Marxists'

tact{icye of "takine the hands of {ts alltles only as apreliminhiry to takine
1117" - “
them by the chroats. Making the bost use of the opportuit ies avallable

now, Basu started expanding the support structyre of his party through

: - ~ -:
Tarpe-scale mass mobiltear fon In the countryside, theteby undetmining the
SUpPpArt hasis of other coalltion partuners,. In the process, West Benpal,

4
once agafn, became a state where fogr and personal fnsecurity brought

normal life t;s astandstill. on July 31, the police demonstrated and
stm'x/ncd Uw Assembly = some af them entered the Assombly . then in session,
and g2arted smashing fnrnlt‘ur;‘ - to rocm;(] their protest apainst the
vict h'n{zntinn of poH,gc,\mén by the Marxists. Jvofi Rasu telephoned the

""Y.nsp('ctor-—(:enora1 of "Police for help; but he took his own time to arrive

- - 174 ' .
afrthe scene of alwlessness, ,

i In the ficld of land and labour, the Marxists advance was marked
with strikes, sheraos (encirelements) and forcible occupation of land. By
July 1969 there were 28] cases of pheraos in Industry, 34 {n educational

, 17° , .

fnstitutions, and 48 in the social sphere, In this sfituation of fncreasing

lawlessness, the Chiof Minister, Aoy Mukherieo expressed his sense of
’ .

frustrat{on with the activities of the Marxists., While his physical self

)

was with the United Front, his soul still lTonged for a re-union with the

< o
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Congress, 1f onlv the latter could pot y{d of the "coterte rule by the
Syndfcate".  The Marxigts knew Mukher jee 's vedilect fons for the Congress
Partyv - he had hvm} willing to foin the Conpress {u 1967 (oo - and reparded

*

¥ Rangla Conpress as the Achilles' heel of the Unfted Front., Thus, for
o7 : - o .
the Marxtsts, o split {n the Congress par vowas fraught with the possibil{ity
of the Banpla Congress withdrawving from the Unfted vront to form an alterng-
tive govermment with the support of , or An coalitfon with, the Congress
and other non-Marxist parties, ‘ .
The Inevitable happencd.  Fach step by Mre, Gandhi to pot rid of
B X 4
the Svadicate brought the Banpla Congress a step closer to her. Op
September 13,’ 1969 vhe visited Calcutta to appeal to honest Congressmen
to return to her Congress Partv., 0On October 7, Ajov Mukher jee presided
over the meeting of thoe Bangla Coneress which adopted g political resolution
Swarning the Marxistes to stop thefr lavlessness. The resolution further
: . . W
said that "if such clashes and lawlessness were not stopped {mmediately,
the Ranpla Congress would be compelled to build up a resistance movement |
X W76
on Gandhian lines to end this intolerable sftuation.” The ¢ame dav, the
Marxists &mdomnod the Rangla Congress resolution as "s].nx]d('gnlxs" and saw
. ~ ’ 177 C
}'n it an attempt to return to the "path of 1967",

On November 7, Ajov Mukher fee decided to launch a state-wide
satvagraha and civi] resistance movemoent against, what he said was, the
"uncivilized and barbarous" government of which he himself-was stil] a

. 178 ' _ : ‘
leader, '™ on December 1, the Chief Minister started hig satvagraha « +
a three v fast. 1In January, Mukher fee cancelloed a fow orders by Jyoti

B

. ) £
. Bi‘ S T he ohale month passed in acrimonious correspondence between the -
9 ' :

two ea In Vel py 1970, Mukheree repeated his earlier description

of his own government g "uncivilized and barbarous" in the Lepislative

Assembly and on “Mareh 16, submitted the resipnation of his cabinet to

!
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to GCovernor <, g, "Hl.’lh‘illl.

With the resienation ,no‘f the government » the Unfreg Yront split
into two proups: (a) Conpréss(k), Bane 1a Conpress, Communigt Party of
India, and the Forward “100: and (b) Marxists and elpht otpr leftdst

4
parties,  Since neither of the two prouns had g f lear majort ty In the
Assvmh}y, the Prestdent fﬁ?ﬂ?fﬁ&l! the Logislnttve Assembly on March 19,
1970. |

The Assembly remadned suspended from Mareh 19 to July 29 i£)70,
durfing which a lgruv nﬁmhor of arrests were made hv_thv authoritics in
an effort te hr}np Tife hﬂck to normal {n the state.  However, since

the party position continued to remain flutd, the vresident dissolved

the Assembly on July 30, 1970, ‘ .
Vhile the Mindu(Madrasg) wv]comvd‘nrns[dvntlul rule, the Ir{bunt

(Chandigarh) attributed the entire crisis to the "toppling" pame of the
Congross(w). The editorial comments, of the Hindu were:

To the beniehted peonle spbiected ta a prolonced nightmare

of unbridled lavlesgsness and violence, "resident 's Ryle will .

. bring some hope of 4 minimum securfty of person and prOportv.lbO
] - ) .

And the Tr{bgﬂg_odflnriu]izud:

‘Though all the resulation stens of fhe const {tutional dril]
were scrupulously pore ; throeush before imposing President's
rule in wege Beneal, the name of the game there alse s
toppling., aAnd the 'villain of the piece (g neither the mych
malipgned Tyvati Basu nor the ]onn:§9ffer[nﬂ Aloy Mukherit
but the Conpress .8 -

Despite the fact that the Tribune's antipathy to communists of all kinds
‘was well Rnown, the sting of the editorial deserves not{ce:

If, on the other hand, the Communist Partv(Marxist) {s reparded

as nothing short of 4 national disaster, the Government of India

must ban i{t, That would be not onlvy lopical but alsq 1unntic,182
After the frogh elections to the Rengal Teeislative Assembly held (n 1971,

Ajov Mukheriee hecame the Chief Minister of the state for the 'third time

since 1967, hur thig time with the suppart and pvarticipation of the Congress(R) .
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Prestdential Rule (Dissolution). in Kerada: August 4, 1070 -
| October 4, 1070

After tho_]967 elections, the pavty poslition in thuthraln

Legislative Assembly was the following:

TABLE 5.7 .
ELECTION RESULTS IN KERALA, 1967

Name of the varty 1067
Inited ¥ront - ' llﬁ
CPI(Marxist) 82 ,
crr . 19 . ’
Samyukta Socialtst 19
Revolutionarv Soctalist 6
Kerala Socialist 1
Karshka vartv L. . 2
Kerala Coneroeas 5
Muslim Leaguce 14
Conpress ' ., 9
Independents 6
Total: 133

*These parties foined the tnited Front atter the election,
Source: Journn[wgf the Sactety For the Studve of State Covernment (Januarv-
June, 1968) :85 ) ‘ : '

|

|
|

On Mnrch 6, the CPT(Marxist) leader, F. M, S;;Nnmhoodfﬁpud, .
formed the United Front fovernment after a iong spell éf nrosidéh;in]
rﬁlp (imposed on Sqﬁtember 10, 1964, see chapter 1V) in the stnte.\\
Soon after the formation of the ministry, dif‘arvnviw‘among
the partners, pnrticuln;]v hothen the CPT(Marxist) and the CPT in
respect to implementing electoral nfomlses,»hogan to surface in the
public. ' Tn fact, the very concebtingfnf the Marxists of the Qorking

of the United Front was different from those of its coalition partnerg.

For the Marxists, the United Front was, as Rhabani S. Gupta writes, "an
. , . ,



)

. ) : !
instrument of twin strupgle: first and foremost nuningt’fho central
rovernment , amounting to an assault 6n‘thc political system from within
and, second, aﬁainst the nntiworkinp c]aqq and antipoor-peas sant policies

| 18 |
of the nnn—Mnrxist partners of the coa]ition. In the struggle of the
first tvpe, 1.c., against the Central Covernment, the/Marxistsg received
the unwillinp cnonoratidn o? thsir partners - neither the CPT nor “the
other parties were willing to‘no beyond'clnmouring forvmnre materi
gains fraom théYCentor: and, {in the strugple of the second tvpe, 1;0‘,
jolting othors out of thefir bases, the Marxists doomed . the United Front
gerrnment. |
The United Frant government tried to bring the Center into the
. arena of conflict on innumornb]e occasions ~ 1t accused the Centbr.of
discriminatinp against the state ih rice allocationsg ana grants—in-ﬁid,
protested apainst the use of Central Rcservg Police, and refused to
arrest striking Central Covormment;emnlovees\as directed/by the Center -
in 1968 ;, but the Center avoilded unnecessary confroﬁtation with the
184 '
United\ﬁ;ont. With the Congress Partv hnving quffercd a cru9hinp
.d![oat In Kerala, the Center plaved the diploma;ic game of "stick and
carrot™ with ¢are and caution.
Crisis f 1:

However when it came (o encroéching on one another's nolitical

©

~

bases, Keraln became a piévground of Egggi(para—militarv organizationQ)
whose mutual claqheq not only made 1ife 1nsecure but also destroved the
artificial unity of thevUnited Front. In their haste to protect,
'reinforce and.expand their spheres of inf]uence the Marxists or9anized
"Gopala Sena" .of about 5,000 vo]wnteere. The %ena became a law unto
i&self, searching, selzing, looting, and burning the assets of political
opponents. While the CPT protested and tried to drive the Marxists out

of 1ts political acreq it could not, locked as 1t was with the Marxists

.
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[

In some kind of a confliLt-connoratinn Lonflict” relationship, out-
manocuvre the Mno[st strqtopy of the Murxists. The‘othor coalition

partness were also sick 4nd tired of the Marxists and had orpanized
Benas in "self-defence", hut thev seemed more oapor'to expléit the
conf]jct between the FPT and the Marxists than to tako a definite
stand apainst the 1arFer.

- .The gulf between the Marxists and the rest of the cnalition
partiners widened with time, Wh{le the CP1 .nd.others dtcu3ud Lhe Hoai'h
Minister, R, Ue]]lngdpn (Karshka Party, vro-Marxist) of cbrruntion and
demanded an lnauiry; the Marxists rotal{utéd by charging six other
Ministers belonging to the CPT, Muslim League, and Socialist ﬁurtios
with' corrupt praéticos. On October 17, 1969, the Chief Minister,

F. M, 8. Nambqédripnd, docﬂined to éot up an inquiry commission to‘
-1nvestin4te charpes .of corruntion and declared that he would resign {f
a vote apalnst him, either‘on a nd—confidence,motioh or "any other
ﬁbtion? was passed in the Assembly, On Dct;ber 24, 1969, the Chief
Minister submitted the resignation of his cébinet when the Assemblv
adoptcd a resolution moved bv the Cr1 member T. A, Ma1id calling for
a probe into thé charges of corruption aga[nqt some of ‘the Ministers. .
There is little evidence to squest .that Mrs. Gandhi was in
any way involved 1in bringing about the downfaLl of the Marxist-dominated
United Front, quever, the fact that ‘she was'relatively closer to the
non—extremiét CPT than to the ultra-leftist CPT(M) - she was qupportqd
by both the narties in the Parliament 1in her fith against what all the

Communists ca]led Congreqq reactionarieq - .she was accused by the

Marxistq of pu]liny down the United Front.

i

On’ Novembef 1, 1969, C. Achutta Menon of the CPI formed a coalition

¥

with the non-Marxist parties and became the Chief Minister of the state,
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The Congress Party offered to support ‘the eoalition without, however,

1oininc tho m1ni try

The very dav the ministryv was sworn jn;_the'Marxists obsérved
"botrgyal dav' 1in thc»st&tom On,Dccombef Ly thev oreanized demonstrations
and on-bocémﬁer 9, made nonﬁ]o observe "Anti—rOprosqaon Dav'" which /
resulted in larpe-seale vinlonuo and p%]i(o fxtinps Tn January, 1970,
they converted thv',(viélltivv Asserhbly Into o kind b% batt]c;fiold.

. ' ! .
Though the government survived on a vote of no-confidence on January 16,

Menon preferred to resign on August 4, 1970 while he wis still in a

majoritv. Tt was, as_the Fconomic and Political Weeklv put it, a "clever
1 N .
manoeuvre” on the part of Menon, for he "opened up the possibility that
the next election micht bhe hcld with his Government 'still {n effective
185 ) ) '
power buL the Center, apparentlv, did not want him to serve as a
.caretaker government during the election period -and declared President's

rule in ‘the state from August 4 to October 4, 1970,

Temporal Comparisons of Structural Crises: 1969-7]

In the case of both West Bengal and Kerﬁla, Mrs. Gandhi had a
hard choicé to make. She was dependent on the QUpnort éf the Communith
in the Parliament - the Marxist ‘had 23 while the CPT had 21 scats - who
had supporteé her all through her fight with tho Svrdicate. However,
_though both Darﬁies desired nolitiéal polarization in the country, the
Marxists were more asgressive and violentiy impatiqnt - Dénge announced
in November 1969 that the Marxists would not support Mrs. Gandhi 1f she
compromiqéd with the Cé;pr s(0) - which 111 suited her situation (she
" was equally dopondont on such somewhnt rightict parties as the Akali Dal,

the DMK, and the BKD, etc. in the Par]iamunt) or the political tenperament

of some of her Followerq. ;On the other hand, the CPI was less violent,
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willing to work within the parliamentary frame, and more appreciat{ive
of Mrs. Candhi's measures, such as Bank Nationalization aad the Abolition
!

of Privy Purses. Tt believed that Mrs. Gandhi was leading a team of

'

"propressive’” Conpressmen and that measures such as Bank Nationalization,
etc., were a bepinniny to a new end. As such, the CP1 was closer to

Mrs. Gandhi than the CPI'(Marxist). . , o

\

*+ In hoth West Benpal and Kerala, Mrs. Gandhi acted\yery carefully,

She, 1ike the hee that sucks the honey without injuring the flower, pulled

down the governments of bath the states through tactfully supvorting one
coalition partner apainst the other. To some extent, she was aware that

the Marxists could not withdraw their support from her becauseof the

.

Jogic of their own ideology: Pow could thev refused to support her on
such propressive measures as bank nationalization or the abolition of

privy purses which they themselves had been fighting for? Despite that,

v

she wanted to Took fnoffensive, and she was larpelyv successful in that.

Though the Marxistg criticised her for pluralizing rather than polarizinﬁ

the politics of the countrv, she was never disowned by them in the:Parliament.

1

‘Spatial develonments and comparisofds- 1967-71
Table 5.9 ;utlines a épatial development of the’crises bv states

.and;their putcomes for the period 1967-71. Altogether, eight states -
Rajasthan, Har?ana, Uttar PradeSh, Bik.i, Orissa, Nest Bengal, Punjab’,
Kerala, and two U@ion Territories of Manipur an&lfondicherry - were
involved either in congressization or‘strucfural (or both' types) crises

~at one time or-the other. But for Manipur (where mid-term elections were".
postponed till i972, rending a change in the status of thé‘Territbry) and
Rajasthan (where the.Congress ministry of Sukhadia stabilized after a
brief spell of suspension of the Asseﬁbiy), ;11 the rest of the states

had at least one (West ﬁengal had two) mid-term election between 1967-71.

L]
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Almost all the crises had their oriuin in the tussle for power
between the Congress Party and the hnposition pnrtjes.¢ Despite being in.
a legislative minority in all the .above states except Harvana (in Mahinur;
the Conaress strenpth was 16/30, and in Pondicherrv, 15/30), tte Cengress
was eager to form the governments, and that too, as gencral]y in the past,
without entering into coalitions with other political parties or groups.
lmmedidt 21y after the 1967 oloctionq tle Congress Prcsidcnt, K. Kamarai,
announced that the Covernors oupht to invite the leaders of the "largest"
group in the 1cpislature'tn'Forﬁ the povernment, a position which obviovusly
was to the bonefit;of thc ContonS Party.} Qt the same time, tﬂe Congress
set the puidellnes for the state units telling them to welcome support
from those parties or ﬁrouos_in the lepislature which vere willing to join
or merée with the ﬁartv. Coélition—mnkinq was simply ruled out.' Such a
policv,va heritége of the,édst, failed tb pav dividends at a time when
the country, generaliv speaking, was in the midst of an "anti-Congrese”
vave. Having lost initiative in forming the goyernments where it could,
in meaningful coalition_with other 6arties, the Congress found a new
‘politicai technologv of suuportine ”minority” governments so that it
@ould (a) demollgh the uneasv structures of- the opnositlon parties and
(b) share power w1thout.qhar1ng‘anv responsibilitiesk After the'Congress
split, the Congress(R) was willing to coalesce with other,partiee Hut

in order to do that, the Opposition edifice had to be destroved either by
creating crises or through other means.

The net result of the tussle for power was that there was an

element of continual instability in almost all the states of the Indian
Union. 1In all the states discussed, there vere 26 povernments which came

and went, E?cﬁ one of them collapsinp in the wake of one or the other

type of crisis, during the period 1967-71, There were 17 cases of



pPresidential rule, and their number would have perhaps been larger but
for the discretionary nowers that the Governors nsed without involving
tné\President. Altogether, thédre wore 28 Crises that‘brought the dnwnfall
of 26 governmentb (two survived = Rajasthan, Andhra) during the périod

1967~ 71 as qummarized in tab]o 5.8:

TABLE 5.8
. t
NUMBER OF CRISES, By STATES
"’ 1967 71
State Congressization Struaturnl Incumbency* Total
crises ' crises | crises crises
#t o # ‘ #t ) it '
Rajasthan 1 , 1
Manipur 3 3
Haryana 1 1 2
Uttar Pradesh b 4
Bihar 6 6
Pondicherry 2 2 -
Orissa _ 1 1
West Bengal 1 2 3
Punjab : I 1 2
Kerala _ 2 2
Madhya Pradesh 1 1
Andhra o 1 1
&

a | ‘

Total: < 20 - 5 3 28

*Incumbency crises discussed later.

(unsuccessful congressizatlon always brought presidential rule) perelstod
during Mrs. Gandh1 s t1me too, except that the process of congre531zationv
.was diffqrent: Congress, being in a mlnorlty p051t10n had to go'down the e
long w1nd1ng road (establlshlng minorlty governments, using Governors
Presidentlal suspen51ons etc ) before it could accompligh itg ultimate
nbjectives. s - .~ ' .

Of all the states, Bihar had the maximum number of crises,[followed'

!
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by Uttar Pradesh and West Renpal. The fact that these three states )

topether have 178 seats (Uttar Pradesh, 85{ Bihar, 53; West Bengal, 40)

'in the 520-member Lok Sabha leaves l1ittle margin for guesswork as to
’ s i

how New DNefThi might act vhen all three of them are lost to the Opnosftfén?
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bART 1V: CRTSﬁé,WHICH DID NOT CULMINATE 1IN BRESIDENTIAL RULE: 1967-71
wﬁile Part III‘nF this chapter exnlnigbdnwhero prcsidenpiﬁl rule

" was declared and where the same objective was uchicvod through methods

other than the formn]yuse of prosidontinl rule, 1t did not give us an

allnlndiﬁ picture either of the ¢rises or the way thev were resolved.

Part 1V looks to thfﬁ agpect and as such 1s supplemental to Part IIT.

The total number of crises inall the states of Tndia is shown in

Table 5.10: : ' ,

TARLE 5,10

TOTAL NUMBER OF GRISES IN ALL
| THE STATES OF TNDTA

) ’ , 1967-71 .
. ' o ‘7" - £ A
Nature of crises* Number of crises
< : —;-— '

Congressization : 20

o * | A
Structural . : 5
Ihcumhoncy
*Refer Table 5.8. T T«

{ / :
After the 1967 elections, the Congress secured legislative

majorities in Anéﬁfa (165/287),.Assnm (ﬁ3/125), Gujarat (93/168),

Harvand (48/81), Himachel Pradesh —.n Union Ter}itorv (34/59),¥j;mmu

~and Kashmir (61/75), Madhva Pradesh (167/296), Maharasht}ay(203/270),
Mysorqt(126/2¥6), and Tripura - a Union Territory (27/33). Besides

the 20 congress%zation and 5 structural crises diséussed in the%precéding‘

section; there were'three-inéumbéncv crises - one each in Haryana,

Madhya Pradesh, and Andhya = bgfore the Conﬁress split, After the

£

split, almost all the states felt the tremors in the form of congressization

\
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crises, but the effect of such~premors shall be analvsed in the next
chapter. However, the three incumhonGV/crises before the split tend
to show that the Center, unlike in the ‘past, could not Jjust move p@ople

in and out of office.

1. Incumbency crisis An Harvana:

B. D. Sharma was unanimously elected leader of the Congress
Legislative Partv at the "intervention" of the Congress High Command
i

which rejected the claim of hisg rival, Rao Birendra Singh. Sharma

v

formed the ‘Congress fovarnment on March 10, 1967, but his government .

fell twe)ve days later when Rao Btrendra Singh led his group out of

the CongzOQQ and foined with the Op0041tion to form a.povernment of

L4 »’

hia 6wn. Though the Center ultimatelv dismissed the Rao ministry under

prosidontial tule it could not, as in the past, medinto and make its

. r..\ =

decision- acceptable to the rivagwﬁﬁctinns within the frdmework of the
16"
- i i
Congress organization. = _ . I

2. Incumbency crists in Madhva Pradesh:

D. P.ﬂMishru formed the government on Ma%ch 8, 1967. By nature
apd temper&monf, Mishra was said-to be a véry rude person. Having come
very close éd.Mrs. CGCandhi by being the chief architect of her Qtraregv
during the national 1eadorship conteqt in 1967, Mishra was also said to
have become authoritarian in his dealings with his colleagues. bespite
the sfact that he had formed é cabinet which was non-composite‘hy ignoring
’ »

,regional and other interoqtq and there was seething diqcontongwin the
Congre\q Legislative Party, the High Command did nothing to media;e among*
the rival fnctions.’ On July 19, 1967, there was a proup defecgion of

“36 memggrs'from the Congréss. ) P -2 Mishra apnroacheé the Congress High

Command -about presidential rule, but the High Command was split: K. Kamaraj



..

1659
and Mrs, Gandhi were in favour of a mid- cerm 601] while Y‘ B. Chavnn
and Morar11 Desai werg not so enthusiastie about it, 186Having logt the
initiative in mediatinp the conflict between D. P. Mishra and Bri1 Lal
Vermn, leader of the defecting proup, the Congress High Command witnessed
the fall of the Mishra minjstrv on 7u]y 2“ 1967 The next day, Govind
Narain Qin;h of the United Front was Invited by the Governor to form an
alternative govornment. |
© On March 12, 1969 C N. Singh was replaced by Ra;a Naresh Chandra
Singh as the leader of the United Tnont. and on March 26, 1969 . the
Congress formed Lhe government under the leadership of tha@a Charan
Shukla, whd was elected - ‘leader of the Congross Leg:slative Party in place

of D. P. Mishra, whose election was set aside by the Madhya Pradesh High

Court on grounds of corrupt nractices.

3. Incumbency ¢risis in Andhra:

K. Brahmaaand'Reddy, the‘Chief Minister of Andbra.and_a strone
‘sUppprter of Mrs.‘Candhi, faced an incumbency crisis when about135 membefs
eof the Congress Legislative Party decided to -withdraw their siﬁ@ort froa:
the government in support of their demand for a separate Telengana state
in April 1969. All of these 35 members repx«sented the Telengana region
in Andhra Pradesh and had formed a Telengana Praja Samiti to fight for
their demand. Reddyfsurvived the crisis when Mrs. Gandhi activelv
intervened an% appeased the Teleneana separdtists by grantiggbthem major
concessions. However, she refused to divide Andhra Pradesh. Reddy
continued in Office ti1l 1972 when Mrs. Gandhi brought him in the Central
cabinet to make room for a Telengana person to replace hih in Andhra V

The three cases dentioned above are more or less similar except
that they are not contemporaneous. Neither in Haryana nor in Madhya

o

Pradesh was the Congress able to regulate Incumbency crises because
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(a) 1t 'lacked image und influence: and‘(b)‘it could not repcat the
Rajasthan episode (March, 1967), sti11 fresh in the public mind, in
thesge statés. However, by the time the Andhra case. came up (1969)
Mrs. Gandhi's revo]t Jagalinst the Syndicate'was a well-knoWn fact, and
since K. Bralmanand Reddv was a“definite :nd reliable supporter of
her govermment, she intervened actively to assist Reddv in the crisié.
Besideq, K B. Reddy was a pooa Counror—weight to N. %anilva Roddy
(a former Chief Miniqter of Andhra, Speaker of the Lek Qabha, and
later, qqhince of thg Synditate for the Presidency), and Mrs. Gandhi
dould.ﬁot ]etvhis government go té pleces.

After the Congresé snlit, all state governments which did not

. toe, Mrs.-Gandhi's line came under severe strain, However, while it

was easier for her to topple coalition governments (or’uenetfatc states
where the Congress was in a legiqlative minority) and replace them
.either bv. Congress(R) COaliLionq or by Presidential rule (a% diqCUSQed
in Part I1I), the same was hot the case where the Congress was tn a
legislative majoritv and fully entrenched in pq&er. In fact,'she had

a twin task to accomplish: (a) to protect those state governments which
!

supported her from the penetration of the qvndicate, and (b) -to diqp]ace
\ LV

leadership in those .states which were  the strongholds of the Svndicate.
' , ' e o '
In order to do s0, Mrs. Gandhi used the resources of the Center in such

(8

‘a way that she was able to accomplish, ‘at least partially, her twin
' objectives. Table 5.11 outlines some of the crucial decisions she made

in order to consolidate her following. -~
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. Though\Mrs. Gaﬁdhi was being upplauded‘hy tﬁc public for her
quick decision-making capacity, she was upéetcjng the cquilibrium i quite
i) nuﬁber of states. Hatindra Desal in Gujarat;;Virendra‘Patil in Mysore,
M. L; Sukhadia in Rafasthan, C. B, Cup§a in Uttar Pradesh were all under
heavy pressure from her onward marching fvrcés, which seemcd tolstqp
nowhere. She was emeiging as "thé leader" of.the nation, and the system
was moving out from a disorderly nraetorian Stage to a coﬁplétcly hepemonic
stage under her personal leadership, 1In Januar; 197.1, fust a month

before ché pafliaméntary elections, Rajinder Puri conluded his h,»k:

India 1969: A Crisis of Conscience, and (had the foresi ut to sav:

It / the public;7.cou1d-vote back Tndira to off. and theic¢he
give implicit approval to her actions since 1969, ihe impli{cations
of this would be clear. Tn the expectation of auick, easv
prosperity for the masses raised bv Indira, :le public would
have choséen to overlook the political immorality of her gavern-
ment. Tt would, in that case, be opting “for the material rewards
contained in her gromises and discarding the code of conduct
sanctioned by its culture. In effect, the public would have
,voted for the whimsicdl morality of a dictator ‘within the
disciplined framework of democracy. The result of this would
be inevitable. Democracv,. without a fight, would very sooun
give way to dictatorship. What second thoughts the public may
» ‘entertain within the iron bars of a totalitarian regime are
irrelevant to this essay.!8 '
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31 1966) :833-840. ’
ll”Gyndicate Breaking Up," Fconomic and Political Weeklv (February -
11, 1967):356. _ ) . -
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Abbas, Indira Gandhi: Return 6f the Red Rose (Bombay: Popular, 1966);
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130F Indira, ”elles Panaen wrote: she is a case of "arrested
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- saying polite things." See, Welles Wangen,. After Nehru, Who? . {New York:
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in 1952 after being nominated bv .the Governor te the upper mbor of the,
Madras luOLQIaturv Fajpcopalachari's nomination was quit&’gg}toran frdm
that of Mandal's nominaLivn - For one thing, hn1apopnlachari was never
recommended by a tempprarv chief minister nord wak he installed in office
in oppesition to the desire ot the CGovernore - Tn Mandal' s cabe eyen the
Goyvernor who felt that. Mandal s back d%%{ entrv was morgllv wronngns

replaced ;‘p ‘ . e : »J X : ;"'

oY d - i -

e 129
" “7The Hindustan Times November 24, 1967

A

oo

a7

w.

l3lTh1>Lok Sabha discuss%d ghe role of. vaernors o Navember 15216,
. 22*24 1967, and the Rajfva Sabha ton November 2Q, 1967. -A brief.summary
of the discussion s reconded 1h the Keesing's Conlemnutxr\ Archives

December 30, 1967 - Tanuary 6, 196q.22447-22440 ?The\entixe issue ot .
. thie Journal of tiwe Qgglc Studv of State. hovernmontQ(Iulv-DoLembor -
1971) ‘19 devoted to.a a: 449 Y the role of Govermoys. v

r

-

. _{ . ,
, l3-yugantar quoted {h- th»e Fconomic &%ﬂiaal‘weekh (December 2, .
1968):2087. T ‘ s = .

e . CoL

133 i R N
° ““Speaker's ruling’ recardod in the Keeging 's, Dycember 30, 1967 -
Januaty ‘6, 1968122440, \ | e |
134 - _ oo . ’
Ibid . ~ S , . "
| S n '\&‘ ‘ i

.13SAﬂ extrhct froTi;hg\?igh Cou}st judgement appears in Keesing's,
June 29 - July 6, 1968:2780. ' R S

1361 6k Sahha'Debateé.-Vol.qXIV' No.27, March 21, 1968:2260.

: B a
[Q._ 137Lok! qabha Debateq Vol, XI\V No. 28 March 22,?968.2633 : »

1381bidx 2631- 263" e | |
: l32Lok Qabha Debates (on extention) Vol. XX, No 25, August °7¢'1068
2298. Also see, Lok Sabha Debates, Vol. XX, No.26., - August 28, 19687 and

the Ra1ya Sabha Debates, Vol. 1XV, No 15, August 12, 1968: 2888 ’951 . _/T/
. S E_ . . . X ..
‘ %t“Cov@tnor Pawage stated X‘Fiong as it is’ uossible to form E

. o’
.a Government, 1t qhould be

be a waste of money..." See

rmed- ....Ordering new elections would onlv .
eesing's, Januarv’G 1968:22443, |
ey A iy . b

ey

Y i
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Ml'l‘ho contents of the Ordinance quoted in Su
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bhash (, Kashyap, op.cit.

142809, The Hindustan Timpsl March 20, 1968 ;
1968, o

1‘3Th0 Governor's repor: quated n the Kees
u19()9 12966, Goval also guoted at 'e th the report of

the Lok '\th.\ on Auvu#ﬁt a9 l‘)bh 1ok Sabha Dch.)u‘s
August 29, IQOS 3061, :

a

1'410k \nhha Dobntoq thid: 2290-91, ¢

-

The Statesman, March 21,

inw _8S, October 12- 19,
of Lho (.ovm nor in
Vol. XX, No.l7,

\

Jv'“ y . : '
MS(h-wm s ntntomvnr 1y Lho;knlva'SﬁBhﬁ summd up In the Keesing's
Octobo )y\? 1%08:22000, z ‘ : G
la6Lok Sahhw Dtbntvu, \ol. \I\'u No.27, 1urch 21 4968;238h.
R -
1'7The indlun Expross |’ \vauwrv 23 «IObQ w‘ S , o T
) e T -~
IQSNth Pnd in knahunp. o .Lit (ootnoto'1A7 . i e, ‘,
¥ L ~1L7~ s ¢ g
169 r Guhlﬂmqniwm plO%\ \Lntcmvnt swe, oof.ng”a.ﬂApr11,19—26, ’
S 6 \'. ¢""\U~ MR . - \ 'A v
* ! ® . R [
50The unuhxﬁruno 13, 1960 L, -

a g

151 Baqant Phl(telléu) QL_cit.,IS .

152y uld{p Nava Tn&iq' Thv &&it{C\l YOJX . 0 .ci 5229,
Gs op.cit

o

1531b1d e Ty

° lsaNrs.rhdndht quoted Ln Bgsnnt Chuttcx1oe. op.cite,-253, :ﬁf*

1587 7 b
Information on Manipur is extromely limjto

and, at” times, diffcrtnt

sourcvq renort different data on the xuhivct._ The’ present “Information is

based . on' the kpowing 3, Novombél 1970: ’3817, Asian Recordor Mav 21-27,

1973:11398-11440.

~

-156see. The Times of IndL‘ October 30 1969,

157Kriwhan kant of Mrs. Gandhi ‘camp announced
to the press. The Times of India, November 21, 1969,
from Manipur attended the plenaxv session of che Con

The Timqe of Iudia‘ anuarv 6 1070
L N

r
\

o lsaﬁq{ annnL Cha;ter1ee, gz;cit.,106

.

e
'

.

the state-wiSL figures
However. two ‘'members
gresq(R) in Tanuarv 1970.

cit.,S

[, l59Ku1dip Navar. India. Th SCritianl Years
16°Ibtd 252.

. lGlIbid' 254,
- . . . \
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S J621he Vontvrn Times quoted in the Fconomic and Political weLk}ﬂK
COCtoher 17, 10701730 ‘ ’ P
o .
163Thv Hindustan w nes. ibid. |
, - AR \ .
‘yéaTho Statosmnn;'OQtober 8, 1970. ‘ ,

165Tho Hitavada quolod in the Economic an % Polificul Week v (Oc tober 17,

1970) 1734, . i
The > Fconomic and Political Weekly (October 3, 1970) editorial,

\

166

"Much Buried Corpse',

€

N 167 Nireek<hnk "Fxercised about Libherty," Fconnmic,and’iolittcal E
. Political Weekly (Novemblr 7, 1070) 1709~1800
- 168Amal Ravy, Coalitionwuovernmont in Orissn,' Economic and Political

Weeklv (January 9, 1971) :86-87 ;-

169Editor ”OriQQH", Economic and Political WOoklv(November 22,1969) ..

l70Amn1 Ray, op.cit. for detai]q -A‘

l7l§eg Rajindor Puri s;’fﬁtoon op. cit 189, . RS ﬁ§; .
,a . . . S ”
l72qe° Keesing's, AY] -6, 11969 7330°.. For the details of the

episode and comments, Iournanaf B he » Societv for the Studv of State

Governments (lnnu11v—M1rch 1969) 738-41. . " L ﬁ,
' lJ3ThE’Trthune;'Manh 21, 1970. ' ' A S &
R :
. 174809 "Counte:—rgvolution in’ khaki " Economic and Political Weekly
(August/9, 1969) 1297, j A ¢
175 . ' - 2 -
. " "The Statesman, .Julwy 26, 1969,
}76The Séntesmén; October 8, 1969tﬁiﬁpaseo, Bhabani Sen Gupta, op.cit
258-259, e ity . .
177Tb1d . } S »’\?.v “O , ‘ !
178 e Hi ugtan Times, November 20, 1969 re-quotes Mukherji's earlier
speech. . f" ‘ T s .
l79Fxtracts from the correspondence Between Mukherji and Basu appear

in Keesing's, Julye25 - August 1, 1970:24105.
8 . b . . ~ ) v » / ‘
180the nindu, March 21 1970. . NS

18‘The Tribune, March 21, 1970, o L N
_ 1821bid ‘For a summation of various editorial comments, see the Economic
and Political Weeklv (April 4, 1970) 586-587. P
183Bhabani Sen Gupta, o t.,267

L e <
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’ 184800, G. P. Srivastava, "The Indian Prosident and Lhe States

A Neglected Dimension of thefr Relat{onship,’ Journal of Lon\titutional

and Parlianentarv Studies (OctohorﬁDLcembex 909) Alsa see, Itonomi(

and Political hookly (.Tune . 24 7) for some of tho'tonQiong in the
“Kgrala—Now Delhi xc]ations.

lgstitorial "CPT-1in Now‘Clothts and Mohit Sen, "Confidence 1in
Kerala," Fconomic and Po]itical WQekIv(Iu‘ 4, March 28, 1970),

1861110 }Hndusmn _Times, July 23 1&’ .D.P. Yishra, incidentally,
. | o

was on awfuilv bad terms v with Chavun.

187R11indcr Puri, op.cit,,204, ° . . o

. o u.y_'
‘
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parliamentary elections«of 1971, continued with yet another resoun ingi
. “ N . - ‘~

.

 Unlil® the "near-hegemonic” system of the Néhru era which was based on \

N R 4
- partially or completely governmental';

i 4"‘:5:::" a '
2 CHAPTER VI

'&!@f# |

e © THE_HEGEMONIC MODEL 1971

Lin Chapter 1T, 1 labeled thetycars between 1971 and 1974 as the
period of "re-institutionalization and consolidation" oftthe Center "in

the;hblitical devgelopment of India. 1 have also heuristically characteri-

a

zed the political system of this pepipd-as‘"hegemonic", i.e., a system

which treats political dissent as some kind of a political subversion.

the domestication of dissent (or the absorption of disseut), a hegemonic

systém wrecks the structure of dissent in the interest of monolithicism,

v

Though "power" in both the systems is concentrated in'varying degree,

a hegemonic system invokes fear and demands a total loyalty, nay submidsion,

\ ~

to the political authority. In subc&q system, jAudicigary, 'the

bureaucracy, the press, the intell

B, and h&r intercst groups are
I P ‘

é:B K ( < eE,
f and. directed to support the 4‘ .

[

¥

authoritafive policies of the regime. ’ L ' -

A4

Theltransitibn farom the "praetorian' state of the politiCal system

to the*hegemonic state was gradual but- systumatic It began with the
f

landslide victory of the Congress(R) headed by Mrs. Indira Gandh in tﬁe

v IQ ’:, ﬁ;

victory of the'Party in the elections to the.Stéte Aséemblies\in 1972,

. ! - : « A 9
and it finally culminated.4n~the imposition.of the National Emergency

in June 1975-' However, since’ this chapter is concerned. only with the
S
period W71- 74, I shall tgagt this entire period as one stage, combining

- 1

both the'"take—off" and the ”developme tal path"'of the political system,
¢
in order to keep it independent Sﬂ the developments in 1975. In fact,

the ﬁarli;mentnry.victory,in 1971/%ad set the.hegemonic style of governance

.

375 ol
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describes the 1971 system stage

.

This chapter is, therefore, divided 1into three‘b%rts. Part 1

pr%seding chapters:

ANALYTTCAL FRAME

and the system environmental properties

"
.,’ :

>

‘: developments simply sharpened and ins!ﬁtutionali7ed this

.of this.stage in the same nnalytical fram« as I have followed "in the

376

PART T

Emergent,political system

N -

v . ) :
System“environmental

Ty

‘propenties

1.

5Structural.functional

propefties the extra—
nstitutional :

instrumentalitlea

. ‘—) v / -
Party system properties:
the consolidation of the

Congress (R).

1

'Leaderahip properties

Indira - the 1ﬁmnreqs

of India".

\

)

1. DomeSE; pro st
. oli 3, political

the Center and the States interacted with each_ot
LI

size the proﬁability of federal intervention in state crises !

“dxawn from Part i.

examines those sub-system crises in-aIl the states of India between 1971

Part I1 empirically tests some of*the descriptive prépositions

As such

P

'x

‘werg resolved through the impositiou of presidential rule

it deals wit1 thoée sub= sxstem crises which

Part III. .

‘Part I, therefore, describes the contextual settings within which

apd helps us hypothe—

and 1974 which vere re301ved Without the declaration of presidential rule,

A}

L4

»
~

in order to find a crisis—resolution pattern on an all—India basic,
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of the citizens, the Parliament enacted thxee amendments, one after

| B
) .

PART 1‘ THE FMERGENT POI]IICAL SYSFIN 1971—74

l. Structural- functionll yiopertieq the extra-Conatitutional
inStrumentalit{ics ,

v ‘

The period between 1971 and '1974 was marked by tonstitutional

amendments which changed the basic character of the Constdtution, parti-

cularly with respect tq the fundamemta] r vhts of the citizenq. hesponding '

to the challenge of the’%upreme Cohrt of India which had declared both |
(

. the Bank Nationalization Act and the Privy Purses' Ordinance as Jinvalid

because they abridged the constitutionally guaranteed fundamental Lights

e
i

[ i +.

another, in 1971, By the Twenty-fourth Amendment , the Parliament a:rogatea

“to itself the power to amend the fundamental righiziﬁaﬂgguer/ﬁhich.was

A
specifically denied to the Parliament according to the Supreme Court s
- o

" decision in the case of Golak Nath v. §tate o'f Y §ab The ’I‘wenty-—fifth .

Amendment comhromised the fundamental right to property,‘while the*
- ¢ ¢ "ﬁ' [’\\l -

Twenty—sixth Amendment de- reCOgnized the princes and abolished theif‘

privy pufses The Preventive Detention Act which was allowed to lap

. i
K “() '

in 1969 because of the Communists pressure on the Gov*ﬂ'ment was re-:

s ~ El

enacted under 'a different title - Maintenance of Internal Security Acc

@

(MISA) - in 1971 o Co e s T
N & ‘ . s
While the above, changes were meant .to. remove the burdles in the

.

way toward socialism, the Center revived the Nehruvian euphoria of
T

o K4

progress through planning", almost with a vengeanfe when the Planning

~

9
Commission, much weakened since Nehru s death not only received a fresh

lease of fLife under’ the deuny Chairmanship of the pPro; ressive D P. Dhar,

ﬂ

later of P, N.‘Haksar but also began attempting tO‘impose its ivory—tOWer’

planning targets on’ tﬁg Central and °tate ministries. By the end of 1972,

the Blanning Commission was well on iés way to putting into ginal shape ".

H 1
. i L '

v

.
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the Fifth Five-Year Plan(1974-79) with a total outlay of Rs.511.65'm11110J,

- out of which Rs.355.95 million was‘tO'be invested in the public sector.\

. v

The Plan gave top priority to investment in heavy industry dQSpitO a:

persistent tight situation on the food front, Thé/objeotions raiscd by °
. - )

the various ministries,‘ that the Plan hnd an air of unreality surrounding

v i ) b
its estimates and targeted grom}h\zgiii\vere declared as "conservative

voices in the progrtssive\march toward qocialism As part of Mrs. andhi s

. @
i Garibi Hatno(Banish Poverty) slog‘i to the nation, the Governmont demons—

N \ . N
trated "socialdsm, here’ and now” By nationa]i?ing general insurance,

. ‘ “

G
. Wmmméﬁn;es, coking cogl mines and coke—oven %ianbs immediateivvafter th!
p&nl&amentary elections. By Octobig 107 X the Government giemed to be

é?going the policy of nationa]ization so- relentlessly thq‘ it nétionaliZed
' evén the whoIesale trade in wheat - a step ;hich hnd to be. rev‘er;edv
bgcause' ' e immense pro;lems includiny 1arge—scale unempioyment, it
4 e
smoothen ,the pd&h toward sociaﬂism. Whether nationaliza-

created

LA N Fi v i
T, tign per se was
-

" ] .
irrelevant question in the p;esent contexq, but. the depressing aspect of
)

\ ' 1t was, that 1t was - at least allegedlv —’used ta whittle down political ‘\\\\

N

§§od or bad for the, ﬂ&onomy as a whole may bBe an

- .

) !
vsent originating with the private sector. - "At times ﬂ writes krishan-
'1a,."minfsters deliberateiy talked publicly sbout " ne nexistent goJ%rn~;'

B .

¥4
' ,menﬁuplans to nationalize or regulate a particufar ind try.or trade-

-
Ed
(4

* ; with the intention of creating neruousness among the péople conéerned "

- ;' While the Planning Commission, once again b came the syﬂbol of
R ptogress and prosperity, the meetings Qf the Vatio/ 1 Development Council

and of the Central ministers vith their counterparts in the state‘gUVern-

c

ﬁents became more regular and smooth In; the September of 1972 the'x

Center succeedeéd in 'Pnocking theAChief Ministers heads together and,

. + n ) . . » \ . . . 3 . . '.‘ R
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for once, petting them to apree to the procurement prices’ recommended

by the Apricultural Prices Commission. Those of the Chief Ministers who

-~

.

tried to point out that it was beyond them to procure the requisite quantum
of foodgrains at such low prices were "brusequely brushed aside' and
advised to take recourse to "np#opl‘inu* instrumentalities »ut1 as a levy

on traders, a levy on millers, or a levy on surplus proaucers’, with

v
"selective cordoning of areas and restrictions on the movement of grains
b tt -' ' 5
on private account”, in order. to achieve the targeted procurerent.

2. Party system properti-g: the consolidation of the Concress(R)

After the Conpress split4of 1969, the Congress(R) broen building
itselk into & kind of a monolithic organization around the leadership o{':
the Prime Minister. Mrs. Gandhi's call to the defectors to join her party

in order to bring about fundamental societal/change had a good response
~ .
even before the parliamentary elections of 971.‘ However, Mrs. Gandhi .
: ~
was shrewd enough to understand that she cduld trust the defectors nejther
e <

¢

for loyalty ngr for the party funds so urgently nmeded for the forthcoming

parliamen'gry elections. The problen ofq}unds came first but it was

solved too abruptly. The Party, so it was claimed, did not-beg for

donations; it simply "extorted" them. As Krishan Bhatia writes:
Since 1970, however, such "donations" have reportedly been
more like extortions: The monev that Indira's senior Cabinet
colleapues collected for the parliamentary elections in -1971
and state elections the following vear allegedly amounted to
tens of millions of rupees and usuallv chanped hands on the
basis of a clear quid pro quo .... And allegedly the rulirg
Congress Party itself has become one of the, largest hoarders
in the country of undeclared cash. '

Kuldip Navar explained the process of éollecting contributions in 1970:

'
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Once she lfﬂrs. Gnndh1_7 made up her mind about the mid-tern
polls, she focussed all Mttention on thojcoIlectinu of funds, c
workers, jeeps, loudspeakers and publicitv gaterial. Ministers,
party leaders and all those who had any influence were asked

to collect fundg. And they did with a vengeance. Ouotas of
scarce raw ma????ﬁiﬁ were allotted; licences for new industrial
plants issued; import permits granted, tax evasions condoned,
all in return for contributions to her party's election funds .
+-.. Foreign povers foined the black noney / unaccounted money /
racket - many of them sent larpe amowats to their “'supporters"
through diplomatic bags.7

The massive victory of the CongréssOR) - it secured 350 seats
L .

' . B . '
in the 518-member Lok Sabhg - was, in many ways, a personal triumph for

Mrs. Gandhi. Over-night, Tndira became a phenomenon like Mao, with her
/ -

newly manufactured myths and legends.

Now that Mrs. Gandhi was no longer under the pressure of building

hér image, she turned her attention to,the reorganization of her Party.
By,Jand;*y 1972, i.e., two months before the elections to the State
Assemblies, she had disbaaded some of the ill—aésorted Pradesh Congress

Committees and replaced them by ad hoc Cormmittees,undermined some of
. 1/ .
the strorgest entrenched state bosses, and shaken up :the State Assemblies

L
by asking some of the members, particularly the old ones, to how out to

. 8 0,
make room for ''mew blood'". Her announcement that the Central Election

Committee in New Delhi alone would finalize the distribution of. party

' . .o
tickets to the members for the forthcoming state elections snowed her

determination to clean the Congress stables of all the muck that had

o

accumulated- since the split. Power was now "terrifyingly" concentrated

and a durbari(kingly courts) psychosis przvailed in the Capital's pélitical
9 e ' ,

circles. Jriting about the political environmen: . New Delhi at the

time of distributing party tickets, Romesh Thapar .ommented:

r

,
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~ Our potential political leaderghip, old faces and new faces, _ :
is8 prepared to do jnything 'on the ground’' to get an 'Indira \
Ticket'. One has onlv to witness the scenes around the pover ;o
cehtres in the Capital to realise that politics is perhaps W
an older profession tnan prostitution. Exclusive ministertal '
homes look 1ik'e employment exchanges with mobs of 'candidates'
swarming around.l0 - -

The election results declared in March 1977 proved neither the
myths nor the legends surrounding Mrs. Gandhi as false or,fictftiou;{
The Congress(R) swept tie polls (Table 6.1), with each successful car i-
date, like a devotee, atLribgting his success to the cult of the "The
Léader", Mrs. Gandhi was, her biogréphers repeated, che Joan of Arc she
had dreamed gd be in her childhood.llShe was'Shakti, some exclaimed,'the

goddess of}succe§s of th: Indian mythology. _/

3. Leadership properties: Indira Z- tle "Empress of .ndia"

-

" There have beer various assessments, kind and unkind\\?f Mrs.

Gandhi's persona]ity. However, nedither her admirers nor her critics
;o . -

have ever disagreed that she is a tough and resolute person. Writing
about her as early as 1962, Welles Hangen had said:

Indira Gandhi, Nehru's dearest and most trusted disciple,
aspires to put his gospe. into practice. If she succeeds, .
¢ she could become the most powerful woman in the wor.id today.
If _she fails, she will join %he ranks of the anouymous
. . 5
offspring of famous fathers.

Indira succeeded arid stole a headline in the London Sunday Times in 1973:

"The Most Pawerful Woman in the World". The long article described
Mrs. Gandhi as "'he supreme and silken autocrat" who had taken decisions
that her father would not have dared to take. Farlier, Aubrey Menen,

writing about her in éhe New Vork Times Sunday Magazine\(Decembcr 31,

1972)6 had described her as a "sort of the De Gaulle of India". She
was referred to (with awe or irony?) as the "Empress of India" by the

Toronto Star when she paid a state visit to Canada in the summet of 1973.
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However, at home, while her devotees 1ncreasingly referred to <,

her as Mataji "(The Mother Saviour), MYer Erifics'described’her in derisive
-

terms - Horarji Desai remarked in 1973 that "bhe.is,not a communist, she

is a fascisg."la And, a few others contemptuoualx comménted: Mrs. Ganéhi

- the ‘"only Man" in the Central Cabineé}.or the 'only Mantri among the
santries', i.e., the only Minister among the‘gentinéls. Warnings against .
some kind of ag''dangerous monolithicism', both from home and abgoad, were

not late in coming. Romesh Thapar wrote in February 1972:

3 , .
Wherever one goes 1in Delhi, one can sense the trystallizing
of a new fear. ‘Power is getting concentrated. It must be
more widely diffused‘in our continental system.

. ’

A month later, he re-emphasized:

Power is now terrifyingly concentrated - indeed, so concentrated
that even Bhe  few independent voices which could make themselves
heard in fhe vicinity of the Prime Minister may be stilled. Indira
Gandhi should watch thaf.growing silence with apprehengion.

[ 3 .
\\\\\> In‘ the summer of 1973, the Illustrated Weekly of India, a widely
r

. . c .
espected journal, repeated Thapar's, theme and worrisomely commented about -
the "excessive concentration" of power in the hands of Mrs. Gandhi. . From

abroad, A. H. Hansoh and Janet Douglas (1972) wrote of the "ominous,
. i J : .
tendency of Mrs. Gandhi's government to treat the Constitution as something

that can be, and ought to be, manipulated for party-political advantage,
. 18
rather than as a set.of rules which all must obey."

Whether it was in pursuit of the "total revolution" éhe had -
promised-to the nation or the sheer ébsoluteness of power that has the\
tendency to make the powerful ﬁaranoic, Mrs. éandhi tried to liquidate
all sources of dissent, honest or aishonest,«real or imaginary; in the

name of discipline, orderliness and decorum so essential to a nation

?
which was well on its way to a revolution. After the parliamentary elections,

-2

o

\
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Mrs. Gandhi included in her cabinet such ex= communists (of the CPI) and

“~..

384

leftists as Mohan dearamangalam, Nandini Satpathi, D. P. Dhar,,Raghunatha-

Reddy, Ganesh, Khadilkar, etc., who were probably much better versed in
L] . . .

-

Marxist literature than in the teaching of Gandhi, Nehru

‘These ate—comers. the Congress(R) were invited by Mrs.

1"

facture a yew public ethos and impart a new "meaning" to

land of ‘revolution. ° - .

During the‘*Congress split, Mrs. Gandhi had oftegn

o

the national press was uncooperative with the Government.

and Shastyi.

Gandhi to manu-

the promised

-
complained that

While she had

Al

~

™~

) incréasinglx relied on the All-India Radiqgﬁyff‘for conveying her message
. .

to the people ever since the split (some people had complained that the' -

Akashvani - the Hindi name of the AIR which, when literally translated,

means the "Voice from the Sky" - had bécome Sarkarvani,
19 ‘

the Government"), she was quite upset with the "liberties”

the '"Voice bf

some of the

editors took in criticising‘her or her Government. Since the ownership

r

kg

§

of the newspapers, Mrs. Gandhi felt, was in the hands of ''vested interests',

she asked her Information and Broadcasting Minister, Inder Gujral, to

open a dialdgue with the "press barons" with the object of diffusing

ownership, in order to protect the independence of editors and waqrking

- .

" journalists. While Inder Gujral set the bail rolling over the ownership

L]
r

issue sometime in November 1971, the Govetnment, in another move, came

5

out with the suggestion that the maximum size of a daily newspapef should

N

not exceed ten pages because of the short supply of news-print material.K

But for the National Herald, a ‘newspaper owned by the Nehrus at one time,\v

¥

almost all thé leading newspapers - fhe*Indian Express,

. I ‘ .
the Hfndustan Times - protésted against the Goveridmént's

appealed (as {f they~hdd read. between the 1inés) for an

the Statesman,

suggestion and

"open dialogue"

20

on the role of the press in the context of the national interest. - The
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Deccan Chronicle reparded the size restriction as a "cruel joke on big‘

and small newspapers alike", and the Times of India sald ominously: "This

" country will soon cease to have any newspaper capable of providiﬁg a |

. 21

competent service."
”

By September 1972, while Kuldip Nayar, editor of the Statesman,

was in a difficult situation for his earlier editorials, B. G. Verghese

A
of the Hindustan Times was under enormous pressure not to err on the wrong’

" side. On Sgptémber 16, the Chief Minister of West Bengal had sent for

Birla, one of the proprietors of the Hindustan Times, to discuss issues
\ =) s

relating to some editorials concerning the state government. On September

1 ’

30, B. G. Verghese stood up to his proprietors. Describing the epis

. - 1) 1)
as a "threat to the press', Verghese editorialized.that such threa%} will

-

not

deflect us from continuing to function objettively and
oprofessionally .... Here is yet another example of a highly.

placed politician openly and unashamedly - but unsuccessfully

- seeking proprietorial interference to muzzle an independent

paper. The cynigism underlying this petty manoeuvre by a

pillar of a party that advocates 'diffusion' of press ownership,

allegedly to save helpless editors and jourfnalists from the -

tyranny of 'monopoly” owners, is the outstanding feature of -

this ghabbyv eg}sode. We propose to treat it with the contempt

it deserves.

» .
’ . . .

|

Verghgsﬁ’was dismissed by the owners in August 1974,  \

If the national press was unfr1endly u;haFSupreme Court of India
- whibh had an "awesome reputation" for impartiality - had been trouble-
some to Mrs. Gandhi after the Congress. split. In the case of both Bank

Nationalization and Privy Purses, the Court had given evidence of being

the "guardian of the Constitution" and the "protector" of fundamental

rights. But to Mrs. Gandhi and her followers, the Court's .decisions

J
<

smacked' of ”conservatism"; Justice J. S. Shah, some of Mrs. Gandhi's

followers pleaded, ought to be sacked and. impeached (Shah presided over
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o - ‘ ' i
" : e e ‘\\v_ﬂ
the bcnch that struck down, by a vote of 11 to‘l, the Bank Natidnalization
. . ¢

Act in 1970). In 1971, S. M. Sikri was appointed the Chief Justice of the

Court according to the seniority‘rule - a rule which had heen institutionali—
1 N .. N 4 . .

zed since Independence - but he too refused to see eye to eye with Mrs.

Gandhi's "progressive view'" of the Constitution On Sikri's retirement

in 1973, Mrs. Gandhi who, for*qu1te some time since 1971, had been proph-

gating the concept of a ”COmmitted'judiciary” (a usc of communist jargon),
R o

héndfpicked A. N. Ray-over three senior judges and appointed him as. the

Chief Justice of the Court., The dpn01ntment caused a furore allqpround
!

.- 1n the Parliament, in the Press, and in the enlightened public. Even

some of Mrs. G@dndhi's cabinet colleagues, who were not consulted over
\ .

L]

. ‘ 23 :
Ray's\appointnent, felt unhappy and let down:  While Mohan Kumaramangalam

(ex—communist), who was then the Minister of Steel in the Central Govern-

- . '
ment, vehemently defended the Governmment's choice - "we had to take into
N . e a7 . .

: 24 .
account what a Judge's basic outlook is in life" - the retiring Justice

Sikri saw in Ray' s\appointment "a big blow to the independence of the

. 25 .
judiciary " To Jayaprakash Narayan a Gandhian leader of massive popularit;?

who had criticised the decision, Mrs. Gandhi wrote?
The experience of other nations with an independent judiciary -
also proves that although the judiciary is generally on the _
stde of the status quo / the Warx1sts had said it several times /,
it does not respond to change 1n social needs .... The various

" pronouncements regarding property by our own courts have been

so confusing that many people, who do not believe that property
is”a sacrosanct fundamental right, would wish our: JudiCiary to
take a more modern view of the matter <

‘Having dealtswith the media and_the Supreme Court, Mrs. Gandhi,

-

sure of her power'but uncertain of the loyalty of her "devotees" and

o

ion known as Research and Analy51s hing (RAW) headed by

-

a trusted friend R. N. Kao, who was given the status of an ex—officio

N A : . . e > . :
critics, expajded the Prime Minister's Secretariat. and set up within it

a strong di

» 4
. -
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§etretary (the equivalent rank in Canada wowld: be Deputy Minister), despite
. ’prote§\s Krom the civil servants he superseded. . Although there was a
general feeling;'though somewhat exagperated, that Mrs. Gandhi, through the

" Wing, had a "complete dossier" on anyone of any importénce ip the country,

v

there was no doubt that the Wing had the capability of collecting whatever

information it was asked to collect. The RAW had, as Kuldip Nayar writes:
. e—
“its own network in the country, its own radio maniterin,
stations, its own experts in economics and other fields.
It kept dossiers on everv minister at thg Centre and the
states, and kept surveillance on brigadiers and above and
equivalent ranks in the airforce and the navy. The organi-
zation which started with a budget of 5 crore rupees / 50 |
million rupees_/ reacheﬁle.IOO crores .and played‘g vital
part to keep Mrs. Gandhi posted of men and matters. \ .

Kuldip Nayar's book, India After Nehru, from which the above infgfmation

" has been taken, was written before the declaration of National Pwergency
i < . . - .

in June '1975. Marcus F. Franda, though writing after the emergenocy

»

(December 1975), somewhat confirms Navar's information:

3

—

Over the®years the Prime Minister's Secretariat and the
Home Ministr}'had'prepared a number of different strategy™
manuals for meetine different types of_ "iwternal distur-
bances.”" .These ranged from rather light and liberal
actions that might be taken to meet less threatening
contingencies, to more severe measures designed to cope
with serious law and order problems.28 -

The Prime Minister's Secretariat, ip fact, had become so power ful
that. even its secretarial staff was revered (or feared?)by the Central and

the state ministers alike. Romesh Thapar of the Economic and Political

k4

Weeklz,who'seemed to be;eonsisteﬂtly reminding theé Prime Minister that

"scéptre and crown, all tumble down", wrote in Decgmbez 1972:
What have we reduced ourselves to! Chief Ministers wait
for audience in, the homes 6f influential stenographers
and secretarial assistants. Cabinet Ministers séeg favours
of  powerful bureaucrats. Jumdors ‘in the system find their
godfathers and godmothers .... At the top of this shaky
structure of graft and opportunism sits the Prime Minister. . ,
An unenviable perch; for, after a vhile, it may become s
difficult to get down.Z29 , o

’
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geonftric rate of pehulation progression, and the foreign aid blockade
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»
-

Mrs. Gandhi had her finger in almost every pie. Structurally, the

-

system was still decentralised but functionally, to borrow the saying in

"respect of the office of the French Prefect, if the Prime Minister sneezed,

‘the whole of the country caught cold. Mrs. Gandhi made sure that the

appointments she made, whether of Governors, of Chief Ministers or of
judges were of persons who had nd’wépght of their wn and who were

willing to carry her fatwa(dictates) without question or objection.

System-environmental properties:

1. Domestic: (a) Protest politics: .

&he persistence of the chronic food shortage the zero percent .

rowth rate of the economy (1972), the‘enormoué’inflation'(approximately

30% in 1972) and the ¢doncomitant rising cost of living, the Malthusian

v

because of the_Bangladesh war, created insurmountable problems for the

[

regime which had mobilized the masses and raised the1r hopes on a

Garibi Hatao platform. There were protests, demonstrations, and strikes

by various services for increased'wages and salaries to fight inflation.

The college students whose teachers went on strike made common cause
— .

o

with the strikers - Bihar, Uttar Pradesh and Gujarat educational institu-

tions were the worst affected - and created a rebellious environment
30
The army quelled the police mutiny in Uttar Pradesh (1973). The Railway ‘

Minister Laltt Narayan Mishra- (later killed in a bomb blast in Bihar)
dismissed 10,000 employees and-threatened 800 to 900 thousand workers

with a break in service (which meéans losing seniority, pension and other

benefits) in- order to break the Railwaymen's strike (1974) . “After 20

. . ) (W4

days of grim struggle with the authorities, the National Coerdination

Committee for Railwaymenfs Struggle (NCCRS) withdrew its demands

"unconditionally", begging the Government to be merciful. Even President’

.
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V.o V. Giri, who came to politics from the trade union movepent,‘asked the

‘Goverfment to be magnanimous in victory » but Mrs. Gandhi "refused to

- 31
1ssue a blanket order to conionc the strikers' absence from duty." \\/
. : o e
(b) Political corruption: : {\J' T
A

In the parliamentary and state elections of 1971 and’ 1972,Ltg“
suggested that most of the "donations" were made thraﬂghﬂblaok moﬁé&k%& e.

T
unaccounted money). After the elections, the black money\hgrket bodﬂ&b

~ @ conservative estimate of the black money was that“t constituted
one~-half of the total money in ci;cilation. The Maintenance of Internal
Seéurity Acé (1971), which was designed to craék down on the black- . 'S
marketeers both in currency and in commoditiés,.tried to check the evil
but, on thé‘wbple, the conditions did not improve. On the other hand,

some ‘critics of Mrs. Gandhi began pillorying her for both the Nagatwala
case and the Maruti car project (1971 -72). By 1973-74, these caségt

Icame to be known as "Indla s Watergates" (the Nagarwala case exposed the -
hoarded, unaccounted, funds of the Congress(R) ;hlle the Maruti involved
Mrs. Gagdhi's son, Sanjay, who had started a3;mall car project, allegedly
with a lot of favours from various quarters), 1n‘ord€r to malign the .
image of Mrs. Gandhi. 1In Punjab, the Harchand Singh Committee (1973)
exposed many Congress(R) ministers and top civil servants for having
purchased land on favourable terms, but the matter had to be hushed up

on intervention from tﬁe Center.33 In Biﬁar, L. N. Mishra (then Miﬂister

of Railways) and his family wsre reportedly involved in certain govern-—
ment contracts, and this issue became the subject of debate in the
Parliampnt 1in 1973.34 The-gctors changed but the story remained the same.
in Gujqrat, Tamil Nadu, Pondicherry, etc. By the beginning of 1974,

Jayaprakash Narayan - a follower of Mahatma'Gandhi, a compeer of Nehru

‘and Patel, a nationalist listened to with respect both in political

4
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circles and by the public - was emerging as a Messiah, after almost two
decades of voluntary exile from politics, making people ready for a
struggle against political corruption.

2. International: Alliance with the Soviet Union:

After having failed to get the Un ted States and other European
powers to mediate tﬂg.Bangladesh problem, Ingdia acquired the shield of
the.Soviet Union through the Indo-Soviet Treaty of Friendship cbncluded
in New Delhi on August &, 1971. In November 1971, wﬁile there were about
nine to ten m&:lion~refugees who had moved from East Pakistan to West
Bengal Assam, and Tripura, Mrs. Gandhi visited Paris, Bonn, London and
Washington in. search of effective mediakors to solve. the problem. She

\
was listened to with'sympéthy and understanding but sensed no desire

on the part of the Western Qorld to actively intervéne in the emeréing
conflict.. The Nixon administration advised her not to precibitate a
war and pull back Indian forces from the borders with Pakistan.?

The two-week war with Pakistan ir December 1971 was grim and
total, resulfing in the birth of a new nation - Baggladesh. ”h;le the
Nixon administration tried to bully New Delhi by ordering its Seventh
Fleet to the Bay of Bengal, the Soviet nuclear submarines and missile
ships tailedkthe US armada in accordance with Article 9 of the Indo-

USSR Friendship Treaty. The cooperation wh ch t:e Soviet Union exhibited
during the'wér_and also in the Security Cour.il, where George Bush, the
'US delegate, made repeated attempts to accuse India of being the aggressor,
hfﬁught Moscow qxtreaely*close to India. This new friendship was followed

by increasing trade and economic agreements and cultural exchanges. At

home, the pro-Soviet Communist Party of India felt so close to Mrs. Gandhi

that it lost many of its leaders to the Congress(R).

Fel
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The deterioration of Indo-US relatihns continued for quite some -
ti;e (India's plan.to elevate the Handf consylate to an embassy level .
was dropped when Washington declared it an,"uﬁfriendlyq act; ;1miiarfy,A ]
West ﬁ;rmany s threat to cut off aid made India drop its proposal of.
giving e jure recognition to Ea;t Germany) till Henry Kigsinger visited
India in October 1974 in an effort go normalize relations.
\

The system-environmental interaction, as described in the pre-
ceding pages, leﬁves got;ing to doubt as to what' type of relationships n
would exist between éhe Center and. the states or how the Center would
solve provincial crises._ After the parliamentary elections of 1971,

Mrs. Gandhi was "tHe leader' of the naqion, talking to the people over
and above the head% of party bosses, if any. ‘The Party needed her; she
did not need the Pa;ty - she was in a situation in which she could hand-
\pick«any "dark horse" and depute him as the Chief(ﬁinister of any province.
The Bangladesh war almost '"immortalized" Mrs. Gandhi - all the members
Xpﬂ\\ of the Lok Sabha.including her old colleagues of the Syndicate camp, gave
\\her a standing ovation when she first announced the surrender ‘'of the
Pakistani army, and all kinds of people,vffbm school children to the |,
aged from rural Iggia, swarmed to her fesidence to catch a glimpse of her.
,However; there were still-man§ non-Congress state governments .
(Mysore, Gujarat, Punjab, West Bengal, Bihar, Orissa - remnants of the
old order) which eithef had to be‘cong;eégizedvor brought under presidential
Tule beforg the state elections, due in 1972: Given the fact that the
country was in é;e grip of the "Indira wave",. as was evident from thel

parliamentary elections, we expect that .

Some descriptive
propositions:

(a) the attitude of the Center would be to declare presidential
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. rule {n all the nnn—Cnnﬂr@sa‘nnd Syndivué?jﬁﬁﬁTnntud
provinces: in order to reap the fruit of the "Indira
 wave' dn the celection to the State Assemblics; and )
(b) the attitude of the Center would be positive toward
' 4
all those Conpress(R) state governments whose leader-
’ ship owed a -total "lovalty" to Mrs. Gandhi.
PART 11 - PRESIDENTIAL RULE, 1971-74
2 ig - There were 15 cases of presidential -rule between March 1971 and
March 1974 out of which. four werc cases of presidential suspension of
BN
the Assemblies. The type of crisis, the nature of povernment, the
. ; \
duration ofspresidential rules, etc., are given in Table 6.2 on the’ﬂg;?__-—
page. . o
CONGRESSTZAT IR 'CRISES :
R ' H"_"‘- ) o? » )
" Presidential Rule in Mwsore: (a) Suspension: Mar .. 27 - April 14, 1971
- —h— - 5
- 2 ) ’
- P } (b) Dissolution: April 14, 1971 - March 20, 1972
7 f ‘
. ~Aftiﬂ the 1967 elections, the Congress Partv, which had secured

- o g
126 of the 216 seats in the Mysore Assembly, was firmlv in power under

the leadersh¥p of S. Nijalingappa. In 1968, Nijalingappa became the
< ’\_ 2
President of the All-Tnu. . gdngréss, leaving the Chief Ministership of

-

¢ Mysore .to his ]oyalysupp5rter, Virendra Patil.

-,

Iq&gb& peﬁgod during_yhich the Congress was in the process of
splitting (1969); “rs. Gandhi” tried to win over Virendra Patil (Patil,
it was icperted at one“time, had arrived at a secret understanding with

"Mrs. Gandhi that he would move. over to her side after Nijalingappa was

‘ -, 37
removed as the Congress President), but Patil was not willing to come

out in the open and rehel against the Congress(0). Later on, Mrs. Gandhi

, , -
“tried to elbow him out by her decisions on the Mysore-Maharashtra Boundary

. a
.
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1

and Mysore-Tamil Nadu Wn;er disputes (see Table 5.7 in the preceding
chaéfcr), but wasiunsucc;ssful. I
The Patil ministry fell like a house of cards after the 1971
Lok Sabha e]cci[ohs in which. the Congress(R) wen e+ -y parliamentary scat
in M;soro. On March 17, 1971, three cabiret mL:istors rggigncd from the
Patil ministry ‘to join the Congress(R) and the ncxt.day; PatiI; readihg
w

the writing on the wall, submitted the resignation of his cabinet to the

Governor. -
. - . .

The Government's resignation was follo;cd by what Pitil descrilied
as a "'gold rush" of the Congress(0) members to join the Congress(R).
dhile on March 15, the strength of the Congress(R) was 57 members, it
swelled to IZQ memberé on March 22, 1971, 'The Governcr invited H.
Siddavcerappa,‘leader of the Congress(R) Legislative Party, to explore
the possibility of form]ng an alternative government

The Central Parliamentary Board of the Congress(PR) met in New
Delhi on March 22 to decide the future course‘of action in Mysore It
found that, while Siddaveerappa was anxious to form the government, |
Devaraj Urs of the'ﬁysore Pradesh Congress(R) Committee was grit;cal of
Siddaveerappa for héving encouraged defections by "horse-trading", and
suggested immediate elections té the Assembly.38 The Board, after these
hearings, ;as reported divided over whetber the Party should or should .
not form the government. Under the circumstances, the Centfal GdQernment
decided to suspend the Legislative Assemblx on March 27, 1971.

On April'9, the Congress(R) leadership in New Delhi decided not
to form the government in !Mysore and accordingly advféed:éiddaveerappa‘
to stop his efforts to keep the "opportunists" together.39 On April 14,

the President dissolved the £ emb1y¢db a report from the Governor to

the effect that no stable ministry was possible in Mysore.

#
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There was'hardly any critical voice against the President's

action 1in Mysore. The Hindu, as usual, pondered:

It is hardly surprising that the Congress(R) seeks to

fash in on-{ts popularity at present, by relentlessly -
pressing on the erstwhile citadels of its rival. And

with mary of our politicians only too eager to get on

the bandwaéon, the outcome of these efforts is not hard

to foresee, ﬁhgugh'the degree of resistance of the
onslaught may differ from State to State. &

* . .
Z' Mysore remained under President's Rule for almost a year. In

»

.the fresh clections held in March 1972, the Congress(R) won 165 of the

216 seats in the Assembly. The Congress(0) which had, at one time, such /

»a‘strong hold over Mysore, could secure a bare 24 seats; many of. its top

- .

leaders, including Virendra P;til, were defeated.

On Mar;h 20,‘1972, Devaraj~rs, President of the éradesh Congress
Committee, was hané—picked by Mrs. Gandhi as the Chief Minister of' the
state despite the fact that he was not even a mémber of the Legislative

2
Assembly. Mrs. Gandhi, it was reported, made the choice when the state

Congress legislators asked for it. Later on, however, Devaraj was

returned to the Assembly in a by-election.

The President's Rule was withdrawn on March .20. Throughout the

period 1972-74, the Devaraj ministry, supported as it was by Mrs. Gandhi,

 remained stable in the state.

Presidential Rule (Dissolution) in Gujarat: May 13, 1971 - March 17, 1972

After the 1967 eiections, thé‘Congress had secured.9? of the 168

‘seats in the Gujarat Legislative Assembly and formed the %overnment under

the leadershif of Hatindra Desai, a loyal supporter of Morarji Desai.
- . . 7

During the Cdngress split, thq Congress(R) made some half-hearted efforts
to win over Hatindra Desai but/ it was completely unsuccessful in doing so.

Gujarat, then, was such a stronghold of Morarji Desai that no member of
N
¢
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Mrs. Gandhi'sg camp could approach any of the Congresq legislators there
with any degreé of confidence,
In March 1971 when the results of the parliamemtary elections

s

were still coming in, many of the followers of Hatindra Desat ran for

‘cover. On Miﬁgbfae, his mlnlqtry lost it~ majority in the lepislature
but.within ékweek it regained its strength with the support of the
Swatantra legislative,group The Svatantra Party had a strength of k
64 members after the 196; elections,

A new crisis for the ministry began when‘JagJivan Ram, the first
President of the Congrese(R), visited Gojarat sometime in April-May 197]
and "openly assured hig Party's support to the rightist Swatantra to bring

41 N

down the government of Hatlndra Desai." On May 10, saven Congress (0)
members joined the Congress(R), and further defections in the next two
days reduced the strength of the Congress(0) to 68 members. The same
day, Hatlndra Dosai submitted the resignation of his cablnet and recommended
.to the Governor, Shriman Narayan (at one time, Secretary of the All-India
Congress Committee), to dissolve the Assembiy‘and’hold elections.while
his ministry, Desai suggested, would remain 1ip office as a caretaker
gerrnment. The Governor refused to aecept caretaking by the Hatindra
Desai ministry during the elections and advised the President to take over
the administration of the state. On May 13, 1971, presidential rule was
declared and the Assenbly dissolved.

Referring to the spectacle of CPngress(O) governments falling
. one after another in Mysore and'GUJarat\Kand in Uttar Pradesh too S discussed
*later), the Tribune exclaimeda”Congress (bh!).l It was Tdefection by
instalments in:Gujarat and elsewhere', it aaid, "with the traffic strictly
one way'..'The shock‘oﬁ the general eiection, the Tribune'reasoned. had

been so great that the dominoes had begun to fali, And, ‘the paper concluded:
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"No wonder that Mr. §. K. Patil /one of the leading members of the,
. Syndicatg7>advocates vanaprasta /_bolitical.exile in the woods - a

reference to Indian mythology / for himself and his esteemed colleagues

i

42 .
(//,/’w‘mof the Syndicate The Déccan Herald adv1sed the Congrcsg;;? against
\ &

forming ministries in both Mysore and Gujrrat gnd commented:

There is ‘evident s scope for the Congress(R)\ to “orm Ministries
hough whether it should form one in _each Qf these States is a
different question ..., / Obviously / no Winistrv in any ot

A these States can he formed without the support of flat- fOJtLdr

~ floor- —€rossers, and though to a linmited extent they / the

* floor-crosser / may be said to have performed a progressive

role, the fact f their having defected only ntter the election
results vere announced suggests that the motivation was expe-
diency and not principle, and no prémium must be put on expedience.43

With the exception of Kuldip Nayar who called the Gujarat crisis

o 44 ‘
the consequence of Wrs Gandhi s "toppling game" and of the editor of

the'Economic and Political ”eeklv who, agreeing with Nayar, commented

that the Congress High Command of Mrs. Gandhi had used Chimanbhai Patel
to lure defegtors “on the promise of rich rewards",A.there was not much
crititism againstvPresident'é Rule in‘Mysore.
Gujarat remained dnder presidential rule till March 1972."15
.the fresh elections, the Congress(R) was returned with a thumping majority
of 139 in the 168-member Gujarat q§sembly: On March 17, Presidentﬂs‘ﬁule
was withdrawn when Ghanshyam Oza, the Union Minister of State fbr industrial
6avelopment, was nominated by Mrs. Gandhi to be the Chief Minister of
the state. Ghanshyam 0za was not at the time a member of the Gujarat
Assembly, and he was elected to the Assembly, after becoming the Chief
Minister, from a constituency in which the polling had been postponed.
Unlike in the case of Wysore the 0za ministry did not lost long;
Ghanshyam Oza had no political base of his own in Gujarat and the net

result was that there was an incumbency crisis in the state leading to

his resignation .om June 29, 1973, This crisis has been discussed in this



chapter under the category of "incumbency crises".

Presidential Rule(Dissolution) in PunJab June 15 1971 - March 15, 1972

After the 1967 electloms, Punjab had fqur non~Congres§,mihistrics
‘and one presidential dissolution. The first Uniteg Front ﬁinistry, headed
by Gurnam Singh, was brougﬁﬁ down by the Congress on November 22, 1967l
This was followed by a Ianata ministry headed by Lachhman Singh Gill and
subported by the Congress (which had a strength of 47 members in the
104-mbmber Punjab Leé}slative Assembly). The "puppet" government (as
it was called) of Gill resigned on August 21, 1968’Qhen the éongrcss
withdrew its support from the ministry, thereby paving the way for the °
presidential rule which was declared on August 21, 1968. In the mid-term
elcctibns.to the Assembly (February 1969) the qqagress failed to secure
a majority of seats (38/104), making it p0531ble Jor the United Front -
headed by Gurnam Singh to form the government on February 17, 1969,
On March 26, 1970, Gurnam Singh and1some of his:followers (Akali Dal)
were disowned by their own party organizatigﬁ for hob-nobbing with the
Congress(R). The neéxt day, the Governor inv;ted Prakash Singh Badal,
the newly elect;d 1eader of the Akali Dal, to form the government. * The
Badal minlstry - an inconvenient partnershlp between the Akali Dal and
the Jan Sangh - had‘a very precarlous_ex1stence thréughout its stay in

office on accéunt of frequent defections and counter-defections:

After the parliamentarvy rlections, in which the Congress(R) won ,

[

10 Qf the 11 parliamentary seats ir “iriab, the Badal ministry began
wooing the Center and its leader, “r« il In this\poiitics of
éurvival, Badai evén gefurbished the oti: ‘2 conservative image of - the
Akali Dal ih ofder to bring his party i+ L. - with tl. Congress(R) programs

: 46
and policies. However, on June 1, 1971, socge r omh,. o of the Akali Dal

headed by Gurnam Singh defectedmfrpm the Badai ministr. and f red a
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party of their own - Shiromani Akali Dal. On June 13, Prakash Singh Badal,

realising that he’'was in a minority in the Assembly, requested the Governor,

Dr. D, _C. Pavate, to dissolve the Assemblyw’ Two days later, the Governor
disso]ved the Assembly and thoreafter advised the President to take over

the administration of the state.  President's Rule was proclaimed on .

June 15, 1971,

The action of the Governor in dissolving the. Assembly on his own
and later prescntlnp the President with a fait acg_;pli was the subjectrof
debate in the pr655: While both the shlromanl Akall Dal and the PunJab '

Congress(R) said many ‘unisavoury thlngs about the Governor for hav1ng denied

47
them the chance to form an alternative fFovernment, .the Qearchlight

pronounced Dr. D. C. Pavate as "an honest governor' who h4} taken a
L]

constltutlonall ver correct ste even at the risk of hurting New Delhi.
y y p" g

"A few Governors of_Hr{ Pavate's stature', sald the paper, "and there

8
would be much less of defectlons and buying and sell1nr of leglslators

, .

However, the Searchllgh s view was not shared by the Deccan
Chronicle whlch declared that the _Governor had ”Clearl\ acted in a hurry
€
'and that it was a clear case for the Pres1dent to set a51de the Governor's

dissolution order.' The aper further said that "if Governors are to act
] P 'p

unconstitutionally, by presenting the President with a fait accompli, it e

49 ’ '

-

will amount to undisfutting the President's powers. "

In the ffesh electlons held 1n March 1972, the Congress (R) secured
[ 4+

66 of the 104 seats in the Pun]ab Leg1slat1ve Assembly. oOn Mgrch 15

Pre51dent s Rule was revoked when Giani Zall Singh was elected Teader of

a

’

the Congress Legislative Party and. 1nv1ted by the Governor to férm the
government, .
Giani Zail Singh, a close associate of Mrs. Candh1 since the

Congress split, had a smooth salling during the period 1972-74,
: R B

-
¢

.'ﬁ

,,/
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Presidential Rule(Dissolution) in W, Benpal' June 29, 1971 - Warch 17,1972

West Bengal, the hoL—bed of Hnrx1Qts, had three minlqtriee and -

three presidential rules between 1967.and 1970. The background of these
. N l

three ministries and the type of crisﬂs they were involved in 1s ‘the
: L 4 b : ' '

following: “
; j
Chief Minister , Crisés e Consequences
Ténure i
Party
Ajoy Mukherji Congressization Governor. Dharam Vira dismissed
March-November, 1967 " ' the ministry and installed
United "Front(Leftist) . - Dr. P. C. Ghosh (of the
. Voo S : Progressive Democratic Front)
' as the Chief Minister of the
state.
o - . N
Dr. P. C. Ghosh Structural ' Presidential Rule(Dissolution)
November, 1967 - - - . " proclaimed on February 20
February, 1968 ) 1960 because of the structural
Progressive | " o 4 . ‘crisis created by the Speaker
-Democratic Front o . of- the Assembly
"and the’ Congress ‘ o I
Ajoy Mukherji Structural - ' Presidentiéf\@u]e(Suspension)
February 1969 -~ A Sl proclaimed on March 19,
March 1970 ’ . - followed by dissolution of the
. . United Front.(Leftist) ) Lo Assembly on July 30, 1970 u&
: R .. presidential rule because of
‘the structural crisis created
by the violent activities of
, the Marxists.
1
+ ’ ‘ ~ : : S .
The Central Government decided to hold elections to the West Bengal

Vad
State Assembly along with the parliamentary elections in March 1971. Thelr

‘ 8
Congress Party, which had secured 127 seats in 1967 and 55 seats in 1969

o 1

(mid-term elegtions) in the 280-member West Bengal Assemblv, con51derably

improved its pdsit;dn in the 1971 elections but failed to sécure e"majority
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in thke Legislative Assembly. TheSparty p081¥25§;%i1the Asseobly was

the following : .
L West Bcngal‘Flection Results
1971 .

a

Name of the Pafty N\ . Strength in the Assembly

- Congress(R) - ‘ 106
Congress (0) : ./’\\\\‘ _ 2
United Front (Marxist) ) 125
United Front (Democratic Leftist, 25
i.e., CPI, Forward ' 4 - ..

Bloc, etc.) .

Moslem League

Bangla Congress

Praja Socialists
Revolutionary Socialists
Others

-~
S wwu

Total: 280 \\\“’/////

£
4,
Source: Kessing's Contemporary Archives, July 21-31, 1971:24723
N

‘On April 2, 1971, Ajoy Mukherji of the Bangla Congress_formed

a "Democratic coalition" government consisting of almost all the non—Narx1st

A\
A

parties. B. S. Nahar of the Conpress(R) became the 5éputy Chlef Minister
in the Mukherji cablnetﬂ In inviting Mukherji, the 90vernor, S. S. Dhawan,
had rejectedvthe‘claim of Jyoti Basu(Marxist) who had asked the Governor

- to invite him to form the government because his group constituted the =
"largest" group in the Assembly.

By June 1971, the ill-assorted "Deoocratic coalition" began
disintegrating. On June 6, three of the five members of the Bangla
.Congress formed an independent gfoup in the Assembly ond, by Juno 14,
the stfength of the coalition was reduced to LAO members in the 280-

member Assembly. Ant1c1pat1ng the danger of Marxists forming the govern-’

ment with the support of defectors both the Governor and the Deputy

]
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Chief Minister visited New Delhi for consultation and advice. On June 25,
the Governor dissolved the Assembly and on June 29 - barely three months

after the e]ectiﬁns - the President took over the administration of the
™ i -

state. .
The secrecy and the haste in dissrlving the Assembly and 1in
imposing présidential rule without exploring the po: sibility of an

alternative government was critically documented by the FEconomic and

Political Weeklv:

The extremé haste and total secrecy with which NeW'De1517/J
had the formal procedure for dissolving the State Assembly
completed within a few hours, between dusk and midnight

of June 25, betray the nervousness of the Grand Mughuls
/ Mughuls were the Emperors of Indiaiprior to the British /
“lest the'subah / province / of West Bengal pass back to a
Left coalition headed by CP(M). By th evening Poeing
flight, an apparently ailing Governor S%awan, with a physician
in’ attendance, was despatchéd from New Delhi to Calcutta to
sign the'requisite"document. Union Education-Minister

S. S. Ray was made to accompany the §tate’s\Debuty Chief
Minister B. S. Nahar,  in order to persuade Ajoy Mukherji

to sign on the dotted line the letter to the Governor
'advising' him to dissolve the Assembly, >0

West Bengal remained under presidentiai rule t;ll Marc£’17,‘l972..
In the elections to the State Assembly heid in Méfgﬁ 1372, the Copgre;s(R}
swept the pqlls by securing 21640f the 280 ééatg.in the Asserbly, The'.
elections wrofe the epitaph of the Ma;xisfs, wgo could secure arbage 14
seats. Mré; GaAdhi ndmina;équ..ﬁj Ray, the Uﬂion M;nistef of Education
and Bengal‘Affaifs, as the Chief Minister of the state. Being a confidant
of Mrs..Gandhi, S. S. Ray wh;‘fi%miy'in the saddle,du}ing the period under

«

analysis. . co . -

" Presidential Rule(Dissdlubiderin Bihar: January 9 - M, rch 19, 1972

4

After the 1967 elections; Bihar had six ministries and two presi-

dential rules by December 1970. The background of these ministries and

Y

+
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the type of crisis they were involved in is the following:

I\

Chief ‘Minister
Tenure
Party

Crises

Consequences

i X ~

Mahamaya P. Sinha

March 1967 -
January 1968
United Froqt

B. P. Mandal
February 1968 -
March 1968
United Front

(Congress~-supported)

Bhola P. Shastri
. March {1968 -
June 1968

United ¥ront

Harihar qing;//
February 196
June 1969 ¢
Congress
coalition

Bhola P. -Shastri
Juné 1969 -
July 1969*
United Front

Daroga P. Rai
February 1970 -
Dgcember 1970
Q6ngresq‘R)

coalition

Congressization

Congressization

Congressization

«. Coflgressization

"y

!

Py
n

S

Congressization
" Congressization

hY

Congress sets up a "puppet"
government under the leader-
ship of B. P. Mandal.

Mandal's ministry falls on
account’ of the rift in the
Congress Party.

Shastri resigns in the wake
of defections to the Congress.
President's Rule(Dlssolution)

on 29.6, 68 \
.

Harilar Singh's ministry falls.

Shastri resigned because of the
problems over cabinet formation;
President's Rule(Suspension) on
4.7.69, ,

Mrs. Gandhi's Government defeated
in the Parliament, leading to

~ fall of the Rai ministry on

18.12.70. .

On December 22,

T

1970, a United Front of 11 parties headed by

Kapoori Thakur (of the Samyukta Socialist Party) formed the -government,

: /
With Congress(R) gaining 39 of the 53 seats from Bihar in the parliamentary

.elections, the pace of defections from the Thakur ministry to the

Congress(R) accelerated and the ministry fell on June 1, 1971,

R

Nine daws

later, a Congress(R) ecoalition of eight parties headed by Bhola P. Shastri
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(Independent) formed the government., The opportunity was given to Shastri

because (a) the Congress(R) was still weak in the Assembly\T84/318); and

(b)™Mrs. Gandhi did not have any specific, trustwortbff#group or leader

in Bihar to rely on.

e

In tlé last weck of December 1971 Myg. Gandhi summoned Bhola p. (’1\

Shastri to New Delhi and asked him to resign. Shas ri, Economic and

Political Weekly commented,
——emnmf L NOeRIY

was left no choice, Shastri returned to pa -v somewhat
crestfallen, convened an emergency meeting of ther Cabinet

and having done his bit to assuage thegtemper of IHis

colleagues, rushed to the Raj Bhawan / fovernor’ House /

to hand in his resignation ... like the Bourbons the

Congress High Command cared little for'%&gstltutlpnal niceties,?!

On December 27, the Shastri ministry resigned and on January 9, 1972, the

President took over the administration of the state. But for some protests

from the Bihar OpPOSltlon leaders - one legislator of the Soc1alist Partv

=4

filed a writ petition in the Patna High Court praylng that the Covernor

‘be restrained from acting on the "illegal and unconstitutional" advice

of the Chief Minister, but the petition was rejected ~ who characterized

>

the resignation of the Chief Minister as "action under duress', there

was no serious criticism of the Governor's or President's acticn,

“

In March 1972, elections to the 318-member Bihar Legisist:ive

Assembly returned the-Congress(R).with 167 seats, As the state leader-

ship of the“Congress(R).was divided on the chojce of Chief Minister, the

question was referred to Mrs. Gandhi, who nominated Kedar Pande to lead

the Party. On March 19, President's Rule was withdrawn and the Pande

ministry was swbrn into office.

\ :

* However, Kedar Pande ran into an incumbency crisis in July 1973

and was replaced by Abdul Ghafoor. The crisis has been discusted in this

chapter under the catégory of "incumbency criseg"

1<)
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Presidential Rule(Dissolution) in Orissa: March 3, 1923 - March 6 1074
JRSR U e e A L 2

After the 1967 elections, a Swatantra-Jana Congress coalition
ministry under the leadership of R. N Singh Deo stayed in office till
January 9, 1971. Two days later, rhe Assembly was suspended and on

q
January 22 djssnl)od when the proposed.alltance betwéen the Congress(R)
. ) . :

and a few other parties failed to materfalize.

The elections to thé Orisca Legislative Assembly was held along

with the parliamentary elections in March 1971. The party position in

the AsSenbly after the olections was the following:

L' '
Orissa Flection Results, Ig]l = )
Name of the Party i Strength in the Assembly
COI]{QI‘(‘:{S(R)‘ e ' 52
Congress (0) 1
Utkal Congress 32
Swatantra . | 36
crl 4
Jharkhand 4
pPSp 4
CP(Marxist) _ T 2
Others ' 5

Total: 140

t

Source: Kessing's Contemporary Archives, July 24-31, 1971: 24721

Gn March 21, 1971, the Gogerﬁor, Dr. S. S. Ansari; invited
Harekfushna Mahatab ga former Congress’ChiefwMinister, 1956-61) of the
Congress(R) to form thergovernmeﬁt,but Mahatab failed to do so because
he could not congressize the Utka} Congress, which was willing to .enter
into a coalition but unwilling to merge with the Congress(R). Thereafter,
the Utkal Conpress {ormed a United Front with the Swatantra and th

Jharkhand,partieS: On April 3, Biswanath Das, who was not a member of

]
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any Party or of the Assembly, was clected leader of the Unfted Front
and invited by the Governor to form the povernment.

The Biswanath ministry worked well for over a year but .defections
from the ministry started uftgr the "Indira wave" sweptl the po]:s in the
elections to the gtatv Assemblies in March 1972, - on June 9, 1972, the
Utkal Conyress withdrew from the UniLOJ Front on the promise from New
Delhi that it would be absorbed in the Congress(R). The same, day, B. Das
submitted the resignation of his rabinet to the Governor. On June 14,
the Congress(R), whose strength in the Assembly had riscn to 94 members,
formed the government &ndvr the loaacrship of Has. Nandini Satpathi,
'Mrs. Satpathi (a former card-carrying member of the Communist Party) was \j§
the Union Minister of Information and Htoadcasting and was nominated by
Mrs. Gandhi to the post.

After the formation of the government, the Congress (R) refused
to admit six of the 32 mcmbcrslof the Utkal Congréss, Among those Qho

were refused admission to the Congress(R) was the leader of the Utkal
o
Congress, Biju Patnaik (a former Chief Minister of Orissa, 1961-63;

co~author of the Kam(raj Plan; amd, at one time, very close to Nehru).

By November 1972, Biju Patnaik fophed a Pragti(Progressive) Front and
tnKe he Utkal Congress and other parties to join the Front in order
iis{n ve the Congress(R) from powe%. Mrs'. Sétpathi, who had no

political base  in the state, was also finding it diffigult to coﬁtrol

some of the members of ﬁhe Congress(R) Legislative Party, particularly
Hare Krushna Mahatab. 1In fact, eich time Mahatab exhibited some non-
cooperation with Mrs. Satpathi, the.government thréatened him with aﬁtion
on the basis q{ Justice Sarjoo Prasad's inquiry réport which had confirmed

charges of corruption against Mahatab while he was the Chief Minister

52

of ‘the state. . ~‘J

N
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By March 1, 1973, the Satpathd ministry lost {ts majorfty to the
J '

Pragti. ¥reny which clafmed” a strength of 72 members in the ASsembly which
then had an effective strength 0f 139 members. However, before the Assembly
was to meet on March 1, to consider the Appropriation Bill for 1972-73,
the Governor proroguvd'itwjnd wrote to the President to take over Lhe
administration of the state. A presidentfal proclamation dissolving the
Assembly was issued on March 3, 1973,

In his report tp the President, the Governor accepted the conténtion
of Biju Patnaijl that he commanded the Qupport of 70 te 72 members of the
Legislative As:‘"mbly but said:

Looking_to the previous history of the lepislators in this

State an?ﬁalso\tho history of the legislators arter the

General Elections in 1971, {t i« very clear that there is

no guarantece that the present majority claimed by Shri Biju

Patnaik and his supporters will remain stable, and it a

Ministry is allowed to be formed under the lcadership of

Shri Patnaik, the sald Ministry may not remain for a long time.”3
On a-writ petition filed by Biju Patnaik and 73 others against the‘presi—'
dential proclamation, the Orissa High Court, in its judgement on October
22, 1973, dismissed thé petition on the ground that it was not "justiciabhle"

) 54 '

under the Constitution.

In the fresh elections to the State Assembly held on T@bruary4
22-26, 1974, the r:iress(R) secured 69 of the 140 seats in the Assembly.
Although no party had an absolute majority, the Governor, B. D, ratti
‘ J
(a former Chief Minister of Mysore), invited Mrs. Nandini Satpathi to
form the government, which she did witﬁ'th& support of the 7-member
Communist Party of India on March 6, 1974. Presidential rule, which
was In force since March 3, 1973, was revoked the same day.

The first session of the Assembly opened with unpxéccdented brick-
bat's when some members of the Pragtt Front - a coalition_gf-Utkal Congress,

¥
Swatantra, and the SSP with a total strength of 57 members in the Assembly -
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shouted down the Governor's address ag a protest against his action in
inviting Yrs. Satpathi to form the government. The Governor read only ’

! " R}
the first paragraph of his address and "slipped" away from the "tumul tuous"
55

’

Assemb]&.

————r)

Prcqidontfa] Pulo(D{cao]ntInn) in Mnninr Vlrch 1 28 1973 - Mdr(h 4, 1974
L S SR AL

Manipnr, a.Uninn Territory, was pranted the status of full state- g
hood by the 27th(Amcndment to the Indian Constitution in December 1971
Between 1967 and 1971, Mnnipur had experienced two presidontjal rules,
The 30-mcmber Manipur Asscembly was susnended for about four ménfhu in
October’1967, but the suspbnsion was revoked when ghc Congress returned
to power In Februnry 1368. In Octoher 1969, the Congress ministry fell
and the Assembly was dissolved by a nresidential proclnmntion.

In the fresh elections to the 60.- mcmbor LegisTative Assembly in
March 1972 ;he party-position in the Assembly was: Cdngress(R), 17;
+ Manipur People's Party (MPP), 15; CrI, 5; Socialist;, 3; United Naga
Integration Connéil(UNIC), 3; Congfess(o), 1; Indepenaents, 16, ‘

\ . -~

On March 20, Mohammed Alimuddin (of the MPP) formed the‘government
1in coalition with all the non-Congress(R) paTLiLS and Lndependents
President’s‘Rule, which had been in force since October 16, 1969,4was
withdnawn the same day. . | ) o

The Alimuddin ministfy stayed ;n office for almost n'year. On
‘March 15, 1973, nine of the 16 independent members of the Agssembly joined
hands with the Congresé(R) and the CP; under the leadersnip of A. Dai Ho
of the Congress(R) to displace ,the Alimuddin ministry. On March 26,
Alimuddin submig ted the resignation of his cabinef while the Asqembly was

debating a vote of no- confidence in hlG government. While A. Dai Ho Was

making frantic efforts to keep the nine independent members together,

o
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the Governor, B: K. Nehru, advised the President to suspend and not
. . P
dissolve the Assembly in view of the "strong desire of the people" of

Manipur. At the same time, the Governor'said}.”the histoty of Manipur

.

dbes’ not encourage the hope that fresh elections will pr?ve'to be a
solution to our i11e” ??1the Assembiy is dissolved under Presidcnt';trulc.

However, on March 28: 1973, the Prééidont, insteaqlof su3pendjné
the Assembly, dissolved it on the ground that Manipu: was a border state
where any dInstability would be dangcrous.

Manipur remained unéer presidential rule for a]nost a year. In
the mid- t(rm polls hold on Februnrv 18-23, 1974, phe Congress(R), once
again, sustaiqed a stinging .defeat. The position of the various parties
in the Asscmbiy wgs: |

Manipur Election Results, 1974

Name of the Party Strength in th;\Assembly
Manipur People's Party(*(rp) ' { 20 -
Manipur Hills Union(QMHU) » : 12 .
Kuki National Assembly(kNA) 2 4 T
Congress(R) o 7 <13
CPI : . 6
Socialists . : ‘ 2
Independents : 5
.Total: 60

-

.Source: Kessiqg's Contemporg{$>Archives,,April 22-28, 1974: 26480

\

N on 1974, Mohammed Alimuddin(MPP) formed the government
in coalition with the MHU and the KNA. These three parties, i.e., the ’
MPP, the MHU, and fhc KNA, had concluded an electoral alliance for the
‘elections of 1974, - V

On July 8. 1974, the Allmuddln ministry redigned after the MHU

withdrcw from thc coalitlon to join the Progressive Democratic Front
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constituted hy the Congress(R) and the\CPI. fwo days 1ater, the Front
formed the government under the leadership of Yangmeso Shaiza(MHU) .

However, the Congress(R) was unhappy with the Front for having
been glven ihédequatv representation in the Council of Ministers. On
December 1, 1974, the‘Congress(R) with§ﬁcw’from tpe Front and formed a
‘coalition government with the MPP and the CPI under the leadership of
Rajkumar Dorendra Singh of the Cognross(R).57 Rajkumar D. Singh was -
sworn in office en December.G, 1974,

Thus, Madipur, which started out with’thevopposition parties in
power in March 1974, came ueder the rule of the Congress(R) before the
year was out.

Presidential Rule(Dissolution) in Pondlchefry' January 3 .~ March 6, 74

The Union Territory of Pondicherry had experienced one presidential’
rule since 1967. The" Congress which wvas returned with a strength of 15
members in the 30-member Pondicherry Assembly in the 1967 elections re-
'mained in office under the leadership of M.O.Hl“Ferook Maricar, laeer of
VJ V. Reddiar, till September 11, 1948, On September 18, the Aséembiv
was dissolved under a presidential proclamation when the Congress ministry

lost the majority in the Assembly. S ///k

In the mid-term polls heldlon March 9, 1969, ehe DMK, which
' secured’IS seate,‘formed a coalitien government with the 3—member:CPI
under the leaderehip of M.0.H. Farook Maricar(DMK) on March 17, 1969,
There were two Independepts and ten Congressmen,who‘formed the opposition
/\\§n the 30-member Assembly. “ ‘ ) . » ' i
The Maricar ministry worked well for almost five yeare.' Both
the.DMK and the CPI were pro-Mrs. Gandhi eince the Congress split with

the ‘result that the Center simply diu not care to meddle in the Pondicherry

politics. There was some element of strain on the ministry when the only
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Communist Minister, V. K. Subbiah(Health), resigned from office on March

26, 1973, but the ministry survived with the firm support of the Independent

v 58
‘members.

On December 28, 1973, threE'member;'of the DMK, inclu;ing two ..
"ministers, withdrew their support toﬂthe ministry and formed an independent
group in the Assambly known asiAnnadurai Dravidé Munnetra Kazhagam(ADMK)
Two days later, the Chief Minister submitted the rosi§nation of his cabinct
to the Lieutenant Covernor with the request that the Assembly be dis%olved
end fresh elections held. On January 3, 1974 President's Rule was,j
introduced in Pondicherry after hew Delhi rejected the request of M. 0.H.
Farook Maqicar to stay on as a caretaking Chief Winister during the
forthcoming elections in the Territory. ’

It is rather difficuit to knoy»whether the three members who
~withdrew their support ftom“the Mari;at ministry acted on their own or
on persuasion from other grouos or parties. It may well be that the T
split in the Tamil Nadu DMK had a contagion effect on the DMK in Pondlcherrf.
However, the rejection of Maricar's request to continue as the céretaking
Chief Minister was quite in 11ne with New :Delhi's policy not to accept. |

: 59 .

caretaking by the non-Congress parties during elections.

Presidential Rule(Dissolution) in Pondicherry: March 28, 1974 -

After the resignation of the Maricar ministry and the dissolution

of the Assembly under a presidential proclamation on January 3, 1974,

~

Pondicherry went to the polls on February 24, 1974. The result of the

elections was: ADMK, JZ;ICongress(R), 7; Congress(0), 5; DMK, 2; CPI, 2;
. "

CPI(Marxist), 1; end Independent, 1.

On March 6, 1974, S. Ramaswamy of the ADMK formed a coalition

3,

N\
government with the CPI and- the CPI(Marxist) while on - Independent member

joined the ADMK. Presidential rule, which was in force since January 3, 1974,

=
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was revoked the same day.

The Ramaswamy ministry, with a total strength of 16 members in the

30-member Assembly, had a precariouys existencelfor the 21 days that it was
. | )
in office. On March 21, Ramaswamy appointed khe only Marxist to his Council

of Ministers. This resulted not only in the withdrawal, of the only Indepen-
dent member from his group(iut'also in the uniting of the Congress(R), the
Congress(O) and the DMK in™a bid to overthrow the government. On March

27, the Ramaswamy ministry was defeated by one vote while the Assembly was:

r

debating the annual budget. The Government resigned the same day and
‘ 60
President ] Rule, dissolving the Assembly, followed the next day.
!

No elections were held to the Pondicherry Assémbly till the end

of 1974.

- Temporal comparisons of Congfessization crises: 1971-74

"Mend of End" was th& message which New Delhi seemed to have
conveved to the non—Congress(R) state goVernmenthafter the parliamentary
elections of 1971. The Hysore and Gujarat governments, the bastions of
Congress(O), were too late to mend themselves and as such had to be ended
While in Mysore, .the psychological fear of the Indlra wave'' drove the
Congress(o) intoldlsarray, in Gujarat the Congress(R), with all its leftist
image, was willing ;o support even the Swatantra Party - a Party with a
conservative and rightist outlook - to dismantle Hatindra Desai's Congress(0)
ministry. President's Rule was imposed in‘both-states within twyo months
of the declaration of tetnrns of parliamentary elections. .

In Punjab, the Badal ministry resigned vhen some members of his
Akali Dal, led by Gurnam Singh, withdrew their support to the mimistry, but:

the Congress(R) abetted in the fall of the ministry by supporting Gurnam

'Singh'for the Chief Minlstership. 1f the Governor, Dr. D. C. Pavate, acted
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in- haste in dissolving the -Assembly without giving a chance to Gurnam

v

Singh té form tﬂe government, Gurnam Singh‘was‘amp]y rewar@cd by New‘belhi
with an ambassadorial appoingment, though he died in an air crash beforé‘
he could take up his new assignmeﬁt.

Gknh in the case o[ West Bengal ard" Bihar, New Delhi got the

resignations of the mlnistrleq on ésking - The New Delhi emissary, S. S.

Ray, accompanied the Governor and the'Deputy Chief Minister-from New Delhi
\ .

¥

. . ¢ . . N :
- to Calcutta to mnkc‘the West Bengal Chief Minister, Ajoy Mukherji, sign

. \
on the doLtod line and In the caSe of Bih&r the Chief Mlnlster, Bhola

Paswan Shastri had SLWply to be called to New Delhi to be told to return-
Y

to Patna to submit the, resignation of his ministry. |

| The crises in, Orissa, Maﬁiphr, andFPondicherry occurred éfter the
Congress(R) éwept,thé state polls 1in 19/2: In O;issaz the United Front
ministry led by Bishwanath was brought ‘down in June 1972 when the Congress
(R) formed the governrunt by congreséizlnp the Utkal Congress However,
Mfs.‘Nandini_Satpath} could hold béck neither theVadventurous Biju Patnaik

nor the ambitious Hafe Krushna Mahatab'by constantly threatening to expose

their corrupt practices before the public. While the excited Biju Patnaik

and his newly formed Pragti Party awaited a call from the Governor when

the Satpathi ministry lost its majority in the ASsémbly on March 1, 1973,
he, along with 73 of his supporters, ended up petitioning the Orissa High
Court agalnst the presidential proclamation of March 3 1973. Once again,
the message from New Delhi was;A”Mend or .End".

‘Maniﬁug was a problem state for thé Congress(k)bafteq the Congress
split. Even aftgr having been granted thé'status of full statehood in
Detember 1971, ghe people of Manipur did not return tﬁe'Congress(R) to a

majority in the Assembly eléctions of 1972. By March 1973, the Congress(R)
: v : w ;

)
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1'brought.the downfall of -the Alimuddin ministry (non-Congress coalition)
and President's Rule was declared Fo dissolve the Assembly, contrary to

the advice of the Governor, B K. Nehru, who had pleaded for the suspension

— .
of the Assembly. The Allmuddin min]stry Came to power, once again, after

the mid-term polls in 1974 but within' four months 1t-could not’ survive-
the onslaught of the Congresé(R). The process of congressization was

l _ ‘ .
gradual - from Alimuddin to Shaiza to.Singh of the Congress (R) - but

systematic and certain.

“

In Eondicherry, the DMK-CPI Maricar ministry had come to power

..

after the mid-term elections to the Assembly in 1969. A little over one

month before the eiegtions were due to take place in 1974, New Delhi

+

refused to accept Maricar as the caretaking Chief Minister during -the

»

election period and declared President's inle in the Territory on January |
3, 1974, However, since the Congress(R) failed tb form the government
after the electlons it ﬁpoperated evert Vlth the Congressfb) to br1ng

down the 21-day old Ramaswamy ministry. Presﬁdent's Rule was declared,
once more, on March 28, 1974 and the Assembly was' dissolved. ’

In all ten cases of pre51dentlal rule, involving seven states -

Mysore, Gujarat, PunJab Weet Bengal Bihar, Orissa, Manipur'—‘and the

o

Union Territory of Pondicherry, the empﬂ sis was on dissolving rather
than suspending the Assemblies (the Myso%e Assembl& was rhe;onlx one
suspended for a while). Tﬁe Congress(R)iin New Delhi seeméd to be_in‘
no mood:to compromise withvor'cajole the opposition parties, because it
was reasonably icertain of its victory at the polls afrer the Assemblies
wvere diésolved. It could have,. for example, formed the government in.

- Orissa after the 1971 elections to the State Assembly but refused to

coalesce with the Ytkal Congress. The Utkal Congress, New Delhi éuggested,
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‘ #
must dissolve itself and become a part of the Congress(R) - a con%ition

.

the former acceptbd a yeéﬂ later. "Manipur,'perhaps, was the bnly state

where tho Congress (R) accepted the cushion of the non- Congreqq parties

to come to power after two successive electipns 1n 1972 and 1974 had

fai]cd to return the Conyrebq(R) in a majority poqltion “in the .Assembly,

Gegﬁ?ally spLaking, the precedlng era (196} 71), whiclt was marked by
- . .

congressi/arlon through the winding pfbcess - u51ng puppet” governhents,

v
R

presidentlal buspeneions,‘gtasF Governord, etc. - seemed_to be over the

-

day the parliamentary election results were out; If €hé long arm of

4 .

‘New Delhi did not touch the Congress
DMK gdvernment in Tamil Nadu, it was becau e of the spec1al relations

that existed between the cr1, DMK and New

Vs

Congressization in other states: - ‘ i
7 - '

While the governments in the seven states and in Poqdichér;y were

N -
' N

ended or mended, the United Frbn;,govérnmeht in Uttar Prédésh, whichk had

come to power on October 18, 1970.unéer the lea@ership of T. N. Singh

\

virtually "melted away within hours of. the declaratlon of parliamentary
veleqtion results, maklng it. ﬁossible for Kamlapati Trlpath1r the trusted

lieu;enant of Mrs. Gandhi, to form a Congress(R) ministry.” Had Tripathi

ot

not been in a position to form the goverrment, the alternative scenario

K

probably would have been no different from what we noted in the case of
* . \
the seven states. In 1972, New Delhi asked Tripathl 1f he'wgpld like to

hold a mid-term poll in the state (electlons were due in March 1974) in

123

order to benefit from the."Indira Halwa''(a typical Indian sweet dish which,

in.the present context,, signified success for alllthbse who were served
this dish(by Mrs. Gandhi); but Tripathi, then firmly in the saddlée after

4

a long and frustrating wait and fight with the Congress(0) in the state,
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declined the offer. : | ' -
k ‘ .

. \
Thus, generally speaking, the attitude of the Center toward all
;tﬁe non-Congress state governments except Tamil Nadu and Kerala was negative.

In fact, the "Indira waye" was -so Etﬁqgg that 4t would have been politiga{iy

~
‘

naive for the Congress(R) not to take advaytage of it. In the process of

change~ over from, the non—-Congress state go ernments to the Congress (R)

governmente thoqc/g?/:;é\non Congress parties which refused to read the

writing on the wdﬁe»werg brodght. doyr"and placed wnder Pne51dent s Rule.

‘%éxs: \\\\“

Presidertial Rule(qusolutlon) in Trlpura No&ember 1, 1971 - March 25, 1972
—
Tripura, an area of 4,000 square miles'with a populatlon of

‘160,000, bulges out from the foothold of Assam into,Bangladesh and as such

has been of great strategic importance to the Center. A former princely

state, Tripura had been governed-bs a Union Territory since 1957. 1In

December 1971 the Territory’ was granted the status of full statehood alii?

i
i

with Meghalaya and Manipur.

After the 1967 elections, the party-position ig the 30-member Tripura
- ’ .

Assembly was: Congress, 27; CPI 1; CPI(Marxist), 2. Sukhamoy Sengupta was

’ elecééﬂ/izgder of the Congress Legislative Party and sworn in as the Chief

Minister of the Territory after the elections.

Since the summer of 1970, Tripura was said to be in the grip of
terrorist activities allégedly iﬁcited and éupported by East‘Pakistan. In
July 1970, the border security forces captured 31 and killed six saboteurs

who Had entered the Territory ‘from East Pakistan and attacked three border

v

v N : ) ‘
“villages. 'Documents seized from those captured were reported tg have
- o N

revealed that they had received specific instructions from the Pakistan
I

authorities to sabotage road communications, blow up bridges, ambush army
N »
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: : 6
convoys and stimulate the moribund secessionist mobément.” 2Despite a
protest from the Government of India to the Government of Pakistan, the
Naga and Mizo rebels continued to receive training in saboLage "? jungle
warfare from across the barder in East Pakistan. |
_ The problem of maintaining law and order in thé Territory increased

[y

with the large influx of refugees from East Pakistan in September-October,
1971. With the civil administ®ation unable to control the situation and

the army needing a free hand in anticipation of the war with Pakistan,

the Center asked the Sengupta ministry to resxgn which it did ©n Wovember

1, 1971. President s Rule was introduced, the same day.

7
\

A

On March 27, 1973,|Sukhamoy Sengupta became the Chief Minister
of thée state after. the Congress secuded 41 seats in the re-elected 60-member
Legislative Assembiy. The strength of the other parties was: CPI(Marisf), 16;
CPI, 1; and Independent, 2. |

Presidential Rule(Suspension) in Andhra: January 18 - Deceqﬁgr 10, 1973

The state of Andhra came<iﬁto existence in 1953 by separating eleven »
Telugu—sbeaking\districts from Madras. In 1956, nine Telengana districts
of Hyderabad - a princely state governed by a Muslim Nizam(Ruler) - were

merged with Andhra Pradesh under the Reorganization of States Act 1956.
' ¢

Under the Mulki(native) Rules 1919 framed by the then Nizam, government
posts and admissions to the educational institutions_in Hyderabad were

reserved for persons who had been born in the priﬁcely state or had been

in residegcé for a period of 15 years. With the merger‘of Hyderabad with

. ‘ P
Andhra Pradesh, these rules were retained in a modified form.

Though the residents of the Telengana districts of Hyderabad had
' N\

! B
been agitating since 1968 against the non-implementation of Mulkf\ﬁgles,

their agitation was generally peaceful and nofi-violent. ' In 1969, demands
) " 63
were made for the separation of Telengana districts from the Andhra Pradesh
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an 5, ' )

‘and-th;lr constitution Into &ﬁ;jndependent state within the Indian Union,

a

byt Mrs. Gandhi, in the midst of problems associated with the Congress

split, pacified the separatists by piving their region handsome loans

4 /

and grants from the Center.

After the parljamentafy.olections 'n 1971, the scparatifts, once

again, pressed their demand for a separate Telengan i state, Committece
known as Telengan5 Praja Samiti, consisting of, among others, 28 members |
of the Congrcss'chislative Party and 10 members of the Parliament froﬁ
the Teiengaﬁa region, began nogotiating with the Center on the issue. In
September l97i, Mrs. Gandhi fragmented their demand when she (a) nominated
P. V. Narasimha Rao of the Telengana region as the Chief Minister of the
state 1n place of K:_Brahmananda Reddy, who was later brought into the
Union”Cabinet as a Minister of Home Affairs; and (b) moderated and modi-
fied the*Mulki Rules so as to make their appliaction restricted only to
the non-gazzettediand junior posts. With combromises all worked' out,
Andhra returned the Congress(R) with an absolute majority of 165 me@bers
in the 287-member Legislative Assembly in the state elections of 1972.
After the elections, the Telengana Praja Samiti revived its demand
for an independent Telengana étdte wifhin the Indian Union. It was now
up to the Andhra region to react. In November 1972, the students in
the Andhra region began their agitation for the abolition of Mulki Rules
which:'they feared, limited their employment opportunities. A general
strike, observed in aléost all the towns in\the Andhra region on Novémber
21, was accompanied by violent attacks on railway property. The police
opened fire in three towns, kiliing 12 people. Two days:later, the
Telengana region went on a strike, resulting in disturbances which the

~
. 4 N . - . .
army alone cou(é control. In this violent environment nine membars of

the Narasimha cabinet from the Andhra region asked the permission of the
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Congress(R) President to resign from the cabinet. On December 9, 1972,

all nine mi. "strers, except one who died, resipned contrary to the advice

from New D vo Y. B. Chavan, then ¥:: nce Minister in the Union Cabinet,

deplored the participation of Congre - elther for or against "regional
' 65 ) .

and parochial movements."

On Docvmhor 31, 1972, a conference attended by 11 Congress membv%s
of the Pnr]iﬁmcng and 97 nembers of the Andhra Legislative Assembly formed
an Andhra Action Comnittee to work for the svpu{ution of Andhra from the
Telengana region, and called on the people tou paralyre the sovernment by
’refusing to pay tnxc§, etc.  From January 6 to January 17, 1973, a conger-
vative ostimnté put the number of those killed by police fire at 35. The
drmy was called out to maintain law and order but, despite dawn to dusk
curfew In many towng, power and water connections were sabotaged and all
the busiﬁoss came to a standstill. In view of the total breakdown of
administration, the Chief Minister submitted the resignation of his cabinet

on January 17. Presidential Rule, suspending the Assembly, was declared

N \
in the state the next aay. \

Though disturbgnccs continued in the state: till the end of March
1973, Mrs. Gandhi refused to accede to tﬂe demand of dividing Andhra
Pradesh. On Docombé;‘io, 1973, the prosidcstial suspension was withafawn
and J. Vengal Rao, andther.nomince of Mrs. Gandhi, formed the government
after a six-point formula was accepted by both the Andhra and the Teléngana
regional leaders.

Presidential Rule(Suspension) in Uttar Pradesh: June 13 - November 8, 1973

‘The country witncs;ed "the most dgterminéd act of insurrection"
on the part of the Provincial Armed Constabulary(PAC) in Uttar Pradesh
on May 22-24, {2;3, in support of their demand for higher salaries. Earlier
in March, thé PAC had insisted on‘forming a trade union of constables, but

s
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the Uttar Pradesh povernment had refused peramission to;tho PAC to unionise
the constabulary. The PAC i uttar Pradesh has a total strenpth of 40,000
constables and {ts armouries are located in big cities and towns all over
the state. Originally, the British had created this para-military force
/to combat robberies but the force was now mainly used to assist the police
authoritiics in supprossipg serlo&s riots. ’

On May 14, some 1,000 constables bclonging to the PAC were posted
on the campus of Lucknow University to protect the University buildings
and staff from the students' violence. A week later, the PAC demanded
ﬁo be withdrawn from the campus and staged a joint demonstration with the
students, who had already burned down several of the University buildings.
The army moved in when the PAC refused to guard the buildings.

In anticiphtion of the insurrection on the part of the PAL, the
army attempt&d to take over all the PAC armouries in Uttar Pradesh on -
May 22. Though the army did not meet with any resistance at most of
“these places, gun battles were fought between ;he army and the PAC in

Kanpur, Ramnagar, Lucknow, Gorakhpur, and Jchangirabad. 1t was officially

stated that 20 PAC men had been kiiled, 379 arrested, and that 600 deserters

66
were missing.

9
=5 . :
%hile the national press, gpenerally speaking, deplored the deterio-
£y . .
ration in the law and order situation in the gountry, the Economic and

b
. 13

Political Weeklv warned:

It would be naive to think that the polige and the para-military
forces age not aware of thelr enhanced importance to the political
authorities .... They maﬁthbt have read Marx or Mao, but they do

have a general idea of whal is at stake when the prlitical rulers
tell them to kill off half a dezen young men / probably, reference

to the Lucknow University students / in such a manner as to make

1t appear like an 'encounter' between the police and the young men. %7

The Lucknow riots and the PAC mutiny led to demands from dissident
sections of the Congress Legislative Party for the resignation of .the

14
government. Though Kamlapati Tripathi, the Chicf Minister of Uttar Pradesh,
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stated on May 31 that the law and order situatfon 18 the state was normal, '
a series of meetings between the Congress dissidents and Mrs. Gandhi con-
vinced the latter that.the government had to go in order to re;estublish
the.credibility of her Party - more so wien the elections to the State
Assembly were due to take place in ;ebruu.j 1974 - as a united and cohesive
force in the state. After Mrs; Gandhi Eo]d-Tripnthi to resign and ask
for presidential rule(suspension), Tripathi submitted the resignation of

i

his cabinet to the Governor on June 12, 1973, In his letter of resignation,

Tripathi said:

We feel that the requirements of the situation would he hetter
served if this responsibility is undertaken by the Centre
which can achicve the desired resulrs more quickly and
‘effectively with its greater resources and expertise., The
sharp psychological change which direct Central involvement
should bring about will help in the speedy cleansing of

the remaining cobwebs of indiscipline. b8
. . : v

. On June 13, the Assembly wasg suspenﬂod. However, on NovemberlB,
*1973, -the presidential proclamation of suspension was withdrawn when
Mrs. Gandhi nominated H. N. Bahugana, Union Minister ‘of Commuwigatign,
to be the Chief Minister of ‘the state. kamlapati'Tripxthi was later
accommodated by Mrs. Gandhi in her own Cabi;;t as the Minister of Shipping
and‘Traﬁ%port.

The elections to the State Assembly held in February 1974 returned
the Congress(R) with 215hseats iﬁ the 425-member Assembly. H. N. Bahugana

continued to be the' Chief Minister of the state after the_elections.

- Temporal comparisons of Structural crises: 1971-74

A comparative study of all the three cases of s ructural crises
tends to show that the presidential intervention was a matter of necessity
In each case. In the Union Territor- of Tripura, the Center had to dissolve

the .Assembly in anticipation of the Bangladesh war. Besides the fact that

.
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the Territory was contiguous to East Pakistan, {t was alrcady in the grip

4

of terrorist activitices which had increased all the more with the inf ux

-

of avlnrge number of refugees from across the border. ‘The Assembly was
dissolved and not suspended because (a) New Delhi could not probably
calculntb‘wfth any amount of cxactness how long tﬁe war was likely to
last or what klnd;“of problems weré like]y_to crop p both during and

after the wér; and~(b) fhe elecﬁions to the Asscmbly were in any case

due ianour months' time, {.e., in March 1972 when the Assembly had to
: ;

be dissolved and'ro—clectcd. )

In the case of Andhra Pradesh, the presideq$1al suspension cahe
not a day too early. The Andhra administrative machinery was compietely
paralyzed because of the separatist movemént, first‘in Tclengaﬁaland
then in gheLAnAhra regioﬁ, and there was little hope for the Narasimhé
ministry to survive the crisis, more so when som{ of the Congress(R)
members of the Andhra Legislature were privy to the movemuvnt. The suspen-

. ¢
sion of the ministry andvthe Assembly not only enabled the Center to
restore law and order in the state but also to sedl off intra party
conflicts, \Hﬁd the Assembl; b;en dissolved and not buspended the chances~
are that the C&ngresq(R) in Andhra would have split between the Telengana
legislators (who, in all probability would have joined the Congress (0)
which was agitatiAé‘for a separate‘Telengané) and the Andhra leéislators.

The situation in the Uttar Pradesh was bad bﬁt,yhere again,
presideqtial suspensdon, as in the case of Aﬁéhra Pradesh,Lservéd the

tdin objectives of ( restoring law and order in the sﬁate; and (b)

freezing the intra-pQrty conflicts. By nOminating H. N. Bahugana in

»
N

place of Kamlapati Tripathi "as' the Chief Mlniqter of the state, Mrs Gandhi

was ablc to re-unite the various factions within the Uttar Pradesh Congress

-
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so that her Party could present a unitéﬂf?icturO’in the forthcoming

elections to the State Assembly due in‘February 1974.

. <
Thus, presidential suspension both in the case of Andhra and

Uttar Pradesh was used primarily to resolve stguctural crises, but in
the process of feso]ution the Center could also gettle intra-party
conflicts. Suspension brought tbe‘discontented leg "slators from each

state to Nﬁ:iziihi (the dissolution of the Assemblies wbuld have sent

them to the MNectorate), which made the task of reconciling the warring

factisns easier for Mrs. Gandhi, Tﬁq net advantage that accrued to

-

Mrs. Gandhi was that she was ahle not only to re-establish her Party

" in each of the states but also tovreplace the Chief Mihisters by her
i '\ . . . -
own nominees: J. Vengal Rao:in Andhra and H. N. Bahugena in Uttar

"

Pradesh.

"INCUMBENCY CRISES:

- Presidential Rule in Gujarat: (a) Suspension: February 9 - March 15,1974
(b) Dissolution: March 15, 1974 -

»

Gujarat, the home state‘of Morfr{i Desai, had already experienced

President's‘Rule on May 13, 1971 whg; the Congress(0) ministry led by
Hatindra Desai was dissolved due to a congressization crisis.. In the
fresh elections to the Assembly held in March 1972, the Congress(R) re-
turned with a strong majority of 139 in the 168-mémber Aséembly. On
March 17, L972,\présidential rule was revoked when Ghanshyam Oza, tﬁg
Union Minister of State for IndQsFrialvDevelopment; formed the government

after having been nominated by Mrs. Gandhi as the Chief Minister of the

bl

state, : ’ 8

4 In nominating Ghanshyam Oza, Mrs. Gandhi had taétfully subverted

the move on the-part of three factiomnal leaders in the Gujarat Congress

Legislative Party - Chimanbhai Patel, Ratubhai Adani, and Kantilal Ghia -
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%q hold an open dontést for the office of thQ.Chief Mihistefshlp. Hohevér,
by doing so, Mrs. Gandhi could not hold back the ambitious Chimhnbhai Patel,
who had done everythir.. and anything '"on the ground" since his ntry into
politics to beco%e the Chief Minister of the stafe. Morarji Desai had used
Patel to bring doun the Jivardj Mehta min‘stry in 1963 much to the embarrass-—
ment of Nchru (cﬁqptér If,pp. 50-51), but Patel was denied thé fruit of

his labour when Dr. Balwantrai Mehta became the Chief Minister dﬁ the s;ate;»
In l97i, Mrs. Gandhi had usea Patel to\d1§mantle the Hﬁtindra Desai‘ﬁinistry
but, once again, he was deprived of the opportunity to lead the government -
when Mrs.‘Gandﬁi nominated Ghanshyam Oza to head the ndw government.

;Enough was.eﬁough. In .June i973, 70 mémbers of the Congress Legis:
lative Partyyled by Chimanbhai Patel announced\iheir cpposition fo the
continuation of Ghapshyam Oza~as the leader of the Congress Législative
?arty. "They had been assemﬁled by Patel", as John R. WOod'descriped;

"at the‘iuxurious Panchavati fa%m, owned by a rich businessman-farmer
ab;Lt 15 miles from'Ahmedabad. It was wideiy rymoured that the average
price of defection for-dissideﬁt M.L.As. was Rs.75,000 lfSlO;OOO approxi-

69 ) .
mately /." Even before this June revolt, Ghanshyam 0Oza, who was keeping

New Delhi informed about the party squabbles, had requested Mrs. Gandhi
to permit him to resign from office as early as March 1973 but the Prime

Minister had refused to concede to his request. Now that the Patel faction
:\.. . ' ‘
was out to get Oza, the Chief Minister submitted the resignation of his

cabinet on June 29, Explaining the reasons for his resignation, Oza §aid£
) I am indebted to my friends in the Gujarat Congress Legislative
party who invited me here unanimously on the sugge: tion of the.
Prime Minister .... I had expressed ny desire to resign as Chief
Minister in writing to the Congress Parliamentary Board as far
back as March 20 last when. the intra-partyv ' quarrels had deepened,
but T did not get the consent of the High Command.

On July 18, Chimanbhai Patel became the Chief Minister of the state despite

Mrs. Gandhi.
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¢ rumoured to héye collected about forty million rupees to help Mrs. Gandhi

‘ } 72 : .
to about 35,000 tons in November 1973, Chimanbhai Patel resigned on
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The jubilant Chimanbhai .tried to win over Mrs. Gandhi :‘he was

‘ : , 71
finance the upcoming elections 1in her home state, i.e., Uttar Pradesh -
but she was never to forgive him for forcing out her nominee, Ghanshyam

Oza. While the storm was gathering again-t the Chimanbhai ministry on

‘charges .of corruption, New Delhi spared no time in iccelerating a massive

discontent .among the Gujarati people by-cutting off substantial food
allotments to the already food—defiqit state, The monthiy instalment of

t

grafﬁs from the Center to thé stgée'fell from 105,000 tons in June 1973
February 9; 1974 after a seventy-three~day agitation markeg by food
riots which left 103 peoﬁle‘dead, 310 injured, and 8,237 afrested.l
Expﬁaining the re;sons for h§s resignatioﬁ, Chimanbha{ said‘fhat New
De}hi_wanted persons Qhoxwould ”toe.ité liﬁe; It‘had no consideragions
for the wishcs.of the majority." Newaeihi, Chimanbhai continued, had ¢
nbt»hgen reconciled to his becoming the Chief Minister of the state but
.I d d¢noz expect it tb'carry on its politics against me
on- thR question of foodgrains to such extent as i:. did cees
+ The foddgrains for which I was harassed so much, is being
dumped in G&jérat after the resignation of my Government, 73
On February 9, 1974, the Assembly was susﬁended.under a presidential
proc;émation. |

\- s

However, it was easy for the Center to create a crisig in Gujarat

. e

"bqt'much more difficult to resolve it. The Chimanbhai ministry left but

the Center céuld not conétitute another ministry in its place. In those
days of high inflétiop dnd politic;l protests, the Guj.rat agitation
tranéformed itseif int some.kind of a violent movement. A weék after
the Assembly was suspended, the host” le constk;uents approached, gheroed
X v A
(encircled), "and attackeq meﬁbers of the Gujarat legislatu;e, ﬁ?king them
resign their seats ?n the Assembly. Several Congre;smen were publicly

}
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beaten and a few were stripped naked, painted in black, and made to ride

'

on donkeys. By the second week of March 95 mumbers had resignud from

the Assembly. NLitﬁ/ﬁ the police nor the army could control the orgy of
violencel On March 11, Morarji Desai began his "fast-unto-death' in

!

order to stop violence and to pressure the Center Lo dissolve the Aqsembly.
i ‘. .
Four days later, the President dib&OlVGd the Aqsembly and the violence
graduallv died out The surrender of the Center both to the people of

Gujarat and to Morarji Desai was unprecedented.

Temporal comparisons of Incumbency crises: 1971-74

Bctwecn‘197l.and 1974, there wére two other state governments -
Madhy§ Pradesh and Bihar - which were inyolvéd %n.incumbency crises in
addition to the already discussed Gujarat goverﬁmenqk These c¢rises, which
were resolved without ﬁhe formal declaration of presidéntial rule, may

be briefly summed up as follows:

Incumbency crisis in Madhva Pradesh: July 1973

After the 1972 elections, the Congress(R) returned with 220 ‘seats
in the 296-member Madhya Pradesh Legislative Aqsembly Mr§. Gandhi nomi-

nated P C. Sethi, Union Minister of State for Petroleum aﬁp Chemicals,
|

to lead the new government in the state. \

With no support base of his own, P. C. Sethi cluné t§ office with
the support of New Delhi. After a month-long factional fight\in thél

Congress Legislative Party, five ministers in the Sethi ministfy expressed

their resentment against the blind support of New Delhi for Setﬁi‘by

resigning from the ministry on July 14,11973. These five~minist§fs were:

C. P. Tiﬁari(Planning), P. Patel(Industries), B. Méhant(Labour), T. Lal,
. \
(Law and Jail), and J, Bhedia(Revenue). A signature campaign was aleo

1
i

-started against the Chlef Minister by some Congress leglslators who‘

wanted to demonstrate to Mrs, Gandhi_that P. C. Sethi had little sqpbort
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among the MadﬂyarPradeeh Conéressmen. These dissident Congressmen were
quite hopeful of being heard in New}Delhi, particularly at this time of
the year .when Mrs.‘Gandhi had already seen the forced exit ,of Ghanshyam
Oza (0Oza resigned on June 29, 1973) in Gujarat.

On Juiy 21, all the:five ministers withdrew their resignations .
after consultation with Mrs.\Gendhi, D. P. Mishra, aad Uma Shankar Dikshit,
the Union Home Minister. After tﬁe resignat{ons were withdrawn, P. C.
Sethi statedfthat these ministers were not part of the campaign to unseat
him ana that he had no grudge against any of them. At.the same time, he

said:

I am also grateful to the Prime Minister and other members
of the High Command who had reposed confidence in me. I 74
hope this cabinet will now function in a homogenons manner.

Incumbency crisis in Bihar: July 1973

In March 1972, eleetions to the 318—mémber‘Bihaf Legisletive
Assembly returned the Congress(R) with 167 seats. As tgeVSCaCe leadership
of the Congress(R) was divided over the choice ovahief Ministené.Mrs.
Gaﬁdhi nominated Ked;r Pande to lead ehe new government.

Kedar Pande was a local politician:who was backed by Jagjivan ‘
Ram (Ram Belongs to gihar and is the national leader of the untouchable;),
the first Congress(R) Presidentland;a Union Minister since soon after
Independence except for .a few iﬁ:erv;ls. For about 15 months, the ?ande
ainistry faced no‘notable problemsf However, in June 1973; the Gujarat
eplsode had a contagion effect on Bihar. On June 22, 24 of_the 40 members
of the Council of ﬂinfstersweubmitted their resignaeione in;a bid to
precipitate the mieisterial'crisis, Two days later, the‘Chief Minister
‘lost a vote of confidence in the specially convened meeting of the Congress -

Legislative Party. Pande submitted the resignation of his cabinet to

the Governor the same day.
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Unlike in the cases of Gujarat and Madhya Pradesh, Mrs. Gandhi
accepted the exit of Kedar Pande because the move to unseat him was

‘ i
'initiated by one of her powerful cabinet ministers, .L. N. Mishra, Minister

LN
of Raflways. Besides, ﬁ;;de was Jagjivan Ram's factotum who had estab-
lished good relations with the prlvate secretary of the' Prime Minister,
Yaspal Kapur (Mrs. Gandhi was indicted in June 1975 for using Kapur during
her election in 1971), rather than directly with the Prime Minister
herself.75 L. N. Mishra, a Bihari, vho wanted to rediuce the political
inflcence of Jagjivaanam in Bicar, was shrewd enough)to dlsmantle the
'Pande ministry but not to reconstitute the ministry’ tilll Mrs Gand‘
returned from her tour abroad. On JQEM , l973? Mrs. Gandhi returned
to the Capital and nominated a dark horse, Abdul Ghafoor, es the Chief
Minister of the state. 1In doicg so, she Aid ngt let Mishra have his
cake and eat it too. Given a free hand, gMishra's choice for the Cﬁief
Ministership would probably have rested either on his own brother,

Dr. Jagannath Mishra, or Chandra Shekhar Singh who had led the revolt
against Pande.
On'July 2, 1973;VAEdul Ghafoor was sworn-in as the Chief Minister

of the state without having ‘been formally elected as the leader by the

Bihar Congress Legislative Party. The Economic and Polit1ca1 Weekly

lamented the death of t{he- Bonoured institutionalized procedure of formally

electing the leader when it edltorialized'

Perhaps, a written Constitution is an irrelevance

On the morning of July 2, Abdul Ghafoor, whom the Prime

“ - Minister was pleased to choose the prev1ous day as Bihar's

- new Chief Minister, alighted at the airport at Patna and

directly proceeded to Raj Bhavan to be sworn in by the
Governor. , Not one piece of paper was produced to prove
that he th been duly elected as the leader of the Congress
legislature party. 1p fact, such a piece of paper could
not have been produced, as the leglslature party had not
met at all to elect Ghafoor.76
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The Ghafoor miniétr; ran into heavy water on account of the
"populist' movement started by Jayaprakash Narayan (J P) demanding t:he3
disﬁissal of the ministry.77The political vicMence which had brought
- down the Cujarat ministry of Chimanbﬂai Péiel in February 1974 had a

’ - ' “
spill-over effect on Bihar. By March 23, 1974,[€he Bihar adminiétration
was completely paraiyzed, but Mrs. Gandhi, despite inéreasipg violence,
refused to submit to the demands of the agitators t1ll the -end of 1974.
She probqbly made it a. prestigeous issue and was not wiliing to buage

- s 1
an inch from her stand.

i

A comparative anaiysis: A o R
A comparative analysis of all-three'cases of incumbeﬁcy crises

tends to show how irreievant the state parfy units had become as méans

of choosing‘and sustaining the Chief Minlsters in—crisis ChimanbHai

Patel was virtually hounded out of office despite the fact that. he was

elected and supported by the majority in the Gujarat Cdngreés Legislative

Party. The episode was reminiscent of the Punjab scene (1951) when

the Chief Minister, Gopi Chand ﬁhargava, was forcea out of office by

Jawaharlal Nehru. President's Rule was imposed in Punjab despite the

fact that the Chief Minister commanded a’majority in the Punjab Legislative

s
Party. However, this was the only case when Nehru acted with impatience.

i P. C. Sethi survived the~crisis despite the fact that he had no
' ' A

support structure of his own in Madhya Pradesh. Kedar Pande was never

Mrs. Gandhi's candidate even though she had nominated him to lead the

government in Bihar.  In the é;isis that led to Pande's resignation, Mrs.

‘Gandhi was, more g s, neuflralized by divergent pressures from Jagjivan

LY

Ram and L. N. Mis cquiesceded in the change. However, had

Pande been Mrs. Gandhi's protege, like Ghanshyam Oza (Gdjarat) or P. C.

Sethi (Madhya Pradesh), the chances are that either he would have survived

, e

o
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the crisis as P& C. Sethi did, or else the state of Bihar would have been

v

under presidential rule sooner or later. ,
. 4
Was the Nehru-era repeating itSelt? The answer probably is .both

yes and no. It is yes because no Chief Minister who did not enjoy the
.confidence of Nehru ever survived for a long time. fin fact, it was rare y1f
it euer happened for any person to become the Chief Minisrer of a state
without the prior approval of Nehru. However, for Nehru, apprpval was
not nomination in the sense Mrs. Gandhi thought it was, nor was it an
opportunity to superimpose his own personal factotums to the utter neglect
of state party units.” He. did send Rajagopalachari to Madras (1952) and
K. N. Katju to Madhya Pradesh (1956), directed Gopi Chand’Bhargava of
Punjab to step down (1951) and Hiralal Shastri of Rajasthan to quit (1955),
but such instances were rare in the lengthy period of his rule and were
generally dictated by party rather than purely persanal considerations.
Even when he defended some Chief Ministers in-crisis beyond certain
limits, such as Partap Singh Keiron of Punjab, he often acted with the
self-restraint of a constitutionalist and in a style which largely in-
offensive. Except for the Kamaraj Plan(1963), tne Strongest artillery
- Nehru ever used to settle party squabbles was the threat of his own
personal resignatidn from. the Government. Even in the case of the Kamaraj
Plan, Nehru got rid of cértain ptople but took little interest in nomina-
ting their substitutes at the state level. He was, as we describedihim,
a reluctsnt democrat".

.For Eis. Gandhi, the self restraint of Nehru were the weaknesses
of the NehrU-era. -Her excessive sense of insecurity (or righteousness
born out’ of her triumphant victory in the parliamentary and state elections)

led her to dictate her own loyalists as Chief Ministers in most of the

states irrespective of the wishes of the state party units., Having seen

3
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the days of the Congress split and the negotiable loyalties of state
bosses, she was over-tautious, as anyone in her position would be. As
for her methods of maintaining her personal hegemony over state politics,
one wonders 1f Nehru would have approved of the way Chimanbhai Patel

A

(Gujarat) was forced out of office. He mlght have -~ and this is quite

speculative - used his peqsoﬁal influence to straighten out the situation,

un]ikeFMrs. Gandhi wﬁo used the system - food blockade - to exile Patel

1

to a political no-man's-land.

PART”III: CRISES WHICH DIB NOT CULMI&ATE IN PRESIDﬁNTIAL RULE, 1971-74 ;

In Pért IT of this chapter, Qe discussed 10 cases of congféssi—
zation crises involving the states of Mzsore, Gujafat,'Punjab, West
Bengal, Biﬁar,'Orissa, Manipur, Pondicherry(twice), and Uttar Pradesh,
Except for Uttar Pradesh, all of'thesé states were brought under
pre;idential rule during the congressization process. We also diséussed
three cases of structur;I crises involving thé states of "Iripura, Andhra,
and Uttatr Pradesh which were also resolved through the 1mposition of
presidential rule Among the three incumbency crises involving the
states of Gujarat, Madhyg\Pradesh, and Bihar, only Gujarat experienced
presidential rule. Thus, Part II exémined politics in 10 of the 21 states
of India»and‘also ;n the Union Territory of Pondicherry. Altogether, there
" were 16 crises (as discussed in the preceding section) during the period

1971-74 as shown in Table 6.3: N ) ~\\\\\\\\~’,/

TABLE 6.3 :
TOTAL NUMBER OF CRISES IN
ALL THE STATES OF INDIA

1971-74
Nature of crises o Number of crises
Congressization 10 »
~Structural - 3.
Incumbency -~ 3

Yotal: 16 o
X
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Among the rest of the 11 states, only three had non~Congress
governments, i.e,, Tamil Nadu, Meghalaya, and Nagaland. The Karunanidhi

ministry (DMK) *in Tamil Nadu was not gisturbed bécause of the special
understanding78between Mrs. Gandhi and the DMK, though there were occasions
when -the Center could exploit the strains on the ministry and step on

it.79 Both Meghalaya (a state_createa in 1972) and Nagaland were border

states and were under . the constant surveillance of the Center,. Bésides,

the Congress(R) was very weak in these small tribal states and it would

P

have served no useful purpose of the Center if New Delhi were to have

ﬂ\dismantled the Williamson Sangma (APHLC) ministry in Meghalaya or the

80 - : -

.

Vizol ministry (UDF) in Nagaland.
Among the remaining eight states, six had pro-*Mrs., Gandhi govern-~
ments: the Bansilal ministry in Haryana, tﬂé Parmar ministry in Himachel
,
Pradesh, tpe Mir Quasim ministry in Jammu & Kashmir, the Naik ministry
in Maharashtra, the Ray minist¥y in West Bengal, and the Achutha Menon
ministry (Congress(Rf and CPI coalitién) in Kerala. ‘Noieffort was made
to congressize the k;rala ministry because of the‘thin partition that
divided the Congress(R) and_the CPI.
Purges: //
In the remaining two stafeb oL Assam and Rajasthan, the Chief
Ministers, whose loyalty to Mrs. Gandhi was suspect, were simply "purged"
and the "top off, all gone" principle worked well. Thus, Sarat Chandra

Sinha, Mrs. Gandhi's nominee, was directed to take over from M, M. Chaudhury

of Assam in January 1972 despite the fact that the latter continued to

énjoy the confidence of the majority faction in the Assam Congress Legis-

lative Party. Similarly, ih Rajasthan, Barkatullah Khan, another of Mrs,
Gandhi's protegés, repiaced Méhanlal Sukhadia ~ Chief Minister of the state

since 1?54 - in July 1971, simply because Sukhadia, at one time, had
l ’ |

L]
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hob-nobbed with the Syndicate. As in Assam and Rdjnathan Mrs. Gandhi
_XZSked S; C. Shukla of Madhya Pradesh to bow out in favour of Ky C. gtthi
a“membor of Mrs. Gandhi's Central Cabinet. In fact, Mrs. Gandhi, after
the parliamentary elections of 1971, hgd set the shape of things in such
a way that only three pre-1971 Congress Clief Ministers survived {n office
during the period 1971-74: V. L. Nailk of Mahnrashtru! becuﬁsv of Y. B.
Chavan's influence; Bnns&lnl of Haryana, hccnusc of his "down to earth"
loyalty to Mrs; Gandhi (Bansilal was appointed .5 the Defence Minister
in the Central Government after the 1975 mergency); and Y. S.‘Parmar
of Himachel Pradesh, because of his life-long loyalty to the Nehru family.
Crises or not, Mrs, Gnndﬁi’hud done the rgéhu[fling at the state

level firmly and effectivelv. As Trever Dricberg wrote (1972):

The men whom she ljﬁrs (1ndhi / had marked for political

Hquidation wvere summoned to New Delhi and quietly, but

-, ruthlessly, advised to resign. Their protests, {f anv,

were cut short and they were summ1r11v sent back to thgir

state capitdls to pertform their qcparaLv acts of ronunc{ation 81
1f Mrs. Gandhi had only purged £ho unwvanted Chief Ministers, her action
would have been classitied along with the Knmughj Plan of 1967 ,designed
by her fath;r.k'ﬁvcn in that case, {1t would have been a classification
with overstated similar{ties: the ruthlessness in Mrs. Gandhi's action
was conspicuously absent in Nehru's action under the Kamaraj Plan. But,
Mrs. Gandhi went fur beyond thd _maraj Plan for she not only nominated
her own men d; thu Chief Minlstors of the states but a}so saw to it that
her: nomineces had no deep roots in the states to which thdy.were appointed,

so that they would continue to look constantly to New gzihi for support.

A: the Hindu editorialized (1972): :
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L)

A significant feature of this shake-up 1in the étatcs is that

the new prototype politiclan that is emerging as Chief Minister
is essentially one without local roots, who In the majority of
cases will have to look to the Centre for support and guidance.
In other words, the Prime Minister is assuming the responsibi-
lity of not only appointing Governors, but also nominating

Chief Minfsters and reorganizing the party units in the States,i
which makes the Centre the fount\&(\i}l political power in *

the country .... 82

And the Guardi.an summed up (1972):

Indian politics has thus come full circle sincd Mr. Nehru's

death. From then until Mrs. Gandhi's rise to sipreme power

State Chief Ministers twice chose the Prime Minikter. Mrs.

Gandhi's critics will perhaps blime her for wantipg to roist

her favourites and ves-men on the States. But sh& remembers

her father's helplessness against State leaders whd did

everything in their power to frustrate his economic\and social
policfes.83 :

S~

N ’ .
The Guardian's analvsis was certainly {lluminating but It sai hing"

about the change in the nucleus of the Center. As Mrs. Gandhi herse
said: "My father was a saint who strayed into politics ... but I am not

* 84 j e
of the same stuff."
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CHAPTER4VIL
Within.élbroad theoretical frame of developmcncal politics, ‘ a
this étudy has focussed oﬁ the crisis episodes at the §tdce levei in
India and their resolution throughvthc imposition of prcsidcntiai rule,
In the proceés,vthc dissertation'eﬁplored federal decfsion—mnking in
situations of state criQLs in‘foul different environmental settings,
each one of which, with its own problems and prospects, sect thc style
and the ethos of politics %n the contcxt of which federal leaders >

|

ipteractcd and regqlatcd.their relations with the state leaders. Thfough
l i ;

tﬁis macro—political approech - from}an identification of syste%—

© environment settings to statc crises to federal choices in dealing with

them - we analysed the workicg of Indian federalism and within it the

Ccntral interventign in state criécs from the perspective of over-all

Indian political development during che pasc twenty-five years. With

state crisec as indcpendent variables and federal‘choices as dependent

. bl
variables, we tried, through spatlal and temporal comparisons, to find

crisis resolution patterns 15 each of the four different phases of the
Indian politica] developmenti,

Mapping the political history of a complex country like India
over a quarter century with the aid of a few concepts has indeed been )
a difficult exercise. Most of the conccpts used in ‘this exploratory
cccdy werei"datéfcpntaining” concepts to keep them; as far cs coséible,
empirically relevant. However, as we moved into and out of the grooves
of'histofy, we found a fundamencal cransformafibn of the sy;%em, parti-

cularly after the Congress split of 1969. And, by 1971-72, the trans-

formation was complete andfalmoét‘total, rendering useless a search for

I | O ar
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continuity in pplitical stvles and traditions.,

The patterns of crisis resolution:

Table 7.1 Summarizes the total number of state crises and their:

' resolution during each of the phases of Indian political development.,

)

. The resolution of a total of 91 crises involved 29 presidential dissolu-~

tions and 13 presidential suspensions, Whereas all the structural crises

and the one systemic crisis was resolved througlr the imposition of

- presidential rulek only four out of a total of 40 incumbency crises were

resolved in this way. Qince all of these incumbency crises involved
‘Congress state’ governments, the smaller number of cases of presidential
rule shows that. the Central Government‘preferred to use resources other
than‘the formal use of the President's powers‘to resolve such crises.
However, each of the four Crises resolved through the imposition of
presidential rule in four]different contextual settings not only provided
us with a fresh insight into. the working of the Congress system but .
also, in many ways, distilled politics within the Indian political system.
. In phase I, 1950-63, among the .33 incumbency crises only the
Punjab crisis (1951) was resolved through>the imposition of presidentialv
rule. In the rest of the 32 cases, all, with the exception of four
,(;able 3.14), were resolved to the satisfaction of the Center. With
Jawaharlal Nehru, in whoge- personality was combined .ne charisma of an
‘Avtar(prophet) and the; l1iberal authoritarianism of the Mahatma, 1ncumbency
crises simply found resolution once it was known what kind of crisis
outcome Nehru had in his mind. It was only Chief Minister Gopi Chand
Bhargava of Punjab who refused to accept Nehru s decision and thus was
dismissed under presidential rule. It may be risky to speculate as to
what would have been the alternative scenario had the-rest of the Chief

Ministers in incumbency criges defied Nehru's resolution but the- fact

&
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presfdential rule only as a matter of necessity. J

444

. : . j
that Nehru used the Kamaraj Plan(1963) to purge some of the "undesirable"

Chief Ministers within the Congress system shows that he could be quite

4’
impatient with people who had forgotten the Bhargava episode. ‘

In phase 11, 1964-67, there was only one incumbency crisis
during the entire period, the one involving the Sankar government
(Congress) of Kerala. The changed system-environmental settings kept

Lal Bahadur Shastri from intervening in the crisis. actively. He declared
s

In phase III, 1967—71 ' there were three ineumbency crises,
in Haryana, Madhya Pradesh, and Andhra Pradesh. O0f the three, Mrs.
Gandhi was able -to stabilize only the government of Andhra Pradesh
and that only by awarding a major concéssion to the Telegana separatists.
She might have proclaimed presidential rule in the other two states
except for opposition within her cabinet and fear of alienating‘publie‘
opinion. |

In phase IV, 1971-74, there were three incumbency crises;
involving thé state governments of Madhya Pradesh, Bihar, and‘anarat.

7 ;
In the new system environment which crystallized the powers of Mrs.

‘Gandhi as the'leader'of the nation, the Madhya Pradesh government

stabilized itself while' the Bihar leadership was replaced with her
consent. The Gujarat crisis was .the only crisis which was resolved
through a presidential sUspensiom followed by a presidential dissolution
of the Assembly. 1In Gujarat, after Mrs Gandhi's nominee was displaced
by Chimanbhai Patel, she used, for the first time in an incumbency
crisis, hgr discretionary power to allot food to get rid of him. ﬁever
before had an-incumbency crisis been resolvedvin this way. However,

throughout the period, the attitude of the Center toward incumbency
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crises was crucial to the outcome of'crises(Tablq 7.2).

.Wh#le the incumbency crises arose because of the intra-party
conflicts within the Congress system, the struétﬂral crises, for the
most part, were the product of conditions such as widéspread violence,

: ¢
public disorder, populist movements, etc. at the state level. Such

_conditions either paralyzed the administration of the state or rendered

the preservation of peace, order and good government difficult, if not

impossible, at the state level. As

RIS

e was i,single broad
battern in-the resolution ofnéxfucfu
, : : KT,

. through the imposition of presidel

crisis which represented a chqlleﬁ“% :

11 of them were resolved
.

. [

pdriilarly, the one systemic

%:d éfal“e’axc“hqr ities was
resolved through the‘prOclamagion of préglgbﬁﬁial rule. In all these
caseé, the action of the federal government wa$ m;re than justified

' .
and conformed to the assurances held out by the political le ~rship

-

in resﬁect to the use of presidential rule(to the memberé of the Consti-
tuent Assémbly. However, an interesting ;oint to note was that npf
Coﬁéress government involved in a structural cfisis was ever so uncere-~
moniously dismissed as was the Communist government of Kerala in 1959
‘or the Leftist United Fropt government of Mukherjee-Basu in West'Bengal
in 1967. Perhaps the bﬂly period when both'Congréss and non-~Congress
state governments-in-crisis were ﬁreated equally was the periqd'betwe;n
1964 and 1967 when Mrs. Gandhi suspended rather than dissolved the Punjab
(Congress) and the Goa (non-Congress: Maharashtrawadi Gomantak Party)
legislatures with the consent of the state governments involved.

‘The maximum use of ﬁresidential rule was made to resolve

congressization crises, where a total of 38 crises led to 23 uses of -

presidential rule. The fact that all of these crises involved non-Congress-

L fS



446

%1'¢ 9Tqel UT se papnioxa sasen u:om*«

.cOHusHomev Pue uorsuadsns ‘*3°1 “sysTid wuo 103 sarni Tejuspysaad omy ¥

“¥%9€ LT 8 148 :TVIOL
81 61 € Padels satalstuyy .
ST Z 9 ’ ) { paulysax S9TAISTUT).,
€ ) v Y4 I 1 3[NI TETIuapIsaig
sa3sed g sased 4 - . sosed,
B30 dATITSO0g _ 9ATIRSON Te13INAN awod3ng
7L-0G661

¢ YAINII dHLI 40 JA0ITLIV QO !
SEASTYD ADNIEWAONI 40 THOJLOO .
' ¢ ATAVL

!



447

or Congress-coalition governments shows how the Congress Center used .
its‘reso&rces. There is no denying the fact that the opposition parties
were for the most part in no posibtion to comﬁete with thq massive
Congress machinery;.but the manner in‘which the Congress Party, both

in the states and at theq Center, tried to fragment tﬁem with a.view‘

to undercutting thelir strength and stifling their growth, makeé it

look as if the Congress never learnt té be a party among, othér parties.
There never was a single Congress codalition government throughout tﬁe

long, eventful history of India which did not end up either {n a complete

Congress government or in the dissolution of the coalition under

0y

presidentiél rule or othérwise. The justification changed:ffom the
"largést party' thesis - that only’the largest éroup in the legislature
shouldvbe allowed to form the g&ﬁernment (Madras 1952) - to- the “stability"
thesis - that the non-Congress coalitions could.not provide stable |

governments, but the purpose basically remained the same.

¢

During phase I, there were eight congressization crises, four
of which were resolved successfully when the Congness\coalition partners
agreed to liquidate their separate identities and merge with the Congress.
In the remaining four cases, ihe refusal 9}~£ae partners to be swallowed

"up by the Cbngress brought dissoluc{o?/d{ the Assemblies =~ three through
S E '
the use of presidential rule and one without it.

N

In phase II, 1964—67,‘the;é was no case of congfessization:crisis

k)

because 'there was no non-Congress §tate government except in Goa, a tiny
Union Territory, and Nagaland. Hence, we do not know how Lal Bahadur

Shastri would have resolved such crises had any occurred‘during his tenure

e

“

in office. .

\ﬁég

oty
In phase III, 1967-71, there)wéfe 20 cases of cohgreésization

‘Q
st R ]
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crises, most of which were resolved Lhrough the use of varied tederal
) -
resources.  The system environmental settdngs of this period were such
as to {mpose severe limltutfons on the formal use n} presidential rule,
which was hvvomin& increasiingly unpopular. The very first presidential
rule after the Fourth Ccnvrul‘ﬁloctlons 0f~1907, in connection with the
. congrvsslznt{on'crists in RJjusfhun, provoked such an adverse reaction
that the Central Goverament wns.louthv even to get the presidential
b rule approved by the Pavliament. Howvvér, under the Syndicntvﬂﬂ
pressure, a rounduhnutgwny ot toppling the non—éongrcss povernments

¢ nominal Governors,
\ b4

/]

through means such as activat ng the othe

setting up. "puppet” governménts, ullxqating\Jvdcrnl resources with
{ .

discerimination, ¢ ., was developed to resolve the congressization

crises. After the Congress split of 1969, Mrs. Gandhi, whose minority
[ ° . N
ﬁ&-. , government Jdepend on the support of some opposition pnrtieiiin the

~ . ¢ .
&% ) * } T . -
‘¥, . Parlament’, rused the tfederal authority highly selectively to demolish

the Syndicate-dominated state governments. During the period 1967-71,

A
L

R -
.I’k J

S LI ;Pn the gydal phﬂao 1971-74, all ten congressization crises

presidential rule. With the Congress(R)

'1nmontdrv clections of 1971 Mrs. Gandhi

&' & .
'any stﬁ%e bovu!nmr%tnv wse leadership was not completely loy 11 to het.

.gt“‘ :

e PRV
AL "'“VHavin;, z{gnw Lg?pﬂahivpéovwlth\\ of the politicians both before and

¥

7 3’,\' i,

&i;g;';afteg’tﬁblloﬁgfksb xﬁiit she desired a totnl overhaul of'stute politics;

‘ )
Jcmblishing l*ndcrahip QEIU\(UUQG at “the state level, Congressization

presidential rule was used twelve times to resolve congressization ~
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,pdiit§E53 at this gointg'was fundamental and may be summarized as

' | 449

no lpngdr meant just dbsorbing dissent as was thc case in the &chfu
era; it meant dispeﬁsing Glith dissent. The roét i{s history.

In faét, the increasing use of presidential ruie since the Fourth
General Elections of 1967 but'hore so after the -Qongress split of 1969
settled the most fundamental question that was rniscq on the death of
Nehru: who governs India? .Duriug LhCr}ifotimo of Nehru, the. answer to -
the question was so evident that the qucstign E}self-was thoug?t to be
ifreleuant. Nehru was the iodder of the nation and his tremendous
popularit; amony the masses precluded?g&&lcﬁallcngé to his authority
i &
from within the Congress Party or from among the Chief Ministers of
the various p;ovinces. The two succeséfdn“criffs that followed his
death brought both the party bosses and the Chief Minisﬂers of the
various states 1nt&;the natiénnl leadership seloctto; TrOCe NS, thereby
making the Central leadership dependeni\both on the Party bosg:s and

the Chief Ministers of the states. While Lal Bahadur & astri{ reconciled ."

A

himself to th;s dependency during his éhort tenure in office, Mrs. Gandht "

tried to disperse witnh such a dependency by struggling out of the control
of party bosses and Chief Ministers. En fact, having seen the cruclal
role that the party bosses and the Chief Ministers played %urlng the

first succession crisis, Mrs. Gandhi worked to control both the Party

and the state governments in ordlr to stabilize her léadershtp In the

process, ;residential rule converfiently helped her settle the question Z‘ff
“h°f§bverﬁ%§f5¥§¢h the in;reasing use Of this instrument, she was g
C e :»vu~§n her-obiéctives but she réhuced provincial autonomy~1ﬁ§a
fafce .a“é'/ma‘je .thevflndi"m system a case of the pathology of feéeraliSm ,
.

ng CongreSS'split of 1969, as mentioned earlier, wés in fact

the turning po}nx %n_#he history of independent India: The shift in

RS
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follows:

(a) while before the Congress split of 1969, most, of tﬁe
crises or}glnntgg at the state level {n the form of
intoyﬁpnrty or fntra—pnrty conflicts or popular discontent

’ with the gtate lcudvréh{p, after the split, the Center
;téeif'hécnmo a party to the creation of crises. From °

N

e 51971-72 on, mast oftthgvcriscs or{ginu(cd with the Center,

‘ - R SN ) ' - ' .
AP “!E; gﬁd their solutfons werd nl%gﬁn'th& Center's; and.ﬁg

(O S o

v

=7 (b)) while all three Prime Mindsters created a place for them-

R seLyes‘fn theia@iﬁ;s,of history} both Nehru and Shastrt
ﬂ ' T O ’
were part of the Center, which crystallized in {ts

fuﬁétioning'dpfkﬁg thelr tenure in office. With Mrs,

& . At oo .

Gandhi's victary in the parliamentary” alections of 1971,
: o . ‘ \

. followed by additional resounding victories in the

~ Bangladesh war and in theé state elections of 1972, she
{n fact became independent of the Center and of the
‘Center and of the Partv she represented.  This emasculated

thelpowers both of the Cert- and the Party, and she
4 !
| ,

concentrated these powers in her own persofi. Being a

child of politics and having lived thryugh the last uneasy

yeafé\of her faéher's life; and of her own l}fe during the
~ Congress split, Mrs. G§ndhi‘used‘herAvlctsti;% to "ring N
out the old and to rtﬁh in the new".
On account of ﬁhese changes,Q;;en the vertical type of federalism
that developed add was carefull? nurtuﬁed'by NeH;Q/VLrtQally caﬁe fg an

2 ~ “

end. Presidential rule which was designed as a "rescue operation" for

state governménts in trouble was turned against the state governments for

-4
v e . S : -
T o “% i L 8T ¢
L % i ., »
-

L2
-
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process, the study highlighted the importance of presidential rule not o

451

‘ 3
partisan and personal ends with the result that the type of Center-state

relations envisaged in the Constitution,simply ceased to exist.

The fact of the matter is that 'if we leave aside the Shastri
era, which was a parenthesis in history in which {nstitutions like the
Grand Council appeared to open up the pol 'ti .i .vstem to the state

\' N
governments nnd’thv party {onfluentials and ‘hus + Jevelop a burgdiﬁing
stylv of doaialun-mnking, the entire period Ui g unnlyais becomes
one of a dominant and increasingly hostile attitude (though in varying

L o
degree) of the Congress Center toward the opposition parties. Corntrary
to Lhu promises held out to the Constituent Aasambly (19&8 -49), that
presidential rule would be theylasg of tho instruments the Center would

use agninst a4 recalictrant state, presidential rule, ‘nstead, in the

majority of cases nnd.incrensingly, turned out to be a partisan Iinstrument

to maintain and su.tain the hegcm&akn position of the Congress Party. /

elections, presidcntiul rule becamg not, only the first choice of the

federal leaders but also the normal choice to ruin dissident state
. N ' s .

-~

goverdments. - ‘ 0!2
“ Oyt :
Though the s dy of presidential rule is the study of one .
. g v e -
aspect of the Centerwstate relations, this dissertation looked into ,
. : &
. S

the problom from a very wide ptrspOLtiVC of system nhalv\is. In the

only as a menms‘?ﬁ an understnnding of tte Indian federal system and

L~

ita dOVclopmont ove Limg but also of the Indian political systcm within
which this fedoxal system workgd Thus, it illuminated some -of the

critical aapeutb of the workingbof the Indian polity, thereby providing

a freah insight into the developmental politics of India. Neither the

-

Congress Party nor its leadership came out with any creiit in the proper

o - - ~

3

After the Cnngreés split, but more markedlv after the 1971 parliamentary % ’
' | i
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use of the Constitution but that was how {t was to be. ° A"

i

Presidential rule was designed to preserve political unity

against the threat of dysfunctional diversities. ‘After a quarter of
. \ i

3

a cenfury, it has become the mecans of establishing Central predominance}

|



a

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Bamq : ’ ' .

Abbaq Khwaja Ahmed, “Indira Cn\dl{ Return of the Red Rose. Bombay :
Popular Pre PrGSs, 1906 .

Aggnrwala, R. N. National Movement and (nnstitutionnl Development

of India Delhd: Metxopolitan 1969,

-

Aiyar, S. v, }edeluliam and Social Change: A (ommvntarv on Ouasi-

Fedelalism Bomhuy Asia Publishing Housve, 1901 1

bl i,\:",
Albinski, H. S., ed. Asian Political Processes,? fﬁoston Allyn &
‘ Bacon, 1971. .

Alexaundrowicz, C. H. Constitutional Developments in Indfa. Bombaw:
Oxford Universlty Press, 1957.

Allard, Eriﬁ and Rokkan, Stein., eda Studies in Polittcnl Sociolaogy.
: New York: Free Press, 1970.

Almond CabriEI A., et al. eds. Cris{~, Choico and Change. Boston;
Little, Brown and Company,- 1973, '

Appédorai, A. Dvarchy in Practice. London: Longmans, 1937.

LAppleby, Paul H. Public @amiqibCration for a Welfarce State. Bombay:

- ‘Asia Publishink House, 1901, ’ .

Apter, David E. The Politics of Modernization, Chicago: University
" Press, 1965, -

Austin, Granville. The Indian Constitution: Cornerxtone of a Nation.
Oxford: Clarendon Presa, 1968,

Azad, Maulana Abul Kalam. India Wins Freodom. An Autobiocraphical
N&vrativo. Bombay: Orient 1on&man\, 1953,

Basu, Durga Das. Commentarv on the ' Constitution ot Indtq. Calcutta:
qufh Caroline Sarkar & Sons, 1965

3

- Bendix, R.,ed. f}o&—ﬁuilding ama Liti?cnxhip New York: Wiley, 1964,

Berger, Suzanne.\Th; French Poli gﬁ ystem. New York: Random Hou@e
197‘{ > ) . L e s ’ . 3
) ) , ’ ’ - 4 ‘
7hargava, G. S. V.‘b. Giri. Bombay: Popuiar Pxé}adhan, 1969,

Bhatia, Krishan. Indira1 A Biography of thle?ime Minister. New York:
: Praeger 197F, -
.‘._) l > s

_ . )
' ' 453



]

S

’ : | 454

P
_11\.’!‘.-
Qoo

P

Blum, John N., et‘nl eds. The National Experience. New Yprk: Harcourt,
Brace and World Inc., 1963, . 1 '

'8

Bombwnil, K. R. The Foundations of Indian FLderalism. New York: Asia
' Publishing House, 1967.

Bondurnnt Joan V. Regionalism versus Provingialism. Berkeley: University
of Cnlifornia, 1958, ~

Braqs, Paul R. Factional Politics {n an Indian State: The Congress
Party in Uttar Pradesh. Berkeley Univ;rsity of California
Press, 1965,

Brecher, Michael. Nehru: A Political Biogrnphv. London Oxford University
Press, 1959. ‘

Brecher, Michael. Nehru's Mantle: The Politics of Succession in.India.
New York: Frederick A. Prneger 1966,

.~ Brecher, Micha€l. The New qtntes of Asia: A Political Analysis. New

York: Oxford Univerqitv Press, 1966, J

Burger, Angela Sutherland. Opposition in a Dominant-Party System,-

Berke]ey University of California Press, 1969,

Burns, James Maccregor and"J. W, Peltason, Government by the People:
"The Dynamics of American National Government. New Jersey:
Englewood Cliffs, 1963,

'Chénda, Ashok. Federalism in India. London: George Alle ¢§nd Unwin, 1965.

pany, 1971

Chatterjee, B. The Congress Split. Delﬁi S. Chand and- ‘ﬁ

)Chopra, Pran Uncertain India: A Policical Profile of Two Decaggs of

Freedom, Massachusetts M.ILT., 1966.

Christenseh, Asher N.,ed. The Fvolutioﬂ of Latin American Government.
New York: Henvy Holt and Company, 1951, »

Clark, J. P The Rise of a Vew Federalism. New York:. Russell and |
Russell, 1965, r

I . p

Dahl, Robert‘A.,ed. Regimes and Oppositions. New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1973.

Dahl, Robert A. Polyarchy: Participation and Qpposition New Haven:
Yale" University Press, 1971 . .

Dasgupta, Jyotirindra. Language Cdnflict% _and National Development:

Group Politics and’ National. -Language Policy in India.
Berkeley: University of Callfornia Press, 1970

*q’\

Das, M. N. The Political Philosophy of rawdﬁarlal Nehru. New York:
The John Day Company, 1961.




L

-

- ‘ 455

Dash, S. C. The Constitution of India: A Compnrative Studv. Allahabad:
Chaitanya Publithng House, 1968

Datta, Major C. L. With Two Presidents: Tho Idside Story. Bombay:
Vikas, 1970, ‘

. Dean, V. NerPatternm of Democracy in India. -Cam.ridge, Massachusetts:
Harvard University Press, 1959.

Desai, Morarji. The Story of My Life. Del :i: MacMillan, 1974, Vol. I\} 1I.

Drieberg, Trevor. 1Indira Gandhi: A Profile in Courage. Delhi: Vikas,
- 1972, ‘ :

LS
i

Earle,Valerie, cd. Federalism: Tnfinite Variety in Theory and Practice,
ltasca, Illinois: F. E. Peacock, 1968.
Eldersveld, Samuel J. Political Parties. Chicago: Rand-McNally, 1964.

Engelmann, F.. C. and M, A. Schwércz, Canadian_?o‘itical'Pnrties: Oripgin,
Character, Impact. ScaPborough: Prentice-Hall, 1975.
- " ! o !

o | . .
Erikson, Erik H. Gandhi's Truth. New York: W. W. Nprtnn and Companv, 1969..

Fitzgibbon, Russell H. Latxp America: A Panorama of Cgntemporary Politics.
New York‘ Meredith Corporation,. 197L g : :
P
o -h.?
Forsey, EFugene A. fhe Royal Power of Disqoﬁution of Parliument in
the British Commonwealth. Toronto: Oxford University Press,
1968. ‘ ' '

Frénda, Marcus F. West Bengal and the Federalizing Process in India.
NewrJersey: Princeton University Press, 1968.

Franck, Thomas.M.,ed. ‘Why Federations Fail. New York: Center for
International Studies, 1968

'FrieAnich, Carl J. Constitutional Government\and Democracy. Calcutta:
} - Oxford University Press, 1966,

'Friedrich Carl J. Trends of Federalism in Theory and Practice. New
York Prederick Praeger, 1968.

Gadgil, N. V. The Federal Problem in India Poona: Gokhale Institute, ‘,g\
' 1947 ‘ .

Ghosh, Sarkar. The Disinherited State: A Qtudv of West BenEAJ 1967-70.
Bombay Or&ent Longmans, 1971 '
i ‘
Ghosg Atulya. The Split in Indian National Congress. Calcutta: Jayanti,
1970.» . -

Ghosh P. C The Development of the Indian National Congress, 1892-1909.
Calcutta: Firma K, L Mukhopadhyay, 1960.




456

Gledhill, Alan. The Republic of India: The Development of its Laws and
Constitution. London: Stevens and Sons, 1951,

:@hpta, D. €. Indian Government and Politics. Delhi: Vikas, 1972,
| .

Gurr, T. R. Why Men Rebel. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1970.
. J

Hangen, Welles, After Nehru, Who? New York: Harcourf, Brace and World,
Inc., 1963% :

Banson, A. H. The Process of‘Tlanning: A _Study of Indla's Five-Year
‘ Planéﬁ London: Oxford University Press, 1966,

t

Hanson, A, H. and Janet Douglus,A'In&¥a's'Dcmocracy. Delhi: Vikas, 1972,
Hérdgfave Jr. Robert L. India: Government and Politics in a Developing
Nation. New York: Harcourt, Braceé and World Inc., 1970.

Hafrison, Selig S. India: The Most Dangerous Decades. Princeton: ‘
Princetan Unlversity Press, 1960, L

 Huntington, -Samuel P. Political Order In Chanﬁing Societies. New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1970, :

Jennings, Sir Ivor. Some Aspects of the Indién Constitution. London:
} Oxford University Press, 1951.
Kgmaﬂ, K.'t.' Spotlight on'Rajasthan Pnlificsk Traditional Challenge

: k in an Indian State. Jaipur, India: Prakash Publishers, 1967.

A\ . i
Kashyap, Subhash C. The Politics of Power. Delhi: National, 1974,

Kochanek, Stanley A. The Congress Party of India: The Qynamicé of
of One-Party Democracy. Princeton: Princeton University

s- 7 Press, 1968,

, Brown and Company,

Kothari, Rajni. Politics in India. Boston: Littl
' X 1970. :

Leonard, T. J. The Federal Svstem -in India:'Nétion and State in an-
Eastern Republic. Tempe: Arlzona State University Press,
1963, : - ‘

¢

Livingston, William S. Federalism and Constitutional Change. Oxford:
’ Clarendon Press, 1956.

L4

. L ’ 3 '
Livingston, William S.,ed. Federalism in the Commonwealth. London:
Cassell, 1963,

MacMahon, A. W. Federalism: Mature and Emergent. New York: Russell and
Russell, 1962, :

o

Mankekar, D. R. The Red Riddle of Kerala. Bombay: Manaktalas, 19€5.

Vi

-



457

o , : ' !

Mankekar, D. R. Lal Bahadur Shastri: A Political Biography. Bombay:
'~ Popular Prakashan, 1966,

Masaldan, P. N. Evolution of Provincial Autonomy 1in India, 1858-1950.
Bombay: Hind Kitabs, 1953, !

May, J. R. Federalism and Fiscal Adjustment. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1969,
. * T ’ :

Matthews, R. The Social Background of Pol'tical Decision—Makefs.-New
York: Doubleday and Company, 1954, '

Meekison, J. Peter.,ed. Canadian Federalism: Myfh.or Realitv., Toronto:
Methuen, 1971, S

Mehta, Ved. Portrait of India, England: Penguin, 1972.

Menon, V. P. The Inteégration of tlie Indian States. London: Longmans,
1956.

'Merritt,Richard L. Systemic Approaches to Com%arative Politics. Chicago:
Rand-McNally and Company, 1970. . .

¥

Moraes, Frank. India Today. New York: MacMillan, 1960, .

Morris-Jones,Ew. H. The Goveranment and Politics of India. London:
R Hutchinson University Library, 1967,

Nehru, Jawaharlal. The Discovery of India. Anchor Edition. New York:
: Doubleday and Company, 1960,

Narasimhan, V. K. Kaméraj: A Study. Bombay: Manaktalas, 1967,

Nayar, Kuldi" Between the Lines. Bombay: Allied Publishing House, 1969,

Nayar, Kuldip. India: The Critical Years. Delhi: Vikas, 1971,

Nayar, Kuldip. India after Nehry. Delhi: vikas, 1975.

Overstreet, Gené D. and Marshéij‘Windmiller,‘ Communism in India.
' Berkeley: University of California Press, 1958,

te
g e
e

W‘Palmer, Norman D. The Indian Political System. Boston: Honghton
‘ Mifflin, 1961.

Park, R. L, and Tinker, I.,eds, Leadersh’p and Political Institutions\
’ in India. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1959.
——— . r

Prasad, Rajendra. Autobioéraphy. Bombay: Asia Publishig House, 1961.

;Puri, Rajinder. India 1969: A Crisis‘of Conscience. New Delhi: By the .
’ author, 1971.

Pylee, M. V. Constitutiopal Government in India. Bombay; Asia Publishing
' House, 1965, ’ ' .



. ' 458

!

Rajagopalachardi, C. Our Démocracy. Madras:' B. G. Paul and Company, 1957,
[
Ray, Amal. Tension Areas in India's Federal System. Calcutta: World
Press, 1970. o

Ray, Amal. Inter-Governmental Relations in India. New York: Asia
Publishing House, 1966,

Rau, B. N. India's Constitution in the Mu :ing. Bombay: Orient Longmans,
1960. :

Riker/ William H. Federalism: Origin, Opcration and Significance. Boston:
Little, Brown and Company, 1964.

Rosen, George. ’Democrncy and Economic Change in India. 'Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1967.

Rossiter, Clinton L. Constitutional ﬁictatorship: Crisis Government
‘ in the Modern Democracies. New York: Harcourt, Brace
and World Inc., 1963. : :
- .

"Roy, Narésh Chandra. Federalism and Lijguistic States. Calcutta:

~ Firma K. L. Mukhopadhyay, 1962,

Rudolph, Susanne H. The Action Arm of the Indian National Congress:
The Pradesh Congress Committee. Cambridge: M.I.T.
Press, 1955. ‘

_Russell, Peter H%;Leadigg Comstitutional Decisions. Toronto: McClelland

and'StewartvLimited, 1973,

Santhanam, K. Tﬁe Constitution of India. New Delhi: Hindustan Times,
1951. . '

PS

Santhanam, K. Union-State Relations in India. London: Asia Publishing
- House, 1963,

. o - ‘ L
Sen Gupta, .Bhabani. Communism in Indian Poli®¥és. London: Columbia
University Press, 1972, .
- . i ,
Shah, K. T. Provincial Autonomy under the Gover . nt of India Act, 1935,
Bombay: Vohra, 1937.

Sharma, S. R. Constitutional History of;India. London: Macmillan, 1955.

Shiva Rao, B. et al., eds. The Framing of India's Constitution: A Study.
. New Delhi: Indian Institute of Publip‘Administration, 1968.-

~ Shuman, Samuel I.,ed. The Future of Federalism. Detroit: Wayne State

University Press, 1968. .

Singhvi, L. M.,ed. Union-Staté Rel:tions in India. New Delhi: The
Institute of ConsP¥¥mtional and Parliamentary Studies, 1969.

g




s

459

Al

Sissoh, Richard. The Congréss Party In Raja§\haﬁ. Berkeley: University
’ of California Press, 1972. \

Stanley,'Fv G. A Short Historv of the Canadian Constitution. Toronto:
- The Ryerson Press, 1969,

Stern, Robert W. The Process of Opposition in india:LTwé Case Studies
of How Policy Shapes Politics. Chicago: University Press,

1970. o

Sahota, S. S. Indira Ga&dhi: A Political Biography. Jullundur, India:
_ New Academic, 1972, :

Swartz, Marc J. ed.,Local-leve1~Politics:'Social and Cultural Perspectives.
' Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company, 1968,

Vasudeva, Uma. Indira Gandhi: Revolution in Restraint. Deihi: Vikas, 1974,

Ward, Barbara. India and the West: Pattern for a Common Policy. Néw
' York: W. -W. Norton, 1964. ' :

Weiner, Myron. Part Buildingﬁin.a New Nation: The Tndian National
Congress. New York: University of. Chicago Press, 1967,
. ) ‘ o -
Weiner, Myron.‘Partv Politics in India. Princeton: Princetcn Uriversity
Press, 1957, '

Weiner,'Myron. Political Change in South Asia.'Calcutta: Firma K. L,
Mukhopadyay, 1963, ; ,

Weiner, M&ron. The Politics of Scarcity: Public Pressure and Political;
‘ Response in India. Chicago: University of Chicugo Press,
1962, T : ' ~

‘.
o

Weiner, Myron. ed., State Politics in India. ﬁrincetén: Prirnceton
University Press, 1968. - :

: X . " .
Wheare, K. C. Federal Government. London:'Oxford University Press, 1953,

<

ARTICLES

Aiyer, S. P. "India's Emerging Co-operative Federalism.' Indian Journal
of Political Sciemce, XXI (October—Décember, 1960).

Alexandro&icz, C.. H. "India Before and After Reorganization."‘Yearbook
of World Affairs, XII (1958). : '

Appadorai, A. et al. "The Indian Constitution - Underlying Principles,
= with Discussion." Asiatic Review,XLV (1949).

Bifqh,'Au H. "Approaches to the Stucy of Federalism." Political Studies,
Lon XIV, No.l,(February, 1971). .

Ea . - ab-w



2

Bombwall, K.

R.'”The Finance Coﬁhission and Union-étate Relations 1
India." The Indian Journal of Public Adninistration,
‘No. 2(April-June, 1964), o

Brass, Paul R. "Coalition Politics in North Tndia."jAmerican Politi

460

n
X,

cal

Science Reviéw, Vol. LXII, No.4, (December, 1968).
1

man,

Chandra, Mahesh. "The Arbitrariness of Chief Ministers." The Stateg

<

November 17, 1961.

. Chaudri, Nirad C. "Independence and the In?ian Minﬁ.”lThe Statesman

[

\

‘ Forrester, Duncan B, ?The{Madrés Anti-Hindi A

. August 15, 1953,

-

Dash, S.. C. "Emergency Provisions and Union~State Relationﬁ in Indi

De, Nitish R.

" The Indian Journal of Political Science, XX1I, Nos. 1}

& 2 (January-June, 1961).

"Gheraos as a Technique for Social Intervention.'" The

a."

Economic and Political Weeklv,V,'No,3 (January, 1970).

Dwivedi, M. L. "Diseinctive Federalism of the IndianRepublic." The

I

Ebb, Lawrence

. Engelmann, F.

-AICC Economic Review, VI, No.l3 (November 1, 1954)7

Forrest. "Inter-State Preferences and Discrimination
In @ Federal System." Public Law Problems in "India:

A Survey, edited by Lawrence Ebb. Stanford: Stan.ord
- University Press> 1957. :

et

A

. o~ . \i : . ’ N '
C. "HagglLﬁ; for the Equilibrium: The Renegotiation
of the Austrian Coalition, 1959." American Political
Science Review, LVI, No.3 (September, 1962),

PE

Affairs, XXXVIII, No.l (Spring-Summer, 1965). .

gitation, 1965." Pacif

ic

‘friedman, Harry J. "Indian Federalism and-IndUStrial,Developmenf.” '

Fufber, Holden.u"gonétitutidn*Making'in India:

Gangal, $. C.

Ghosal, A.'f.

Hardgrave Jr.

.

Harrison, Sel

Far Eastern Survey, XXVII (March, 1958)..
H N 'S

‘strong Government to prevent Disorder.' Far Eastern
Survey,XVIII (1949), -

.Indian statesmen plan

N ' ’ " .
"An Approach to Indian Federalism." Political Science
Quarterly, LXXVII (June, 1962). '

oW : .
"Uhion-State Relations in India and National Solidari

ty. 1 .

The Indian Journal of Political Science,¥XII, Nos. 1 & 2, -

(January-June, 1961). .

4 «

, Robert L. "The Riots in Tamilnad: Problems and Prospects

of India's Language Crisis.” Asian Survey,V (August,
) ; : . ) ‘o
ig S. "The Challenge to Indian Nationalism.'" Foreign’

Affairs, XXXIV, No.4 (July, 1956).

IS
1

v : %
NS

1965) .



K} ) | : o | o 461

Jendings, Sir Ivor. "India After Ten Years." Political OQuarterly, XXVIII
(1958) . .

Jha, Nagesh Shree. ”Castdﬁin‘Bihar Pdl;tics.".Tho Economic and Political
Weekly, v, No.7,(February 14, 1970).

Kochanek,.Stanley A, Polttiaal Rccruitment in the Indian National
Congress: The Fourth General Eltction " Asian Survey,

VII, No.5, (May, 1967).

Kothari, Rajni. "India: The Congress System on Trial." Asian Survev,
VIII, 'No.2, "(February, 1967).

Kothari, Rajni., "Political Consensus in:India: Decline and Reconstr: - ion."
The Economic and Political Weekly, IV, No. 41, (OCtObLI, 1969).

: ) . _ 1 , oY
Kothari, Rajni, "Towards 'a Political Perspective for the Seventies." The o
' Fconomic and Political Weekly, V, Nos. 3,4,5, (January, 1970).

Kothari, Rajni. "The Failure of a System Politics as Private Egcerprise,
» The Times of India, April 10, 1975. . Seal

~#Landau, Martin, "Federalism, Redundancy and System Reliabilitv " Publiu
: “ The Journal of Federalism, III, No.Z2, (Fall 1973).

Lijphart, Arend‘ "Consociational Democracy." World Politics, XX, No.2,

: - nugryo 1969) _
4 .

Mégzshwari B, "Centre State Relations: Issue Awareness and Party
?ositions " The Economic and Political Weekly, VI, No.24,

(June 12, 1971).

Maheshwari, B. L. "PoPitics of Coalitions: Trends for the Seventies.'
The Economic and Political Weekly, V, Nos, 3,4,5, (January,1970).

'

Mehta, Ashoka, "The Opposition in the New States." Indian Jgg{nal of
' Political Science, XX (January—%arch 1959). 7

Morris-Jones, W, H. "The Exploration of Indian Political Life: A Review
Article." Pacific Affairs, XXXII (December, 1959) "
™
Morris Jonns, W. H.  "India: The Trial of Leadership." ‘Asian Qurvey vr,
No.2, (February, 1966). L

Morris—Jones, W. H. "India Elects for Change - And Stabflity " Asian
Survey, XI, No.8, (August, 1971)

Mukerjee, Dilip, "Politics of Manoceuvre." Foreign Affairs, XLVI,,No 3,
(April, 1968). T <

Nakade, Shiv Raj. "Article 356 of-the Indian Constitution.' Journal of .’
Constitutional and Parliamentary Studies, III, No.4,

{October-December, 1969).

Nath} V. "Regional Development Policies " The Economic and Political
Wéeklx VI, Nos. 30~32,. (July, 1971).

©



Overstrecet ,

Palmer,

"India's Fourth General llextlon " Asian Survey, V11 'y
No,S. Mayy 1907), '
Pulmor,lNdlm§n‘D. "Tadia . The Politics of Coalftion and Survival." .
T Curgmat History, LIV, No.320, (April, 1968). ‘
1Pa?k; Rfchard 4. "Politteal Crists fn Inc a, 1975." Asian Survev, XV,
’ No.ll, (November, 1975), - :
Raj, K. No "Planning from-flow." The lsnnomi\ and Politieal Nécklv‘ Vi,

b

G

Norman D,

ene D,
l‘u”(hh, XX (1958).,

"Soviiet and (ommun{\t }‘olh v in India.

o

Journal of
srputnatl ol

-

oy - Nos. 30-32, .(Julv, 1971).
L@ \ \ .
Rangachari, Ki "Relations betveen States and Centre." The \tnce'mmn
5 (Calcutta), January 2o, 1964, ;
N N i "
. A . . i ‘o
Rao, Shiva B. "The Future ot Indian Demperacy." Forefgn Affnlrs&’&XXlx.
o T . Noul, (October, 1900), K
- Roy, Ramashray. "Factionallsm and "Stratar-hy? & The Experience of the
“Congress Party, " ﬂiﬁﬂlﬁ&"\‘ln \Wl. No. 2, (December, 1907).
Roy, Ramashrav, "Selection ot Conpress Candida lhe*luwnum\\ and
. 3 5
Politdcal Veeklv, 3, No. 20, (B&Comber, 1906).
Roy, Ramashrav. "Dvnamics of tOne=Parety Dominance fu an Indian State."
Aeiﬁp_ﬁurvqf. VITL, Noo7, Tuly,-1908),
VRS T )
R\iolph. Lloyd 1. "The Modernity of Uradition: The Democratic Incarnation

\ of Caste iu'rndiu Vwexlxau Folitical Science kvviow
LIX, No.a,- \l\‘u‘ml\m. ‘)u‘»\ .
" Rudolph, sSusanne H, '(onxﬂn\u~ and Contlicrt /in Indian Politiu\.“ World

Sen, Mohit.

Pnlitlu s XL (april, o) , | S

"A Swing to lhn‘ Letr." The LEeonomic and l‘\ﬁlf(i\.ll Weeokly,

Il, No.l0, (“\xth{ 1907V, -

. » \

in West Bengal and Kerala."
(April, 19¢8),

. . 2
"Communist-lvd Ministries

Sinhp. < k!
' ‘Currcn( History, Ll? WL 320,

Srivastava, d¢. b, 'lmpa\t of Planuink on Union-Ntate Relations in lndld.
S B Tho Indian Journal ot oli'igal [eience,. XTI, Nos, 1 & 2
ZJanunxv~luno 1901) . 4 ' '

P, The Tnd fan Proxtdont and the States: A Neplected
Dimenston of their Rel Lationship. " Journal of Constitutional
and Parllmmoncaxv \tudye\, Ill, No.4, (October-Decembar,1909).

Srivastawa, G\

Subrananiam' V. and N. Sriuibas. "1!« Indian Political st:em Neeod
*for New R@\(‘:\l‘ch Anples." The Econamic and Politig ll
Weekly, VI No.l7, “thpril, 1971) .
—_— : .

- ‘ 9
o . <
v -




']

.}‘
1 -

g
o

4

‘Weiqgr, Mypon. "State Politiu& in India: Report on a Seminar. "‘As!an o

- i R . “ '
| L o 463
¥ : ! o

‘:H . ) '.".’ . }y ‘ 1
-Suteri, ;ggb. Regional \utonomy or Small States?" Journal ot[(he HOxietv

i ' for the Study of State bnvovumgnta IlI Yo. 3, Klulv. 1970).

- i
Thapar, Romesh. "Congress Moves o Recover Lost Territories." _The Economic
- and Politicgal weeklv, IT, No.47, (Dycember, 19675*
| -' g |
Thapar, Romesh. "After the Elation." The Feonomic and Pdlitichl Weekly,
. V11, No.5-7, (Fobxuurv, T1972). "
‘\.l ' - o L. ,
Thapar, RomCQh oA Me\sv 1runaitlon " The Economic and Politifal Weekly,
VITI No. (Julv, 1973)

Vafﬁ?, ViQhqudth Prasad. Townrdq Monistic Federalism in Indfa.' The
Indian Journal olVPolit{(nl Rxlohco XXIT, Nos.|1 & 2~ -
iJanunr -June, 901) T
y Y N &

Verghese, B. G. "The National Scene: From Kerala to Kafron." The Times

. of India, May 21, 1958. o B

"Wallace, Paul. "lndia: The Dispersion of Political Power." Asian Survey,
' gIII, No.2, (January-March, 1968) . ' ‘

; WOinor,vMyron;d"Strugglp Against Power." wdrld Politibs, VIIL (1956).

Meinegr, Myron. "India's Political Problem: The Longer VLpG.T Western q‘
Political OQuarterly, 1IX '(!une,¢l9§6)
Weiner, Myron. "India's Polltical Future " Norld “uhﬂt{cq, \I] (Fea0), T
‘fﬁ B

»

Survei&*f -No. &, (April 1960) .

- - ¢

“ Wpod, "Jehn. R. "thra Parliament\r\ Oppositiol in India A Comparativo

Analysis of POpUlibC Movothts in Gujarat ‘and Bihar "w
Unpublished papér prets ont%ﬂdiiﬁﬁhe Annugdl Meetin; of
the Canadian Political SCignLe\§F§bLLation, deonton,
Alberta, 1975. &P = '

o g N S 1 .

PARLIAMENTARY DEBATES L s | )

. - . l

. Y :
Lok Sabha Debates, March 5, 12, September 13, 1953; November 19 T@S&‘
. March 29, August 1, 1956; March 8, 1961; ertembek 22, 23,
1964; May 6, November 4, !965; May 6, 9, August’ 31,
November 7, 1966; November .1, 1967; March 21, 22, 25,

Jhlyfzs, August 27, 28, 29, December 19, 1968, S .

.

Rajya Sabha Debates, March 25, 26, September 14, 1953; November 20, 29, )

' 1954 December 6, 1956; March 8, 1961; April 4, August 12,
November 4, 22, 1967; May 8, 9, July 2-, August 12,
December®10, 1968. , ) |

o o ‘
NEWSPAPERS, WEFKLIES AND MONTHLIES

The AICC Ecdﬂémic Review Nau Delhi s o

’

The Economic ‘and Political weekly, Calcutta. >

¢




- .
¥ .
i \ N g‘, 464’
7"“":. - [
w0y . ‘
'lhc Hiogiitan Hnuw New Dellid, ‘ ‘
'Ihet llim’xf_\i,f)ludrns.
The lndfiun Express, New Delht, e
& &
_The Qteutoﬁmun. New Dc]h{ i
. Ny !
The Times of Indgy, Bombay X i , )
. o B : » ¥
The Tribupe, Chi\f\gl(j:zacl). v
T L . .
OTHER SOURCM 20 . Y .
- S : | ¥t
Asian Recorder, '
. D‘I PO + 'y
‘ . .
Keesing's Contemporary ! 1vos. ) g
The American’ Universitics Field \tatﬂ__ReportN.n' f. ,
o 7 S \
s oy,
g t - : 3 . :
* - , St Tl

%y
@
2



