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FOREWORD 

TILL A FEW YEARS ago students of political organization as 
well as practitioners of democratic politics brought up on the 
Anglo-Saxon traditions had more or less taken for granted 
that the Westminster model of parliamenraty democracy 
repr~sented perhaps the most unalloyed form ~f the 
parliamentary system of government. Deviations from 1t w~re 
regarded as aberrations from an acknowledcred n·orm, resultmg 
from the erratic courses of history~ 'jn. -the "deviant cou~tr!es. 
This. implicit assumption received· a jolt in the early ~1xt1es, 
alb~lt temporarily as it appears in retrospect, even m . the 
Umted Kingdom, which might perhaps be properly descnbe.d 
a.s heartland of parliamentary . democracies. It:- -was, at tlus 
ttme, towards the end of Mr. Harold Macmillan s term 
of office as Prime Minister of United Kingdom, that the 
authority and power of the British Parliament seemed to 
under~o a slow process of erosion in many different ways, and 
~xecuuye decisions on major issues of policy appeare~ to be 
mcreasmgly taken in a political style more in tune w1th the 
'presidential system' of government. 

The trend was so noticeable in these years that perceptive 
o~servers of the then prevailing political scene in that count.ry, 
With .close acquaintance with parliamentary politics, hke 
~r. Richard Crossman, M.P. (now Minister for Labour), and 

r. J. P. Mackintosh, M.P., to mention only two names among 
other leading political practitioners, began to wonder if a n~w 
pattern of political organisation, viz., a •Prime Ministenal 
ds~ste~·. of government was not in the offing as indeed a few 

Jscnmmaf l't' I I t · 1 · ' d b un t d . mg po 1 1ca ana ys s m t liS country ha eg 
~· .0 m the heyday of Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru's Prime 

InJstership. 

A . . . 
parliamsenous agoDJsmg appraisal of the prospects of the 
. entary system of government was however sparked off 
ID a very d't:t' .,. I ' , . J h luerent m1 1eu on y after the death of Pandtt 
awa aria! Nehru by the somewhat curious political goings-on 



which marked a climacteric in our democratic evolution since 
independence. These manoeuvres, ostensibly prompted by 
the eminently laudable object of a search for a consensus on 
the selection of the Chief Executive of the nation, resulted 
over the succeeding months, in a slow but noticeable attrition 
of the stature and powers of the Prime Minister. This 
necessarily hampered the vigorous exercise of executive leader
ship at the highest level of government and became a source 
of concern to all those who believed in such leadership as 
being a sine qua non of the efficient functioning of parlia
mentary democracy. 

The setting of the Indian problem was thus basically 
different from that in the United Kingdom ; whereas in the 
latter case the problem posed stemmed from a seemingly 
excessive acquisition of power by the Prime Minister, in the 
former the problem seemed to be one of undue dilution of 
this power. In thinking circles in this country, questions 
began to be asked if, in the Indian context, a 'presidential 
system' which conferred increased powers on the Chief 
Executive of the nation and enabled him to lead Parliament 
effectively would not be more appropriate to the needs of the 
new political situation. Indeed a senior member of govern
ment in one of the leading States of India, viz., Madras, 
formally gave notice of a resolution to be moved in the summer 
session of the All India Congress Committee in 1965 which 
advocated a change-over to some sort of a 'presidential system' 
of government in the interest of the effective democratic 
governance of the country. 

It was in this climate of thought that the India International 
Centre conceived of the idea of a colloquim on this subject 
with particular reference to the prevailing political situation 
in this country. Unfortunately, the armed conflict with 
Pakistan in the autumn of 1965 and its aftermath held up the 
consideration of this project which was further delayed by the 
political and administrative developments in 1966 ~allowing 
the death of Prime Minister La\ Bahadur Shastn. These 
-developments did little to improve the style of politics or 
administration, and the circumstances which had suggested 
the need for a serious dialogue on the major issue of the form 
<>f government gained an accession of strength and added 
urgency to this issue. 

At this time, Prof. Max Beloff, Gladstone Professor of 
-Government in the University of Oxford, England, happened 
to be in Delhi as a Visiting Professor of the Delhi University. 
'The India International Centre took advantage of his presence 



to organize the projected colloquim on "Parliamentary versus 
Presidential System of Government". The colloquim was 
presided over by Dr. C. D. Deshmukb, President of the India 
International Centre and then Vice-Chancellor of the U ni
versity of Delhi. Prof. Max Beloff was good enough to agree 
to lead the discussion in which many eminent public men and 
.distinguished scholars in different disciplines participated. 
The list of the participants is given in an appendix to this 
document. 

. The col\oquim attracted wide notice and roused much 
t~terest. Enquiries were subesquently received from many 
<l1fferent quarters about the record of the discussion. The 
India [nternational Centre, therefore, considered it desirable 
to publish the present document containing summaries of the 
statements made by the participants made out from the records 
of the discussion at the colloquim. The basic issues debated at 
the colloquim appear to have received an unexpected edge 
fro~?. the results of the last general election. The fundament~! 
pohtJcal problem of all democratic systems, viz., the reconci
liation of Freedom with Authority calling for the establishment 
of the right equation between them, would seem to have 
acquired a new dimension in the wake of the latest ele..:wral 
developm~nts. The consequent changes likely to occ.ur in I he 
configuratiOn of the political terrain would need sustamed study 
and careful watchfulness in the years to come. The Centre 
trust~ th~t the present publication may be found to be a :mall 
contnbutwn to the better understanding of some ot the 
political prospects ahead of us. 

The India International Centre is crrateful to Professor 
Max Bel~ff and to the other participa~ts in the colloq.ui~ 
for the Interest and trouble that they took to participate m. Jt 
~nd to help clarify according to their lights many of the maJor 
Issues debated in it. 

New Delhi 
March 15, 1967 

D. L. Mazumdar 
Director 
India International Centre 





Proceedings of Seminar on 

PARLIAMENTARY vs. PRESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 
OF GOVERNMENT 

November 19, 1966 

Chairman (C. D. Deshmukh) : introducing the guest 
speaker said : I have very great pleasure indeed in extending a very 
hearty welcome to Prof. Max Beloff, B. Litt., M.A., Fellow of 
Royal History Society. He is the Gladstone Professor of 
Government and Public Administration, at the University of 
Oxford, and Fellow of All Souls College since 1957. He is such 
an eminent person that I shall not take up your time by giving 
the detailed bio-data about him. except to recall to your memory 
that he has a number of very distinguished publications to his 
credit, about a dozen, some of which, like Thomas Jefferson 
and American Democracy, The Great Powers, Tlze Americiin 
Federal Go1•emment, etc., have run into more than one edition. 

Max Beloff: I would like to begin by saying that it is 
not my fault that I am here-the subject for this seminar sprang 
entirely as far as I know from the brain of Mr. D. L. Mazumdar. 
He suggested it to me before I came to India and I accepted 
his invitation rather rashly, because I was unaware then of 
how topical a subject this was in this country. I thought this was 
really just an academic discussion of the kind with which one 
is very familiar, but as I have seen on more than one occasion, 
and of course as we can see from the two documents circulated 
to us-the letter from the Minister of Industries, Madras, and 
the paper by Dr. Pal-not only is this a topical subject but _it 
is obviously a subject on which people in this country entertam 
very diverse views. 

A second point I would like to make is that although 
I. produced a number of questions, which have als<;> been 
ctr~ulated, which I thought would be the kind of questions ~o 
wl~tch the people might like to address their attention, I dtd 
~hts within the framework of a general assumption that the 
~ssues raised in these questions might be of great importance 
tf a constitutional change of this kind were to be on the agenda, 
as it were, of the Indian political scene. 

But it is not that I am myself altogether convinced that the 
change would solve, or indeed go very far towards solving, 
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many o! the problems which have caused people to think of 
this change. For, it is arguable that the conditions of Indian 
politics, and indeed the country's general social and economic 
structure, are such that to argue about the form of the executive 
or the relation between the executive and the legislature-which 
is what this comes to-is taking it at a level at which no 
enormous difference might in fact be made with the kind of 
problems which those who seek the change would like to 
solve. 

Put another way, it is arguable that the problems that 
have been taken on in the endeavour to construct a parlia
mentery system on the basis of universal franchise in a country 
so large and so diverse, which represents a political experiment 
with no parallel in the world in any period of history, are such 
that one has to think about the feasibility of this before one 
comes to discussing the details of the central institutions. And 
though it would be improper to enlarge upon this, l feel, I 
ought to say this as a prelude that whether a federal system or 
a centralized system, whether a multi-party system or a single
party system, whether indeed democratic rule or totalitarian 
rule, are more appropriate to the conditions of the country, 
woul~ a~l seem to me to be prior questions to the purely 
constitutiOnal one to which we have limited ourselves. 

Having said that much to explain my own position, I will 
now accept the view that it is important to decide about the 
~ature and function of these central institutions, and that it 
Is. natural, therefore, to look at the alleged advantages and 
disadvantages of these systems as they operate in countries 
where, if you like, these basic questions of national identity, of 
th~ ability of the central government to enforce its will, do not 
anse or do not arise in the same acute form. In the present 
context t~is seems to me to be the importance of o~r interest in 
the expenence of the United Kingdom and the Umted States
the two countries we know best and the two countries which 
perhaps best represent these 'alternative ways of running the 
c_entral_government. Therefore, I would like now to spend a 
ltttle time simply on presenting some thoughts, not all of 
them my thoughts, but anyway thoughts which people have 
abo_ut the present state of presidential and parliamentry or 
cabmet government in the United States and Britain. 

The most important thing that strikes observers of these 
two systems is that each of them has certain advantages 
denied to the other and that the differences between them 
depend at least as much on the individuals concerned in 
running a system at any one time, as they do upon th~ 
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constitutional structure or even the conventions within which 
i be constitution operates. 

It has, for instance, been fashionable to argue in Britain in 
the last few years that the British system is becoming more 
•presidential', that there is a clear accretion to the power and 
authority of the Prime Minister as compared with his 
colleagues. But it could equally well be argued that this 
impression gained during the very unusual period of ascen
dancy of Mr. Macmillan as Prime Minister in the first 
five years of his tenure in that office-his ascendancy disappeared 
as you know in the last year-and if looked at his two 
successors would, on the whole, I think, suggest that there are 
limits to which this 'presidentialization' of the office can go 
even under a fairly strong personality. The system has been 
looked at and studied closely-I think this represents perhaps 
the most acute attempt to analyse these differences- by Prof. 
Richard Nevstadt of the Columbia University in a paper 
presented a year ago to the American Political Science Asso
ciation, when he pointed out that the difference between the 
two offices still remain so striking-Presidents, he said, with 
their twenty and odd high-powered assistants and with a 
thousand civil servants in their executive office, and Prime 
Ministers with but four such assistants in their private office
three of them on detail from departments-and a handful 
more in the cabinet office, which by definition does not serve 
Prime Ministers alone. I think this is a very important point, 
because one may exaggerate the extent to which either a 
Prime Minister or a President ought to be thought of as an 
individual irrespective of the instrument which he has at 
command. 

One of the reasons, I think, why Mr. Macmillan's tenure 
may in this respect look like a move towards a presidential 
system, was the unusual relationship which he had established 
with the then Secretary of the cabinet, so that the cabinet 
office began to look as though it were becoming a sort of 
instrument of the Prime Minister. Indeed, for a short time
and it has not reappeared in official documents-the Secretary 
to the cabinet was described as the Prime Minister's Principal 
Official Adviser. But this has changed; the office has been 
split from the headship of the Treasury, that is to say, the 
Civil Service with which it was combined. And, of course, 
in certain fields of government, the British Prime Minister has 
no equivalent of the instruments which the American President 
has. There is no equivalent to the Council of Economic 
Advisers, there is no equivalent to the Presideot"s Office for 
Science and Technology. These functions are departmental 
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in the United Kingdom, presidential in the United States-so 
that, it would seem, if one were contemplating a shift to 
another system it would be much more than a simple re· 
wording of certain clauses in the constitution. It would involve a 
major change in the organization of the governmental machine. 

On the other hand, it could also equally well be argued 
that in some respects the British Prime Minister, with a cabi
net to deal with, has a more direct control over many or most 
of the agencies of government than does the President in the 
sense that, provided his authority is retained, i.e., provided 
that he retains the authority to nominate the Ministers and 
the final say in the allocation of posts, both within departments 
and in the great nationalized and public sectors of industry, 
in the various boards and commissions that cover so much of 
the countrv's economic and social affairs, and provided he 
has the ultimate sanction of Parliament behind him, he has a 
power which in the United States constitution is quite 
deliberately diffused. In other words, the President cannot, 
for instance, command the activities of. say, the Tariff Com
mission or the Federal Reserve Board in the same way as an 
impulse coming from the Prime Minister in Britain is or can 
be transmitted to every branch of government activities, The 
relevance of this factor for looking at the way in which the 
economic affairs of the two countries are run is well brought 
out in Andrew Shoenfield's Modern Capitalism. 

Where the American President has an advantage, through 
a l~r~e staff in executive office, is the ability to formulate 
PO)tctes Y:'i~hout depending on departments. The British 
Pr~~e Mtntster, without such an office, probably lacks the 
abthty to . formulate policies, but is better equipped·.to e~ecute 
~hem.. ~hts again is something one ought to constder tf one 
~s tht~kmg of making a change : Is the problem one ~f deal
mg. Wtth the execution of policy or of the formulatton of 
poltcy ? From the point of view of someone like Prof. 
Nevsta~t the position of the President appears to be one of 
competmg agencies, that is to say, it is the most important but 
~ot the sole organ of decision, and much of what the President 
has today within the administrative sphere, quite apart from 

t e Well-known problems of handling the legislature, does 
depend upon his personal authority, bargaining power and so 
forth. It becomes therefore a much more political office than 
wat o~ a Prime Minister who, provided he keeps his party 
ences m order, is given in this respect a clear hand. 

A.nother point which seems to be relevant, because it is 
mentiOned, I think, in one of the papers put before us, and 
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this of course wil1 come up in the discussion, is whether the 
presidential system does in fact enable a President to by-pass 
things like seniority in party service or local influence in the 
selection of his cabinet offices. Is it true, in other words, that 
if your problem is one of making the right type of talent 
available to government at the centre, that the presidential 
system offers a clear advantage? Obviously, on the clear 
letter and performance of the two systems, this is, I think, a 
fact. The American President no doubt has problems in 
filling a cabinet office but these are not on the whole the pro
blems, in the most sensitive offices, of political support. It is 
I think a matter of common knowledge that when Mr. Rusk 
became Secretary of State in the USA, which is an important 
office, not only was he politically" totally unknown but the 
President himself had never personally met him. The choice 
of various other cabinet figures also would appear to lie-Mr. 
McNamara again-quite outside the ordinary inter-play of 
politics, which under the British or similar systems does deter
mine the position of those holding political offices at the 
centre. 

Similarly, it is true that at any one time, at any time of crisis 
for instance, the President is far less inhibited by the actual 
office held or by considerations of formal seniority as to whom 
he chooses to advise him. If one looks, for instance, at the 
very detailed account given in Mr. Sorensen's book on Presi
dent Kennedy and the Cuba crisis, confrontation over the 
Soviet missiles, which I suppose was one of the greatest tests 
of the American system of management that it has yet had to 
face, one can see that the President surrounded himself for the 
three or four critical days . with a group of people, some of· 
whom were there because their positions dictated it, but. others 
were there because the President felt that their counsel would 
be valuable, though quite different people could conceiv
ably have been called in. There was nothing, in other words, 
to say 'this is the group that shall decide'. If one were to 
imagine a British confrontation with a crisis of that kind, 
people whom the Prime Minister would be bound to take into 
his confidence were really settled in advance and it would be a 
~atter of very considerable surprise, and indeed even dismay, 
If he were to introduce into the counsels of the cabinet some
one outside or someone who held an office which did not 
entitle him to participate in decisions of this kind. So I think 
there is this genuinely greater measure of freedom in both 
senses . 

. ~n the other hand, one could equally well say that in a 
pohtlcal system where you are still depending and must depend 
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very largeiy upon consent, which reaily means acqumng 
voluntary support for policies, it may not in the long run be a 
great advantage to have a wide breadth of choice in the 
appointment of persons to positions of great responsibility. 
Thus the parliamentary system, for better or for worse, is a 
method of bringing forward and training a recognizable politi
cal elite and, indeed if I were again to go outside my terms of 
reference to range more widely over the Indian political scene, 
I would have added in parenthesis this point, that one of the 
weaknesses, it seems to me, in the operation of the parliamentary 
system, like the Westminster model, in India is that it has 
not been fully accepted, and that the presence of persons 
belonging to the general body who obviously have an influence 
and responsibility but hold no position in Parliament or in 
government, is a major weakness, in the sense that l find it 
very difficult to reconcile this or to see how it can be recon
ciled, with the working of the Westminster model. Certainly, 
any attempts to exercise this kind of influence by extra
parliamentary personnel, whatever their party affiliation may 
be, has always been resisted in England and has always been 
regarded as flouting the essence of the constitution. 

Now, you may say, that under Indian conditions or under 
conditions in other countries, Parliament is unlikely to act as 
th~ fil~er . through which a political elite eme~ges, and that 
th1s ehte Is more likely to be found, as Amencan Presidents 
appear to be finding it, in the offices of the Foundations, in the 
~o.ard Rooms of companies, in private business, in univer
Sities, and so on. I can see that the argument for this, in a 
~elativ~ly homogeneous society like that of the United States, 
1s a fanly strong one. If President Kennedy did not know 
Mr. Dean Rusk it was not at all difficult for him to find out 
what kind of a man he was and to establish the probable kind 
of relationship he would have with him, but 1 would have 
~bought that if the President of India were suddenly launched 
mto the task of filling up not only a cabinet but hundreds of 
0.ffices-t~e. American President, by nomination fills at the 
!Ime of. ~Is Installation something like a thousand offices carry
mg pohtlcal decision-making powers-if he were simply to 
have a sort of loose range for the whole of India, I would 
have. thought the problems of personnel would almost be 
baffl.mg .. 1 fail to see quite how one would get the right feel 
for the kmd of person that one wants. The only alternative 
would be to look for them among the people who had come 
forward t~rough the machinery of States, and that again, one 
may say, IS something which in a country where the centri
fugal tendencies of federalism are so strong, might not alto
gether be desirable. 
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Now these, I think, are the immediate reflections that 
one has when one compares the arguments relating to the 
two systems and sees a suggestion that one or other might be 
more appropriate under the existing conditions in this country. 
There is, of course, another range of subjects-as 1 said, they 
are much more familiar, the books tell you much more about 
them-and those are the subjects that relate to the position of 
the executive in regard to the legislature. Now, here of course 
one could say that the two systems are very far apart, in that 
the American President is likely to be in a bargaining position 
with his Congress except in very unusual times-and it seems 
from the American elections of the last week, it is going to be 
a difficult bargaining position for the next two years. The 
British Prime Minister, on the other hand, except when the 
luck of the electoral system produces a very unusual parlia
mentary situation, as developed in between the last two general 
elections, has the legislature virtually at his command from the 
point of view of the legislative programme which he thinks 
desirable. The only limitations on the legislative programme 
are the physical limitations of the number of hours in the day. 

Now, I am not quite clear-and I speak, as you will re
cognize by now, as a total ignoramus on this country. in which 
I have recently arrived for the first time, 1 am not at all clear, 
just looking at the Indian Press, or talking to my Indian 
friends, that the problem of the lack of a responsible legis
lature is really a very important one. If, as I see it, if the 
party has a commanding voice in the legislative matters, and 
is generally speaking responsible to the party Whip, I find it 
hard to see what would be gained by foregoing this command 
over legislative machinery. It may be-and one could argue 
and I think I would argue-that the Congress is a much more 
effective legislative machine in the long run, that it is likely on 
the whole, by an elaborateness of its procedures, to bring the 
country to accept things which the more radical and direct 
British method might not only fail to achieve but render 
almost impossible of achievement because of resistance or 
obstruction or confusion which they would provoke. But the 
American Congress will only work where it can develop 
within itself legislative leadership. 

Now, one could argue again, why should not the Indian 
Parliament, without Ministers to take the lead, become a 
legislative machine of that kind ? And, indeed, there is no 
abstract argument to the contrary. But it does seem to me 
that there is again this practical argument to the contrary
is it likely in so diverse a country, with so many calls upon its 
talent, that you can afford both to man an executive branch 
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of government at the highest level of competence and have 
quite a large number of people left over who are prep~red to 
regard the legislature and its functions as their main and mdeed 
their sole concern ? In other words, can India really afford a 
double political elite, even supposing that the dominance of 
one governing party remains unquestioned-and that of course 
may not be the case for long ? 

The final point that I would make, and it is related to the 
earlier one, is that the usually dominating argument for presi
dential government-it was this argument which has brought 
the French system over very close to a presidential one-is for 
stability in the executive. Arguments have usually arisen, as 
they arose in France, from a multi-party system, where it 
appears that the competition between the parties forces per
manent and unstable coalition as the normal fact of political 
life, as was the case throughout the life of the Fourth Republic 
and much of the life of the Third Republic. 

Again, though one could visualize circumstances in which 
this might become true in India one would not at the moment 
say that the instability of the ex~cutive was something one had 
to worry about, when one has a political system and an 
electoral system which appear to make it almost certain that 
comfortable majorities will continue to exist. It does not seem 
to me that any Indian Prime Minister so far has been in 
?anger because of possible loss of a commanding majority 
m Parliament itself. Consequently, this argument, which has 
been so powerful on the continent of Europe, does not, again, 
seem to me to be a very relevant one in fndian conditions. 
~ou. could of course rephrase it and say that it is not the 
hk.ehhood of instability in the executive, it is the ability to 
brmg pressure on the executive and to weaken its administrative 
action which is the result of its immersion in the parliamentary 
pro~ess. But there again I find this-and I speak very much 
subject t? correction -not to correspond with what actually 
~oes on m as far as the ordinary external observer can see 
It. 

What appears to me to be an inhibiting factor in this 
C?un.try in executive action is partly, as we have seen in this 
City .m recent weeks, a tendency in some quarters to exaggerate 
th~ IIT_Iportance in a democratic society of extra-parliamentary 
agitatw~-:-a great tolerance, in other words, of non-parliament
ary political pressures, but even more and perhaps over a 
longer period more important, the existence, as I said earlier, of a 
federal system with very highly centrifugal tendencies and with 
very great tendencies in certain parts to place the satisfaction 
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of a regionai, local demand or position above that of the 
nationai consensus. It is the direct operation of the State 
governments or indeed the public opinion in the States which 
seem to me to be much more important than any weakness in 
the parliamentary system or any lack of support which 
in the last resort the Congress government can command from 
Congress M.P.s. So, once again, on that account too, I would 
have thought the argument for a change may be misconceived. 

This is all that I should like to attempt to put before you. 
As I say, l speak very much subject to correction, but I thought 
if I did not put my neck out, no one else would. 

C. D. Deshmukh : I shall throw the discussion open, but 
I would suggest that in our intervention we only make our 
points. In this gathering, it would seem hardly necessary to 
elaborate them, much less to indulge in argumentation. 

Karan Singh : Well, in my preliminary remarks I would 
like to make a couple of points. First, the arguments regarding 
the comparative merits of the presidential and the parliamentary 
forms of government imply the basic acceptance of what one 
might call a democratic system rather than a totalitarian 
system. Because, really the crucial choice in Asia today is not 
so much between the parliamentary and the presidential system 
as between what is called the democratic system and the authori
tarian system. In our discussion we are assuming that it is 
going to be the democratic system, and within the basis of 
that we are going to discuss the merits in the two systems. 
Once this is accepted, l would like the discussion to bear 
specifically upon the Indian problems, because it is very 
difficult to consider the problem in theory unless you relate 
them to some specific country. Whereas the two ideal models, 
as it were, ar-e the U K and the USA, I think in this seminar 
it would be more useful if we concretize the discussion on the 
Indian problem. 

When we do that, what exactly is the problem before us? 
Is it suggested that we switch over from our present parlia
mentary form of government to a presidential system? We in 
India today have been functioning under the present system of 
government for the last twenty years. Now an argument has been 
put forward that this parliamentary government has failed and 
therefore we should switch over to the presidential form of 
government in India. If this is the issue I think it would be 



helpful for us to have clear ideas as to whether this is really 
so. 

I personally have no doubt whatsoever that the parliament
ary system of government for India is far superior to. the 
presidential. It is true that there are certain obvious attractiOns 
to a presidential form of government, which to my mind will 
prove illusory. First, the main argument of those who want 
a change is that they want a strong government. They would 
prefer to have one person who can lead the country. But 
actually, if one studies our situation carefully, one would find 
that in a country like ours with the background of a parlia
mentary system of government, with a federal syste~ with a 
large number of States of varying sizes, with the mherent 
tensions and unpredictability of a developing society, the 
parliamentary form of government is likely to give us much 
more scope to meet the problems that confront us. We must 
remember that although the societies in the UK and the 
US~. a~e also developing, they have achieved a certa!n 
eqUihbnum, as it were over the last two decades, whereas m 
l~dia our democracy i's only barely 20 years old and we are 
still grappling with the massive problems of economic develop· 
ment, of technological change and of social evolution. ln 
~:nder to handle these problems, a certain amount of flexibility 
m our system is essential. The great ad vantage of the parlia
mentary sy.stem for us is the possibilities of making important 
changes Without having to resort to violent means. 1 will give 
one or two concrete examples. 

. T~ke, for example, what happened after the Chinese 
mvaswn. There was a general feeling in the country that our 
defenc~ syste~ was not adequate. Well, certain changes were 
made, mcludmg a change in the Minister of Defence, pamlessly. 
I would. say not entirely painlessly, but without any severe 
convulsi.ons, and the system was able to take that shock, the 
traumatic shock, of a defeat by the Chinese at the border 
~nd .to carry on without our democracy being basically 
lmpaued. ~uch more recently, in the last week, there was 
ano.the~ very Important change in the government. There was a 
fe~lmg m Parliament and elsewhere that Home Affairs were not 
bemg handled with the ability and the firmness which were 
necessary. Therefore, our system gave us the opportunity to 
make a change without disrupting the fabric of democracy. 

Once you adopt the presidential form of government, then 
y~:>U are stuck with the President, as it were, whether you liked 
him or not. When tensions mount there is no way in which 
you can change the government or important elements in 
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it without the necessity of a formal impeachment, or you iet 
the tensions grow and ultimately explode. Therefore, it seems 
to me that the parliamentary system is much superior from this 
particular point of view. 

I am not saying that our parliamentary system is functioning 
perfectly. In fact one last point that I would make is that 
our parliamentary form of government needs some essential 
developments to make it more effective. Two developments 
which occur to my mind immediately are, first, an increasing 
sophistication in our committee system in our Parliament. 
Even today the M.P.s do not get adequate opportunity to 
participate in the tasks of government apart from merely voting 
on bills. Now, the development of the committee system, l 
think, mainly on the American pattern, . would be J~ery u.s.eJ11.l. 
l think that is one thing we can derive from the American 
system without having a presidential form of government. 

Secondly, it seems to me that the committee system within 
the cabinet itself should function more effectively than it does 
today. You have the Cabinet Sub-Committee on Defence, 
you have the Cabinet Sub-Committee on External Affairs, and 
so on. For many years these Sub-Committees did not function 
very effectively, because we had at the head of government an 
outstanding charismatic leader. Now these committees should 
develop and become more effective. With these developments 
I feel a lot of frustration among the Members of Parliament 
would be removed. But I would certainly say that any 
attempt to change the system in India today would be fraught 
with danger. 

Susan Rudolph : It seems to me that the main 
arguments behind Mr. Venkataraman's proposal are impor
tant, as also the burden of Prof. Beloff's remarks. The 
reason for Mr. Venkataraman's proposal appears to be his 
doubts about the possibility of all the States continuing to 
command one party stable majorities. I think Mr. Venkata
raman proposes an executive without, if possible, the multiple 
party system, to avoid the instability which flo\\s from such a 
system. In this respect, it seems to me that the proposal for 
a strong executive is a proposal for stability. 

There is another advantage that would flow from his 
proposal, which I suspect is less general and perhaps more 
partisan-although I would not like to suggest that this was 
his intention. Presumably, the Congress Party is much better 
equipped as a party institution to manage, for example, a 
national presidential election, because it has a fully national 
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party organization, which a good many of the opposition 
parties lack. In some ways you could argue that a strong 
executive is a possibility which would benefit the Congress, 
particularly at a time when its majorities in the various States 
become narrower. 

There are two apparent weaknesses in the proposal. The 
first-the one Mr. Beloff has stressed several times-is that 
under a presidential system the legislature cannot be command
ed. I am struck by the fact that in Mr. Venkataraman's 
proposal the whole issue of how differences between the legis
lature and the executive shall be resolved, is slid .over, it is 
not really centrally confronted. You could raise an argument 
that Mr. Venkataraman's proposal strikes for stability, while 
possibly sacrificing the effectiveness which the executive now 
has with its majority in the legislature. 

There is another disadvantage. I think Mr. Beloff also 
referred to it. Mr. Venkataraman feels that the factionalism 
which is now one of the prevailing difficulties for the State 
executives particularly, and increasingly for the national 
executive, can be managed better by a term executive. I 
wonder whether, if you get fixed term executives in the States 
tha~ are under an obligation to jolly along legislators to pass 
tbe~r I?rogrammes, they would not be under considerable 
obligatiOn to get the members in the cabinets from the various 
factional groups who can then assure that the programme will 
perha~s go through in the legislature. So the legislature and the 
executive are obviously closely tied together. 

Lloy~ Rudolph : I have one observation to make. 
O?e thrng which has to be considered seriously, if India 
Wishes t_o adopt a presidential system, is what the capabilities 
of .I?dJa's political system are in supporting the national 
pohtJCs. I does give support for the national politics now 
rather well, in my view, but this it does through a fantastic, 
COJl?.plex, structural arrangement working up from the local 
basic power, upto· M.L.A.s and the whole scheme of local 
governm~nts, to the State cabinets and through the nomination 
proce~s •. m a myriad and complex system of negotiation and 
barg~u~mg ~hich makes it possible for a large mass of the 
public In India, without the kind of political communication, 
~ass communication and so forth, which national politics 
m more developed countries from this point of view command, 
to participate in the elections. 

Whether India will be able to have a national political 
system and a federal system as well without a mass newspaper 
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reading public, without a mass television public and even 
without a mass radio public, because of this rather deeply 
decentralized complex heirarchical system of negotiation, 
bargaining and participation is open to question. Now 
Mr. Venkataraman's proposal would be, at least, as far as one 
could guess from the draft resolution, that the President be 
nationally elected. I think it is worth thinking about what 
this would mean in a country like India. Of course, it would 
be certainly advantageous to any party which has a national 
organization. But beyond that, in a general way, my question 
will be: what will be the nature of the national presidential 
campaign in India and the implication~ of the efforts to mobi
lize a national majority behind a President on a party basis? 
Yet if the President is to be elected by the present means, i.e., 
by the same legislators voting together to act as the electoral 
college, what would be the nature of the political process by 
which a particular individual was elected as President. You 
must imagine what will be the nature of presidential politics. 
In America presidential politics is very complex and a long-term 
operation-getting the nomination and winning the election. 
We must think about how such a thing would be done in 
India. I just raise it as a problem in the context, on the one 
hand, of this rather complex and effective system of negotiation 
and participation (now relying on a heirarchical system) and in 
the absence of mas~ means of communication available today 
in the country. 

c. D. Deshmukb : I believe what you want is a new 
model of d~mo~racy which has not yet been thought out by 
political sc1ent1sts. In other words, I do not know why we 
should confine ourselves to the Westminster model or the 
equivalent Wash_i~gton model. We need a model of democracy 
to suit our condittons. N?w,_ the problem here is, as Professor 
Beloff has hinted, that tillS IS the first time in history that the 
Western parliamentary system of democracy is being tried in a 
country without perhaps the necessuy basic preparation of the 
nationals, and without the basic premises bing satisfied. 

In particular, I should say that this is the first time in 
history where over a sub-continent we have given adult franchise 
to a largely illiterate and ill-informed franchise holders. Every 
adult in this country has a vote. This has very serious conse
quences. After the initial glamour from the politics of our 
independence wore off and the old leaders who had fought 
for it and won it disappeared one by one, we have had to live 
with representatives of the people from many constituencies 
who were brought up on increasingly narrow and parochial 
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interests and were men and women of increasingly lower 
educational and other qualifications. The universe out of which 
we have now to choose our Ministers both at the centre and 
perhaps in the States does not produce men of the required 
calibre. I cannot say anything about their integrity, but 
certainly few of them possess the requisite capacity or industry 
so that 3/4th of their time, as revealed by a smdy of the 
administration in the Punjab according to the admission of the 
Ministers, is spent on political in-fighting and in political 
manoeuvres to retain their position. Now, this has h~d a 
very demoralizing effect on the entire administrative machmery 
which, by Asian standards, was not particularly weak. We 
inherited a reasonably efficient administrative system; although 
the complexities of the tasks have increased enormously, as 
well as the dimensions, we still have the makings of a very 
good system of bureaucracy. But it is thoroughly demoraliz~d 
by bad leadership at the political level, with the result that m 
the implementation of policies and policy-decisions our 
administration has given very poor evidence of any kind of 
sense of direction, and it is notorious that our plans have pro· 
gressively failed. I think it would not be incorrect to say that 
we have today a really hesitating and inefficient government. 

Another disadvantage is that the centre of political power 
is entirely in the States largely because of the way in which 
we manage our elections. When to elect representatives for 
Parliament and the State legislatures the people go to the polls 
on the same day, it is quite clear that a person cannot be 
elected to Parliament unless he is able to carry five or six local 
seats with him. It is a kind of a psychological attitude when 
you go to the poll booth, if you are voting for the Congress 
you will give all the votes to the Congress. If we were to make 
a sm_all change in our system, and the elections for the central 
Parhame~t could be held on a day, say, six months away from 
the. electiOJ~s to the State legislatures, I think much could be 
achieved. foday all Parliament members are apparently at the 
mercy of the local bosses and these local bosses are now not 
making it a secret that it is they who wield power and not the 
people a~ the centre. !hat explains the gigantism of the plans 
and vanous other thmgs-the retention of food zones and 
many other evils from which we are suffering. This is what is 
to be corrected. 

As regards the quality of the people, I suggested to our 
former Prime Minister, Shri Jawaharlal Nehru, and to others, 
and also in my speeches during the last six years that what 
was needed was that they should reinforce themselves by look
ing at the younger talents particularly as the Congress Party 



lacked any definite kind of ideology except the one they had 
appropriated from the Socialists and badly operated. Too 
many old people are sticking around to their jobs-a Minister 
who left his job recently was a Minister for 20 years ! Now, 
I think that this is wrong, because your brain does not function 
that way-as you know. I should say that five or ten years 
or something like that ought to be the sort of ordinary rule .... 

Interruption : There was the Kamaraj Plan ! 

C.D. Desbmukh : No, that was a stratagem; it was not 
a rule at all and most of them came back. Therefore, I say 
unless a party rejuvenates itself by looking round for fresh 
talent, inducting it into its own ranks, ensuring that they get 
seats to which they will be elected, our government will 
never improve no matter what system of democracy we may 
run. 

That is in short all that I want to say at this stage on this 
topic. 

Shivn Rno : I think it may be of some use if I were to 
throw a little light on the circumstances under which the 
Constituent Assembly came to the decision that we should not 
have a presidential system. The Constitutional Adviser, in his 
draft, had borrowed many of the structural features of the 1935 
Constitution and he had suggested that whoever be the Head 
of the government should have two categories of powers : one 
to be called Special Resp?nsibilities on the analogy of th~ 
Governor-General's powers m the 1935 Constitution and the 
other powers which he would exercize only under i~structions 
from the government of the day. 

A normal proce~ure in th~ Co':lsti.tuent Assembly was that 
the Drafting Committee, which InCidentally consisted of a 
non-Congress majority-there were seven members of the 
Drafting Committee and five were non-Congress-normally 
considered the draft proposals of the Constitutional Adviser and 
then placed them with its own recommendations before the 
plenary session of the Constituent Assembly. But in this 
particular matter of powers under Special Responsibilities for 
the Head of the government, the Drafting Committee, which 
was rather allergic to the 1935 Constitution, struck that 
proposal outright and said that under no conditions would the 
Head of the government enjoy any sphere of responsibilities 
to be exercized in his discretion, that is to say, without consult
in~ the cabinet of the day. That is how the constitution took 



shape, and although our constitution provided. for t~e 
President to take over the administration of a State m certam 
circumstances, there is no provision in the constitution for the 
President to take over the entire administration of the Govern· 
ment of India, under any circumstances, a point which I bad 
made in a letter to The Hindustan Times. 

The other point which I think we have to consider is 
whether the presidential system as we have evolved ha~ had 
sufficient experience in working. We have had two Presidents 
so far. One was the President of the Constituent Assembly, 
Dr. Rajendra Prasad, who was inevitably the choice of the 
Congress Party for the position of President. He was not a 
very assertive person and had a rather masterful Prime Minister 
to deal ~ith_. Therefore, even the limited powers that were 
place? m h1s hands by the constitution he did not choose to 
exerc1se. He occupied that seat for two terms and was followed 
by Dr. Radhakrishnan, the present President. He was not 
really ~ C?ngress Party man. He is more of a philosopher ~nd 
educat1omst. He was selected with the support and the backmg 
of th~ Congress Party. As President I must say that l~e has 
exercised :nuch more freedom in his speeches than Dr. RaJendra 
Prasad did. Whether he will be elected again next year or 
not, I do not know. But havino reoard to the composition of 
the electoral college which will" ele~t the President after the 
general elections next year, I think it is quite possible-perso~
ally I would consider it quite likely-that the position will 
change son:e~hat materially. That is to say, the Congre~s 
Party, even If 1t comes to power in the centre, will have a con~I
derably reduced majority and it is quite on the cards that 10 

a_t least t>yo ?r three Stat~s there may be non-Congress majori
ttes functw~mg. In any case, the composition of the electoral 
college which will elect the President would be markedly 
diff~rent from what it has been in the last 15 years. Therefore, 
I thmk the President who will be elected next year will have 
more room for manoeuvring than the first two Presidents have 
had. 

One other point I would like to make is that I entirely 
agree . with Dr. Karan Singh in what he said about the 
commt~tee system. I had myself experience of both Houses 
of Parliament and I personally think the committee form of 
government is much more appropriate for this countr~ than 
the system we have followed. I think that in a revolutiOnary 
age like the present, the very slow and almost dilatory proces_ses 
through which important legislative measures go is a warmng 
of which we should take notice_ 
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N. C. Chatterjee : Mere discussion on comparative 
merits and demerits of the two systems will be of very little 
practical purpose. I would like to be a realist and say that 
the history of the evolution of the Indian political and constitu
tional system has been very peculiar. Our leaders fought the 
British but when we got independence it is amazing that 
they deliberately retained the British system of jurisprudence 
because they thought that that would be conducive to the rule 
of law. We deliberately adopted the parliamentary system. 
It had earlier operated in the provinces, which are now 
States, for some decades with varying degrees of success. Let 
us remember the men who were in the Constituent 
Assembly : Sir Alladi Krishnaswamy Ayyar, Dr. Rajendra 
Prasad, Sir B. N. Rau, the real maker of the constitution. 
and other great men of India. We adopted the parliamen
tary system because we were convinced that that would 
be the best system for having democracy functioning in 
India. 

I am convinced that what Bagehot had said is still correct
after all there must be coordination between the legislature 
and the executive and the best way to do it is the parlia
mentary system, for the cabinet is the hyphen which joins the 
two. 

Now, our misfortune has been the artificial imbalance
those who are in Parliament know it very well-only about 
43 per cent of the votes go to one party, but the party has 
over 70 per cent of the seats in the House. Although the 
Congress majority has been going down in successive elections, 
the proportion of seats which it has in the Lok Sabha, which 
is the dominant House, is getting larger instead of going down. 
Secondly, as Dr. Deshmukh pointed out, there are other 
difficulties. 

But I am against switching over to the presidential system. 
In a country like India where the States have a big pull-one 
of. the great parliamentarians standing up in Parliament once 
said, 'In my constitution it is written : "India, that is, Bharat, 
that is, Uttar Pradesh" • -this system can lead to dangerous. 
consequences, to some kind of fascism, to dictatorship, that 
will intensify the centrifugal forces. You can just imagine: 
what can happen. A few States with large majorities may 
back a strong man and he comes to power and completely· 
dominates the scene. That will be the end of democracy in 
India. Therefore, I am pleading for an amalgam of both 
the systems, for their synthesis, for a reconciliation of the 
two. 

17 



Dr. Rajendra Prasad was one of the men who made the 
constitution of India. Yet, when he was President, he wanted 
to know what exactly his position was. Possibly, Jawaharlal 
Nehru or other Ministers had told him that he was merely 
a counter-part of the British monarch, and had no other 
powers excepting those which had been specifically given, 
and as such must act purely as a spokesman of the cabinet. 
He was rather unhappy at this. He put it to the country, to 
lawyers, jurists, eminent thinkers, politicians, to define his 
exact powers. There was a symposium in Delhi at which I 
had the privilege of initiating the debate. I pointed out-I still 
maintain I was right-that it was not the intention of our 
constitution-makers to make the President a mere replica of 
the British monarch. I can give Article after Article which 
demonstrate that he can exercise his own independent judg
~ent, apart from the judgment of the cabinet. Take for 
mstance Article Ill of the constitution, which says : 

'When a Bill has been passed by the House of Parlia
ment it shall be presented to the President and the 
President shall declare either that he assents to the 
Bill or that he withholds his assent.' 

Now look at the proviso : 

'provided that the President may, as soon as possible 
after the presentation to him of a Bill for his assent, 
return the Bill, if it is not a Money Bill, to the 
H0use, with the message requesting that they will 
~econsider the Bill, or any specified provisions there
In, and in particular to consider the desirability of 
introducing any such amendment as the President 
may recommend in his message to the Parliament. 
And when a Bill is so returned the House shall 
consider the Bill accordingly and' if the Bill is then 
passed again by the House, with or without amend
ment, and present it to the President, the President 
shall not then withhold his assent.' 

I am pointing out this to show that it is not correct to 
say t~at ~mr President's powers are no more than those of a 
con~tttutJOnal monarch like that of Britain. There are other 
sectiOns also which bear this out. 

I am pleading that this artificial imbalance can be to some 
·~xtent ~edressed-you can have proportional representation, 
tf you ltke, you can think of other things. Unless there really 
are two parties more or less evenly balanced, you cannot have 
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the parliamentary system functioning properly. Unfortunately 
that has not evolved here; we are trying to move in that 
direction, but we do not know if we shall succeed. In some 
States the dominating party has been thrown out of office and 
power, and as some of the participants have also said, the 
present ruling party may be dislodged in a large number of 
States. What I am suggesting in this? Why not give the 
President increased powers ? We could develop conventions 
or amend the constitution. We have already amended the cons· 
titution 21 times, if necessary we can amend it again. 

Dr. K. M. Munshi, the eminent lawyer, who was also a 
member of the Constituent Assembly. states that some of the 
powers of the President are supra-Ministerial where a Minister 
cannot be relied upon to advise him. He bas given four or 
five cases : 

(i) Dismissal of the Prime Minister who does not enjoy 
the leadership of his party ; 

(ii) dismissal of a Minister who has lost the confidence of 
Parliament ; 

(iii) dismissal of the House of People which appears to 
the President has lost the confidence of the nation ; 

(iv) ~is exercise of powers as the Supreme Commander 
m emergency when the military has failed to defend 
the country. 

Also, in cases of emergency you have got to depend largely on 
the powers of the President. 

I am, therefore, advocating that the President should be 
given powers to come to his own decisions, not to be always 
fettered by the judgment of one Minister or the cabinet. In 
that way, I think, it is possible to have the best from both 
the sy_stems. You can make an amalgam of them, make a 
blendmg of them, and apply them to the Indian constitution. 
I do not think that our Indian constitution-makers were 
wedd~d only to the British model, completely ignoring the 
Amencan system. Of course we could not have a complete 
separat~on of powers. That is not possible, because we have 
the cabm~t system, which means a blending, a reconciliation 
~f the leg1slature and the executive. There cannot be a separa
tiOn between the two. Apart from that, there is a large field 
where the President can usefully act at his own discretion in 
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the interests of the nation and the country. 

_ For instance, the greatest lawyer in India, the former 
Advocate-General bas been deprecating the continuance of 
!he emergency. The emergency was declared when the Chinese 
mvaded India. Everybody welcomed it then, but it is still 
c~ntinuing, without any check, without::'- rev~sion by Parliament, 
Wlt~out any periodical review of the S1tua~10n: In s~ch cases, 
I tbmk the President should be given power m h1s own JUdgment 
to revoke it, to suspend it, and bring about normal conditions. 

The finest feature of the Indian constitution is the guaran
teed fundamental rights. Making a departure from all other 
constitutions in the world we had deliberately conferred basic 
human rights and guaranteed them, and given th~ right to 
all Indian citizens from Kashmir to Cape Comorm to go 
straight to the Supreme Court for the vindication and enforce
ment of any of the fundamental rights. But all the fundamental 
rights today stand practically suspended simply because of 
the emergency. The Supreme Court has ruled th.at nobody 
at present can petition the Supreme Court or a H1gh Court 
for the vindication of Article 14 or Article 19 of the constitu
tion. Article 19 virtually means all the basic freedoms. There
fore, all the basic freedoms have gone. Part III of the 
~onstitution, which is the most valued part of our constitution, 
IS completely kept in abeyance. How long will it remain in 
abeyance ? It is in these matters that the President should 
be. given some powers. It may suit the Ministers ; it may 
SUit the party in power ; it may be convenient for them 
to keep up this apparatus of emergency and deprive 
t~e people of their fundamental rights. But then a man 
hke the President, who is also elected, not nominated, who 
has also come through the democratic process, should be given 
powers. 

. I am therefore pleading for a realistic appreciation of the 
situation and to make our constitution function in such a way 
so as to secure the double objective of the maintenance of the 
ba~ic human rights and also the preservation of national 
sohdarity and national sovereignty. I think this can be done 
by incorporating the good points from both the systems and 
working our constitution on that basis. There need not be 
~ complete scrapping of our constitution but simply re-model
hog it and establishing certain conventions ? 

V. K. N. Menon : It seems to me that the question as 
to whether we should switch over from a parliamentary to a 
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presidential executive has come up in the context of a tendency 
towards the development of a multi-party system, towards the 
break-up of the Congress system and the possible conse9u~11:ces 
on the centre as well as the States. But I do not know If It JS a 
correct reading of the American constitution and its development 
to argue for such a change in India. As I understand Jt-we 
have got American experts on the subject here-the strength of 
the American presidential system has depended upon the dev~
lopment of a two-party system, and a President bas been parti
cularly effective when he has had a majority in both ~ouses, as 
at present, although it has diminished somewhat m the last 
election. 

If in India we are going to have a multi-party system .and 
no majority for any party, l do not know how the Amencan 
system can work profitably here. I think it will only le~d to 
a great deal of weakness and constitutional anarchy With a 
President having no majority in the legislature and unable to 
direct the government. There may be stability, of co~rse, as.he 
will continue for five years, but it will actually be an meffectiVe 
stability, it seems to me. This is the first point I wanted to 
make. 

I hestitate to disagree with Mr. Chatterjee, but the point 
that I am making is relevant to the point that he has stressed. 
Mr. Chatterjee said that he would like to have some more 
powers for our President than he has as present, either by law 
or by custom or by both. I doubt very much if it is desirable, 
or even if it was the intention of our Constituent Assembly, 
to confer any real powers upon the President. As I read the 
Constituent Assembly proceedings, as I read the constitution, 
I think it is intended very clearly that the President will act 
and should act only upon the advice of the Prime Minister and 
the cabinet. If the President is, on the other hand, given some 
powers of a kind, some powers of a discretionary or indivi
dual judgment and character, it will lead to a conflict between 
the President and the cabinet or the Prime Minister which, 
seems to me very undesirable. I think the whole principle 
of the British system which we have adopted is that 
there is a smoothness in the working of the parliamentary 
executive system which will be lost if we adopt the American 
system or even if we adopt a modified system of a kind which 
Mr. Chatterjee has advocated. 

So, I think, at present there is no case for a change over, 
particularly because the present majority system is not likely 
to disappear, it seems to me, for a long time. 
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Renuka Ray : 1 would like to first say that 1 too was a 
member of the Constituent Assembly and I remember the 
discussions that took place. 

Before I enter into this particular matter, I would like to 
focus altention on one point. The impact of the new strands 
in society as a whole in the world today shows that the gap 
which exists between democracy and those countries which are 
supposed to have different systems-like the dictatorship of the 
Left, in particular in the communist countries-have somewhat 
narrowed down in some countries ; in Yugoslavia, for instance. 
Also I think today we would all recognize that democracy 
means not only the giving of the right of fullest self-expression 
to the individual but to see that economic and social justice 
and the good life and equality are available to every citizen. 
It may be that democracy stresses these two equally. In the 
framework of some other systems this may not be so apparent, 
but there is a narrowing of the gap. Therefore, when we are 
considering which system would be the best for any particular 
country it would be useful to consider the good points in other 
systems as well. In today's discussion we are confining our
selves to the presidential and the parliamentary systems. But 
we in this country and some of the new democracies could take 
something from other systems also. There should not be any 
feeling of restriction or inhibition about it. In fact, I think, it 
is interesting to know how much the USA takes from the 
USSR system and vice versa. It is gradually taking place, 
although they are not conscious of it. 

Now to come to the presidential system and the cabinet 
system. I think the problem arises from the fact that there is 
no strong second party in the country. I belong to the 
Congress Party, and feel guilty that even though we did not 
secure a majority of votes we hold the majority of seats. But 
whose fault is it ? Is it our fault or is it the fault of other 
parties who cannot get together even after talking about 
electoral alliances ? We hope they will get together. Our 
blessings will be with them. We have a huge majority 
obviously because there is no other party which can take the 
responsibility. Parliamentary government, to be effective, 
does need at least a second party, and nobody would be more 
glad to see the rise of a second party than all the responsible 
Congress men and women. 

_I think there ~s _something in Mr. Chatterjee's suggestion, 
not !n regar~ to giVIng m_ore power~ to the President necessarily, 
but m adaptmg and makmg alteratiOns. Take the presidential 
system of government itself as it is in the USA and as it is 
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transplanted to Latin American countries or even to the 
Philippines. There are changes, adaptations, according to the 
environment of different countries, their aptitudes, their 
background and talent. If we try to adhere too rigidly to the 
sister or the mother of Parliaments, that is where things start 
going wrong. Since the conditions here are not the same as 
in the UK and there is no second party, we must see what 
can be done about it. The matter needs a deeper study. I 
think we should go into that, because it has led to frustrations 
outside, it does lead to extra-parliamentary activities which 
are most undesirable and which must be checked. 

Another point which Dr. Karan Singh has made, I think, 
is very important, i.e , the committee system as prevalent in 
the United States should be introduced in our legislature. 
There is a good deal of frustration among Members of Parlia
ment because of the lack of some such system. This is much 
more necessary in a country like India than in the UK. 

I would like to stress one more point. In the presidential 
system the separation of the legislature and the executive is an 
essential part, in the USA at least. If that is to happen in 
India in the present conditions, I have no doubt that it will 
lead to a most difficult situation. Because there are certain 
conventions, apart from everything else, that are established 
in the USA, the sanction of the legislature does come to the 
President. lt may so happen in India that either the sanction 
is not available to the President or by bringing in the presi
dential system we begin to follow what has happened in so 
many of the newly-emergent countries in Asia which have 
gone in for dictatorships. All these matters have to be 
considered. 

But I do feel that it is time that we took into account our 
own experience. There is no doubt that one-party rule, what
ever its demerits may be, was a help in the formative years ; 
we had to grapple with the problems of partition and it was 
necessary to have unity and uniformity in the country. This is 
what carried us through, with Panditji at the helm of affairs, 
in a manner in which we have been able to advance to a 
great extent. Today we are feeling frustrated because of the 
many crises that we are facing but we forget that we have 
developed. If the Planning Commission today is not doing so 
well, if there are many difficulties-one of the serious prob
lems of a democratic system with a large uneducated electroate 
is a fall in the calibre of the members in the legislature-then 
there is no doubt that we should consider also the question 
of bringing in talent and expertise from outside if it does not 
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eome to the legist~ture in sufficient numbers and see how we 
can have some kind of a mixture of the two systems that 
obtain in the U.K. and the U.S.A. 

D. L. Mazumdar : I should like to say a few words 
to explain the circumstances in which we had decided to 
organize this seminar at the India International Centre
particularly in the light of what Professor Beloff said at the 
beginning of his talk. The title of the seminar-Presidential 
vs. Parliamentary System of Government-unfortunately seems 
to suggest that we expect the participants to take a position. 
We had nothing of this sort in mind. Starting from the two 
broad models of executive government in a democracy which 
are best known to us in this country, some of my friends who 
helped me to organize this seminar felt that perhaps the time 
had come when it might be worthwhile to take a second look 
at the form of the executive government which we have chosen 
for ourselves. We are all aware of the history of our cons
titution. Although 1 was not a participant in the delibera
tions of the Constituent Assembly, being very close to a few of 
the leading constitution-makers of that time, especially to the 
late Dr. B.R. Ambedkar, Chairman of the Constituent Assembly, 
with whom I shared many confidences while the constitution 
was in the making, I knew, in a general sort of way, what was 
going on, as did many of my other friends who were interested 
in this subject. We may therefore be deemed to be aware, 
again in a general way, of the reasons which induced our cons
titution-makers, including Dr. Ambedkar, to adopt the 
parliamentary system of government. 

Nevertheless, if some of us felt that in the light of con
temporary developments, it might be useful to have a second 
look at the form of our executive government, it was because 
we considered that the ground-work of political postulates and 
assumptions on which our thinking about the structure and 
functioning of our executive government had been based in 
the early 'fifties had undergone a major change, particularly 
since the death of the charismatic leader who bestrode the 
Indian political scene like a colossus ever since independence. 
That apart, some of us who are away from politics but happen 
to be sufficiently close, if only physically, to some of its leading 
practitioners, to be able to know something about the pro
cesses of politics, thought that we had perhaps arrived at one 
of those critical times in the life of a nation when theory and 
practice must commune together as a matter of urgency. So 
my friends and I thought that it might be rewarding to have 
a second look, not so much at the British or the American 
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patterns of executive government but at the two gtobal modets 
of this government operating in different parts of the wo~ld. 
It was our hope that the collective insight of some leadmg 
public men in this country assembled round a seminar table 
might unearth those common elements in the two models, 
which might help us to strengthen and invigorate our practice 
of democratic politics. I am, therefore, encouraged by the 
trend of the talks so far in this conference, with its stress on 
the concept of relativity, that we must think for ourselves, 
and decide for ourselves on what is best in the objective con
ditions of our country. 

While I repeat that we are not required to take a position 
in the debate over the two systems of government, I should 
say that it is certainly necessary for us to take a view of the 
contemporary trends in politics and in the governance of the 
country. You cannot really engage in any discussion on this 
issue unless you take a view of what is happening in the 
present and what is going to happen in the future on the basis 
of legitimate deductions from the present. If you take the view 
that the present malaise in our contemporary politics and 
administration is only a passing phase, you draw certain con
clusions. If, on the other hand, you are of opinion this 
stems from certain basic factors in the nature of our politics and 
economics in this country, you are likely to reach an altogether 
different conclusion. I am afraid 1 take the latter view. 1 do 
not think that the contemporary malaise is a passing one and 
that the governance or the administration of this country will 
materially improve in tbe coming years or that a very much 
better. type of leaders is likely to emerge in the near future. 
That 1s the assumption on which I base my arguments, and it 
would be a joy to be proved wrong. 

From this point of view it seems desirable to apply one's 
mind to the points set out in the note circulated by Professor 
Max Beloff-unfortunately nobody has so far referred to them. 
Are there any advantages in combining some of the elements 
in the leading models of executive government, as for example, 
has been attempted in the Fifth French Republic ? Or, say in 
a plural executive, such as that of Switzerland ? All this may 
sound very theoretical to many of us, because we only know of 
the Westminster model of executive government. But 1 sugge~t, 
it may be very much worthwhile, as I said a little while ago, 
to bring theory to bear on considerations of practical politics 
in the years ahead of us for the reasons which 1 venture to 
indicate to you. 

I consider that, for three separate groups of reasons, it is 
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wortbwhiie to ask ourseives whether some changes ate not 
needed in the structure of the executive government of this 
country. I am not interested in the name or the description 
of this structure. For, I do not believe that there is any such 
thing as a 'pure' presidential form of government or a 'pure' 
parliamentary form of government in the contemporary world. 
Most pure types are extinct in the world of nature ! And so 
it must be with political institutions ! I should hke to invite 
attention to three major issues, viz. (a) the question of 
political and administrative stability ; (b) the question of a 
right relationship between the executive and the legislature; 
and (c) thirdly, the problem of the competence of the 
executive government for its essential contemporary tasks. 
From these three points of view-! would not argue at length 
because time is short-it seems to me that there is a good 
deal to be said for borrowing constructive ideas and thoughts 
from the operation of the presidential system, not necessarily 
confined to the American model of this system. 

Take for example the French model. When the constitution 
of the Fifth French Republic was adopted in 1958, an im
portant innovation not in conformity with the parliamentary 
tradition in France was introduced as regards the separation of 
leginlative and executive powers (including the rule about the 
incompatibility of Ministerial office with the membership of 
Parliament). In that context, General de Gaulle observed : 

"It goes without saying that executive power 
should not emanate from Parliament-a Parliament 
which should be by-cameral and should exercise 
legislative power-or the result will be a confusion of 
powers which will reduce the government to a mere 
conglomeration of delegations ............... The unity, 
cohesion and internal discipline of the French govern
ment must be held sacred, if national leadership is not 
to degenerate rapidly into incompetence and 
impotence. 

"But how, in the long run, can this unity, this 
cohesion and this discipline be maintained if executive 
power is the emanation of the very power that it ought 
to counter balance, and if each member of a govern
ment that is collectively responsible to the representa
tives of the whole nation conducts himself, in his 
Ministerial post, as the delegate of a party ?" 

I do not, of course, aver that we have quite arrived at the 
stage of 'incompetence and impotence' to which General de 
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Gaulle re!ers, although in the opinion of marty competent 
observers we may be moving in that direction ! Nor do l 
suggest that we must necessarily follow the General's line. As 
a matter of fact, I do not think his arguments will fully carry 
conviction with many of us whose experience is predominantly 
based on the Westminster model of parliamentary democracy. 
But it does seem to me that those factors which accounted 
for that relative weakness of the executiv<! in the Third and 
Fourth Republics in France may be already in operation in 
this country, and, therefore, from the point of view of the 
stability and firmness of the executive government, l venture 
to suggest that we should consider what adjustments in our 
traditional thinking on the structure of the executive govern
ment are needed. 

As I was saying to some friends here a little while ago, I 
do Qot mean 'electoral stability', i.e., the return of one party 
in power every five years. That sort of stability has now no 
significance in terms of the sound governance or stability of 
our national politics. What is needed is firmness and stabi
lity in pursuing consistent well-conceived policies over the 
~ears with the minimum amount of dynamism needed to ad
~ust th~se policies in the light of the developments of a chang
mg natiOnal and world order. I do not feel certain that the 
present form of executive government could ensure this in the 
foreseeable future. 

_The Congress was historically a great national movement, 
but It has not been able to convert itself so far into a modern 
political party. It still partakes of the nature of a movement 
and behaves like a movement, and therefore you find men 
an_d "':omen of many political hues and d1vergent political 
faiths m the kaleidoscope of the spectrum presented by the 
~ongress Party. It is this amorphous and hetrogencous 
mternal structure of the Congress Party which in my view 
accounts for the continuing lack of vigour, lack of dynamism 
an~ lack of long-term stability in the enunciation and exe
cution of national policies by the executive government based 
on the Congress Party. At the same time I do not see that 
the~~ is any early possibility of any other modern all-India 
poht1cal party emerging in the near future, i.e., in course of 
the ~ext one or two decades. That being so, the question of 
ma_kmg the executive governments less dependent on the 
legislatures and more directly based on the vital social and 
eco~omic forces operating slowly but unobtrusively in Indian 
society becomes a matter of some practical importance. 

The second group of reasons concerns the issues arising 
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out of the reiatlonship between the legislature and the exe
cutive. Obviously, the traditional Westminster type of 
parliamentary government establishes an easily identifiable 
equation between the legislature and the executive-easily the 
strongest point of the parliamentary form of government as 
practised in the United Kingdom. I hope our friends from 
the United States who are present at this discussion would be 
able to tell us whether the executive government in the United 
States, through the exercise of the right type of leadership, is 
able to establish a similar equation between the legislature and 
the executive. Recently, I was once again reading Prof. 
Clinton Rossitor's book on the American Presidency. The 
impression that I carry is that the conditions needed for the 
establishment of the type of equation, which is said to be the 
pride of the Westminster model of parliamentary government, 
are more or less the same in both the parliamentary and the 
presidential forms of executive government. Obviously, even 
the presidential system of government must function on the 
basis of parties and so forth. It is not that a charismatic 
leader functions or is elected without reference to these 
parties. 

I shall now pass on to the last point about the com
petence of the executive. This is a very important considera
tion in developing countries like ours. Mr. Chairman, you 
said something about the quality of politics and politicians in our 
cou.n~ry. I do not think that having regard to our deliberate 
dectston to adopt 'adult franchise' as the basis of the practice 
of democracy in this country, we could reasonably expect our 
electorate, such as it was, to be able to return discriminate 
representatives to the legislatures of a hi~>her intellectual or 
moral calibre than we see at present."' If, therefore, the 
members of the executive government have to be chosen from 
among the elected representatives of the people, we should be 
prepared to make do with a relatively low calibre of members 
of. government. Some elements of the presidential ~ystem 
mtght offer us a wider area of choice and that is very tmpor
tant in this country. Men of some intellectual or moral stand
ing are not too many in whatever walk of life you might look 
for them; but if you confine the choice to men in politics, you 
needlessly deprive yourself of access to many other sources of 
talent which in the over-all shortage of requisite talent in this 
country becomes a matter of some concern. 

Professor Beloff referred to the difficulty in this country 
of identifying members of the non-political elite like Dean 
Rusk or Mr. MacNamara to quote his examples. I do not 
share his views on this point and do not think that the difficulty 
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is particularly greater in this country, notwithstanding our 
caste or class structures. 

These are broadly my views for what they are worth. 
May be later on when we debate these issues I may have an 
opportunity to clarify some of them. 

Charles Schleischer : I do not believe that there is 
any particular type of government for any country which can 
be said to be perfect for that country. Certainly, that is true 
in the case of the United States. As you look not only at the 
national level but at the States and then the local governments, 
l suppose you have got almost every conceivable type of 
government, except the responsible cabinet system. We have 
tried about everything else. In the case of the States, for 
example, we often have really what is a multiple-executive, 
where the Governor is a sort of primus inter pares and a lot of 
the members of the executive are elected may be even from 
political parties. We have these anomalous situations. But 
looking at the national level, I do not think many Americans 
are totally satisfied with the situation. As a young political 
scie.ntist I used to make an argument for the adoption of the 
cabmet system for the American set up. 

. There is certainly a great deal of dissatisfaction particularly 
With the deadlock which often ensues between the executive and 
the legislature. This was true throughout the Kennedy regime, 
for example. It is very likely to be true, as people have pointed 
out, dunng the next two years. This is a real problem. 

It is being tackled from two points of view: one from the 
party and the other from the constitutional point of view. A few 
years ago the American Political Science Association had 
appointed a committee which investigated this in great earnest. 
They produced a very voluminous report called 'Toward a More 
Responsible Two-Party System'. Their solution of the prob
lem lay in the reform of parties more than in the reform of the 
prevailing relationship between the party and the form of 
government. But there were some who were dissatisfied with 
this. Finer, at Chicago, particularly attacked this report as 
refusing to face the basic issue, and not only on the basis of 
endemic deadlock, i.e., the continuing guerilla warfare that 
goe.s on between the executive and the legislature, but on the 
basis of management. He maintained, for example, that the 
who!~ administrative problem was such in the United States 
that It put an absolutely impossible burden upon the President, 
and that from the standpoint of efficient management the 
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United States would be better off if it had a responsible cabinet 
system of government. 

Some have suggested some kind of reform of the parties. 
From the standpoint of constitutional reform I think there is 
an awful lot to be said for, let us say, increasing the life of 
the House of Representatives to four years. President John
son did propose this. I do not know whether the proposal is 
going to get anywhere at all or not. I do not know what you 
might do with the Senate-that is another kind of problem. 
Personally, I will reduce it to four years too and have them both 
elected at the same time. A particular proposal is that in 
case of a deadlock on serious issues, the President would have 
the authority, at least once in the period of two or four years, 
to dissolve the legislature, to go back to the p~ople an? to let 
them elect another leoislature in which case If the legislature 
turned out to be one "which ~auld not support the President 
then ~e will resign and the legislature would elect a n.ew 
executive, so that they remain all their term. All I am trymg 
to point out here is that most Americans are dissatisfied with 
many aspects of the presidential system. Here are some of the 
suggestion~ which had been put forth by re~ponsible. people 
how we m1ght move, in a sense not entirely, m the directiOn 
of a cabinet system of governm~nt, just as perhaps you mi&ht 
~ove somewhat in the other direction. But I have no prescnp
twns for you. 

Norman Palmer : I have been an interested outside 
obs:rver of India's political experience for about 20 years and 
I thmk that on the whole the Indian achievement has been a 
very impressive one, perhaps more impressiv.e than some of 
the Indians themselves might think in the light of all the 
P.roblems and difficulties. It is true 1 suppose that there are 
times in the life of any political system when it is rather unwise 
to probe to the fundamentals in certain ways. But I must 
confess that I ~as rather disturbed by Prof. Pal's suggestion 
that even a discussion criticizing the parliamentary types of 
government may be dangerous. I would say that if India has 
reac.hed a point where you cannot discuss matters such as 
pa~hamentar~ vs. presidential system, or any other topics 
which are quite suitable for discussion at various levels, other 
thai?- academically, I suppose, I would fear for the. future of 
Indian democracy. I realize that this is a delicate time when 
India is facing many problems. But certainly a continuing 
dialogue in respect of political problems and realities would 
seem to be essential. 
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In some ways, I suggest, that the question we are discussing 
today is not a real question, it does not have to bother us very 
much. For example, as Prof. Menon felt, there is probably 
no prospect whatsoever that India would change over from a 
simply parliamentary system to a presidential system. In the 
second place, I think Dr. Karan Singh pointed this out, the 
concern really has to do with the broader issues-whether India 
is going to keep within the democratic channel which bas many 
different areas for growing, or whether it is going to shift over 
to somewhat authoritarian patterns which would not be inter
preted by most of us here as being democratic in nature. 
Thirdly, the basic question I suppose has to do with the 
adaptability of whatever political system exists to the given 
conditions. 

If I may quote Prof. Laski, under whom I had the 
privilege of studying, as probably some of you had, be once 
said, ·A system of government is very like a pair of shoes. It 
grows to the use of the feet to which it is fitted'. But it is well 
to remember of governments, what is true also of footwear, 
that the shoes must be suited to the journey which it is 
prepared to take. I suppose one of the basic questions would 
be t~e natur<! of the journey which India is prepared to take 
or Wishes to take. In this sense, and perhaps only in this 
sense, t~e immediate question which we are discussing has to 
be considered in the lioht of the broader framework and 
broader questions which ~ill come up. 

. The next point has already been mentioned, but I would 
like to stress it. Obviously, there are many different forms of 
the so-called parliamentary and presidential systems; we have 
been concentrating on the British and the American models, but 
even those have changed a great deal in the course of years. 
It W<?uld be very interesting, dealing with the spirit of the 
constitution as well as with the fact, to consider the nature of 
the American presidential system today in contrast with what 
it was in the past. And the same certainly with the British 
parlimentary system. These systems have changed, they have 
proved, I think, adaptable to many different situations and 
conditions and I am not at all sure that they will prove to be 
adaptable to some kind of long sustained emergency conditions, 
to which Mr. Chatterjee referred, where even the so-called 
con_stitutional dictatorships might not exist for a fairly lengthy 
penod of time. But in any event we have not only the British 
and American systems but also those other systems; Prof. 
Beloff mentioned some, and so on. 

Dr. Deshmukh made a very interesting statement that 
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what many in India are looking for is some new political 
system which, he said, perhaps political scientists have not 
even yet thought of. I doubt very much if there is any possible 
new political system which Aristotle himself did not think, 
but I may be wrong, it may be a matter of adaptations and 
variations of one pattern or another. Again if I may quote 
Laski with reference to the two systems we are discussing, be 
once wrote that neither system was likely to be capable of 
transferance to another environment where alien traditions 
were deep-rooted without becoming something very different 
from what it was in the country of its origin. Here again we 
are talking about political systems which have been grafted on 
to certain alien conditions, I suppose, in some respects. 

Another thing which certainly very much has to do with 
this question is the fact that India is, alas, almost alone among 
the developing countries of all of those who ado~ted at least in 
form a parliamentary system. It seems to be makmg a real go at 
it. Now this raises a very large question. Obvious!~, if_lndia is 
capable of carrying on in this way-as I shall hope It Will-then 
I think by the very size and significance of India in the 
so-called developing world this will be a great contribution 
not only to the evolution of a suitable political system but 
perhaps to the future of democracy in the world as a whole. 

I would, without making any comparisons, invidious or 
otherwise, remind particularly of Pakistan's experience. If you 
have read the report of tbeConstitutional Commission in Pakistan 
yo_u will remember they have an interesting section there which 
raises a question: Did parliamentary democracy fail in Pakistan 
or was it never given a chance ? And the final conclusion was 
by and large that it failed. I am not at all sure if that was a 
correct conclusion, but for whatever reason parliamentary 
democracy did not function very well at any time in Pakistan, 
and after the period of military rule from 1958 to June 1962, a 
new constitution came into effect which ~ometimes has been 
de.scribed as instituting a presidential system. This raises, I 
tbmk, another kind of question. What Pope said, 'for forms 
o~ government let fools contest ... ', perhaps has as much concern 
With the type of government as with its underlying realities and 
th~ nature and spirit with which these things are operated. 
!t Js ~ossible that the so-called presidential system in the form 
m W~I~h it was operated in Pakistan was more suited to the 
con~JtJOns at the time than, say, an attempt at resumption of 
parliamentary government. But I have no clear views on 
that. 

Another point which has been mentioned in passing seems 
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to me to deserve somewhat greater underlining. That has to 
do with the party system as distinguished from, say, 
the parliamentary system generally: the role of parties in the 
political system. It seems to me that this is one of the great 
unanswered questions here in India, in the sense that it appears 
that no party, with the exception of perhaps one or two of the 
relatively small and more extreme political parties, is a well 
organized party or is functioning very well. You do not, to be 
sure, have the extraordinary degree of indiscipline which exists 
in the American party system under which, as somebody has 
pointed out, a party tends to function as a party once in four 
years and struggle along more or less in between. The idea 
that, say, the Chairman of the Republican or the Democratic 
National Committee should have a major role or anything for 
that matter affecting the political decisions of the country 
would be shocking beyond words, whereas of course here the 
whole question of the relative roles-Ministerial and organiza
tional wings-of the individuals concerned, all that is 
wedded a great deal to the political experience of the 
country. So I think that it is a matter of whether we are 
talking about ways and means of improving the political 
operations, not only improving the machinery of government 
or even of relations between the executive and the legislature, 
but the party system to the extent to which it does operate in 
democracy is really quite important. 

There are some great unanswered questions obviously 
facing India. I seem to detect these myself whenever I visit 
India. I seemed to detect this time more concern about the 
whole basic stability of the system, perhaps than ever before. 
Some people say, may be elections will not be held. Or, as 
one of my friends in Parliament said, you have come to witness 
the last session of the Indian Parliament, and so on. I know 
he was jesting with me. I do think that in some ways it is a 
healthy sign that in a time of trouble Indians are raising all 
kinds of questions and are quite willing to consider these 
!llatters. But the great danger! I think, is that they say this 
I? a language deeply charactenzed by a high degree of agita
llonal politics which has something extra-parliamentary or 
supra-parliamentary. Then it takes some negative forms 
and creates frustrations and so on. Here again the question 
is in relation to the basic stability of the system . 

. ~n the United States I think we have a disgustingly stable 
pohttcal system. After all, to put it more fairly almost all 
t~e politic~! life in America is in the middle chann'el and very 
httle outstde. When Prof. Beloff referred to America as a 
homogeneous society I was thinking of Winston who consi-



dered the American as about the least homogeneous society 
which the world has ever known. But basically he is right, as 
I suppose he was speaking in a more fundamental sense. In 
America when some of the ways of generating frustrations 
occur there is no real threat to the stability of the system 
whatsoever. If the students wish to conduct teach-ins on 
Viet Nam or CivH Rights or whatever the issue, they can go out 
in the middle of the street and scream bloody murder. Few 
people pay attention to it, and no one for a moment will think 
that it was a fundamental threat to the system. It is on a 
wholly different level, which I am afraid, has too little influence 
even upon the political life of the country. It is very hard, 
I suppose, on people who are accustomed to different political 
and social environments to see the problems in right dimen
sions. 

In any event whatever the forms that exist in India, they 
have to be obvio~sly adapted to the basic underlying condi
tions. There has to be some real faith in them. People have 
told me, for example, that nobody but the peopl.e in the Yojana 
Bhavan believe in the Fourth Plan. Or there IS Dr. Munshi 
who says that parliamentary democracy is a failure. Some of 
these sweeping statements may suggest some basic concern 
about the most fundamental aspects of the Indian system, 
whether political, as we are discussing now, or socio-economic 
or what not. This makes India a fascinating laboratory for 
me of change. It is one which inevitably you in India and we 
who are interested outside, are focussing upon, and I hope you 
will be patient with all those who come here, enabling us to 
look around and see how you are solving your problems. 

Gopal Krishna : It seems that we really have to address 
ourselves to the fundamental questions. When you consider 
whether India would benefit by having a presidential system or 
how its parliamentary system might be reformed, we really have 
to address ourselves to the question of the kind of society we 
are. dealing with, the kind of political problem this country is 
facmg. 

Its basic difficulty surely is a lack of cohesion and quality 
of leadership. The parliamentary institutions which we operate 
could really function, it seems to me, successfully as long as 
this country was run-I do not mean only dominated but really 
run-by the Indian educated classes. This class understood 
the rules, as it were, and as long as it had the unhindered 
authority, it could perhaps erect the kind of political system it 
considered suitable. But with adult franchise, with 14 States to 



handle, you perhaps had a different situation. lt was found 
manageable, I think, as long as we had in the person of 
Jawaharlal Nehru, a President, a Prime Minister and a King, 
who combined, who legitimized authority in this country. 
Because it is not so now, we are faced with the problem of creat
ing institutional structures which would facilitate emergence of 
a powerful leadership which combines these characteristics. 
For years to come this country will be faced with the problem 
of stability and legitimate authority, and the parliamentary 
system as we have it, I am afraid, is clearly not going to be 
able to do it. 

There are perhaps two ways of maintaining political order 
in any country. One, at the lowest common denominator, 
which we have operated for some time. Nehru provided us 
with an opportunity of sound IeaJership. The Congress Party 
itself in a sense exemplifies this system very well, where pres
sures are managed and adjusted, claims are sort of taken care of, 
the party is made as heterogeneous and as coherent as the 
country itself is. This is something we cannot afford. This 
country cannot survive for very long on these terms of mini
mum consensus. What it needs is something much more, if it 
is to cope with its social problems. It might be possible 
to cope with, if not by-pass these problems, if we had an 
authority which, as it were, did not depend for its legitimacy 
on consent in nearly everything, and the presidential system 
perhaps would give us this advantage. 

The other thing which I wanted to discuss is the question 
of the type of party system we have and the type of electoral 
system, how representative the Congress Party is, whether you 
have to have two parties either for the presidential or the par
liamentary system. I do not think it is really a very serious 
question. I am always amused by Congressmen's concern for 
a healthy opposition. It is observed that Nehru was never 
concerned with this question, because what is needed is not 
opposition in the sense of an organized opposition which could 
play the ruling party and so on. What is needed is a 
dominant party which commands authority, but a sufficiently 
open political system in which the criticism of those in authori
ty is possible, so that they can be restrained from exercise of 
power if necessary. I would plead with Congressmen and 
mtellectuals of this country not to go in for this business of an 
ev~nly balanced two-party system which would do no good to 
this country. 

Regarding the representative character of the Congress 
Party, it seems to me that again this is something really shallow 
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when people talk of the Congress Party having 45 per cent 
votes and 70 per cent seats. After all, in no country is the 
representative character of parties judged in this manner. I 
have just looked at the statistics. Every Congress M.P. who 
has been elected has polled more votes than any other party, 
except perhaps the Communist Party-t~e_y are thus more 
representative than most of the other oppositiOn. So, when we 
look at this system our problem it seems to me is not whether 
we ~an or cannot operate the pr~s~nt system. I thi~k it is 
creatmg problems, but on the mimmum consensus It could 
perhaps be operated. 

Rajani Kothari : Some of the points I wanted to 
discuss having just been covered b~ Dr. Go pal Krishna, I. have 
on_ly a few points to add. My v1ews ~re t_he _same as his. I 
thmk my own position is that any mstlt~twnal system can 
work provided the people and the leadership attend to the 
tasks of institution-building rather than ad hoc management of 
issues as they come up almost as emergencies. I think it is in 
the absence of this we' have to consider the problem of today's 
discussion. I would say that two real rubrics of discussion can 
?e underlined. One is the nature of our party system. Another 
IS the nature of our federal system. 

I have no doubt at all that there is need to establish and 
retain the authority of the dominant party. The mythology of 
an opposition, the mythology of a prol?erly functioni_ng demo
cracy, are, l am afraid too many luxunes for us. Thrs country 
faces the problem of'continuity, of authority, of unity, homo
geneity, of building up consensus. These are problems which_ if 
not faced the system would be overthrown any way, whether 
or not we have a strong opposition. In any case at the moment 
~ou have the Congress Party managing the situation, controll
Ing ~large number of resources and revenues and not really 
faced by any opposition party worth the name. I would say 
as against what Prof. Menon said, it is not the Congres~ 
s~stem that is in disarray, I think it is the opposition that is in 
dtsarray in spite of the hullabaloo that you get in Parliament. 
Unf?rtunately it is only in Parliament that this can be seen, 
not m the constituencies. 

Secondly, in the federal system also, I think there is need 
to retain the authority of the dominant party. I think there is 
also need to restrain the powers of the States considerably. 
Our situation is not really the situation of the United States. 
The problem of State-centre relationship here is a problem of 
relationship with the centre, not of an efficient machinery of 
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government at the State level. lt is really this problem of 
relationship that is under considerable strain at the moment 
and unless we devise an institutional system which takes· care of 
this and establishes central authority without any doubt, I am 
afraid whatever else we have is not going to work. 

It is against these two rubrics of problems-the nature of 
the party system and the nature of the federal system-that we 
can consider the questions raised today. I think there is need
in this I am addressing myself to the problem of parliamentary 
vs. presidential system-there is need to have continuity and 
homogeneity of government and this is something that we 
are not assured. From this point of view I would vote for a 
strong executive, I would say, an executive which is even more 
centralized and strong than the American presidency and with
out the constitutional inhibitions of the American presidency. 

There is something to be gained by looking at the conti
nental systems, where the cabinet is given a long tenure irrespec
tive of the elections and where there is some flexibility, for 
example, change of membership of the cabinet, yet the cabinet 
continues in power irrespective of the party position in the 
legislature. There is need to look into this and probably com
bine it with some of the features of the presidential system, 
hopefully dominated by a strong executive, but we should be 
able to replace our Ministers-I am referring to Dr. Karan 
Singh's point. I think that should be there; as long as we are 
not able to have a large number of Nehrus I think it is 
very important. Attending to the problem of institution-building 
in this manner might throw up a powerful leadership. I do 
not share the view that we ought to have a constitutional 
system which will throw up talent. Talent is there to seek, 
talent can be really identified. Only if you have a secure insti
tutional system, not insecure as it is today, it is not at all 
difficult to have a powerful leadership and leadership of talent. 
This country itself had that leadership to begin with, and it is 
not difficult for us to find such talent. I do not think, as 
against Prof. Beloff, that it is the constitutional system that 
should take care of the recruitment of talent. I would say 
that this is really a marginal problem-an important problem 
of course, but marginal for our discussion today. 

Prof. Rudolph mentioned some interesting points. He 
discussed the highly complex and hierarchical system ?f 
communications, . decision-making, etc., that exists in India 
and the virtue of this system in terms of the involvement 
of the people, in terms of the mobilization of suppo~t 
and all that. I agree with him, except to say that If 
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this is not institutionalized properly, there is scope for consi
derable delay, scope for considerable drift that gets. into the 
system and gives rise to the sort of extra-parhamenta~y 
tendencies we are seeing these days. I would say that even m 
Parliament the extra-constitutional incitement of certain types 
of movement, etc., gets into the system of national affairs by 
neglecting these issues and by getting into a complex system of 
decision-making which is not properly controlled and led by a 
strong executive. 

Much bas been said of Nehru. I would say that it is 
Nehru himself who must take the blame for lack of institution
building. His tenure of office did give us a powerful and 
dominant party and it also gave certain institutions. But on 
the whole this problem had been neglected. 

Prof. Beloff thought that the extra-parliamentary counsel 
to the Prime Minister was a weakness of the system. I would 
say that this is perhaps under the present system one of the 
strengths of the system-that the Prime Minister is not bound 
to seek advice from a few people in the cabinet, who are them
selves not a united cabinet as we have seen these days. If he 
or she bas the power and the ability to get counsel from out
side the cabinet, there is nothing wrong in it. It is a federal 
system we deal with and we have to take consensus of large 
numbers and at several levels of decision-making and legitimacy 
and it is just proper, I think, that she has available before her 
through the party system, through the dominant party that she 
operates, these types of advice, counsel, coming from other 
sources. After all I would say that this system would not 
have worked as weii as it is doing without Kamaraj and 
Atulya Ghosh. I am sure there would be people more ideologi
calJy oriented than I am who would not agree with me. But I 
think managers are very much needed in any system, whether 
parliamentary or presidential. 

I do not share Mr. Chatterjee's indictment of the Congress. 
I think there is need for two things. One of a central party 
which is powerful, and the other, of a strategy of 
coalition building which takes care of the sort of problem which 
we have been neglecting. Therefore, we throw the oppositional 
forces out of the system and lead them into other types of 
ventilation of grievances. 

I would just sum up by saying that any institutional system 
would work but we have found this institutional system not 
working because of the lack of attention to the problems of 
building a powerful and homogeneous party system, and of 
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restraining the powers of the States. 1 think we may look into 
the possibility of a very strong executive, cabinet as well as 
Prime Minister or President-it does not really matter-a very 
strong executive who will be able to mould the party system 
and the centre-State relationship in the manner it is required 
by our present stage of development. 

M. M. Sankhdher : A country having the largest illiterate 
electorate at the back of an unprecedented parliamentary 
system in a heterogeneous society is bound to experience 
stresses and strains of an unusual type. The need for a new 
model of government to suit the very special conditions of 
India arises from the persistent demand for a strong executive 
within the democratic framework. Any consideration along 
these lines has to leave out deliberately the Soviet or the 
Chinese model as unsuited to the preservation of the values of 
liberty and social justice. Democracy largely operates in two 
divergent ways-parliamentary and presidential, as in UK 
and USA respectively, or as an admixture of the two, as in 
France and Switzerland. We have to re-examine the question 
of the pattern of government in India in the context of the 
history of the working of our political institutions for the last 
15 years or more. 

A rational approach to the proposal for the adoption of 
a presidential system presupposes a rejection of the West
minster model for the latter's failure to deliver the expected 
goods, such as, efficient and honest administration and an 
environment of respect for law. B. N. Rau refers to the fact 
of a considerable body of opinion in the Constituent Assembly 
favourably disposed to the US type of executive for India. 
But the dominant view was for the adoption of a cabinet form 
as seen by the turning down of K. T. Shah's amendment. The 
logic of preference could be briefly discussed for an under
standing of its validity. 

Firstly, it was argued that since we have had about a 
century's development of parliamentary institutions, how 
could we go back upon the tradition and innovate ? We were 
convinced that once the foreign band was removed, we would 
be able to work the sophisticated and delicate machine of a 
responsible executive. And so the Constituent Assembly 
linked the Government of India Act, 1935, to the Charter of 
1950 and reinforced a full fledged parliamentary system. One 
need not recall the familiar story but for the fact that we 
ignored the point that the tradition on which we relied was 
rather one of authoritarianism. It can be argued that the 
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Sritish era was marked by the despotism of the Gov~rn?r
Generals and Governors and that we have no enn~hmg 
tradition to fall back upon. We had hardly any expenence 
of running a responsible government. In fact, the. ~ystem 
corresponded more to a presidential for~ .for the proVISions of 
separate· and independent and ove!ndmg powers of the 
executive. Hence, if. today the parliamentary system shows 
signs of failure it is precisely because of our wrong choice. 
We ought to ha~e reproduced. the exe.cutive of the Gov.e~n~r
General-in-Council type w1th wluch we had fam1hanty 
in the past. 

Secondly, it was felt that a cabinet system would deal 
more effectively with emergt:nt situations for the reason of the 
strenoth implied in the fusion of legislative-executive authority. 
Such"' an expectation has been belied by events. Despite 
recurring crises, the legislatures have behaved in the most 
indecorous manner. The cabinets, being collegial executives, 
have demonstrated a singular incapacity for promptness and 
decision. Consequently, the administration has become 
demoralized, inefficient and lax. Under the existing pattern, 
even the President's extraordinary powers cannot to be used 
by him on account of his dependence on the cabinet. More
over, though emergency tends to perpetuate itself in one form 
or another, the President's rule betrays an abnorrnalcy and 
there is always an impatience about its continuation, In the 
U.S. the President is more effective because he exercises his 
power single-handedly and in a normal way. When we give 
emergency powers to the President by one hand we take them 
away by the other, i.e., the cabinet. There is neither an 
independent authcrity for the President during an emergency 
nor is there a provision whereby the President can assume 
control of the administration of the entire country. The 
proclamation of emergency certainly turns the system from 
federal to unitary but it does not make it presidential. So 
that the 'aid and advise' clause remains an euphemism. An 
adoption of a genuine presidential apparatus can provide the 
necessary corrective. 

For a long time to come, it may be visualized, we shall 
be face to face with crises. In a vast and plural society, in 
the throes of development, this seems to be inevitable. 
Presently, for instance, we face all the three types of emer
gencies stipulated in the constitution : threat of war, internal 
disorder and financial disarray. The condition for a success
ful policy to meet grave situations is firm handling and imple
mentation which in turn depends on the maintenance of law 
and order-the elementary duty of any government. With all 
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the conceivable powers vested in the Central Government we 
find the curious lack of will to exercise it. The cause can be 
traced to the anatomy of the cabinet which is subject to pulls 
and pressures of diverse character and reflects division and 
vacillation attributable to its plural composition. Obviously, 
a single, separate executive would be more strong and effective 
in taking decisions and in carrying them out. This is not to 
say that the presidential system always and invariably throws 
up strong rulers-Harding and Coolidge are illustrations of 
weak rulers of America-but, of course, in times of crises the 
presidential system tends to produce powerful Presidents. 

Again, as anticipated, India might undergo the severest 
test of life as a parliamentary democracy if the coming general 
election saddles non-Congress Ministries in a few States and a 
formidable opposition at the centre and the rest of the States. 
Some maintain that the next will be India's last democratic 
election. Before the whole structure collapses or even if there 
is a danger of the subversion of democracy, we might take 
the lesson and replace our parliamentary system by the presi
dential one. The alternative to it would be, inevitably, a 
dictatorship of the communist, communalist or military kind. 
The survival of democracy will largely depend on choosing 
the right machine for serving our urgent purposes. 

Thirdly, the democratic argument was advanced to justify 
the preference for the existing system implying that the presi
dential executive, if given a chance, would tend to coalesce into 
a dictatorial fold and thus weaken the democratic fibre. 
Nobody cared to see the performance of the classical presi
dency in the U.S.A. Perhaps, executive dominance is a more 
conspicuous trait of the British prototype, characteristically 
described as_'cabinet dictatorship', in the absence of 'checks 
and balances' and with the majority support in the legislature 
ensured. The presidential system, on the other hand, secures 
greater legislative scrutiny of executive action and effectively 
checkmates the reckless ambitions of the chief administrator. 
Besides, it provides stability to government- an essential need 
for a developing country. In India, after the charisma of 
Nehru is over and the hold of the Congress loosens, stability 
will be the first casualty and the desire for a strong and 
sta~le executive will correspondingly grow. A President 
havmg a fixed tenure, being directly elected, would enjoin 
continuity and responsibility in the government. It would 
be no less conducive to the growth of the representative 
democratic temper. 

Assuming that there is a case for the change-over from a 
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parliamentary to a presidential government, let us confront 
the difficulties involved, which are serious ones : 

I. It would require almost a complete rewriting of the 
constitution. No tinkering with the executive-legislative 
relationships would be enough. Whether the Parliament is 
competent to amend the bulk of the constitution has legal 
implications because such an amendment would be tantamount 
to repeal of the major parts of the constitution. 

2. Supposing the Parliament can do it would beg another 
question : whether it will like to do it. Here is a practical 
difficulty. The Parliament may not voluntarily abdicate its 
control over the government-an authority which has immense 
benefits in terms of status and prestige. By agreeing to presi
dential government, the Parliament would be, as it were, 
clipping its own wings. 

3. Can the President in the existing set up, in the 
exercise of his unilateral (without cabinet advice) powers seek 
to transform the system to his advantage ? Can he invoke 
emergency provisions to dissolve the Parliament for six 
months, impose Governor's rule in all the States, appoint a 
Constitutional Commission to report on the proposed switch
over, proclaim a new constitution, and order fresh elections 
suited to the needs of a new system ? All this seems to be 
~ar-fetched, for unless we have an ambitious and strong man 
m office to accomplish this there is no such possibility. 
France and Pakistan provide an illustration . 

. 4 .. Has our system the capacity to throw up a demo
crat·~~d~ctator ~s an incumbent to presidency capabl~ of 
mob1hzmg pubhc opinion to undertake a drastic operatiOn ? 
Can he make political capital out of the failures of his cabinet? 

5. Lastly, what would be the implications of the 
proposed change on the federal nature of the constitution ? 
That is to say, has the model of a presidential rule to be 
re~roduced in the States also ? Or, should it be a completely 
umtary system with States as administrative units like Union 
territories with Governors acting as agents of the centre? It 
can also be argued that like the USA the presidential system 
would be compatible with a federal pattern where States enjoy 
wide autonomy and have elected Governors. 

The problems are formidable, indeed. It is not suggested 
that they cannot be overridden. Nor is it believed that the 
presidential system would by itself cure all the deficiencies in 
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policy formulation and policy execution. ln fact, it wouid be 
too much to rely on institutional arrangements to bring about 
efficiency and honesty in political life. For a mere conversion 
of one system into another cannot produce men of integrity, 
capability and strength. In the ultimate sense, everything 
turns on the development of the national character and certain 
values-attributes of a sound political system. But in so far 
as institutions can go to improve political behaviour, they 
have to be readjusted to our purposes of a good ordered 
society where plans will be realistic and will not fail for want 
of an adequate apparatus of implementation and where all 
development will not mark time in the absence of a 
respect for law. 

The recent manifestations of violence in different forms, 
both inside and outside Parliament, are a sure sign of an 
impending collapse of the democratic structure. If a strong 
stable, prompt, decisive government, short of dictatorship, can 
be instituted, to some extent, the rot can be checked. For 
that, if need be, the constitution can be modified or replaced. 
Even Mr. Nehru as an architect of our constitution was not 
dogmatic about systems or patterns of government as long as 
our values of democracy and social justice could be preserved. 
In a growing and dynamic society, at different stages, a choice 
bas to be made for workable institutions in order to give the 
desired direction and purpose to diverse movements. 

S. Pal : I will not raise more problems because I have 
already raised some in my paper. First of all, I wish to meet 
two criticisms. One was made by Prof. Palmer that I con
sidered even a discussion of the problem at the present time as 
dangerous. I am a grass-root democrat and in touch with 
public opinion. I am reminded of a couplet of Tagore which 
roughly translated says : 'One side of the river says with a 
sigh that all happiness is on the other side ; and the other 
side says with a deeper sigh that all perfection is on the other 
side'. Similarly, in Bengali it has been said, 'He is a good cook 
whose cooking we have never tasted'. This subject appears 
to be topical and all important because now there is frustration 
and we want to get some remedy. But the question which 
the common man is asking is, • Has democracy succeeded in 
delivering the goods'? My objection has therefore been that 
the present time is not opportune for a thorough discussion to 
go from one system to the other. I quoted in my paper the 
American saying, 'Don't change your horse in mid-stream'. 
For if the other system fails what will be the third system for 
our deluge 7 
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the second point raised by my friend Sankdher is that the 
British system we have adopted was the result of some sort 
of coercion. But I think the Indian public opinion since the 
days of Raja Rammohan Roy till the time of the makers of 
our constitution had been in favour of the British system. 
One reason might be, perhaps, as I was told as a student, the 
weakness in the efficiency of the American government on 
account of the separation of powers and the failure of 
Woodrow Wilson. So, we want a government which provides 
both speed and stability, and I think this can be done only on 
the model of the British system. 

Probably, Prof. Beloff knows about the seminar held some
time ago in England on the "Response of the Parliament". 
I think we should arrange a similar seminar here. In that 
case we need not go to the USA for the committe~ system, 
because in India already the Public Accounts Committee, the 
Estimates Committee the Parliamentary Committee on the 
Public Undertakings, 'are working within the parliamentary 
framework and I feel with a reasonable degree of success. So 
I believe if we are to retain our democratic framework with 
some changes, both functional and imitative, we can just carry 
on with the British model. 

Prabhakar Padhye : I am not a professional student of 
the subject. This is the advantage of my notions and I want to 
exploit it if I can. 1 have been asking a question within my
self why is it that none of the speakers have raised the question 
that, whether they want a presidential or a parliamentary 
system, why don't they apply that at the State level 1 Why don't 
they want the governorial system, if I can coin that word ? 
And the answer as far as I am able to see lies in the difference 
~etween the two systems, which again I would try to define 
m a non-professional manner. 

In a parliamentary system, it seem to me, unless you have 
~ strong leader like Nehru, the bottom. the basis, is reflected 
~~ the policy. If a strong executive system is there, the execu
tive can jam down the throats of the people certain policies. 
What. are we doing in India-this, I think, is an important 
que~uon. In one sense we are a unique people, a unique 
natiOn. We are perhaps the only people in the world, what
ever ~e may say or whatever others may say, who are trying 
to build a multi-cultural, multi-lingual society, or, I would say, 
a multi-cultural, multi-lingual nation. The usual definition of 
a nation is 'one people, one culture, one language', etc. Even 
in India you get people-from the north, for instance, who 
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when they talk about the Hindi language,-'each nation must 
have one language'-have this definition in mind. But 
if you go round the country and if you ask the people 
what they are engaged in doing today, you will find it is 
really building from the bottom up a multi-cultural, multi
lingual nation. This creates the problems and the problems 
are that at the State level, which is frankly a lingual State, a 
uni-lingual State, it is bound to reflect what the people want 
in their language and in their culture. So nobody would 
really talk of a governorial system at the State level. People 
have been toying with that, but they do not talk. I want to 
make it clear. 

Now, there is the other side of the problem. We want to 
create a nation out of the phenomenon which is multi-cultural 
and multi-lingual. A nation would mean unity. Now we have 
the parliamentary system and we have been told by people 
who had participated in the constitutional process that we had 
this model and that model before us and these were the con
troversies. I would like to ask them, to tell us, if at any stage 
it was stated what we wanted to achieve in this country and, 
therefore, wanted a particular model or a system to do so. 
No, the thinking was that we are a sort of English-speaking 
nation and we have two models-the American model and 
the Westminster model-which shall we choose. And that 
is how the whole trouble began. We chose the parliamentary 
system, but we forget that we really did not work the parlia
mentary system. We had a leader who was the top man, as 
somebody said, who combined in himself kingship and every
thing. That was for our benefit upto a point. Now that leader 
has gone. We have a minor leader, so minor that the leader 
can call a Minister and tell him, ''You are dismissed", and, 
in the evening, the same Prime Minister writes to the same 
Minister saying, "No, no, you are not dismissed ; I was wrong, 
you are right, you continue". In this situation, what happens 
is purely this : we have a group of Ministers representing 
many different lingual, multi-lingual and multi·cultural pres
sures and these pressures are being worked out and therefore 
you get the phrase the 'syndicate'. We have the •syndicate'. 
Nobody knows what exactly is the composition of the ·syndi
cate'. Nobody will know, because the pressures go on changing. 
Therefore you have one 'syndicate' today and another to
morrow, but these 'syndicates' are agreed about one thing, 
that they will not allow the leader to function as the leader wants 
to function, and the leader has continually to look back over 
the shoulders. 

This is really our problem, and the answer is that we 
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must have a stronger executive. I do not know how you are 
going to get it, because it is the Parliament that alone can 
change the system. I agree of course we must talk, we must 
shout, we must use our talents, if there are any, and tell the 
people that this is what we want, but I really do not know 
how we are going to get a stronger executive, because we did 
not know the weakness of the system that we have worked 
because we had a fine and strong leader. Now we have a 
situation where the present Parliament bas a vested interest 
in the continuation of the present system. That is our tragedy. 
We are engaged in an experiment which is unique, which no 
other country in the world has really done on this scale and 
on this level-building a nation which is multi-cultural and 
multi-lingual. But we have adopted a system which is com
pletely unsuited for the task. 

M. P. Sinha : I might perhaps step out of the ~e~ms of 
reference set out initially by Prof. Beloff. If I do so 1t 1s only 
to underline and emphasize the points that Dr. Deshmukh made 
in passing. 

When the Constituent Assembly met and framed the 
constitution, I have no doubt that it made a perfect job of it. 
It made a constitution which was perfect, but it stopped short 
at that. If it had gone forward and framed a society which 
had the kind of conflicls which that system was capable of 
resolving, then there would have been no trouble at all and 
perhaps we would not be discussing the question today. If 
t~e function of any political system is to mediate in the con
flicts and resolve the tensions in a society, then the question 
to ask is, what the conflicts are and whether the system that 
we are devising is adequate to resolve those conflicts. 

The questions that we asked were entirely different. We 
merely asked which were the available models and which one 
could be adopted and how we could improve it. I am told 
that President Sukarno of Indonesia is in the habit of 
taking paintings and improving upon them, rather than creating 
an original painting. Similarly if you give us a model ready
made, may be we can improve upon it and make it better. 
The only difficulty is that it would be entirely irrelevant to 
our situation. Imagine for a moment that all those various 
countries that make up Europe today unite in one State. When 
they set out to decide what system they would adopt to manage 
their affairs, the question that will be put is not whether to 
adopt the American or the British model. The order of 
questions would be different. The order of questions would 
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be: here is the reality, so many countries which have often 
fought each other, are coming together, with their own cul
tures, which may be are not so very different from one 
another, but with their different languages, their different 
interests, what system are we going to devise which will be 
workable in such a context ? It was not such a question which 
we addressed ourselves when we framed the constitution, and 
it is not this question to which we are addressing ourselves 
today by debating whether the parliamentary system would be 
better than the presidential system or the other way 
around. 

I humbly suggest that if we are going to find a remedy 
for the malaise which is noticed by everybody, no matter 
what his solution is, whether a stronger executive, stronger 
legislature or whatever you have, this is not the order 
of questions to which we should address ourselves. 

Max Beloff: A great many points were raised in course 
of the discussion. I have tried to jot them down, but I think 
it may not be appropriate to answer them individually, since 
the discussion has touched on so many things. I would rather 
like to take up and elaborate certain points which have occur-
red to me. 

The first of them is really the· last point that Mr. Sinha 
raised. Ought one not to begin with the problems rather than 
with the models ? I think this to be true, but there seems to 
me two difficulties involved in this. One of them of course is 
that one cannot know what the problems are going to be. 
Suppose the Constituent . Assembly had . been told that the 
major problem of the Ind1an government m 1966 would be the 
troubles over its frontier with China, he probably would have 
been howled down by derisive laughter. One cannot antici
pate in human history many of the problem!> for which one has 
to create institutions. 

The second difficulty is, however, more fundamental in 
that it touches on what Mr. Padhye said towards the end, viz., 
that you may know what it is you wish to do, but what you 
wish to do may be inherently impossible, or at any rate beyond 
the. rea~h of p~litical institutio_n~. It may be that a country 
wh1ch JS multi-cultural, mult1-hngual and at the same time a 
nation could come into existence, but history gives us no reason to 
believe that such an animal has existed or could have existed. And 
it may be that in trying to frame something which will enable 
one to achieve this one is in fact aiming for the stars (not for 
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the moon which . is now within reach !) One can say that 
given an area which is multi-lingual, multrcultural and 
multi-whatever-you-like, one wishes to find a frame of 
ordered government by which to pursue both the interests 
which these people or peoples have in common, and the 
interests which they have as individual citizens. This is a little 
more manageable, but it would seem 1 o me that one of the 
great difficulties has been this great ambition-a natural ambi
tion of a country which has attained its freedom-to try and 
do things which are inherently contradictory. 

I felt throughout this discussion that while a great many other 
points had been made, whether the real question was not that one 
was not trying to co.mpromise ove_r _what was ~ssentially uncorn pro
misable. The busmess of a po!Jtrcal ~heonst rath~r than of the 
practical man should be to examme the !ogre of the pro
posals to see where they lead one. I make this point because 
I am much impressed by the argument of one speaker that 
after all a great deal of what ~ne wants to do-~nd_ presumably 
what the Government of fndra wants to do-Ires m the social 
and economic field and that, therefore, one certainly ought not 
to exclude a priori methods of stimulating economic growth 
redistributing economic resources, which are not inherent i~ 
any of the models which. were seriously ?onsider~d by the 
Constituent Assembly or mdeed are also bemg consrdered to
day. There is the Soviet Union~ there is Yugoslavia, there is 
China-we have all. sorts ?~ possrble ~odels.. Can we derive 
anything from them In .addrtron to thmgs wrth which we are 
more familiar? The drfficulty here seems to me that by turn
ing your attention to one of these mod~ls you may in fact be 
ruling out the possibility of doing certam other things. For 
instance, i~ does apl?ear t? me, as someone who has spent a 
little time m th~ Sov1et Umon, that the .key factor. undoubtedly 
in its success-m many respects the Soviet system IS a success
is the unquestioned authority of a _sel_f-selecting political elite 
organised in a single party. Thrs Is where you get your dy
namic force, and where you ~et your co~trol of the administra
tion. If this system f~nctwns, and With some exceptions the 
Soviet system has functioned, Y~>U _get a degree of national 
discipline which may be .essent!al If you ~re to get the kind 
of growth such as the Soviet Umon has achieved. 

Jf this option were a ~erious proposition on the Indian 
"''-"''~ ·-''"'~ \{\, 0"-'"' ~<:.\""c>·U.Co ~ ~\1-~<ip)~; ho(Jli of ou"ltl'l .\ 
·"'"'"""~)'' \\1r~ Oegree of dls.ci;i · · · f · J ~ 01\ \)l'epareu \1\ 
'tffOt?lcuM.i.n'l ,,fj ( ·.. (, ,lne , 19m a self-selecting and .sclf-

'P: 'l""''ftchu{:. t!a!C!, . mysel would find it very hard as un out-
s~d,c observer to say, 'you cannot have this, it is not democra
tic· But I see no signs of any one being seriously prepared 
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to accept this essential element in this type of model, and 
therefore it seems to me that you cannot do very much with its 
minor aspects, because when you begin to look at it, they all 
depend upon this fundamental fact. 

Now I shall take up a few points within the rather narrow 
range of our theme which have been made, and look at them 
again from the point of view of their internal consistency. 
Dr. Rajni Kothari, for instance, said that it was perfectly all 
right for the Prime Minister, in a parliamentary system, to 
seek advice from whatever quarter he or she wanted. This 
seems to me again to be an attempt to get a mixture between a 
system in which the driving force comes from the ruling party, 
which may be said to represent the will or intentions of the 
electorate as mobilized by elected persons. I would think 
myself that you have got to opt for one or the other system 
and to try to opt for both would put the ruling party in any 
parliamentary system in an impossible position. If you are 
trying to get the best of both the worlds, in fact you would be 
getting the best of neither. What you are looking for is surely 
a number of things which are essential to any political system, 
viz., clarity in the definition of the problem; ability to take 
decisions which the problem seems to you to dictate; and, if 
it is a democracy, a clear line of responsibility so that those 
who take the decisions can be rewarded if they succeed and 
penalized if they fail. 

Now, if you look at the position in this way, you will see 
that, however ineffectively, most forms of government that 
have shown considerable survival value do exemplify these 
basic criteria. There are, however, additional criteria which 
they hope to exemplify. Two of them are particularly relevant 
to developing countries. I am very surprised that Dr. Rajni 
Kothari regards them as so unimportant or so irrelevent to 
the question of institutions. One is the question of mobilizing 
and of training of talent for the solution of these problems. 
I cannot see how this can be left to chance. I cannot 
see how you can dissociate the institutions of a country 
from the people that they throw up. If the institutions put at 
top or in the high ranks of the pyramid, as our Chairman 
pointed out, persons who are unequal to this task, either you 
have to say this nation is no good and you can write it off, or 
you may have to say that there is something wrong in the 
processes of the institutions which give us these people to rule 
us. To say that this is not a criterion, that you cannot judge 
a parliamentary system by the quality of your cabinet or you 
cannot judge the American presidential system by the calibre 
of its Presidents, seems to me to be an extraordinary position 
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to maintain. if indeed that is what Or. Ko~hari was trying to 
maintain. If I misunderstood him, l apologtze. 

The other criterion which again, I think, very obviously 
applies, particularly to developing countries, is economy. I do 
not just mean the amount of money. that ¥o~ spend on the 
machinery of government, though I tlunk thts ts a very relevant 
point in a country of limited resources. I als? mean. t~e 
economy of time and energy, the economy. of ttme whtch ts 
devoted by those who ha~e to run the affatr~ of the country to 
the mere business of staytng there and seemg that they run 

them. 

0 k ws that in any machine, take, for example, an 
autom~~i\e~~here is always a proportion of ft!~l t)1at is not 
"'"""''-'~~ '''-'-'0 -t.-w~.-q~;'). 'tnere ·Is a proportion of waste. But when 
your waste begins to rise beyond a reasonable level, I think you 
begin to re-design your machine. To a newcomer like me in 
India, who has been plunged into the Indian scene with very 
little preparation, one of the most striking facts as l read the 
newspapers is rhat although there are still nearly four mont~s 
before the general elections. the proportion of time which IS 
spent on what might be called politics, against the proportion of 
space and time spent on what might be called government is 
already absurdly disproportionate. But if you look at any going 
system, any of the other going models in the world, you will 
see that this preoccupation with election politics extends over 
only two or three weeks before an election, or in the United 
States' case for a limited number of persons for a much longer 
period but nothing like the extent to which the business goes 
on here. As far as I can see, a major task before the Prime 
Minister of India for the last few weeks has been connected 
with nominations in constituencies all over the country. This 
seems to me to be a burden on the Prime Minister which is 
really untenable, unless one assumes that the real problems 
she has to face are non-existent. 

Therefore, if you look at it in this way, you begin to 
say how we can deal with it. Is there really anything much 
to be gained, in the first place, by saying we can get the best of 
both the worlds, let us try to inflate a little the powers of the 
President, push down a little the powers of the Prime Minister? 
(lam sorry, Mr. N.C. Chatterjee is not here because these 
remarks are largely addressed to his arguments). l would say 
that this sort of argument is totally misconceived. 

Suppose you have an exercise of a suspensive veto by a 
President within a basic parliamentary democracy. What in 
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fact does this mean ? Either the Act suggested for suspension 
has been passed by a government enjoying a majority in the 
legislature, in which case presumably it regards it essential for 
its general authority of power, and therefore will not be able, 
and will indeed refuse, to govern if the measure is vetoed or 
held up. Or you get a stage in which the country does not 
know where its leadership comes from, who to follow, and you 
introduce into a system where you are trying to concentrate 
power, a further element of diffusion. Similarly, you may 
have feelings about emergencies, about the curtailment of 
individual liberties, and no doubt there ought to be controls, 
judicial and others, to see that emergency and other powers 
are not usurped. But how a government which says it needs 
emergency powers is to continue to govern if someone else can 
say, 'you are wrong, you do not really need them', I must say 
I fail to see. 

It docs seem to me, therefore, that you have still got to 
make a basic choice. You have got to say where is the energy 
in our system going to come from ? Are we going to channel 
it, as the Americans tend to do, through a single individual and 
regard him as, at least, setting the tone and the pace, and if so, 
the question which Prof. Rudolph raised, how do you organize 
an election of a single individual in a mass electorate of this 
particular kind? You have got the problem which I think 
was touched upon by Mrs. Rudolph in relation to State 
governments : Will not the only possible contenders, the 
only people fitted for this offici!, be those who had been State 
Governors and, in that case, will they not inevitably be re
garded if they come to the presidential post as being partial to 
the area or the linguistic group to which they themselves 
belong? 

You have got to face that the presidential system means 
having a President, means deciding how you elect him, means 
deciding what authority he has, and means deciding what are the 
relations between him and the country which enable him to face 
the division between himself and the legislature. Or, you have 
got to take the point of view, which Dr. Karan Singh men
tioned. You have got to say that, basically, we have 
got a system of cabinet and a parliamentary govern· 
ment, which clearly is not within that framework necessarily 
the best that could be devised. We do not make the best 
use of our parliamentary institutions; there are methods of 
enlisting members of Parliament in more constructive ways. 
The committee system does, I think, require development. 
This was the subject of a discussion which I had at the Institute 
of Constitutional and Parliamentary Studies earlier this week, 
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and I was impressed with the evidence brought forward on these 
lines. There may be other important ways in which Parliament 
could be made a more valuable. more constructive and more 
active agent of government. Certainly all these possibilities 
need to be explored. But when you come to this level in your 
reasoning-how a thing is done in Westminster or Washington 
or in Paris or in Timbuctoo should be entirely irrelevant. 
The solution to be sought is either something that fulfils or is 
conducive to the fulfilment of the basic criteria suggested by 
me earlier. 

You have then to say that we must try and improve and 
centralize authority in a cabinet. I do believe that this does 
mean an abnegation of the position of the Congress Party as 
being both a national movement and a parliamentary party. 
I believe this to be an untenable and dangerous position, and 
one which has, I believe, produced many of the frustrations 
which have been referred to. For how are people to know 
whom they are to call into account ? 

If you do this, you still of course have to face the very 
great problems of the relations with the units of the Federa
tion. One point which has not, I think, been brought out as 
clearly as it might have been, either by myself or by anyone 
else, though it has been implicit in much of what has been 
said, is that the parliamentary system, has, on the whole, 
flourished best in countries with a high degree of unity and 
that the combination of a cabinet system with a federal 
system, though it operates in Australia and Canada, is some
how or other dependent-and indeed major experiences show 
how dependent-upon a very large degree of acceptance of 
inter-unit resrJOnsibility, probably greater than the present stage 
of Indian politics has achieved here. 

If you look-again I am putting before you the frank views 
of an outsider-if you look at what is happening in India, as 
reported (I have no other source) in the Press, in conversa
tions with friends over the last few weeks, there is clearly at 
the moment a dangerous problem of food shortage in certain 
parts of this country. Now, in a situation of that kind, which 
could lead to hardship, ir not loss of life, it is obviously some
thing which must be given priority by any government. What 
is, however, the impression left on the minds of unbiassed ob
servers by the discussion in the Press and in private as I said 
just now. The first impression-! must confess I am speaking 
very frankly-is that the system does not enable a clear 
statement of the nature and the acuteness of the problem to 
be made, in a way in which it would be generally acceptable. 



tf 1 were, for instance, President Johnson or the Prime 
Minister of Canada, and was asked to give priority to the 
shipment of foodgrains to India, I would say, well I still cannot 
gather, whether this is a period of shortage or a period of crisis 
or a period of famine. What is the level of urgency ? What is 
the real magnitude of this problem in terms which I, President 
Johnson or Mr. Pearson, can transmit to my electorate and 
say this matter ought to be given high priority by us ? And 
if the situation is not clear to foreign observers. it seems 
to me it also cannot be wholly made clear to the people of 
India, who will after all have to contribute the major share 
of rescue work, rehabilitation or famine relief, as the case 
may be. 

The second thing that I have not been able to ascertain 
from these discussions-and I think it is even more relevant to 
our question-what is the extent to which it is believed by the 
centre and by public opinion that the State Governments are 
able to tackle this problem. Is this a question of saying, well 
here are States with a particular problem, we must assist them 
financially or in kind, but basically this is their affair ? This 
is a federal system. Is the relief of distress in a bad harvest 
period a State matter, or is it a national emergency ? Is the 
problem of such a kind that it outstrips the powers the 
States have under the existing system and that the Central 
Government should intervene? And if this is so, has the 
Central Government to create a new machine which could be 
utilized or are there any methods which have been worked 
out and tested and are generally understood, by which the 
State and the unit governments-Central and State Govern
ments in this case-can effectively cooperate? Now, it does 
seem to me that on all these questions and others which will 
no doubt occur to you when you think of these events, the 
present measures of uncertainty will continue with political 
discussions, enquiries, and debates. As long as the basic choices 
that have to be made in dealing with these major administra
tive problems and the basic way in which these questions are 
to be answered are not spelt out, it is clear that people will 
say-well the parliamentary system is not functioning 
successfully. 

Now, you could say and you will have to ask yourself
suppose we had a presidential system, what are the chances 
that answers of greater clarity to the questions that I have 
raised would be given ? This, as I was trying to say at the 
beginning, would very largely depend upon whether you could 
have a presidential office which would command, would 
have sources of independent information and would also be 
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in a position to evaluate them, proclaim them. and put them 
in the forefront of the national consciousness. Here I think 
Mr. Rudolph's point about mass communication is very valid. 
If one thinks of, say, the hundred days of the New Deal, which 
perhaps imposed a greater strain on government than a 
famine, however terrible, could on any government, because the 
collapse of the American economy was almost universal-one 
would realize how a presidential system could rise to its in
herent possibilities, though largely because of the ability of 
the then President to focus upon himself, at any rate for the 
limited period of real emergency, the attention of the electorate. 
I can, however, see that there are great difficulties in doing it 
in this situation. 

You could argue, on the other band, that, at any rate, 
the degree of stability or the degree of independence-! think 
the latter is a better word than stability-which a presidential 
system might provide would enable a President to do this much 
better than a Prime Minister in a parliamentary system. What 
I cannot, however, see is that this would enable him better to 
go from there to the executive part, because it seems to me 
that the relationship with State governments (assuming that 
they also changed over from a cabinet to presidential system) 
would still evoke the present uncertainties, would still be con
ditioned as they must be at present, by the intra-party rela
tionships concerned, and clearly if it is a question of creating 
a new machinery, then if you have the presidential system, you 
would require very rapid action by the legislature to create the 
new machinery required, to raise the new funds required, and 
so on. This could hardly come about unless one had, I think, 
the kind of change in party structure and party relationships 
which would be necessitated. ln other words, it is my view 
that though you could produce a theoretical case and that, in 
emergency situations at any rate, a grt:ater measure of clarity 
might be denved from the presidential system, when you try 
to work out the system on the ground in particular situations, I 
fear that you will discover that it is not so obvious that the gains 
from the suggested change-over from the familiar parliamentary 
system would be sufficient to justify the departure from it. 

Further, it does seem important to me to consider whether 
there may not have been at the root of the constitutional 
development a basic over-estimation, not of the authority to 
be conferred upon the centre, but of the range of responsi
bilities which could be efficiently discharged by it. You will 
have noticed that we have been assuming in this discussion 
that to confer responsibilities upon an institution or upon a 
person is the same thing as addin~ to its authority, and it may, 
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of course, be that the reverse is often true. lt may well be 
that the responsibility entrusted to a federal system of the 
kind which the Indian constitution lays down is a burden upon 
the centre, which is so great as to be beyond the capacity of 
central institutions to perform, and that it might have been 
better, and it might still be better if one were engaged in cons
titutional revision, to suggest a devolution of certain responsi
bilities to the States, a new division of powers, which would 
limit what the centre was asked to do, but make it more 
certain that what the centre was asked to do, it had the 
capacity to accomplish. 

You have a centralized governmental system which ap
pears to minister to the demands of national unity, which I 
take it is the reason why this Federation is such a centralized 
one, but you have apparently done this at the expense of plac
ing upon the Central Government, given the size, variety and 
number of problems in the country, a burden which it is 
prima facie incapable of performing, and which any execu
tive would be incapable of performing, particularly one which 
has to spend so much of its time on pure politics. 

These thoughts, inevitably, take one outside the frame
work of today's discussion, and it may well be that the rather 
tantalizing remark about a new model of democracy by our 
Chairman may have better solutions to offer along new lines, 
rather than our discussions within the limited possibilities of 
constitutional reform. 

I would myself think that there is something to be said 
for looking out for what Mr. D.L. Mazumdar referred to in 
passing, and someone else also referred to in talking about 
continental European experience, i.e., an idea of a plural 
executive. It does seem to me that there is something to be 
said for the Swiss system or for some such variant of it-not 
for a direct election of the executive in place of the election by 
Parliament for the duration of its life, but for a collective ex
ecutive and the development of certain conventions by which 
this collective executive would in fact represent, for the time 
being, more than one party, and certainly in the long run a11 the 
major linguistic and other groups which are the natural divisions, 
as in India. Now, I do not think this could be the cabinet. 

In Switzerland, which is a small country with a few pro
blems and a high degree of devolution for local issues, the 
executive and the cabinet are synonymous, but I cannot see 
India with a cabinet of a few Ministers in charge of numerous 
departments. But one could, 1 think, envisage a system in 
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which you would have a basic policy-forming coilective exe
cutive responsible to Parliament, naturally re-elected 
by each new Parliament, but with a guarantee for the 
duration, and Ministers who would be departmental heads at 
a second level who would be answerable to Parliament, co
operate with p~rliamentary committees, perhaps in an intimate 
way, over the details of the tasks entrusted to them, but would 
in their collective capacities be subordinate to the executive. 
This is a system which is, if you like, a combi.nation between 
the Swiss and the parliamentary system. _But 1t d~es seem to 
me to be worthy of attention, because Switzerland _1s ~he most 
successful of European countries, and although It IS small, 
it has some of the problems of variety and of permanent 
divisions which distinguish most countries from those countries 
like the United States or Britain where homogeneity-Prof. 
Norman Palmer will forgive me-is so great that the transfer 
of votes between parties can be taken as a normal feature of 
the parliamentary system or the congressional system, as the 
case may be. I think there is in Switzerland, and on a much 
greater scale in India a plural society. There are objective 
divisions in the pop~lation which are unlikely to disappear
language or religion, whatever the case may be, and the case 
for a collective executive as well as a Parliament that repre
sents the principal ones is probably a very strong one. 

I rather agree with those who feel that simply to develop 
~ pa~liamentary opposition on the British or the American 
hnes 10 the circumstances of India would probably not con
form to some of my criteria : it would not be economical 
because talent will_ ~~t b~ used ~o its full efficacy. Probably 
!he value of mere cnttctsm 1s someumes overrated. What I think 
Important is, not as Dr. Gopal Krishna said, that there should 
be possibilities of crtticism within the system, but that there 
should be a clear understanding of responsibility in the 
system. If you have evidence of frustration with the political 
system-whether it is students' disturbances or other forms of 
~xtr~-~onstitutional activity-the first thing o~e has to look at 
IS-Is It that the people do not know who IS responsible or 
~ho bears responsibility for the policies which they would 
hke to see changed or hope to see changed, or are there other 
forr~s ~f frustration involved ? I would think that the lack of 
clarity 10 the distribution of responsibility is something which 
no system can alford, unless it is prepared to translate itself 
Into ~ totalitarian system. It may well be that the task of 
~u_nnmg a political democracy in these terms with a largely 
llhterate electorate is, as I said at the beginning, like 
t~e creation of a nati~n . whic~ is multi-cultural, multi
hngual, almost a contradJct1on 1D essence, but if the 
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experiment Is to be tried and continued-and no doubt most 
politically-minded Indians feel committed to this-then it 
seems to me that it ought to be given the best possible chance 
and it cannot be given this chance if there is a blurring of 
responsibility and of the area where the decision· making 
power really lies. 

c. D. Deshmukh: I will_ j~st permit myself a few 
concluding remarks, because 1t IS something of this kind that 
Prof. Beloff had suggested that l had in mind when [ spoke 
of a somewhat diffl!rent model of democracy, not merely in 
the light of our contemporary experience but also in a way 
that would suit our very special conditions. We have a largely 
illiterate and ill-informed electorate and, therefore, we have 
to think out very carefully what sort of pattern of democracy 
we should opt for. 

I believe that in Switz<!rland finally they have a referendum. 
If there is a difference between the Ministers in this country of 
500 million people, I do not know how it would be practicable 
to org'lnize a referend~m.. I do not suggest that with modern 
means of communicatiOn tt should be entirely impossible to 
organize this, and indee?, on certain important issues, we are 
going to try out some km~ of a referendum. Secondly, it 
seems to me that the questton of the revision of the legislative 
lists is important. Prof. Be~olf has referred to it. There are 
Federations where the restdual powers remain in the centre 
rather than in the States, and here I believe it is only because 
of the historical process that the British first arranged for 
local governments and then gave us grudingly provincial 
autonomy. The development could very well have been other
wise. Perhaps, not entirely agreeing with Prof. Beloff, I should 
think that it would have been better if greater powers had 
been given to the Cc.ntral Government through the enlargement 
of the concurrent l1st, on the very over-simplil1ed logic that it 
is easier to find I 0 good men than 100 good men in our system 
of democracy. 

There is one very pessimism-causing feature in the Indian 
democracy, and that is prominenty in evidence in some States, 
e.g., Orissa. Although fault has been found with the individu
als in power and they have been removed, they answer back 
that whenever you hold an election we shall come back. They 
are emboldened to say so because in the meanwhile they have 
used power to corrupt the electorate. To this problem 1 have 
not yet found any answer. This -is something which is perhaps 
unknown in other democracies, at least in modern days. 
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Anyway i should say that the key-notes of any govetnrtient 
must be harmony and efficiency. In other words, what the 
people are looking for is not so much the statistical figures of 
whether the rate of economic growth is 4% or 4k% per annum 
or whether the national income per capita is going to be 
Rs. 365 or Rs. 400. These are only figures, and do not really 
affect the level of living of a very large number of people, 
because of the gross internal disparities in income. Something 
which is more tangible to them is harmony of government and 
a sense of direction and efficiency. 

I am convinced that even if we do not change our consti
tution we should do well to accept the innovation which I 
suggested to the late Prime Mini'ster, Shri Jawaharlal Nehru, at 
a seminar at Ooty a few years ago-that we should form a 
government of all parties on some kind of proportionate repre
sentation, because like war the total economic plan is more or 
less unanimously approved by Parliament and it was right that 
the executive government should reflect this inter-party under
standing. If this was done we might call a 'truce' in playing 
this game of parliamentary Western democracy-we do not 
quite know all the rules being relative novices in this game. 
In that case all leading political parties could get together to 
man such a government, say, for a period of ten years, for two 
or three plan periods in the first instance. We might then 
look up and review the situation. 

Well, these were the few remarks that I thought I would 
make before I proposed on your behalf a very hearty vote of 
thanks to our Chief Guest for his part in this very stimulating 
seminar. Indeed, not only has our Chief Guest given us the 
best of his thoughts, so to speak, but the seminar has also 
brought out the best in all of us according to our ability and 
our experience. I should, therefore, like to observe that our 
Chief Guest has, in a sense, been the motive power behind this 
very informative and successful seminar, and our most grateful 
thanks are due to him. 
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APPENDIX 

Points for Discussion by Max Be/off 

THE OFFICE OF CHIEF EXECUTIVE : 
PRESIDENT AND PRIME MINISTER 

1. What have been the reasons for the preference for the 
presidential form of government ? Do these hold good under 
modern conditions ? What disadvantages are apparent in the 
working of presidential government? Can they be remedied ? 

2. What is the role of the Prime Minister in the cabinet 
form of government ? Do modern conditions, for instance in 
Britain, tend to move it in the direction of greater personal 
authority for the Prime Minister ? Are there dangers in this 
tendency ? Should they be resisted ? 

3. Can a table of advantages and disadvantages be cons
tructed for the two systems ? 

4. Is size of country or any other objective factor a rele· 
.vant one in deciding between the choice of the two forms where 
'new States' are concerned ? 

5. What effects would a change over from one system to 
the other entail ? 

6. What merits can be found in systems combinino the two 
ideas-that of the Fifth French Republic, for instance :o? Or in 
a plural executive , such as that of Switzerland ? 



Extracts from letter or May 27, 1965 

From R. Venkatara:uall, Minister for Industries, 

Madras, to the A.I.C.C. 

THE internal stability of our country is weakening day by 
day especially when the external dangers are mounti~g 
all around us. The defeat of the Congress Ministry in 

Kerala by the defection of the Congressmen themselves, the 
resignation of a group of Congressmen from Mysore, the 
growth of 'dissidentism' in a large number of legislature 
parties and the existence of groupism in the Ministries, parties 
and the Congress organisation, coupled with the absence of 
developed and disciplined opposition parties, capable of pro
viding an alternative government, and the growing fissiparous 
tendencies, each organising a mushroom political party, have 
caused grave doubts in the minds of many thinkers both within 
the Congress and outside regarding the future of our parlia
mentary democracy. 

The primary aim of any constitution is to ensure stability 
of administration, in a form best suited to the genius of its 
people. The parliamentary system of government has secured 
it in the United Kingdom and some Commonwealth countries 
because of certain pre-conditions that exist in those places. 
Homogeneity of the people and a national outlook are the 
strong foundations on which parliamentary democracy stands. 
Besides, there is no multi13licity of parties in those countries, 
while in ours, instead of the number of political parties getting 
reduced over the past 15 years of our Republic. they are grow· 
ing like mushrooms making it difficult for any single party to 
secure a majority in the legislature. I think that Kerala is not 
an exception or isolated situation, but the true picture of the 
shape of things to come in other States sooner or later. The 
prospect of a similar situation arising in the Lok Sabha will 
cause a shiver to every patriotic citizen of our country. 

The hope that in a multi-party system, dependence on one 
or more groups will become necessary to form a government 
seems to encourage the formation of smaller groups in legis
latures. Those groups expect that they will be able to hold 
the balance of power and obtain bargaining strength. 

The parliamentary system presupposes the election of 
members on the basis of party programmes, so that the pro
gramme which is endorsed by the majority of the people may 
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be implemented by its sponsors. It will be idle to feign that 
such conditions exist among us today. Most members are 
chosen for their personal affiliations rather than on their party 
affiliations and this renders their loyalty to the party superficial. 
It is clear that a government which has to depend on the 
vagaries of such shifling loyalties is bound to be weak, ineffec
tive or worse. 

With the grave threat of aggression on our borders, it 
behoves us to give unto ourselves an executive which will be 
stable and not depend on the vagaries of groups and dissidents. 
Such an executive must derive its strength and authority from 
the people of the country and should not be removable except 
on the expiry of the term or by impeachment. The presidential 
system offers the best solution to the chaotic spectrum of 
splinter parties projected in our national kaleidoscope. Perhaps, 
if it becomes clear that an executive once elected cannot be 
dislodged, the tendency to form groups and dissidents among 
legislators may also disappear. 

In a presidential system, the choice of colleagues is not 
made from the members of the legislature of his party and the 
sad spectacle of party members forming several permutations 
and combinations for ousting the party chief will be eliminated. 
Besides, the President will have a wider field for the choice 
of colleagues and will be able to bring a measure of expertise 
to the administration. 

Again a provision in the constitution that legislatures once 
elected cannot be dissolved before the expiry of their term 
will give greater freedom to the members to freely criticise and 
vote down the proposals of the executive which they cannot 
do in a parliamentery system except on pain of the dismissal 
of the Ministry and dissolution of the House. 

I do not want to stray into an academic discussion of the 
merits of the two systems, as much may be said on both the 
sides. But the question before us is whether in the present 
political conditions of our country, we can rely on the parlia
mentary system to give us a stable executive. Our experience 
belies any such expectation. 

In my view, the structure of the executive may be altered 
to a presidential system with minimum changes in the constitu
tion. The President may be elected as at present or directly 
by adult franchise and may hold office for five years. The 
President may be authorised to appoint his Ministers who 
should not be members of the legislature but should have the 
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right of audience in the House of the legislature. The legisla
ture should be elected for a term of five years and should not 
be liable to dissolution except on the expiry of the term. 
Similar provisions may apply mutatis mutandis to the election 
of Governors and the constitution of Ministries in the States. 

Except for some consequential provisions for meeting the 
exigencies of differences between the executive and the legisla
ture, no further amendments to the constitution will be 
necessary. 

DRAFT RESOLUTION 

Considering the increasing instability and weakness in 
administration caused by the growth of dissidents and groupism 
in the legislature parties in the country, 

Considering the tendency towards multiplicity of parties 
springing up like mushrooms incapable of giving the country an 
alternative stable government, 

Considering the grave dangers to the territorial integrity 
of India from the threats of aggression from our neighbours, 
and 

Realising the imperative need for stable governments 
both at the centre and the States. 

The All India Congress Committee resolves-

That the Congress Working Committee be requested to 
constitute a committee to examine and report before the next 
annual session of the [ndian National Congress-

Whether the present cabinet form of government at the 
centre and the States may be replaced by an executive 
directly elected by the people for a fixed term of years; and if 
so, 

To recommend consequential changes in the constitution of 
India as appropriate. 
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Suitability of Parliamentary System 
of Government for India 

by S. Pal 
Lecturer in Political Science & Administration, Delhi College 

WHILE the constitution issue of the late 19th century was 
how to democratise the legislature, that of the 20th 

century was to democratise the executive. Nobody, then, 
questioned the type of executive we should have, though 
representative democracy offered three types of executive, 
namely, the representative executive or the American presi
dential type, the responsible executive or the British parlia
mentary type and the plural executi\'e or the Swiss collective 
type. In India. primarily because of our connection with 
England, when bit by bit political concessions were granted 
they were on the parliamentary model. First it was introduced 
in the Government of India Act, 1919, which came into full 
force in 1921 and the principle to a great extent was augmented 
in the provinces in 1937 by the Government of India Act, 
1935. Of course, the parliamentary system was then intro
duced by the British Government but with the willing accep
tance of the Indian leaders. 

Therefore, during the debates of the Constituent Assembly 
on parliamentary or presidential form of government for 
India, the overwhelming opinions including those of constitu
tional experts like Dr. Ambedkar, Sir Alladi Krishnaswami 
Ayyar, Shri T. T. Krishnamachari, Dr. Rejendra Prasad 
favoured the parliamentary type of executive. Shri K. M. 
Munshi said, " ... Our constitutional traditions have become 
parliamentary and we .h.ave now all our provinces functioning 
more or less on the Bnttsh model. After this experience, why 
should we go back upon the tradition that has been built for 
over a hundred years and try a novel experiment ... ?" (Consti
tuent Assembly Debates, Vol. II, p. 984). 

Fifteen years later, Shri Munshi now regrets to remark at 
a meeting held under the auspices of the Indian Institute of 
Constitutional and Parliamentary Studies that "parliamentary 
democracy has failed.'' (Hindustan Times, November 9, 1966, 
p. 3) Similar views have been echoed in some other quarters 
with the recommendation that the presidential system of 
government should replace the parliamentary type. 

We have to examine the implications of our choice of 
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parliamentary or presidential form of government in the 
historical setting and pragmatic consideration of the needs of 
the country. 
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(i) India is a country of bewildering diversity of races, 
creeds, languages, etc., which compete with each other 
for recognition and representation in the seats of power 
both in the legislature and also in the executive. In 
this case of competing demands the single executive 
head, namely the President, cannot absorb all these 
elements. The cabinet system as it operates in India 
is a great political contrivance to reconcile the different, 
sometimes conflicting interests, both within the govern
mental framework of the constituent units and the 
Union-State relationship. The composition of the 
Councils of Ministers of the Union and the State 
governments provides a balance of interests-regional, 
linguistic and communal. This may hamper their 
effectiveness as policy-making bodies and operating 
hand of the government but these give a sense of 
satisfaction, arising out of a sense of belonging and 
participation. The cabinet system, in this respect, is 
a system of compromise springing out of the nature 
and needs of plural political societies of India which 
want to articulate themselves through their representa
tives in the Council of Ministers. 

(ii) 

The leadership of a multi-lingual country cannot afford 
to form a presidential pattern when the source of direc
tion comes from the regional leaders forming the cabinet 
or the group behind him; for instance, it is well known 
that behind Mr. Sachindra Chaudhri, Minister of 
Finance in India, is the West Bengal Congress and the 
West Bengal Government. 

Tbe presidential system will encourage the centripetal 
tendency which has already engulfed Indian political 
unity. With the centralised federal structure, 'States', 
having limited power!i and resources, will try to place 
all the causes of their failure at the door of the Ct!ntre 
and the State public opinion will be generated on the 
emotional ground to support the •favourite son' 
of the State demanding more 'State rights'. At 
present the cabinet S) stem provides representation of 
the regions and the States and no State can accuse the 
centre for ignoring its claim completely. 

(iii) It will be impossible for a President with real powers 



to make use of Article 356 of the constitution providing 
presidential rule in case of failure of the constitutional 
machinery in the States. The logical corollary of the 
presidential system at the centre is that the Chief 
Executive of the State should be elected as it is done 
in the USA. When Governors belonging to different 
parties are elected to power they may resist central 
directives and interferences. On vital matters the 
presidential system in a federal country is fraught with 
danger. State resistance on colour issues in the USA 
should be a lesson to us what may occur in India with 
greater vigour and dimension on account of the existing 
fissiparous tendencies. 

A tightly centralised federalism, based on a uniform 
pattern closely controlled from Delhi as provided in the 
constitution, is the need of the hour when there is a real 
political and economic emergency of the first magnitude. 
But the presidential system and a centralised federalism 
are incompatible. The change from the cabinet system 
will inevitably lead to a refutation of the centralised 
federal structure of India. 

(iv) India is a predominently peasant country, which 
promotes political individualism, strong local loyalties 
and a social psychology more adapted to political 
isolation than to political coopration. This tendency, 
prevailing particularly in rural and hilly areas, can be 
changed by direct contact of Ministers and citizens 
instead of civil servants and citizens which may be a 
feature in the presidential form of government, if 
introduced in States. 

(v) When democracy is not deeply rooted in the soil of the 
country and the soul of the population, the presidential 
system may be a source of potential danger rather than 
of potential gain. It will be a standing temptation 
for a triumphant demagogue, a President or a Governor, 
to run amuck. How a single public speech whips up 
the pent-up emotions of the masses and becomes a 
threat to the fabric of democratic society has been 
brought home in the capital during the recent anti-cow 
slaughter agitation. A system of checks and balances 
in the composition and function of the cabinet and in the 
system of executive-legislature interdependence provides 
a safety valve for any demagogic outburst in a cabinet 
system. An omnipotent executive, irresponsible to the 
legislature, may tend to be, if not corrupt, at least erring. 
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Of course, having learnt from experience both at home 
and abroad we can make some reforms in the cabinet and 
Parliament of our country. The cnbinet should be more broad
based to include some representatives of the opposition except 
the extremist parties. In this critical hour when democracy 
faces the_issue "to be or not to be" all right thinking leaders 
inspired by patriotism should be willing to join the cabinet if 
requested and to reciprocate the confidence vested in them. 
After all, there is no very fundamental difference amongst them 
on the "policy of the :State'' but they differ on the methods of 
execution and day to day administration. Here lies a big 
responsibility on the ruling party. 

It has been felt in some quarters that if the Congress 
could have avoided two major ta..:tical blunders in 1937 the 
Muslim League would not have come into the political lime
light and the partition of the country could perhaps have been 
avoided. The Congress should have allowed . Mr. Fazlul 
Huq, leader of the anti-League Muslim party m Be_ngal, to 
form a government with their support. Secondly, It was a 
major blunder to brush aside the request of the Muslim leaders 
for some seats in the Congress Government of U.P. The 
U.P. Leaguers became later the 'brain-trust' of the League 
and Bengal became its muscle. The situation is no better now. 
A coalition government-a national cabinet of like-minded 
people and parties believing in the democratic system-would 
be able to stop the rot. 

Regarding reforms of the Parliament we can think of a 
strong effective executive by providing some changes in the 
function of the legislature. The same problem has been 
encountered in England, i.e., to make Parliament more effective 
by Specialist Committees. A seminar or study group on 
parliamentary reforms can be organised on the model of the 
Committee set up in England in 1964 with Sir Edward Fellows 
as Chairman. 

We are not condemning the American presidential system. 
In fac~, with certain modification this personal separation of 
executive has been carried on successfully in the USA. But 
when imported into other countries it has often led to disastrous 
results. France and some Latin American countries have been 
the laboratories for the experiment of a political system based 
on one man executive. Democracy in these countries, on 
various occasions, went to the grave with the warning, "beware 
of our President". Leaders, Fuhrers and Candillos do not 
always come into power by coup d 'etats but by the constitutional 
provision of the presidential system. This possibility is to be 
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resisted in India particularly at this transitional and crucial 
stage of our national history. We are in the midst of a 
revolution-hitherto bloodless-but it may rapidly lead towards 
a total change of the democratic character and values. Even 
a discussion criticising the parliamentary types of government 
may be dangerous. For instance, do not the Americans 
themselves say, "don't change your horse in mid stream" ? 
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