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Indian federalism in the
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nationalism, I must make it plain that I am a strong believer in the Unitary
form of Government and the thought of disturbing it, I must confess, does

not please me very much (2019, p. 508).

However, Dr. Ambedkar was ready to consider a federal form ‘if it can be
shown that in it, local autonomy is not inconsistent with central unity’
(Ambedkar, 2019, p. 508). The implication was that a federal framework
would be accepted if it ensured the unity and integrity of the country.
Subsequently, a healthy compromise was reached, resulting in the balance of
power between the Centre and the States. Accordingly, India was described
as a ‘Union of States’, the union being indestructible. Ambedkar believed that
the federal system of India would help in cementing the forces of national
unity and integrity, but he had also warned that once the Constitution came
into operation, a host of forces would be unleashed which would possibly
threaten the unity and integrity of the nation. He specifically states

in addition to our old enemies in the form of caste and creeds, we are
going to have many political parties with diverse opinions...if the parties
place creed above country, our independence will be put in jeopardy a
second time and probably be lost forever (Ambedkar, 1949, p. 977-8).

The federal arrangement that was envisaged by the Indian constitution was
clearly reflective of the ‘strong central government’ mindset of the members
of the members of the Constituent Assembly. By tilting the balance of power
in favour of the central government, the Constituent Assembly unequivocally
endorsed the view that the unity and integrity of the nation could only be
maintained by a fortified central authority (Shastri, 1994, p. 54). In the pro-
cess, the question of ‘State rights’ was relegated to the background and was
given little attention. As in the case with many other provisions of the consti-
tution, the decision-makers in the Constituent Assembly appeared more keen
to legitimise the existing federal arrangement, as outlined in the Government
of India Act of 1935.

Several indications in the constitutional framework illustrate this fact:
the Constitution’s reference to India as a ‘Union of States’. Further, single
citizenship (citizenship of only the country and not the states), a single
constitution, initiation of constitutional amendments only by the federal
government, a single integrated judicial system and an elite All-India civil-
service system all point to the preponderance of the role envisaged for the
central government. The Constitution also has a special provision relating
to emergency powers, under which the central government can take over
the administration of a state on the grounds of a ‘breakdown’ of a state’s
constitutional machinery (Article 356). Even in the distribution of powers
between the different orders of government, the decisive role of the central



Y06 Sandeep Shastri and Katyayani Singh
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Working of Indian Federalism: An Overview 1952-2022

For a meaningful analysis of the developments in Indian federalism over the
last seven decades, five clear phases can be delineated: a) Independence to

1967; b) 1967-1977; c) 1977-89; d) 1989-2014; and e) 2014 to the present.
Important developments in four crucial years permit the clear demarcation of
these five phases. The year 1967 saw, for the first time, the defeat of the
Congress party in several states of India. In 1977, the Congress faced its first
defeat at the federal level, and the country witnessed the formation of a non-
Congress government, and the 1989 marked the end of one-party domina-
tion in Indian politics. The year 2014 saw the return of a single party with a
¢lear majority in the Lok Sabha after 25 years. Interestingly, all four develop-
ments are linked to the electoral fortunes of the Congress party!

During the first phase — often referred to as the Nehruvian phase, the politi-
cal leadership underscored the inevitability of centralisation of power to ensure
‘nation building’. When ticklish state problems demanded immediate solutions,
Nehru counselled the disputing parties to ‘keep in mind the larger view’
(Shastri, 1992, p. 59). Further, this phase witnessed the gradual - yet steady -
thinning down of the line of distinction between the party and the government
(Shastri, 1991, p. 15). Politics, in this phase, saw an attempt to forge ‘broad
consensus’ on issues, which resulted in what Kothari has referred to as the
‘Congress system’. The consensus became possible because of the high level of
legitimacy of the ‘national political elite’ and the coalition of diverse social
groups that was brought together in that period. The low level of mobilisation
among the depressed social groups also facilitated this process.

The second phase (1967-1977) was witness to increasing tensions between
the federal and state governments on account of the breakdown of the consen-
sus culture of the earlier years. With non-Congress governments [until 1989,
political parties other than the Congress party were referred to as non-
Congress parties. This was reflective of the centre stage occupied by the
Congress in Indian politics] being voted to power in the states on the one hand
and Indira Gandhi attempting to increasingly assert her authority within the

party on the other, the constitutional provisions relating to centre-state rela-
tions were systematically abused (politicisation of the office of the Governor,
misuse of Article 356 and further erosion of the fiscal autonomy of states),
and the values that governed the functioning of federal institutions were
greatly undermined. The dismantling of the federal structures (and traditions)
in the Congress party, with ‘loyalists and favourites at state and constituency
level” replacing “party officials and candidates with local knowledge and sup-
port’ (Rudolph & Rudolph, p. 138) shows that the collapse of internal democ-
racy in the Congress was more or less complete.
With the Janata Party coming to power (at the central level) in 1977, it was
hoped that the aberrations in federal-state relations would be corrected and the
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pr'inciples of federal fairness respected and scrupulously adhered to. Howeve
within months of assuming power, the new government established a record of
sorts by resorting to the mass dismissal of Congress governments in the State
by invoking Article 356. The absence of internal democracy in the Janata Part
resulted in frequent change of chief ministers - often at the directions of
leadership at the central level in several states where the party was in powe
(Uttar Pradesh, Bihar and Madhya Pradesh can be cited as examples).
Increasing tensions in centre—state relations became clearly evident in the ez
1980s, with Indira Gandhi’s return to power. While the 1978 splitin the Cong
had further consolidated her hold over the party and the Chief Ministers
Cc?ngress-ruled states were her hand-picked choices, non-Congress Chiel
Ministers came together to articulate their demand for greater state autonomy.
Commenting on developments in this phase, the Commission on Centre=
State Relations (hereinafter referred to as the Sarkaria Commission) averred
that those in power at the centre have been ‘obliged to use diverse strategies.
and tactics, which were not always sound from long term interests’
(Commission on Centre-State Relations, 1988, p. 15). Commenting on the ills
of overcentralisation, the Commission asserted ‘centralisation leads to blood
prossire at the Centre and anaemia in the periphery. The inevitable result is
murhidity and inefficiency. Indeed, centralisation does not solve but aggra-
yites the problems of the people’ (Commission on Centre-State Relations
19NN, p, §42), ¢
The 1980x were also witness to the collapse of the ‘consensus model’ of gov-
ornance, and Kothari has succinctly expressed the changes it brought in its wake:

An electoral democracy that had ... broadened its social base and showed
lpc'cfnl regard for diverse types of minorities and hence gained so much
Icgltnpacy got eroded over time and forced the political managers to com-
promise with ...monied and mafia interests... The erosion of parliamen-
tary, party and federal institutions and decline of authority of the State
and of the national political leadership has also been one of the reasons for
the rise of new actors on the scene, new forms of political expression and
new definitions of the content of politics. (Kothari, 1988, p. 28, 175).
The political developments since the 1990s have clearly contributed to
‘grvarcr democratisation of federalism and federalising of democracy’
(§I1astri, 2001). States have today emerged as the focal point of Indian poli-
tics .;mcl have significantly influenced the nature and course of federal politics.
Various factors have contributed to the emergence of this trend. The politics
of the 1990s have clearly seen the impact of social change on political/elec-
tor?l processes. With the democratic process ‘seeping downwards’. The impli-
cation here is that social groups which had earlier been denied their rightful
role in the political/electoral process were now demanding their legitimate
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share of the ‘political cake’, new social/political alliances have been formed,
and this has permanently altered the landscape of Indian politics. The end of
one-party domination and the emergence of a competitive party system is
merely a reflection of this trend. Their implications for federal governance
are far-reaching and significant.

This ‘new language of politics’ was succinctly articulated in the Common
Minimum Programme (CMP) formulated by the 13 party United Front (UF)
(;overnment (which came to power in 1996), when it promised an ‘alternative
model of governance’ based on ‘federalism, decentralisation, accountability,
equity and social justice’ (CMP, 1996). While making an unequivocal commit-
ment to strengthening the forces of political federalism — a strong centre, strong
states and viable local bodies (CMP, 1996), the CMP went on to add that there
had been a new articulation of states’ rights and the need for greater power to
the states to meet the aspirations of their respective states (CMP, 1996).

The National Agenda for Governance (NAG) - formulated by the Bharatiya
Janata Party (hereinafter called BJP) and its allies [The BJP led alliance, which
formulated the NAG, came to power in 1998] — also underscored the chang-
ing contours of federalism and recognised the need for devolution of more
financial and administrative powers and functions to the states and promised
to effect decentralisation right up to the grass-root level by activating and
involving local bodies (NAG, 1998). :

It needs to be stressed that the National Democratic Alliance (1999) was
formed by the BJP and its allies. It remained in power until 2004. The NDA
manifesto released during the 1999 Parliamentary elections emphasised that
the BJP-led government had ‘set new parameters of purposeful governance’
especially in the field of ‘centre-state relations’. The alliance promised to
usher in ‘a new political age of reconciliation and accord’ based on their
commitment to ‘federal harmony — ensuring a partnership of the Centre and
the States’.

The United Progressive Alliance (UPA), which came to power after the 2004
elections and was once again given the mandate in 2009, has underscored its
commitment to cooperative federalism in its Common Minimum Programme
(CMP).

The results of the National Election Study ‘96, 98, ‘99, ‘04, ‘09 coordi-
nated by the Centre for the Study of Developing Societies (CSDS) clearly
indicated that local and regional issues have determined electoral outcomes
since the 1990s. A linked trend is the polarisation, which Indian politics has
witnessed at the state level. While nationally India has seen the emergence of
a multi-party system, at the state and constituency level, there is a bi-polar or
at the most a tri-polar electoral contest (Heath, Oliver, 1999, p. 66-71). Voters at
the state/constituency level have reduced the effective competition to two or
three major political players. This implies that the voter choice at the local/
state level is very clearly articulated. However, when this is aggregated
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nationally, the number of effective players dramatically increases - a near
‘multiple bi-polarity’ (Sridharan, 1999). This fact was reinforced by the 2009
Lok Sabha elections (Kailash, 2009). The political preferences that voters
indicate at the state level vary significantly from one state to another, result-
ing in the need for coalitions at the federal level.

The fifth phase (2014-2022) was a period which brought greater stability in
the government, with the BJP securing a clear majority in the Lok Sabha both in
2014 and 2019. While in a formal sense the government at the central level was
an NDA government, in reality it was a BJP-led and dominated NDA. W hile
India has been witnessing to a string of coalition and minority governments
since 1989, the one formed after the 2014 elections was distinctly different.
coalitions between 1989 and 2014, the position of the Prime Minister was
necessarily one of pre-eminence. The role of coalition partners in endorsing the
candidate of the leading party in the coalition was quite common.' In the choice
of Ministers and distribution of portfolios among members of the Union
Cabinet, the bargaining power of the coalition partners (many of whom were
from state-based parties) was patently visible. More often than not, the coali-
tion partner leaders decide who would represent their party in the Ministry,
Further, they also bargained (successfully) for key portfolios. This was also true
of the NDA government, which came to power both in 1998 and 1999,

One witnesses a clear change from 2014 onwards. The BJP nominated
Narendra Modi as its Prime Ministerial candidate, long ahead of the election.
While the NDA partners endorsed the same, it was not without friction.?
After the 2014 election results were announced and the Ministry was formed
under Narendra Modi’s leadership, there was a token representation given to
some of the NDA allies of the BJP. More importantly, the portfolios assigned
to them were politically lightweight. There was little bargaining power that
the coalition partners had in the light of the BJP having secured a majority on
its own. This trend was further strengthened after the 2019 Lok Sabha elec-
tions. If one were to look at the Union Council of Ministers today,’ the clear
dominance of the BJP both in numbers and portfolio distribution is evident,
Post 2014, one notices a return to a strong central leadership. One would
offer the assessment in the next section that this has not altered the trend of
the states of India continuing to be at the centre of Indian politics.

Recent Trends in the Working of Indian Federalism — Post-2014

The reason to delineate developments in Indian federalism since 2014 as a
separate phase has been listed out in the previous section. The period 2014
22 has seen a few significant developments. Firstly, a ruling party securing a
clear majority, but formally working within a coalition arrangement, has
been a feature of this phase. It is posited that this was necessitated by the fact
that the BJP (in 2014) was still waiting to gain a national footprint. Over the
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last eight years, it has consciously spread that political presence much wider.
Yet, this was also indicative of the fact that ‘states continued to be at the
centre of Indian politics’. BSiisie) .

Secondly, the manner in which the BJP chose a Prime Ministerial candl‘-
date for the 2014 elections indicates a clear new emerging trend {Sha.strn,
2015). A sitting Chief Minister* was declared well before the 2014 elections
as the BJP Prime Ministerial candidate. He continued to discharge the role of
Chief Minister until the 2014 Lok Sabha victory of the BJP and his formal
appointment as the leader of the BJP (and later NDA) P:izrliamentary P_aijty.
This was the first time in independent India’s electoral history that a sitting
Chief Minister was declared as the Prime Ministerial candidate of a party.
There have been cases of a Chief Minister becoming Prime Minister, but the
manner in which it happened in 2014 was clearly different.’ This again is an
indicator of ‘states continuing to be at the Centre of Indian politics’.

A third trend witnessed is the clear distinction that voters across the coun-
try have been making (especially after 2014) between a natiorTaI e]ect‘ion and
a state-level election. The electoral choice made has been distinctly different,
This” was witnessed in Delhi, Bihar, Jharkhand, Odisha, Karnataka, West
Bengal, Rajasthan and Madhya Pradesh.? This has led to the‘elec?oral jigsaw
puzzle across India becoming extremely complex and each piece in that puz-
zle (each state of India) throwing up a different verdict. If one were to look at
the five states in South India, no two states have the same party in power.”
This further heightens the ‘states at the Centre of politics’ argument. ‘

Fourthly, the fact that throughout the year we continue to have elf:ctlons
as each state has a different election cycle has led to the country virtually
being in permanent election mode. This is not uniquely a post-2014 develop-
ment. Yet, the impact of this is seen clearly after 2014. The move of tbe B]P
to popularise the slogan ‘One Nation, One Election.’ needs to be seen in this
context. The party has been favouring a common time tab!e for Lok Sabha
and state assembly elections once every five years. Today, given the fact tbat
there are crucial state assembly elections every year and a Lok Sabha election
once every five years, political parties (especially the B]P') seem to ])e ;cllways
geared to facing an election and their leaders frequently in ‘campaign -rea.dy
mode. Two developments merit attention in this regard. Thi:“. f?cus dl}r1ng
campaigns on the ‘virtue’ of a double-engine government is increasingly
heard (Shastri, 2022¢). The appeal for voting the same party to power at thF
national and state level is increasingly being voiced and has important 1mPI1—
cations for the working of federalism. Another linked factor is the' active
involvement of central leaders (especially of the BJP) in the campaigns in
state elections. Studies have clearly shown that the BJP has been returned to
power in states often on the strength of the charisma of the central leadership
of the party and the public perception of the work done by the Central

Government (Shastri, 2022a, 2022b).*
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Finally, one notices the dominance of the three Cs: dynamics of adminis-
trative coordination, compulsions of political competition and realities of
intergovernmental cooperation since 2014. The COVID-19 pandemic has
further heightened the impact of the three Cs.

Dynamics of Administrative Coordination

A key element of federal dynamics and centre-state relations has been the
nature and necessity of administration coordination across levels of govern-
ment. A major contributor to this inter-governmental coordination has been
the bureaucracy. Given the nature of the working of the two key All India
Services — IAS and IPS — much of the administrative coordination happens on
account of the networking among the bureaucracy. As all key positions in the
Central Secretariat are occupied by officers from the All India Services on
deputation to the Centre, the connections that are often established between
officers in the state and central government often allow for administrative
coordination in spite of the raging political tensions that may often be wit-
nessed between the political leadership at the two levels, especially when dif-
ferent parties are in power’ at the two levels. This was especially seen in
handling the COVID-19 pandemic and is discussed in the intergovernmental
cooperation segment,

It has also been persuasively argued that much of the ironing out of ten-
sions and differences relating to the GST was resolved through discussions
among the top bureaucracy at the two levels. Frequent Secretary-level meet-
ings of those heading a ministry at the Union and State level have also led to
better administrative coordination.

The impact of limited administrative coordination was often seen on mat-
ters listed in the concurrent list. Subjects in the concurrent list are typically
left to the states, but when there is a need for developing a national frame-
work on a particular issue in the said list, the centre often takes the initiative.
However, the point of debate is the level of consultation that is put in place
as policies on matters in the concurrent list are evolved. What often happens
is direction from the centre to the states rather than consultation with the
states. A case in point is the National Education Policy 2020. While there is
general praise for the Policy Document as developed by a very competent

NEP Committee, its success would have been on a much wider span if the
representatives of state government were part of the said committee (Shastri
& Panjwani, 2023). There would then have been a sense of ownership on the
part of the states, and this would have led to better coordination in imple-
menting NEP 2020. It is now caught in the vortex of politics with BJP-ruled
states being in the forefront of its implementation, and in states where non-

NDA parties are in power, there is a much more lukewarm response to the
said policy.
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Compulsions of Political Competition

Post 2014, politics has clearly seen the entrenchrpeqt of a multi-party fcciria-
petitive system in India. For the purpose of anaiy51§, it may be more use uthi
speak of multi-state parties and single-state parties r'ather than to LEE' ¢
nomenclature of national and regional parties. 'Tlll %014, the Unite
Progressive Alliance led by the Congress was the ruling alllar}ce/part){ in nine
states, while the BJP was in power in just ﬁve states. Th1§ equation was
changed by 2017 when the BJP came to power in 17 states, while the Qo;g;e;)s
was the ruling party in merely six states (Kailash & Sandee.p Shastri, 4
At the end of 2022, the BJP was in power in 11 states, ar}d its NDA f:ll);\I v;;az:
in power in six states, thus accounting for governments in power. T ; i
thus has a presence as a ruling party in 17 states — a little over half the
states.!” The Congress is in power in merely three states, and a UPAfparzt(r)l;r
leads the government in an additional three states, Yvh1ch accounts orPA o
of the states. In seven states, a party/alliance Whlch is not part of the UPA or
NDA is in power. This indicates an authent.lc power-sharing lar.rangel\;ru‘:nt
across political parties. It has also resullted m‘ce‘ntre—state re altlmns. em%
caught in the vortex of competitive politics. This is reflected in three impor
ents.
tanlzi?:t\;;,l (;E}\rr:n the fact that there are different. cycles of c?lections ft?r the sta:e
legislatures, the country seems to be in campaign mode, in l(?r_ig [;,c ases, ew:‘il 3{
year. During these campaigns, the shrill rhetoric that one notices between p t
ties in the competition is often on account of fhe fact that parties in zm;ver i
the centre are often challenging a ruling coalition in the sfnte. whlch‘ 5 h::)m [:‘
different political formulation. This ofte.n results in the ‘flourish o et:o r
with little attention to the ‘facts of reality’, This ‘hnu been seen in the recent
election campaigns in West Bengal, Puqialb n.nd Gujarat, l"nr nldh::m ot
toral gain, ‘divisive rhetoric’ replaces ‘dmc,phncd discourse’ a y V
sted both relations between political parties, especially when different parties
i r at the centre and in the states.
aresl:cggz;;; the office of the Governor hgs been in the zone of ;.;u;:m:‘v.m:‘l:
the working of the federal system. This is not mchIy A post-2 fﬂ'-' n:l o
non. Ever since the inauguration of the Constitution, the l; ;‘.e .u "-
Governor has been embroiled in contentious debates. Much o dt r.; L"("';,ri,_.f
versy is related to the relationship between th'e Governor and t1§w:r “
Minister. This is especially so in states where a'dlfferent party is in powe hi.akl
compared to the centre. Two dimensions of this controversy assume :;;c:cc_
significance. One, the profile of individ.uais appomted as G(I)DveLn?rs :11 [5 .it :
ondly, the procedure followed for their appointment. On both cou u;am:;
noticed that the conventions that were hoped to be followed, or an‘:ss g
which was given in the Constituent Assembly, have been set aside by

government in power.
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This lends credence to the argument that the ruling parties at the centre
have used the gubernatorial office as an important benefit that can be distril
uted among its political loyalists and retired officers, who need to be rewarded,

Ministers of States would be consulted. Over time, this convention has be n
consistently violated and Chief Ministers have been informed of a guberna-
torial appointment rather than being involved in a consultation process prior
to the finalisation of the appointment. The record of the National Front
Government (1989-1990), Congress government (1991-1996), United Front
Governments (1996-1998), NDA governments (1988-2004; 2014 onwards)
and UPA governments (2004-2009) have been the same in this regard. If one
were to review the individuals occupying the office of Governor today,! eight
out of every ten have been politicians supporting the ruling party at the cen-
tre. The remaining two have been retired government and military officers. It
is a fact that Governors in states where a party other than the ruling party at
the centre is in power have been the most controversial and have running
feuds with the Chief Minister. This includes states like Rajasthan, West
Bengal, Kerala, Andhra Pradesh, Telangana and Chhattisgarh.

Thirdly, the compulsions of political competition are also reflected in the
criticism of the centre by the stare government of favouritism towards spe-
cific states in particular or states ruled by the party in power at the centre, in
general. The recent unease in Maharashtra over the shifting of the Vedanta-
Foxconn project and the Tata-Airbus aircraft project from Maharashtra to
Gujarat has been the focus of attention. ! (DH Web Desk, 2022) Further, the
approval by the Centre of three Bulk Drug Parks to Himachal Pradesh,
Gujarat and Andhra Pradesh has also been a bone of contention for several
states.'” Similarly, the Chief Minister of Telangana and his supporters have
been consistently arguing that the conditions that needed to be fulfilled as
part of the AP State Reorganisation Act have not yet been fulfilled.'*

The impact of these developments on Indian federalism in general and
centre-state relations in particular have been far-reaching and has been a
cause of friction and tension. While it is good to have a strong government
at the centre, it is all the more important to have a healthy, transparent and
fair competition between the states, with the centre not being seen as partial

to a few states.
Realities of Intergovernmental Cooperation

In recent years, all federal systems have seen an increased focus on intergov-
ernmental cooperation. It is increasingly apparent that no function of
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' g the
government is exclusively in the domain of the centre or thf.: states or even o
local governments. Most functions involve the need for mrergoxfemrr;)nm
5 . -
cooperation. This cooperation has seen some interesting trends since ]
g VID-19 pandemic. :
especially after the CO |
pﬁ'-ixena and Pathak have elaborated at length on how the issues n;latmg
10 the COVID-19 pandemic were handled. As per the Consntutlonaanan-
date in India, healthcare has been assigned to the state governments. etAai
per the Epidemic Diseases Act 1897 and the Disaster Managem!entS c
X . i S  Soon
2005, the central government is required to play et Loordmgtmg role oon :
3 . .
after the declaration of COVID-19 as a ‘disaster’, the Union ioiv-ernn:le1 :
i i Many believe tha
‘ i lockdown in late March 2020.
imposed a nationwide _ : e A i
i i or consultation with the states.
this was done without any pri : . :
states had serious reservations about the lack of adegqate (:Il::f:qsixon (::1 t:::
b i er a
i dialogues between the Prime Minis
matter, the frequent video . o st
) i ini he declaration of the lockdown
State Chief Ministers after t : : : -
and sustained intergovernmental interaction. As a result of the?se L(l)]nsu::
tions, state governments secured greater automzimér llll'l mfallnagmgt;l : l;; o
: on
ic 1 i tates also depended heavily
demic in their states. The s : i i
administrations to test and isolate affected populations. The Unulm g1 e
ment continued to play an important role. ‘IntergcwemmentaC rela
i ourt was
i i i free of conflict, and the Supreme
during this period were not et ' S
i * (Chattopadhyay & Knupling, ]
-alled to settle some disputes’ ( dh . ). <
:nd Pathak maintain that the Prime Minister is on reco-rd admlttmgfth::t
without the coordination and cooperation betweenlvagollls lev; spotht ke
i atha
¢ i 1d not have been possible (Saksena 1
yovernment, containment wou ‘
2021) It w,as clear that after the declaration of the first llocl;;ilmlvn, t};;
Prime Minister thought it important to involve the state Chief Ministers
isi i demic.
all decisions relating to the pan. nic o :
In a blog titled ‘Reforms by Conviction and Incentives written On.l";:.ll(.ed]";
Prime Minister Modi asserted that a ‘significant mcreasesm th;bava:}a i -||t|y};)e
i - agidari.
by an approach of Centre-State .
resources was made possible . e e
lised one size does not fit all, an
went on to assert that we rea ! do by S A
entre had to work with the states. Prime Minister Modi said that this cooper
C 3
ation represented a ‘pleasant departure from the past’.

Conclusion

i i ions
In the larger political landscape of Indian federalism and cenillli—sta:]e retl;nn aI;
i i ere has bee

i have had a multi-track impact. _
the developments since 2014 adan Jhere bas been an
i i | participation, an attempt at de .
increase in the base of electora : AP

ergence of a polity marked by :

the federal process and the em pol i
of political contestation, realities of sporadic inter-governmental coope
and administrative coordination behind closed doors.
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The working of the federal system has had to accommodate the emergence
of a range of state-based political parties. These state-based parties are not
merely the nucleus of politics in many states, they have come to play a pivotal
role in national politics. The re-emergence of a single party majority trend in
the Lok Sabha has not diluted this fact.

Parties in India reflect the changing contours of politics across the country,
In significant ways, the emerging competitive party system reflects the increas-
ingly assertive role the states have come to play in national politics. While
commentators have spoken of the emergence of a new one-party dominant
system, it is still in its infancy and may not well have all the features of the
earlier one-party dominant system. The multi-verse of Indian democracy is
truly reflected in the dynamics of federalism and centre-state relations.

Notes

I One notices this is in the way V.P. Singh, Chandrashekar, H.D. Deve Gowda and
LK. Guijral rose to the position of Prime Minister. Even in the nomination of

Manmohan Singh to lead the UPA coalition, the non-Congress partners of the UPA

played a crucial role. This would also be true in the case of Vajpayee (especially in
1998 and 1999) where the support of non-BJP, NDA partners was crucial.

2 The manner in which Nitish Kumar’s JDU withdrew from the coalition is a case

in point,

As on 31 December 2022.

4 Narendra Modi, the Chief Minister of Gujarat.

5 Among our former Prime Ministers, several had been Chief Ministers earlier in
their career. The cases of Morarji Desai, Charan Singh, V.P. Singh and P.V.
Narasimha Rao can be cited in this regard. However, there was a long gap between
their relinquishing the Chief Ministership and becoming Prime Minister. H.D.
Deve Gowda was one case where a Chief Minister directly went on to become
Prime Minister (1996). Yet, he was never announced as the Prime Ministerial face
of the alliance during the elections. Deve Gowda himself conceded that he never
thought he would emerge as a consensus candidate for Prime Ministership during
the election campaign and was more keen on retaining his Chief Ministership of
Karnataka (Shastri, 1996).

6 It may be fair to point out that Karnataka initiated this trend in 1984-1985. In the
Lok Sabha elections held in late 1984, the voters in Karnataka endorsed the claims
of Rajiv Gandhi to lead the Congress by giving 24 of the 28 Lok Sabha seats in the
state to the Congress. This was even as there was a Janata party government in
Karnataka led by Ramakrishna Hegde. Hegde resigned on moral grounds necessi-
tating a mid-term State assembly elections within a few months in March 1985, In
this election, the Karnataka voter gave a clear mandate and majority to the Janata
Party.

7 While Andhra Pradesh has the YSR Congress in power, in Telangana it is the TRS,
in Tamil Nadu it is a DMK-led coalition, in Kerala it is a Left Democratic Front
government and in Karnataka a BJP government.

8 The recent cases of Goa, Uttarakhand and Gujarat can be cited in this regard.

9 Senior bureaucrats at both the central and state level have conceded the fact in
interviews that in closed-door meeting away from the media and political rhetoric,
a lot gets done at the level of the bureaucracy. Yet, it must be conceded thar this

[
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collaboration of often on issues that the bureaucracy would like to prioritise and

ot necessarily what the political leadership may want. .
10 'lll'here are 28 )s,tates and elected governments in Delhi and Puducherry, making a

total of 30. g
A 31 December ; )
:é htstgs://www.deccanherald.com/nationalfwest/maharashtra-]oses~three—ma]or-

jects-to-gujarat-1157377.html )
13 gtﬁf gtl's;ltgopilr]lJ(atr}?;t MVA worked for has gone to Gujarat, Andhra and Himachal:
Aaditya ThackeraylCities News, The Indian Express.
14 Modi is icon of partiality, says KTR-The New Indian Express.
15 Bhagidari means partnership.
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