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Preface

THE crisis in the Indian National Congress which result-

ed in the break-up of the party into two groups has
posed many difficult questions. It is too early either to give
satisfying answers or to determine their significance for the
future of Indian democracy. History alone will determine
the rights and wrongs of the personalities involved in the
crisis. But we cannot and need not wait for history to tell
the truth. We must make an attempt to understand events,
to the best of our ability, even though it might not be poss-
ible to get at the whole truth.

It is in this spirit that this study, necessarily a brief one,
has been undertaken. I do not lay claims to objectivity or
impartiality, though I have tried to judge events on what I
consider certain well-accepted principles of Parliamentary
Democracy.

This is in no way an “inside” story of the crisis. I am sure
that similar studies have been undertaken by others already.
I shall be happy if this small study encourages others to
-undertake more and better studies of the crisis.

M.M. Rahman
Government Arts & Science College
Tanuku (A.P.)
March 3, 1970
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I .
- How It All Began

"THE Indian National Congress had never been a homoge-
neous or a closely knit political unit. From its very
inception, it had attracted people of all shades of opinion, of
varying political and economic views, of different ideals and
ideologies into its fold. Before independence, all these varying
opinions and ideas did not find any chance of coming on the
surface on account of two extraordinary factors. The first was
the supreme and the all-embracing objective of achieving in-
dependence; and the second was the charismatic personality
of Gandhiji. After independence, it was Jawaharlal Nehru’s
tremendous popularity and prestige, as the chosen heir of
the Father of the Nation, that kept the Congress Party
together. Even then, it is difficult to assert that Nehru was
ever the complete master of the organisation even after the
death of Sardar Vallabh Bhai Patel, the only rival to Nehru’s
authority in the Congress. Nehru appears to have paid a
very heavy price for the support given to him by the Congress
Party. He had allowed maximum freedom to the State units,
with the result that the Congress became a haven for power-
hungry, unscrupulous, greedy, and incompetent politicians
who never had any commitment either to the principles and
policies of the Congress Party, or to the welfare of the
people. Nehru had also to bow to regionalism by dividing
the country into linguistic States, and that, too, in the form
of concessions to mass violence and agitations.
As a result, the Congress Party never developed a clear cut
ideological orientation. _':~t is to say, the Congress could



2 THE CONGRESS CRISIS

never define in clear terms the meaning and content of con-
cepts like democratic socialism and secularism, and so on,
which became its basic principles and objectives. So much
so that the party had become a sort of omnibus in which
socialists and capitalists, secularists and communalists, demo-
crats and communists and even some fascists kept themselves
check by jowl. They were all lured by power and position.

While this state of affairs continued, certain new trends
and forces emerged in the party, soon after the death of
Nehru. The most important of these new trends was the
emergence of new areas of power within the party itself.
Two of these areas were dominated by Mr. Morarji Desai
and Mrs. Indira Gandhi though both remained in the back-
ground for some time. It was the third area that increased
in size and shape immediately after the death of Nehru.
This was a group of State party bosses who came to New
Delhi during the last years of Nehru’s life under his patron-
age. None of these bosses had any sizable following at the
Centre, though they had considerable power at the State
levels. Nevertheless they formed a formidable group and
were in a position to influence the party politics. This
group consisted of Messrs. K. Kamaraj of Tamil Nadu,
S.K. Patil of Bombay, N. Sanjiva Reddy of Andhra Pradesh,
S. Nijalingappa of Mysore and a few others. Mr. K. Kamaraj
had become the presiding genius of this group by virtue of
his headship of the Congress Party at the time of Nehru’s
death. It was he who was responsib]e for putting up Lal
Bahadur Shastri as successor to Nehru in order to keep their
influence at the Centre predominant.

From all accounts it is evident that once in power, Shastri
did not like to be the mere figurchead of a Prime Minister
carrying out the instructions of the party bosses. So he
began to assert his position, slowly but surely. He would
have perhaps challenged the party bosses had he not died a
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premature death very soon after the India-Pakistan war in
1965.

But his sudden and tragic demise gave the party bosses
yet another opportunity to play their game. And they sup-
ported Mrs. Indira Gandhi, as against Mr. Morarji Desai;
for the Prime Ministership, under the belief that she was
likely to be more responsive to their wishes than Mr. Morarji
Desai who is known for his dogmatism in politics. In this
game of king-making, the party bosses appear t6 have
overlooked certain factors of importance. The first was
Mrs. Indira Gandhi’s immense personal prestige in the rank
and file of the Congress organisation, which she could use to
have her way against anyone else in the Congress hierarchy.
It should be admitted that she has been in the centre of
Congress politics longer than many of her opponents. She is
the only person who had the opportunity of knowing the
innermost thoughts and feelings of Nehru about the affairs
of the nation in geheral, and, those of the Congress Party in
particular. And Nehru himself had groomed her for the
post of Prime Minister, in an unobtrusive way, without
giving the impression to any one, except perhaps a few who
were very close to him or to those who had the capacity to
see things clearly.

It was, therefore, clear when Mrs. Gandhi was elected
leader of the Congress Parliamentary Party that sooner or
later she would assert her legitimate position and authority
as the Prime Minister, if not also as the leader of the
party. For, the position created by the party bosses was not
only unacceptable to Mrs. Indira Gandhi, personally, but it
was also untenable politically. In a parliamentary form of
government the Prime Minister, who is the leader of the
majority party in Parliament, is also the leader of that party
outside the legislature. This was the case throughout Nehru’s
life, for though there was a Congress President and the High
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Command, Nehru’s authority either in the party or in'the
legislature was unchallenged. If any Congress President had
really challenged Nehru, probably he would have changed
the party organisation suitably to bring it in line with the
practice in England.

It would be seen that it was the unwillingness of the
Congress High Command to concede this primacy to the
Prime Minister in legislative and party affairs that had
precipitated the crisis in the Congress Party resulting in the-
division of the party. But, as the crisis deepened, it developed
more and more into an ideological cleavage between the
right and left wings of the Congress Party. It is on these
lines that the Congress has finally split into two, though
there are notable exceptions on both sides, as we shall see
in the end.

The beginning of the split was seen at Bangalore when
the Congress Party gathered there for the All-India Con-
gress Committee meeting, which began on July 10, 1969.
Mrs. Indira Gandhi could not come to Bangalore for the
opening session of the All-India Congress Committee due to
her indisposition. But it soon became known that she had sent
a “note’ to the Congress Working Committee on economic
policy, suggesting, inter alia, the immediate nationalisation
of big banks. This note appears to have come as a surprise
to the party leaders assembled at Bangalore. For, the Prime
Minister had hitherto kept herself above the ideological
battles raging in the party between the right and the left
groups. By proposing the nationalisation of the top five
or six banks and land reforms, etc., she had more or less
identified herself with the left wing on economic issues, thus
perhaps incurring the wrath of the right wing of the party.
Among the latter were Mr. Nijalingappa, the Congress
President, Mr. Morarjl Desai, Deputy Prime Mmlster and
1 See Appendix I..
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Finance Minister, and Mr. S.K. Patil, MP. These leaders
have been opposed to bank nationalisation and other eco-
nomic measures which were included in the Prime Minister’s
note. And they did not hide their discomfiture at the Prime
Minister’s proposals. Mr. Morarji Desai was reported to
have said that bank nationalisation could be thought of only
after giving a fair trial to the policy of social control of banks,
which he said was proving successful and that he would
not be responsible for the nationalisation of banks, if the
party finally decided to nationalise the banks.? According to
Mr. Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad, Mr. Desai had said: “As long
as I am Finance Minister this cannot be implemented. If the
Prime Minister wants to do it, she will have to change her
Finance Minister.”’

The Prime Minister, on the other hand, had made it
clear that the time had come for such a step. Mr. K. Kamaraj
and Mr. Y. B. Chavan, besides Mr. Jagjivan Ram and Mr.
Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad, were in favour of bank nationalisa-
tion, sooner than later. Among the other supporters of bank
nationalisation were Mr. Swaran Singh, Mr. D. Sanjivayya,
and Mr. C. Subramaniam.

The Working Committee was thus clearly divided on
economic policy. Had either side adopted an uncompromising
attitude, perhaps the party would have faced a major crisis
of division on ideological lines. But this did not happen,
as each side appeared to show enough will for compromise
which. was brought about by a compromise draft prepared
by the Union Home Minister, Mr. Y. B. Chavan. This was
adopted unanimously by the Working Committee on July
11, 1969, and, by the All-India Congress Committee on July
12, 1969. Mr. Morarji Desai moved the resolution in the All-

India Congress Committee meeting and Mr. Y. B. Chavan
seconded it.

2 The Hindu, July 12, 1969. 3 Jbid, September 14, 1969. -
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The resolution said, inter alia: “The All-India Congress
Committee welcomes the note of the Prime Minister and
calls upon the Central and State Governments to take neces-
sary steps expeditiously to implement the various points
mentioned in the note.”™

"What this resolution appears to have achieved was not
so much a compromise, as a transfer of the conflict from the
Working Committee and the All-India Congress Committee
to the Central and State Governments. For, while it had
given enough authority to the governments to implement
the points mentioned in the Prime Minister’s note, it had
also left room for its opponents to fight out the issue in the
respective governments. It had thus given the direction for
the future course of collision between the two sides. But it
was hailed as a real compromise and one more proof of the
dynamism and resilience of the Congress Party.

That it was not so became all too evident in the other
momentous decision taken by the Congress Party at Banga-
lore, over the party’s candidate for the Union Presidency.
'The Congress Parliamentary Board of 8 members decided by
a snap vote of 5 to 2 to nominate Mr. N, Sanjiva Reddy,
the then Speaker of Lok Sabha, as the Presidential candi-
date against Mr. Jagjivan Ram, proposed by Prime Minister
Mrs. Indira Gandhi. The only other member to vote
with the Prime Minister was Mr. Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad,
the Minister for Industrial Development. The candidature
of Mr. Reddy was supported by Mr. S. Nijalingappa,
Mr. Morarji Desai, Mr. Y. B. Chavan, Mr. K. Kamaraj and
Mr. S. K. Patil. Mr. Jagjivan Ram, the 8th member of the
Board, did not vote as he was a candidate.

It is evident from Press reports and the Prime Minister’s
own account given at her Press conference on July 13,

8 The Hindu, July 13, 1969,
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1969, that she had proposed the name of Mr. V. V. Giri,
then acting President, before that of Mr. Jagjivan l.lam.5
Neither name was acceptable to the party bosses, who it was
reported, had decided at Dethi itself to nominate Mr Reddy,
irrespective of what the Prime Minister said or did. The.re
was, therefore, not even an attempt at a compromise
as in the Working Committee over economic policy. The
party leaders brushed aside unceremoniously the proposals
of the Prime Minister and proceeded to nominate their
candidate.

The Prime Minister expressed distress at the manner in
which the decision was taken, though she did notsay anything
against Mr. Reddy personally, as both Mr. Nijalingappa
and the Prime Minister herself later told the Press. The
Prime Minister revealed at her Press conference on July 13,
1969, that she was working along a principle, the principle
of obtaining a national consensus on the choice of the Presi-
dential candidate. She said that the consensus was in favour
of Mr. V.V. Giri. She had proposed Mr. Jagjivan Ram as a
compromise candidate, as many had suggested his name as a
gesture to the Harijans during the Gandhi Centenary Year.

The Prime Minister appears to have been justified in
her contention that the consensus was in favour of Mr. Giri,
as the events since have proved. For, not only did 2 majority
of the Opposition parties and legislators vote in favour of
Mr. Giri, but even those who did not vote in favour of him,
appear to have done so, not so much because they did not
like him, but because he did not seek their support while
announcing his candidature for the Presidential election as
an independent candidate. Even the leader of the Swatantra
Party, Mr. N. G. Ranga, had congratulated Mr. Giri on his
decision, though his party did not support his candidature,

S The Hindu, July 14, 1969.
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ture, in deference to the wishes of other parties like the Praja
Socialist Party and Bharatiya Kranti Dal. Only the Jana
Sangh appears 1o have been totally against Mr. Giri and
it was the only party that favoured Mr. Reddy against
Mr. Giri from the beginning.

It would thus appear that had the Congress Party nomi-
nated Mr. V.V. Giri perhaps he would have been accept-
able to all those political parties and legislators who had
supported his candidature subsequently in spite of his deci-
sion to contest as an independent candidate. Of course,
some Opposition parties like the B.K.D. and the P.S.P.
would have opposed Mr. V.V. Giri, if he were nominated
by the Congress, as these parties had opposed him even as
an independent candidate, on the ground that he was as
much a Congressman as Mr. Reddy was. Indeed, the Jana
Sangh itself did not automatically support Mr. Reddy as
the Congress candidate, though there is no doubt that it
would have proposed him, if he were not nominated by the
Congress Parliamentary Board. In fact, the Jana Sangh
appears to have been among the first to suggest the name of
Mr. Reddy, as a possible candidate for the Presidency.

However, neither Mr. Nijalingappa nor any other mem-
ber of the Congress Parliamentary Board has explained
" the reasons for their rejection of the Prime Minister’s view
that Mr. V.V, Giri had the support of a majority of the
Opposition leaders, and members of Parliament. Did they
think it was not necessary for the Congress to depend upon
the Opposition parties and their support? More importantly,
neither at the time of announcing the Board’s decision to
nominate Mr. Reddy, nor at any time subsequently, have
the party leaders explained the reasons for overlooking the
claims of Mr. V.V. Girj, then acting President, who is a
veteran Congressman with a long record of public service
.and a man of integrity and sincerity. It cannot be denied
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that he had at least a nominal claim for the Congress nomi-
nation, according to the convention developed since inde-
pendence, of elevating the Vice-President as President. It is,
therefore, difficult to understand the special reasons for their
fascination for Mr. Reddy, except that he was a person be-
longing to their group.

They do not also appear to have taken Mr. Giri into
confidence at least on grounds of courtesy, if not as a senior
and trusted Congressman. And they were thoroughly un-
prepared either for his decision to contest the election as an
independent candidate, or, for his bitter denunciation of the
Board’s decision.® On the other hand, they seem to have
believed, obviously wrongly, that as a trusted Congressman
he would not oppose their decision, though there was no
reason why he should have done so, after the discourtesy
shown to him by them. :

This, certainly, appears to have been their calculation
about Mrs. Gandhi, as is evident from an answer given by
Mr. Nijalingappa to a question whether he was confident
that she would work for the election of Mr. Reddy. The
Congress President was reported to have lost his temper and
said: “What sort of question are you asking about some
one who has been life-long in the Congress and belongs to
a family that has been associated with the Congress from
her grandfather’s time?*’” Probably the Congress Party would
not have been divided today, if Mr. Nijalingappa and his
associates had remembered this, and also the fact that the
Person concerned was the Prime Minister, and, one of the
foremost leaders of the party, before outvoting her in the
Board, and, on other critical occasions in their subsequent
confrontation with her.

& See Appendix II. -
" a5,
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It is also questionable whether it was appropriate for
the Congress leaders to drag the office and the person of
the Speaker of Lok Sabha into politics by nominating
Mr. Reddy as their Presidential candidate. It is true that a
person occupying the post of Speaker may possess all the
qualities required in a -Presidential candidate. But the
principle involved is that the Speaker of Lok Sabha could,
and should not, look forward to the office of the President
of India, it being a political office. If this were possible,
then an ambitious person occupying the post might use his
office to gain the favour of the ruling party or the Opposi-
tion parties in order to achieve his ambition. Such a person
could neither be an effective Speaker nor would he make
an ideal President. So is the case with the Chief Justice of
India. To drag these eminences into the Presidential elec-
tions appears to be against the spirit, if not the letter, of
the Constitution of India as well as the principles of parlia-
mentary democracy. Mr. Hiren Mukherjee, MP, was, there-
fore, right when he said that the Speaker should have kept
himself away from politics by virtue of his decision and
commitments as Speaker, and, that his selection was a blow
to parliamentary democracy.?

Finally, the Congress Parliamentary Board’s decision was
bitterly denounced by all Opposition parties, including the
Jana Sangh, which had earlier toyed with the idea of pro-
posing Mr. Reddy as its candidate. In the face of the split
in the Board between the Prime Minister and the party
leaders, it would have been far better to try for a consensus
within the party, as well as with the other political parties,
on the three names suggested at the Board’s meeting.

“Thus from every point of view the choice of Mr. Reddy
as the Congress candidate for the Presidency appears to
have been one of the most unfortunate decisions taken by
8 n 4. '
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the Congress Parliamentary Board in its long history. For,
it put the Congress Party in a quandary and precipitated a
crisis which has been brewing over a long time. That the
Congress leaders could have taken such a momentous deci-
sion in a light-hearted fashion is, therefore, unthinkable.
They appear to have taken it quite deliberately, and with
a definite plan, though it is difficult to ascertain with pre-
cision what that plan was.

That there was a plan was also evident from the fact
that the party leaders had decided even at Delhi about the
nomination of Mr. Reddy. It was also reported that the
party leaders had again met at Bangalore to declare their
solidarity over the Presidential candidate, without preiudice
‘to their views on economic policy,’ over which they were
sharply divided, as has already been seen. It will not per-
haps be out of place to mention that this was extraordinary
behaviour, considering the fact that the Congress Parlia-
mentary Board was scheduled to meet within less than 48
hours to decide the issue.

This decision could not, therefore, have been a reaction
against the Prime Minister’s note on economic policy. On
the other hand, it seemed to indicate that the compromise
over economic policy was only a tactical move on the part
of the party leaders, while the real challenge to the autho-
rity of the Prime Minister in the Government and the party
lay in the Board’s decision.
~ For, whatever might have been the real plans of the
party bosses, one thing was clear beyond doubt; that the
Board’s decision was a calculated attempt to humiliate the
Prime Minister personally, and a challenge to her prestige
and authority. It was interpreted as such by the Press and
politicians as well as the general public. The Jana Sangh
leader, Mr. Kanwar Lal Gupta, MP, went to the extent of
9 The Hindu, July 11, 1969.
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saying that the Board’s rejection of the Prime Minister’s
candidate meant no confidence in her and that she must
resign.’

It was possible that the party bosses themselves expected
that the Prime Minister might resign or take some hasty step
which could bring her downfall. Or they might have cal-
culated that in this way they could make Mrs. Gandhi more
responsive to their wishes and demands in policy matters as
well as the composition of the Cabinet and other important
matters.

It was, in fact, reported that the Prime Minister was in-
formed by two of her colleagues during her visit to Japan
that the party leaders had decided to nominate Mr. Reddy
as the Presidential candidate in order to topple her govern-
ment.”* Mrs. Gandhi was also reported to have said after
the Bangalore episode that she had come to know of an
impending no-confidence move against her. Mr. S.K. Patil
had said after hearing of Mrs. Gandhi’s decision to relieve
Mr. Desai of his Finance portfolio that she should seek the
confidence of the Parliamentary Party afresh.’

Whatever might have been the calculations of the Con-
gress leaders, it is clear that the position created by the
Board’s decision might have been intolerable for the Prime
Minister personally, and was untenable politically. It does
not, therefore, seem proper to compare this decision with
the Board’s nomination of Dr. Rajendra Prasad for a second
term in the face of Nehru’s opposition. Nehru might have
been opposed to give a second term to Dr. Prasad. Probably
he was anxious to establish a convention in this regard.
‘There was no question of any challenge to either Nehru’s
Pprimacy in the party or authority in the government. More-
‘10 The Hindu, July 11,1969,

1. See G. K. Reddy’s Letter, Ibid, September 2; 1969
12 Ibid, July 17, 1969.
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over, Dr. Prasad was a stalwart ‘of the Congress and nobody
.could have seriously opposed his candidature even for the
second term.

Mr. Reddy, on the other hand, was not the best candi-
date that the Congress Party could think of for the Presi-
dentship. And his nomination, as we have seen above, was
not a well considered one. Even if it did not antagonise the
Prime Minister, still the Congress Party would have faced
the problem of coping with Mr. Giri’s decision to contest
‘the election as an independent candidate, with the prospect
of many Congressmen voting for him.

But when the Prime Minister was in favour of other
candidates, the party leaders should have accepted a com-
promise as was done over economic policy. After all, Mr.
Chavan, who had voted in favour of Mr. Reddy in the
Board, has since admitted that the decision was a mistake,
‘though he has not given the reasons for it.® It is still a
mystery why he did not -try for a compromise between the
Prime Minister-and other party leaders,”* as he did in the
‘Working Committee over the economic policy resolution.
Though it is difficult to say whether he would have succeed-
ed in the attempt, unless he could wean at least one more
.member to- his side from the Prime Minister’s opponents,
who had a -clear majority in the Board, an attempt would
‘not have cost anything to him. On the other hand, he would
have enhanced his own prestige as a statesman and polit-
ician, and probably would have been in a better position to
-act in a similar capacity between the two sides subsequent-
ly. This might have, in all probability, bettered the chances
for his. personal gain, if he had any such calculations in
-mind. It is, indeed, difficult to believe that a politician of
18" The Hindu, September 19, 1969,

' ‘According to M¢; C. Subramaniam, Mr. Chavan failed to get:a
decision postponed at Bangalore. bid September 18, 1969,
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his calibre could or should have been unaware of the strug-
gle or struggles within the party and the possibilities that
these offered for personal gain. It is possible that he might
have either overestimated the capacity of the Prime Minis-
ter’s opponents or underestimated the former’s capacity to
strike back at the latter and also their supporters. It is still
to his credit that he soon regained his sense of reality and
quickly retraceed his steps, by realising his mistake.

It is difficult to say whether the party leaders would have
accepted a compromise candidate, if they had foreseen the
possibility of Mr. Giri contesting the election, either as an
independent or an Opposition candidate. For, they would
have then realised that the Prime Minister’s support was
essential for the success of the Congress candidate. If they
did not think so, evidently they were mistaken. The truth
appears to be that they decided to present the Prime Minister
with a fait accompli, leaving it to her to face the conse-
quences of either accepting it, or, of opposing it.

It is, therefore, not surprising that the Prime Minister’s
immediate reaction was to tell the Board that she would
have “to think of all the consequences™, as she revealed at her
Press conference on July 13, 1969, denying the report that
she had threatened the Board with “serious consequences’’.
The Prime Minister was very much distressed at the manner
in which the decision was taken. The fact that two of her
senior Cabinet colleagues had voted against her appears to
have come as a surprise to her, for it seemed to tilt the
balance decisively against her within the party. Probably,
Mr. Chavan’s vote was taken as a decisive factor and a
signal for the future. It was in these circumstances that she
. appears to have decided to deal some quick blows against
her opponents to create confusion in their ranks, as well as
to strengthen her position both in the party and among the
masses. - :
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Even at this stage Mr. Chavan could have intervened
and tried for a compromise by trying to persuade Mr. Reddy
to withdraw from the contest. But he did not do it. And the
party leaders appeared to be opposed for such a move, even
after Mr. Giri announced his candidature. Mr. Nijalingappa
said that he stood by the Board’s decision and that nobody
could oppose the Congress candidate. He was also reported
to have made it known that he would take disciplinary
action against any one who worked against the party
candidate.

There was, therefore, no point in accusing the Prime
Minister for not appealing to the Board for a reconsideration
of its decision as Mrs. Tarakeshwari Sinha did, in a provo-
cative statement,”® which was uncalled for. Mrs. Sinha’s
accusation that Mrs. Gandhi objected to Mr. Reddy’s nomi-
nation was not correct, as the Prime Minister had only
taken objection to the manner in which the decision was
taken, and expressed her distress over it. She had also not
defied the Board’s decision. She had only withheld her
acceptance from it, as it was aimed against her personally.
Speaking about Mr. Reddy, Mrs. Sinha has also said that
“anything that renders him unfit for the Presidency renders
him unfit for the Speakership”. We have already pointed out
that the Speaker should not be eligible for the Presidency
in the interests of parliamentary democracy. On the other
hand, the Prime Minister’s displeasure at the Congress
parliamentary Board’s decision could not be called a blow to
Parliamentary democracy, as the Congress Party could not
be identified with either Government or Parliament.

We' think, therefore, that it would have been an act of
wisdom and courage, and in keeping with the dignity of the
august offices of the Speaker of Lok Sabha, which he occu=

15 The Hindu, July, 15, 1969.
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pied then, and of the President of India, to which position
he aspired, if Mr. Reddy had declined the nomination.
Besides it was known to Mr. Reddy that it was not an un-
animous decision of the Congress Parliamentary Board, and,
that the Prime Minister did not like the decision. Or, he
should have at least tried for a compromise between the Prime
Minister and the party leaders before accepting the nomi-
nation. This he could have easily done by making a com-
promise between the Prime Minister and the party leaders,
a condition precedent for his acceptance of the Board’s
nomination.

As the Press reports indicate, Mr. Reddy appeared to be
in a hurry to announce his acceptance of the nomination. In
his anxiety he appears to have either overlooked the deeper
issues involved in the Board’s decision, or to have just neg-
lected those issues. He might have also calculated that he
could win the election even without the support of the
Prime Minister and her supporters, or even against their
active opposition.

It was perhaps in this belief that he issued a statement
addressed to the Opposition parties stating that in spite of
the Congress nomination, he was a non-party candidate,
and assured them that he would function as such, if he were
elected President.’® And this, in spite of the fact that all the
Opposition parties, including the Jana Sangh, had denounc-
ed the Congress decision and refused to support him. Such
behaviour from the Presidential candidate sponsored by the
ruling party was strange, to say the least. And if canvassing
was necessary, Mr. Reddy could have perhaps left it to his
party leaders, instead of indulging in it himself. :

It would thus appear that Mr. Reddy had placed his
personal considerations above those of the Congress Party,

16 The Hindu, July 19, 1969.
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that the Prime Minister chose to act, as she knew that the
party leaders were not united on economic issues. Thus,
soon after returning to New Delhi, the Prime Minister ap-
peared to have decided to nationalise banks in order to
give an ideological turn to the struggle for political supre-
macy between her and the party bosses. In fact, this appears
to have been the main reason for her somewhat sudden
decision to support the left wing demand for nationalisation
of banks and other radical economic measures in her “note”
to the All-India Congress Committee. This does not mean
that the measures suggested in her “note’” were not desirable
in themselves or that the Prime Minister was not serious
about them. But it is possible that she might not have
chosen the Bangalore session for this shift in her stance, if
the party bosses had not posed a threat to her authority
over the Presidential nomination. Thus it would appear
that the Prime Minister wanted to put the party bosses on.
notice that she would create an ideological split in the party
and carry the struggle to the masses, if they did not concede
her a position of supremacy at least in the government, if
not also in the party. That the party bosses did not have
the strength to oppose her on the ideological front was evi-
dent from their acceptance of her proposals through a com-
promise resolution, and that the Prime Minister was not in a
hurry was also evident from her acceptance of the compro-
mise formula over her proposals.

It would appear that the party leaders had not fully
appreciated the motives behind the Prime Minister’s move.
Or perhaps they underestimated her capacity to carry the
threat into action, and, therefore, made the clever move
for a compromise over the issue without, however, making
any concession over the Presidential nomination. She had,
therefore, no ot ice except to strike them-back if she

. ~wanted % re * .uthority in the government and the




2
The Nationalisation of Banks

T was clear from the Prime Minister’s remarks at Bangalore
that she was not going to accept the humiliation at the
hands of the party leaders over the Presidential nomination.
Even as the party leaders were departing from Bangalore
to their respective destinations, they received news of
Mr. Giri’s bitter denunciation of the Board’s decision and his
decision to contest the election as an independent candi-
date. Though the party leaders expressed surprise over
this, they did not take it very seriously. Probably they were
encouraged by the fact that Mr. Giri’s decision had surprised
even the Opposition parties, who were equally divided over
the choice of a candidate. The one chance offered by
Mr. Giri to defeat the Congress candidate has been wasted by
the Opposition parties in their bitter antagonisms, making
a mockery of the parliamentary Opposition. The Congress
leaders appeared to be preoccupied with the Prime Minister’s
challenge which she was expected to throw at any moment.
But the manner in which they reacted to the concerted and
well-calculated moves made by the Prime Minister against
them reveals that they were ill-prepared for the blows, after
having provoked her at Bangalore. Not only that; they also
failed to anticipate correctly the direction in which she was
likely to attack them.

It has been suggested already that the compromise formula
adopted at Bangalore over economic policy set the direc-
tion for the future course of collision between the Prime
Minister and the party leaders. And it was along this line

18
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in themselves or that the Prime Minister was not serious
about them. But it is possible that she might not have
chosen the Bangalore session for this shift in her stance, if
the party bosses had not posed a threat to her authority
over the Presidential nomination. Thus it would appear
that the Prime Minister wanted to put the party bosses on.
notice that she would create an ideological split in the party
and carry the struggle to the masses, if they did not concede
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party. If she had not done so, the party bosses would have
proceeded to bring greater pressure on her to concede to
their immediate demand for a reconstitution of the Cabinet
to give representation to some of their own men and women,
as is evident from reports in the Press.

So, the Prime Minister decided to strike back at her
opponents by deciding to nationalise banks. The first hint
of her decision was given by her swift action in relieving
Mr. Desai of the Finance portfolio and taking it over herself.-
It is evident from her letters' to Mr. Desai and her state-
ments to partymen and the Press that she wanted to take
the full responsibility and full credit for the nationalisation
of banks. This is what she appears to have meant when she
said that she did not want to burden Mr. Desai with the
implementation of the economic policy over which he had
earlier differed from her. The stress laid by her repeatedly
on the fact that the economic policy resolution of the All-
India Congress Committee was based on her “note”, and
that she was therefore assuming respon51b111ty for its im-
plementation, also convey the same meaning.

It was natural that she wanted to take full credit for the
polity inasmuch as it was her major weapon in the war’
agairist the party leaders and Mr. Desai himself. She could
not have, therefore, allowed him to take the credit for the
1mplementat1on of the policy, even if he had no reserva-
tions in the matter. But Mr. Desai was not for it at least
for two years. 3

There is no doubt that the manner in which the decision
was taken by the Prime Minister was quite unusual and have
hurt Mr. Desai’s feelings. He made it clear while offering
his resignation in - protest against the Prime Minister’s

1" See Appendix III.’ o
3" See T he Hindu, September 8, 1969.
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action.? Tt would seem that the Prime. Minister did not
trust Mr. Desai any more after his action in the Parlia-
mentary Board over the Presidential nomination. She might
not have just cared for Mr. Desai’s feelings as he and
others had not cared for her’s when they brushed aside
her proposals for the Presidential nomination in the Parlia-
mentary Board. In fact, there was, a striking similarity be-
tween the Printe Minister’s reaction to the Board’s decision
and Mr. Desai’s reaction to the Prime Minister’s action.
Both had objected to the manner in which the decisions
were taken. It is, therefore, possible to say that the whole
trouble might not have arisen had Mr. Desai and others
tried to place themselves in the place of the Prime Minister
before humiliating her in the Parliamentary Board.

However, the Prime Minister appears to have been pro-
mpted by the need for speed and secrecy in the actions
proposed by her. She wanted to push through the Ordinance
taking over banks before the acting President filed his
‘nomination papers for the Presidential election. This requir-
ed speed and determination. It is doubtful if Mr. Desai
would have acted in the manner she did had he been in
charge of Finance portfolio.

It was once again the need for speed and secrecy that
appears to have prompted the Prime Minister to push
through the Ordinance barely 48 hours before Parliament
was scheduled to meet. It seems unrealistic to criticise the
government or the Prime Minister for the Ordinance, for,
it is the normal procedure adopted in measures of this
nature everywhere in order to prevent speculation, -etc.
Mr. Desai himself was in favour of the Ordinance.® This is
evident from the fact that the Ordinance is reported to
have'been a revised version of the one prepared and kept

1 See Appendix 111, also The Hindu, July 19, 1969.
$  The Hindu, September 8, 1969. :
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ready during Mr. T.T. Krishnamachari’s period in the:
early 1960’s when the measure was first contemplated. The.
fact that Parliamient was about to meet within 48 hours
appears to be a coincidence and, as such, the Ordinance does
not appear to be derogatory to Parliament since it has now
been approved by Parliament. Whether it was constitutional
or not is not for us to say.

It is significant that none in the Cabinet, and no one
else in the Congress Party, had anything to say against the.
Ordinance issued by the President nationalising as many
as 14 major banks. On the other hand, each one of them
hailed the Ordinance as a major achievement. Not even
Mr. Patil had said anything against it. Surely, if the
Ordinance was not against parliamentary democracy, it is
difficult to see how the Prime Minister’s action in relieving
Mr. Desai of his portfolio, in order to facilitate the promul-
gation of the Ordinance could be called against parliament-
ary democracy, as Mr. Desai® and his supporters claimed.

In the circumstances, it would have been really difficult
for the Prime Minister to restore the Finance portfolio to
Mr. Desai, as she was reported to have told Mr. Nijaling-
appa, Mr. Chavan, and Mr. Kamaraj, who had all tried to
persuade her to restore the stafus quo ante.® The decision to
relieve Mr. Desai of his portfolio does not seem to have
been aimed against him, as the Prime Minister did not
dismiss him from the Cabinet and had offered him any
other portfolio and requested him to continue as Deputy
Prime Minister. Her letters to Mr. Desai indicate that she
had gone out of her way to convince Mr. Desai of the pro-
priety of her action. She had accepted Mr. Chavan’s plea
not to accept his resignation immediately and to meet him
8 The Hindu, July 22, 1969, So it does not seem correct to say that it

was to cover up his exit that bank nationalisation was done. See 7. 2.
¢ Ibid, July 18 and 19, 1969.
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to discuss the affair. She had written to him to reconsider
‘his resignation. There was no reason why she should have
done 2ll this if she had really wanted to humiliate Mr. Desai
and push him out of the Cabinet.
Suppose the Prime Minister’s action was aimed against
‘Mr. Desai personally, it is difficult to see how the Prime
‘Minister could have retraced her steps consistent with her
self-respect, if not for other important political considera-
‘tions. Moreover, it would have been difficult for her to
accept the advice of the very same persons who had tried
to humiliate her at Bangalore. Thus, even if the party
leaders had failed to understand the real purpose of the
Prime Minister’s decision to relieve Mr. Desai of his port-
folio, prior to the nationalisation of banks, there should
have been no doubt about it after nationalisation and it
should have been accepted by all of them with good grace.
But, unfortunately the party leaders appear to have taken
an entirely one sided view of the whole situation. The
significance of the Prime Minister’s acceptance of the deci-
sion of the Congress Parliamentary Board to nominate
Mr. Reddy as the party’s Presidential candidate which she
announced soon after her decision to relieve Mr. Desai of
his portfolio, and her letter to the Congress President,
Mr. Nijalingappa, stating that she regarded the controversy
‘as “closed”? also appears to have been missed by the party
leaders. For, it meant that the Prime Minister was looking
'ahéad rather than behind. She appeared to tell the party
lea}ders that if they had a right to do what they pleased in
the Parliamentary Board, she also had a right to do what
Shﬁ.i pleased in the government, as long as she remained the
ane Minister. She also appeared to tell that she was pre-
Pared for a reconciliation with them on these terms.

?* The Hindu, July 17, 1969.
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Only Mr. Chavan seems to have understood the situa-
tion properly as is clear from the shift in his attitude to-
wards the crisis. After the nationalisation of banks, which
he approved wholeheartedly, he did not any more press for
the restoration of the Finance Ministry to Mr. Desai. Nor
did he offer to resign from the Cabinet as a protest, as many
had expected. Though it took some more time for him to
establish his bona fides with the Prime Minister, it can be
safely concluded that he was no more with the other party
leaders who chose to keep the Desai issue alive, without
either accepting a compromise or putting pressure upon the
Prime Minister for taking him back into the Cabinet as
Finance Minister and Deputy Prime Minister. If the party
leaders wanted a reconciliation with the Prime Minister,
they could have advised Mr. Desai to join the Cabinet as
Deputy Prime Minister in the first instance without pressing
for the restoration of the Finance Ministry to him. The
Prime Minister appeared to be willing to take him back into
the Cabinet as Deputy Prime Minister, even after abolishing
the post of Deputy Prime Ministership after Mr. Desai’s
resignation, if he did not insist on the restoration of the
Finance Ministry to him. If this were unacceptable to
Mr. Desai on grounds of self-respect, then some other
arrangement could have been made consistent with his self-
respect. Perhaps he could have been nominated for the Vice-
Presidentship or as the Speaker of Lok Sabha.

Indeed, in her letters to Mr. Desai, the Prime Minister
appears to have tried to impress upon Mr. Desai the fact that
she had no personal quarrel with him, even after his joining
hands with the other party leaders over the Presidential
nomination and that she would be happy to keep him in the
Cabinet as Deputy Prime Minister with another important
portfolio, if only he were prepared to accept it. Though she
had deprived him of his portfolio rather wunceremoniously,
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she appears to have tried her best to convince him that it
was not her intention to hurt him, and she even apologised
to him for it.®

In the circumstances, would it not have been far better for
Mr. Desai to accept the Prime Minister’s offer and coope-
rate with her in the implementation of the party’s economic
policies? He could have looked to the restoration of the
Finance portfolio after the crisis was solved. In this way he
would have saved the Congress from disaster. But Mr. Desat
chose to depend upon the party leaders who, in fact, were
in a way responsible for depriving him the Prime Minister-
ship not once but twice. It is difficult to say whether he felt
that they would not deprive it a third time, if he cooperat-
ed with them in bringing the Prime Minister’s downfall.
Mr. Desai should not have failed to see that the game of the
party leaders was neither in the interests of parliamentary
democracy, nor, indeed, in the interests of the party and the
country. '

The same could be said about Mr. Sanjiva Reddy. The
Prime Minister’s acceptance of his nomination and her filing
his nomination papers should have made it clear to him
that she had nothing against him. And he should have
realised at least at this late hour that his success in the Presi-
dential election depended upon her cooperation which was
impossible if the party remained divided. He should have,
therefore, tried to work for unity in the party if necessary
by withdrawing from the contest, as some people had advis-
ed him to do. If he-had done so, he could have even been
nominated for the Vice-Presidentship and he could have
looked forward to the Presidency in the next election.

If any objection were raised to this line of argument,
then we would only point to the fact that the party leaders
themselves had accepted a compromise, after the failure of
S The Hindu, July 21, 1969.
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their candidate in the Presidential election though it is not
clear what the gains for Mr. Desai and Mr. Reddy were
from this except some vaguc promises. It would have been
much better to accept this before the election, when the party
would have been saved and along with it the Presidential
candidate and every body else. It is, therefore, the party
bosses that have to be blamed for the defeat of Mr. Reddy
rather than the Prime Minister. In view of this Mr. Reddy’s
complaint against the Prime Minister that she had herself
first suggested his name, seems to us a cry over split milk.
The Prime Minister had not said anything against him at
any stage. She was only concerned with the attitude of the
other leaders. Therefore, one cannot but regret the fact
that Mr. Reddy did not try for a reconciliation between
the Prime Minister and the party bosses. On the other
hand, he and his supporters appear to have calculated that
they could threaten the Prime Minister and her supporters
with disciplinary action if they did not vote in favour of the
party candidate. And worse still, they appear to have cal-
culated that they could offset the defections, if any, by
seeking the second preference votes of the Jana Sangh and
" Swatantra Party in favour of Mr. Reddy, which the two
parties were only too glad to pledge for him. By this action
they played themselves straight into the hands of their
opponents who might have been waiting for just such an
opportunity to demand a free vote in the Presidential vote,
in view of the fact that the party leaders had not accepted
the need for reconciliation with them. We shall now turn
to this phase of the crisis.



3
Electing A President

THE crisis over the Presidential election began with the
announcement by the Jana Sangh and the Swatantra
Party that they would give their second preference votes
to Mr. Reddy. This decision of the two parties was the direct
result of the talks between them and the Congress President,
Mr. Nijalingappa. Though Mr. Nijalingappa had approach-
ed other parties with a similar request they declined to have
any talks with him.

This was taken as a danger signal by the supporters of
the Prime Minister. Two of her senior colleagues, Messrs.
Jagjivan Ram and Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad, wrote to the
Congress President on August 11, 1969. In thecourse of their
letter they said:

“As loyal and devoted Congressmen we deem it our duty
to let you know that considerable confusion exists in the
minds of numerous members of our Parliamentary Party
regarding the talks that you had on your own initiative with
some of the leaders of the Jana Sangh and Swatantra
Party.

“What is agitating the minds of the members of our party
is the basis on which you could possibly have had these talks.
All kinds of ugly rumours are afloat and the situation has
worsened because those whom you have approached and
their respective parties have openly demanded the removal
of the Prime Minister.

“It is difficult to appreciate the desirability, or indeed the
necessity, of these talks by you on a personal level with parties

27
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who themselves have an official candidate in the forthcom-
ing Presidential election. Moreover, these parties are wholly
opposed to the accepted ideology and policies of the Con-
gress and particularly the nationalisation of banks which
they have challenged before the Supreme Court.

“We fear that unless the whole position is fully, clarified
and the basis of your talks and their readiness to support
Sri Sanjiva Reddy is satisfactorily disclosed it may have
grave repercussions in the Presidential election. An imme-
diate reply is requested.”

In his reply to them on August 12 1969, Mr. Nijalingappa
wrote, inter alia:

“As per our usual practice, I have been approaching
-every party for its support and requesting every voter for his
vote. This was done in the past by all of us, including the
Prime Minister, even when the Opposition had its own can-
didates in the field. Not to make such an effort would be
dereliction of duty. Incidentally all my colleagues in the
Parliamentary Board, at its meeting on August 1 had
advised me to approach various parties for support.”

' Mr. Nijalingappa also told Pressmen on the same day that
at the meeting of the Congress Parliamentary Board on
August 1, all members including the Prime Minister agreed
to his suggestion that he should meet the leaders of the
Opposition parties and seek their support for Mr. Reddy.

Not satisfied with this reply, Messrs. Jagjivan Ram and
Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad wrote again to Mr. Nijalingappa on
August 13, 1969, saying:

. .We regret that your reply leaves all the important
questlons raised by us unanswered. We have not been told
as to how or why you had approached the leaders of the Jana
Sangh, and the Swatantra Party when these parties:

1 See Appendix IV, .. 2 See Appendix V.
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(i) Had set up their own candidate against Mr. Sanjiva
Reddy; '
- (ii) Had openly demanded the removal of the Prime Min-
ister; f ' ‘ .
-(iii) Had openly characterised the Prime Minister as a
person having Communist leanings;
(iv) Had openly opposed our socialist policies including the
nationalisation of banks;
(v) Had written to the President to withhold consent to
the Bank Nationalisation Bill thus seeking to propound
a new and extraordinary theory of the powers of the
President in respect of a Bill duly passed by Parlia-
ment.” '

They then stated: “The basis on which Mr. Reddy was
nominated and the Prime Minister filed his nomination
has now completely disappeared in view of the above points
which unfortunately still remain unanswered”.

And “In the circumstances our members of Parliament
.and the State Legislatures should be entitled to exercise
their votes in the coming Presidential election according
to their conscience and we expect there will be no objection
-to this course™.?

Meanwhile Mr. Nijalingappa had written to the Prime
Minister* requesting her to have a whip issued to the mem-
‘bers of Parliament to vote in favour of Mr. Reddy and.also
assuring her that there was no question of toppling her and
that she would be continued as Prime Minister till 1972.

‘The Prime Minister in her reply® to the Congress Presi-
dent on August 12, 1969, said that in the changed circum-
stances, stated by her colleagues, and, for constitutional
reasons, it would not be right for her to have a whip issued.

Mr. Nijalingappa in his replies to the Prime Minister,®
3 See Appendix VI. * % See Appendix VII.

5 See Appendix VIII.- - ¢ See Appendix IX.
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and also to her colleagues,” denied stoutly that there had
been collusion between him and the Jana Sangh and Swa-
tantra leaders. He made a renewed appeal to the Prime
Minister to have a whip issued. In his reply to Messrs.
Jagjivan Ram and Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad he said: “Pre-
cisely the same thing was done by the Prime Minister at the
time of the election of Dr. Zakir Husain. Mr. Kamaraj, the
then Congress President, had approached the voters. If I have
had to exert more than Mr. Kamaraj had to, it is because
from the beginning the Prime Minister, guided, mistakenly
in my opinion, by a judgment of the Supreme Court has
kept aloof from her share of efforts.”

Whether or not Mr. Nijalingappa was right in his opinion
of the Prime Minister’s reluctance to canvass for Mr. Reddy,
legal opinion as expressed by the Law Minister, Mr. P.
Govinda Menon, and the former Law Minister, Mr. A.K.
Sen, was against the issue of the whip by the Prime Minister.®

There was another exchange of letters between the Prime
Minister and the Congress President on August 15-16, 1969.
In her letter,” the Prime Minister demanded the right of
free vote in the Presidential election stating that refusal to
concede it could “lead to a serious division in the party”.
On the other hand, she stated that a free vote “would re-
juvenate the party, restore confidence and strengthen unity.”
Mr. Nijalingappa rejected the demand characterising it as
“a demand for the right to vote for Mr. V.V. Giri—a can-
didate nominated by the Communists and communalists’.*
If this was true, it is not clear why he sought the votes of the
Communists and communalists for the Congress candidate.
Similarly, Mr. Patil was more rhetorical than logical. when
he asked: “What is the meaning of a free vote only for the
Congress Party when every other political party has its own

7 See Appendix X, 8 See The Hindu, August 15, 1969.
® See Appendix XI. 10 See Appendix XII.
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candidate?’’®* For, then, there was no meaning in seeking the
help of other political parties for the Congress candidate.

Mr. Desai asked: “A free vote for whom? A candidate
supported by parties who neither in their profession nor in
their practice are democratic, who believe in violence, who
practice violence when it suits them, who are totalitarian and
who indulge in anti-social practices?’’** But Mr. Nijalingappa
had written to Mr. Jagjivan Ram and Mr. Fakhruddin Ali
Ahmad that “so long as the parties are legally functioning
and are represented in the legislatures, it becomes necessary
to seek their co-operation in elections that involve members
of legislature.””®®

In his letter of August 15, 1969, to the Prime Minister,
Mr. Nijalingappa wrote further: “History does not record
of an instance where a Prime Minister, after proposing her
party’s candidate, not only works against him, but proclaims
her support for the candidate of the Opposition.” This
might be true. But it is also perhaps difficult to find instanc-
es where a Prime Minister, after having been elected as
the leader of the Parliamentary Party, has not been allowed
to function freely. Probably, it is equally difficult to find an
instance where a candidate for the office of head of the State
has been chosen by the ruling party with the deliberate
aim of humiliating the Prime Minister as seen already, if
not also of bringing her downfall, at the earliest opportunity,
as the logic of the events traced above would indicate.
Perhaps, it is also difficult to find an instance when the
Opposition parties after, having opposed the ruling party’s
candidate and setting up their own candidate, declared
their willingness to support the candidate of the ruling
party, to the neglect of their own candidate, as shall be
seen in a moment.

1 See T he Hindu, August 15, 1969. 12 Jpid,
12 See Appendix X.
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For, if the Congress President felt that the support of the
Opposition parties was necessary for the success of the
Congress candidate, why did he not make an approach to
them soon after the nomination of Mr. Reddy in face of
the opposition of the Prime Minister? Also why did he reject
the plea of the Prime Minister that the consensus was in
favour of Mr. V.V. Giri? And, if the necessity was thrust
upon him by the reluctance of the Prime Minister to get a
whip issued in Mr. Reddy’s favour,** would it not have been
much better for him and his friends to seek an honest settle-
ment with her instead of seeking the second preference votes
of parties which have been the bitterest enemies of the Con-
gress? These parties have been denouncing the Prime Minis-
ter as a Communist and a dictator and were inalliance with
Communists to topple the Congress governments. It would
appear from the utterances of the Congressmen like Mr. 5.K.
Patil,’® Mrs. Tarakeshwari Sinha® and Mrs. Sucheta
Kripalani'” that they shared these views of the Jana Sangh
and the Swatantra Party about the Prime Minister. Did
they, then, join hands with them to remove her?

The Congress President also defended his action on the
ground that he was authorised by the Congress Parliament-
ary Board to contact other political parties for support to
Mr. Reddy. Is it not possible that the members of the
Board, some at least, might have expected him to contact
only those parties having a similar outlook as the Congress
on political and economic matters? It would seem that in his
anxiety to ensure the success of Mr. Reddy, Mr. Nijalingappa
overlooked the fact that he was laying himself open to attack.

Moreover, it is difficult to believe that the Jana Sangh and

14 See Appendix X.
15 See T he Hindu, August 10 and 15, 1969.
18 Jbid., August 11, 1969. 17 Jbid., August 7 and 8, 1969.
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the Swatantra Party were willing to support Mr. Reddy
without demanding or expecting a reward for it. Their
changing attitudes towards the Presidential candidates are,
indeed, revealing. For, it was surprising that the Jana Sangh
should have suddenly decided to back up Mr. Reddy when
it refused to support him when he was first nominated by
the Congress Parliamentary Board even though its President
was in favour of him from the very beginning. Similarly, the
Swatantra leader, Mr. N.G. Ranga, was originally in favour
of Mr. V. V. Giri, though his party did not support him in
deference to the wishes of the Jana Sangh and the Bharatiya
Kranti Dal, who together nominated Mr. C.D. Deshmukh as
their candidate. One would have, therefore, expected the
Swatantra to give its second preference votes to Mr. V.V,
Giri, as the Bharatiya Kranti Dal did,”® and not to Mr. Reddy.
If the reason for this change in the attitude of the Swatantra
was due to the fact that Mr. V.V. Giri had signed the Ordi-
nance on the Nationalisation of Banks, should the reason
not rule out support to Mr. Reddy who was the official Con-~
gress candidate? Did the Swatantra feel or know that
Mr. Reddy and Mr. Nijalingappa were not parties to Bank
Nationalisation? Or was it because they were determined
to bring the downfall of the Prime Minister?

Suppose the Jana Sangh and the Swatantra Party were
not prepared to support Mr. V.V. Giri, as he was a
party to Bank Nationalisation,” was it proper for the
Congress President, as an honest Congressman, to seek their
support for the Congress candidate? Did the Congress
President not attach the same importance to the policies of
his party, if not to the prestige of the Prime Minister? Would
he not then be prepared to do the same in future in his
confrontation with the Prime Minister?

.. This does not mean that the Congress Presmlent had

,«),3

18 See The Hinidu, A T - # For Mr. Balraj Madhok’sviews ™*
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actually hatched any plot against the Prime Minister in his
talks with the Swatantra and the Jana Sangh leaders. It
required no imagination to see that the possibility of such a
skirmish was there, if not then, at least in the future, given
the bitter enmity between the Prime Minister and the
Congress leaders on the one hand, and between the former
and the Jana Sangh and the Swatantra, on the other.

Thus the statement of Mr. A.B. Vajpayee,® the President
of the Jana Sangh, that he wished the Prime Minister and
her friends in the Congress had cooked a less ludicrous
excuse for torpedoing the election of their party candidate,
contains only a half truth. For, it was possible that the
Prime Minister and her supporters might not have voted for
Mr. Reddy even if the Congress President had not provided
them with an excuse to openly demand the right of free
vote. Nevertheless, the excuse cooked up by them was not
as Judicrous as Mr. Vajpayee would have us believe, even
though the Congress Working Committee had exonerated
the Congress President of the charge of conspiring with
the Jana Sangh and the Swatantra Party to overthrow
Mrs. Gandhi, in its “Unity Resolution”* adopted on August
25, 1969, which, however, did not prevent the party from
breaking. Mr. Vajpayee has recently declared that his party
would cooperate with the Opposition Congress led by
Mr. Nijalingappa to topple the Government of Mrs. Gandhi.

Indeed, the manner in which the Jana Sangh and the
Swatantra Party conducted the campaign for their candi-
date, who is an eminent person, suggests that they were not
very serious about his success. Otherwise, they would have
asked Mr. Nijalingappa to cast the votes of the Congress in
favour of their candidate, instead of accepting the Congress
President’s request. If they were intent upon the defeat of
Mr. Giri, surely they could have asked Mr. Nijalingappa to
20 See The Hindu,, August 15, 1969. 22 See pp. 43-5.
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sacrifice Mr. Reddy in favour of Mr. Deshmukh. In fact, the
Swatantra and the Jana Sangh should have asked both the
Prime Minister and the Congress President to vote for their
candidate, as the latter were divided over Mr. Reddy’s
candidature. Even if they had not succeeded in their bid,
they would not have been guilty of letting down their own
candidate, after having invited him to run the race. And if
they were not sure of success, then they should not have
nominated a candidate at all, or having done so, preferred
not to vote for any other candidate as many other Opposition
parties did.

It would thus appear that the Jana Sangh, if not also the
Swatantra, had brought in Dr. Deshmukh only as a cover to
vote for Mr. Reddy and ensure his success. An analysis of the
voting in the Presidential election, in the States especially,
suggests that the Jana Sangh and the Swatantra gave at
least some of their first preference votes to Mr. Reddy.?

In the circumstances, the Prime Minister and her supporters
seem to have been justified, at least in part, in holding that
the basis on which they had accepted Mr. Reddy’s candi-
dature had disappeared. They were, therefore, not entirely
wrong in demanding a free vote in the Presidential election.
It was true that this demand meant freedom to vote for
Mr. V.V. Giri who was supported by the Communists and
other leftist parties. So far as the support of the communal-
ists was concerned, the Congress leaders should have known
that the Jana Sangh is no less communalist than the Muslim
League or the D.M.K. However, it was not proper for them
to raise the cry of Communists and communalists when
they had themselves first initiated the move. And, if the
Prime Minister had asked for freedom to vote for Mr. Giri,
it was only because the Congress leaders had succeeded in
securing the votes of the Swatantra and the Jana Sangh for

22 See T he Hindu, August 21, 1969,
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the Congress candidate. This was the first indication of the
shape of things to come. For the first time, the right and
left wings of the Congress had openly aligned themselves
with the right and left groups, ‘respectively, in Parliament,
This fact should not be overlooked that the move was
initiated by the right wing of the Congress Party led by
Mr. Nijalingappa.

Mr. Vajpayee does not also seem to have been justified
in ridiculing what was called the wvolte face of the Prime
Minister in demanding a free vote, on the ground that an
carlier suggestion from the Jana Sangh and its allies that all
parties should permit their members a free vote was not
accepted by the Congress Party.® He as well as Rajaii*
would have been justified in doing so, had Mrs. Gandhi
demanded or suggested that all parties should give a free
vote to their members. It is therefore difficult to understand
how Mrs. Gandhi’s demand for a free vote for the members
of her party could be called a volte face.

In fact, the suggestion of the Jana Sangh and the Swatantra
Party for freec vote by all parties was meaningless. For, if
they wanted to give it to their members, they were free to
do so. But to say that they would accept it if others accept-
ed it was not a very sensible way of doing these things. Ior,
it was not so much on inter-party issue; it was rather an
intra-party one. In fact, it was not even an intra-party
affair, as the parties have no right to issue whips in the
Presidential election. The chiel defect with our political
parties appears to be that they are more conscious of finding
fault with each other than looking at their own mistakes
“and shortcomings, ‘

. In the  Presidential election the Jana Sangh and the
Swatantra appear to have displayed this defectin a very
high degree .as has already been pointed out. But what is

33 See The Hindu, August 15, 1969. . % Ibid., August 14, 1969.
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surprising is that even Rajaji appears to have been a victim
of this defect as is evident from his criticism of the Prime
Minister’s action. It would have been better if he had tried
to make his party leaders stick to one candidate and try
sincerely for his success. His own view appears to have been
in favour of Mr. Sanjiva Reddy. It would have been better
for him to persuade his party leaders to support him instead
of joining the Jana Sangh in proposing a third candidate. If
the Swatantra Party had supported Mr. Reddy from the
beginning, then perhaps the Jana Sangh would have also
done so, as its leaders were in favour of him from the be-
ginning. This would have perhaps ensured Mr. Reddy’s
success even if there were a few defections in the Congress
Party.

However, the Prime Minister was within her rights in
refusing to get a whip issued in favour of Mr. Reddy, and
in demanding a free vote in the Presidential election for the
members of her party. In a constitutional democracy like
ours, all political parties, and especially the Congress with
its great traditions, have to function in a constitutional way.
It was, therefore, unfortunate that the Congress President
and other leaders should have made this a case of indis-
cipline.

Mr. Nijjalingappa stated on August 14, 1969, that a vote
against the Congress candidate would “be a clear act of
indiscipline” and that action would be taken against any
one guilty of indiscipline in the Presidential election.?s And
he suspended Mr. Arjun Arora, MP, from the Congress
and issued a show cause notice against his expulsion from
the party for having demanded a free vote. This appeared
to be his real response to the Prime Minister’s refusal to get
a whip issued, and the demand made by Messrs. Fakhruddin
Ali Ahmad and Jagjivan Ram for a free vote, though he
%5 See The Hindu, August 15,1969. - -
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had appealed to them to cooperate with him in getting
Mr. Reddy elected. It was this talk of indiscipline and dis-
ciplinary action against members that appears to have
prompted the Prime Minister herself to come out openly in
favour of a free vote to members of the Congress Party.
And even before the Prime Minister’s demand many mem-
bers of State Legislatures, including all the Congress legis-
lators of Jammu and Kashmir decided not to vote in favour
of Mr. Reddy.*

Thus to argue that this demand for a free vote in the Presi-
dential election would impair party discipline in other matters,
as Mr. Morarji Desai*” and Mr. S.K. Patil® attempted to do,
is not only to confuse issues but also to betray ignorance of
elementary knowledge of the Constitution and the principles
of parliamentary deinocracy. As Mr. Ananthasayanam
Ayyangar, former Speaker of Lok Sabha, has rightly pointed
out: “The Legislature party can take decisions regarding
matters that come up before the Legislature, issue whips and
generally exercise control over its members. The outside
party can only see that the party inside does not violate
any of the pledges given by the party at the time of elec-
tion. .. To appreciate the restricted extent of the power of the party
outside . . . . one has to note that the parly cannot give directions to
the members even in regard to the election of a leader and much less
has it a right to give directions to the members regarding the election
of a Speaker or the President who are above parties.”®

Even when a whip was issued during the previous Presi-
dential election it is known that there were defections in
the Congress Party. But there was no question of indiscipline
and disciplinary action being taken against any member. It
was, therefore, wrong on the part of the Congress President

2 See The Hindu, August 15, 1960. 27 Ibid., August 20, 1969.

28 The Indian Express Bangalore, August 19, 1969.
20 See Letters to the Editor, The Hindu, September 5, 1969.



ELECTING A PRESIDENT 39

to have resorted to this step in trying to force Mr. Reddy’s
candidature upon unwilling members. He cannot, therefore,
escape blame for having created what the Prime Minister
has rightly called “an extraordinary situation” over the
Presidential election, necessitating on her part the demand
for a free vote to the members of the party.

Not surprisingly, several members of the All-India Congress
Committee from Jammu and Kashmir, Punjab, Delhi and
West Bengal expressed no confidence in Mr. Nijalingappa
and demanded an urgent AICC meeting to consider it.*
There were parallel demands from the supporters of the
Congress President for disciplinary action against the Prime
Minister and her supporters. It was in this atmosphere that
the Presidential election was held on August 16, 1969.

On the same day, Mr. S.K. Patil told newsmen that the
party had been “stabbed in the back’ by the Prime Minister
and her supporters. He also said that “we would have
accommodated her” if the Prime Minister had asked the
Board not to announce the choice but to reconsider the
issue again later at Delhi.® This appears to be an after
thought, for, the Prime Minister did tell the. Board that she
was not pleased with the decision and that she would have
to think of all the consequences of the decision of the Board
as already indicated. Moreover, it was reported that the
Prime Minister was not in favour of taking a decision on
the Presidential nomination at Bangalore during the All-
India Congress Committee session. If they wanted to accom-
modate her they could have done so even after announcing
the decision, by asking Mr. Reddy to decline the nomination.

On the other hand, they were not prepared to concede her
the right to change the portfolio of a Minister to which she
was entitled, as Prime Minister. Neither Mr. S.K. Patil

30 See Letters to the Editor, The Hindu, August 17, 1969.
% Jbid, '
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nor anyone else in the party would have said the same
things against him had Nehru taken similar action at
any time. Thus Mr. Patil’s contrast between Nehru and
Mrs. Gandhi, that the former was a democrat, while the
latter was not,® appears to be entirely wrong. There are
others who said that the autocratic ways of the father re-
main in the daughter. In fact, it was to restore the dignity
and authority of the Prime Minister which the party leaders
have been undermining since the death of Nehru that
Mrs. Gandhi had to join issue with them over the Presi-
dential nomination. ’
That the party leaders had scant respect for the prestige
of the Prime Minister became all too evident from the fact
that the Congress President issued show cause notices to her
and Messrs. Jagjivan Ram and Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad for
having demanded a free vote in the Presidential election.®
Simultaneously, Mr. S.K. Patil issued a statement which
proves that what they were interested in was a split in the
party rather than discipline. For, Mr. Patil said: “The
Presidential election is over but the split in the Congress
organisation has become wider and deeper. Whatever may
be the result tomorrow, there is no denying the fact that
the Indian National Congress has split perhaps beyond
repair. Nobody likes to say these things but the logic of
events is inexorable ’**
- Mr. Patil said further: “Heavens would not fall if
Mr. Sanjiva Reddy is elected President of the Union.” True;
but heavens had not fallen when Mr. Reddy was not elected
President of the Union. But Mr. Patil appears to have be-
lieved that this would happen as is evident from his remarks.
Thus he said: “Whether Mr. Sanjiva Reddy wins or looses
the Congress will not be the same again.”> This was so only

32 The Hindu, August 17, 1969. -
33 The Indian Express, Bangalore, August 19, 1969. 8 Ibid.
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because they were not prepared to admit their mistakes.

Similarly, Mr. Nijalingappa said on August 18, 1969,
that while he was ready to “forgive and forget” at the
personal level, he was not prepared for itso far as the
organisation was concerned.” It will be seen later that he
did precisely the reverse on August 25, 1969, in the Working
Committee.

The Prime Minister, on the other hand, said on August
18, 1969, that is, shortly before Mr. Nijalingappa sent her
the show cause notice: “I do not want the Congress to split,
or anybody expelled or we should be forced out of the
party.”’*® But she warned that any disciplinary action in the
wake of the Presidential election would be disastrous for the
party. For, she said: “I feel that the issues involved go
beyond the Presidential poll. The result of the election, one
way or the other, will not resolve the differences over the
manner in which our basic policies of democracy, secularism,
socialism and non-alignment are implemented.”

Even if it were nota conflictover basic policies, buta purely
power-conflict, the Prime Minister was not wrong in her opi-
nion that the issues involved go beyond the Presidential poll.
This was also the view expressed by Mr. C. Subramaniam,
who was then President of the Tamil Nadu Congress Com-
mitte and Member of the Congress Working Committee, in
his letter to Mr. Nijalingappa, questioning the latter’s
action in issuing the show cause notices to the Prime
Minister and her principal Cabinet colleagues. He urged
the Congress President to withdraw the notices and said: «I
make this suggestion in all sincerity because I feel that the
issues that have so deeply divided the party in the last few
weeks go beyond the narrow confines of party discipline.”’s
Mr. G.L. Nanda, the former Union Home Minister, wrote
3 The Hindu, August 17, 1969, - s Ibid,

37 Ibid., August 20, 1969. ) S
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to Mr. Nijalingappa saying that the latter was trying to
deal with the matter “as a narrow technical issue of
discipline against a few individuals” and asked him to
concentrate on the “deeper causes” which had created
this situation. Mr. Nanda was also reported to have ques-
tioned the competence of the Congress Parliamentary Board
to select the party’s Presidential candidate.®

Meanwhile, the result of the Presidential election was
announced on the night of August 20, 1969. Mr. V.V, Giri,
the independent candidate supported by the Prime Minister’s
group in the Congress Party, leftist parties, the Muslim
League, the D.M.K. and the Akali Dal, won by the requisite
majority ih the sccond counting of votes, as neither he
nor Mr. Reddy, the official Congress candidate, secured the
requisite majority in the first counting of votes. The result
was a big blow to the Congress Party leaders and triumph
to the Prime Minister and her supporters, whose stand that
there was a consensus in favour of Mr. Giri was vindicated
by the victory of Mr. Giri, though this was possible by the
support given him by the Prime Minister and her supporters
in the Congress Party. But Mr. Reddy had secured all the
second preference votes of the Jana Sangh and the Swatantra
Party. Thus, if Mr. Giri had been nominated by the
Congress Party, there is no doubt that he would have won
by a thumping majority.

The effect of this set-back upon the Congress President
and his followers was not immediately evident. But they
continued to talk of disciplinary action against the Prime
Minister and her colleagues for which a meeting of the
Congress Working Committee was called by the Congress
President. The Working Committee met on August 25, 1969,
but no action was taken against any body. Mr. Chavan, who
had been making efforts to bring about a compromise be-

3 The Hindu, August 20, 1969.
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tween the Prime Minister and her opponents, succeeded in
preparing two compromise resolutions, with the assistance
of Mr. C. Subramaniam and some other Working Com-
mittee members, which were adopted by the Workmg
Committee undanimously.

The first resolution exonerated the Congress President
from the charges of collusion with the Swatantra and Jana
Sangh over the Presidential poll. It said: “The Congress
President at the outset narrated the circumstances under
which he approached other political parties to get their
support for Sri Reddy.

“After hearing what the President stated, the Working
Committee is of the opinion that the allegations made
against the President were on wrong assumptions based on
information available at the time and therefore they are
untenable.”® .
~ The second resolution, termed the “Unity Resolution’ was
the major one and it said:

“The Working Committee views with grave concern the
deep fissures which have developed in the Congress Party
in the last few weeks dividing not only respected colleagues
and comrades, but the entire membership of the party.

“Serious differences arose at the Bangalore session of the
All-India Congress Committee and in the Parliamentary
Board followed by other developments which climaxed in
the defeat of Sri Reddy in the Presidential poll.

“While it is painful and unfortunate that a large segment
of the Congress voters failed to support Sri Reddy, it is
necessary to examine why this deep cleavage has taken
place. What is needed is that the' disease should be treated
rather than that symptoms are dealt with.

“No political party can progress unless there is a sense of
solidarity among its members, D1SC1p11ned conduct and be-

¥ The Hmdu, August 26, 1969
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haviour is an essential ingredient for the proper functioning
of the party.

“However, this can be effectively ensured only on the
basis of strict adherence to party policies and programmes
and internal democracy within the party involving party
organs at various levels.

“Unfortunately over the years there has been a weaken-
ing of the bonds of solidarity in the Congress Party leading
to factionalism and erosion of discipline, which was coming
in the way of its effective functioning at party and Govern-
ment levels.

“A factor of crucial importance is the need for the two
key figures in the organisation, the President of the Congress
and the Leader of the Parliamentary Party, to work harmon-
iously and with mutual understanding.

“The President of the Congress has the important task of
running the organisation which has the responsibility to lay
down broad policies and rally the people in support of
accepted policies.

“The Leader of the Parliamentary Party as Prime Minister
(and) the Head of the Government has wider responsibil-
ities to the country as a whole in the national as well as
international spheres. They are not rival centres of power.
They have to function in a complementary manner in the
interest of the party and the country.

“The Working Committee wishes to emphasise that any
attempt to denigrate either the head of the organisation or
the Head of the Government is bound to hurt the party and
tarnish its image leading to the weakening of both. Such
attempts must be avoided.

“The Working Committee appreciates that there is deep
ferment among members of the party. It believes, however,
that the generality of the membership wishes ardently to
restore unity within the party. Mistakes have been made on.
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all sides in the wake of the conflict of ideas and approaches
in the last few weeks. This calls for introspection.

“A split in the party will have incalculable consequences.
Let us, therefore, not say anything or do anything which is
likely to widen the breach. The Working Committee calls
upon all Congressmen to help create conditions in which
the normal and healthy functioning of the party will be
restored. Let us all strive to contribute to unity in the organ-
isation based on commitment to the accepted policies, thus
generating a new dynamism on the political and economic
fronts.”’¢

While the first resolution conceded victory to the Gongress
President in the controversy on his talks with Jana Sangh and
Swatantra Party over the Presidential poll, the second was
a personal triumph for the Prime Minister in her confront-
ation with the party leaders and the party President, as an
analysis of its various paragraphs reveals. First, the third
para of the resolution accepted the Prime Minister’s stand
on the issue of indiscipline during the Presidential poll.

Secondly, it made it clear beyond doubt that the Congress
President has no say in matters of Government; that he has
no authority over the Prime Minister; that one is “comple-
mentary”’ to the other and “not rival centres of power™,

Thirdly, it emphasised that “any attempt to denigrate”
either the party President or the Prime Minister “is bound to
hurt the party” and that “such attempts must be avoided”.

Fourthly, it acknowledged squarely that ‘“mistakes have
been made on all sides” and not merely on the part of the
Prime Minister and her supporters as the Congress President
and his supporters had insisted.

Finally,itcalled upon the Congressmen “to helpcreate con-
ditions of unity in the organisation based on commitment to
the accepted policies”. It called upon the partymen not to say
9 The Hindu, August 26, 1969,
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or do “anything which was likely to widen the breach”.

Only a cynic would deny that this resolution did not lay the
basis for a fresh start for Congressmen, though it could have
done better. But the authors of the resolution appear to have
made a sincere attempt to analyse the basic causes for the
cleavage in the Congress Party and also to prescribe suitable
remedies. But the success of the resolution did not lay in its
adoption. It lay in its sincere implementation, which was
possible only when there was a real change of heart on the
part of the Congressmen especially those who were res-
ponsible for this cleavage.

But its adoption was not easy. For, Mr. Morarji Desai
was reported to have threatened to withdraw from the meet-
ing at one stage, if firm action was not taken against those
who had violated party discipline and that Mr. Kamaraj
and Mr. S.K. Patil had persuaded him from carrying his
threat into action. It was also reported that the party leaders
accepted this resolution only because they were in a minor-
ity in the Working Committee, as a number of members
were not prepared for a showdown. It was also reported that
while there were signs of satisfaction in the Prime Minister’s
camp, things were not well in the other camp. There were
mutual accusations, etc., which were not encouraging.

It, therefore, seemed possible that the fight might be
resumed sooner than later, as it indeed happened. We shall
now turn to this final phase of the crisis which split the
Congress almost irrevocably.



4

The Split
THE Unity Resolution, as already indicated, had called
upon Congressmen “not to say or do anything which is
likely to widen the breach” in the party. But the Congress-
men began to say and do precisely those things which were
against both the letter and the spirit of the Unity Resolution.
The Unity Resolution itself was bitterly denounced by a
group of members of the Congress Parliamentary Party
through their spokesman, Mr. S.N. Misra, Deputy Leader of
the Congress Parliamentary Party. He was reported to have
said in a statement on August 26, 1969' that the Working
Committee’s decision “legitimised the demand for freedom of
vote in crucial matters’”, and that important organs of the
party like the Working Committee, the Parliamentary Board
and the Central Election Commission “may become sub-
servient to the Head of the Government, paving the way for
a dictatorship”. The statement further said: “The overall
impression, conveyed by the two resolutions of the Working
Committee, is that while the Congress President has been
cleared of the charges of striking a deal with the Jana Sangh
and the Swatantra, the conduct of important persons, who
led the defections on a mass scale in collusion with non-
democratic and non-secular forces, will remain permanently
~under a cloud”. The statement also said that it was un-
fortunate that the Unity Resolution mentioned mistakes on
all sides, though they- “lay squarely at the doors of the group
which worked against the Congress candidate’. It called for

1. The Hindu, August 27, 1969.
47
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“a systematic effort to cleanse the political life of chicanery,
deceit, double-talk and double-crossing’.

When the attention of the Congress President was drawn
to this statement, he was reported to have said merely that
Mr. Misra was entitled to his view.? It was not such a simple
matter. For, Mr. Misra’s statement was a challenge to the
Working Committee’s decisions. Further, it was one more
proof of the Prime Minister’s charge that there were many
in the Congress Party who were indulging in personal attacks
on her and denigrating the office of the Prime Minister
without attracting disciplinary action of any kind.?

Even if one accepts Mr. Nijalingappa’s view on Mr. Misra’s
statement, the Congress President himself appears to have
violated the spirit, if not the letter of the Unity Resolution,
when he told the Pressmen at the Begumpet airport that
Mrs. Indira Gandhi would continue as Prime Minister till
1972.% This was both unnecessary and uncalled for, as it was
not for the Congress President to say whether Mrs. Gandhi
would be continued as Prime Minister till 1972. This is a
prerogative of the Congress Parliamentary Party. Moreover,
Mrs. Gandhi had taken strong objection to this earlier in
her letters to Mr. Nijalingappa. Referring to this she said
later that this was the greatest insult hurled at her person-
ally. Further, it was also reported that Mr. Nijalingappa
had attacked “personality cult”, characterising it as a “mis-
chievous and dangerous trend in democracy”. This sounded
strange from the mouths of the Congressmen, most of whom.
depended for about two decades for their political fortunes
upon the “personality’” of a single man—Nehru. Most of
them would have been confined to the limbo of oblivion, but

2 The Hindu, August 29, 1969.

3 See in this connection Mr. Biju Patnaik’s views—Ibid, September 8,
1969.

¢ Ibid, August 29, 1969,
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for'Nehru. It was meaningless on the part- of such’ persons
to accuse Nehru’s -daughter, if she had tiied to emulate
her father a little. It would have done good to many Con-
gressmen, and does not seem to be as dangerous as her critics
would have us believe. However, it was idle on the part of
the Congress President to deny that he did not have'any
person in mind when he made a reference to “personality
calt’”. S -

This was, therefore, a clear violation of‘the spirit of the
“Unity Resolution”, as 'some Congress members of Parlia-
ment were reported to have said.® Besides, Mr. Nijalingappa
also said that the question of taking back Mr. Morarji
Desai into the Union Cabinet was “still alive” on the basis of
the decision of the Working Committee at its July 21, 1969,
meeting that the Congress President and the Prime Minister
should meet and settle the issue.* They met and the Prime
Minister refused to restore the Finance portfolio to Mr. Desai
and the matter ended there. The “Unity Resolution” clearly
stated that-the Congress President had to confine himself to
organisational matters. It is, therefore, difficult to say on
what basis did the Congress President feel that the issue was
still alive or that the Working-Committee’s decision of July
21, 1969, was still in force. If the Congress President felt that
Mr. Desai had to be taken into the Cabinet to make him
accept the “Unity Resolution”, then it was unwise on his part
to attack the Prime Minister in the name of “personality cult”
or to say that she would continue as Prime Minister till 1972,

The Prime Minister therefore said, “There is no change
of heart on' the part of those who have vehemently opposed
bank -nationalisation. Their reconciliation to the present
situation was only tactical. They are waiting for their
opportunity and would try to upset matters when they

% See The Hindu, August 30, 1969.
¢ Ibid., August 29 and 31, 1969.
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can.”? That she was not altogether wrong became evident
from Mr. Desai’s renewed attack on the Prime Minister for
indiscipline during the Presidential poll. He was reported
to have warned that “if the virus of indiscipline’, injected in
rank and file of the Congress by “glorifying” the demand for
a “free vote”, was not checked and discipline brought back
to the organisation, the Congress Government at the Centre
might fall one day. Referring to the question of re-establish-
ing discipline in the rank and file of the party, he was
reported to have said: “Let the Prime Minister stop indis-
cipline first. Then only there is a meaning in enforcing
discipline among the rank and file.”® '

Not surprisingly the Prime Minister hit back at Mr. Desai
at a meeting with the Uttar Pradesh Congress Committee
members at Lucknow saying that some members in the Con-
gress were still talking in terms of discipline in a narrow
minded way. She was also reported to have said that there
was always indiscipline, that some members rose in the party
hierarchy through bogus membership and that despite a
whip in Parliament a number of times members were given
freedom to vote according to their conviction in the past.®

It was thus clear that the “Unity Resolution’ was still-
born, and that there was no change of heart on the part of
Congressmen, especially the old guard of the party. For,
though the Prime Minister could have perhaps neglected
some of the provocations from the party leaders, the latter
appear to have been determined to wreck the “Unity Reso-
lution” as soon as they could.

It was with this intention that they appear to have trans-
ferred the struggle from the Centre to the States, where
they enjoyed greater following, The Tamil Nadu Congress
Committee, which had demanded disciplinary action against

7 The Hindu, August 29, 1969. 8 Ibid., September 9, 1969.
¥ Ibid. o ;
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the Prime Minister and her supporters in the wake of the de-
feat of Mr. Reddy,took thelead under Mr. Kamaraj’s leader-
ship. That they were notsatisfied with the “Unity Resolution™
became apparent when they forced Mr. C. Subramaniam;
who took a leading part in drawing up the “Unity
Resolution”, to resign the Presidentship of the Tamil Nadu
Congress Committee, over alleged discourtesy shown by him
to Mr. K. Kamaraj, who, it was reported, was not invited to
participate in the function drawn up for the Prime Minister’s
proposed tour of Tamil Nadu from October 3 to 6, 1969.
That the resignation of Mr. Subramaniam was forced
was also clear from Mr. Subramaniam’s statement® issued
to the Press at the time of announcing his resignation on
September 27, 1969. In his statement Mr. Subramaniam
criticised Mr. Kamaraj’s role in the Congress crisis.. He
blamed Mr. Kamaraj for having put up Mr. Sanjiva Reddy
as the Presidential candidate on personal considerations and
for not working for a consensus in the Parliamentary Board.
He said: “My view is that Mr. Kamaraj had put his
own factional interest above national and party interests.”
Referring to the failure of the Congress President to call for
a meeting of the Working Committee to examine the charges
made against him on the conduct of the campaign for the
Presidential poll, Mr. Subramaniam said: “I was reliably
informed that Mr. Kamaraj was against calling a meeting
of the Working Committee. It will be interesting to analyse
why the Working Committee meeting was avoided. My
own view is it was purposely avoided because Mr. Kamaraj
and his group were confident of victory in the Presidential
election and wanted to catch the Prime Minister on the
wrong foot. . .. The idea was to take action against the
Prime Minister and throw her out after the Presidential

10 ° The Hindu, September 28, 1969.
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election. But unfortunately for them, the election result went
against their expectations.”

Explaining that both Mr. Chavan and himself had,
unsuccessfully, tried to bring about a compromise between
Mrs. Gandhi and her opponents before the result of the
Presidential poll was known, and before Mr. Nijalingappa
issued the show cause notices to the Prime Minister and
others, Mr. Subramaniam said: “I am reliably told that
Mr. Kamaraj was responsible for persuading.the Congress
President to issue these notices so that everything might be
ready to take action soon. after the Presidential election
results.” -

Whatever might be the actual role of Mr. Kamaraj,
Mr. Subramaniam appears to be correct in his view that
Mr. Kamaraj and his .group were confident of victory in
the Presidential poll and were getting ready to throw the
Prime Minister out, soon after the result was announced.
This explains the issue of the show cause notices, without
waiting for the outcome of the poll. But the result of the
poll had thrown all their plans into disarray and they were
so unprepared for it, that they had to beat a hasty retreat
in the Working Committee on August 25, 1969.

But this appears to have been only a tactical move in
order to plan their strategy afresh. Their renewed strategy,
as it evolved, was to capture the Working Committee by
-ousting as many supporters of the Prime Minister as possible
and then to take action against her. The first person who
was sought to be removed from the Working Committee
was Mr. Subramaniam, who was an elected member of the
Working Committee by virtue of ‘his ex-officio membership
of the All-India Congress Committee, in.his capacity as the
President of the Tamil Nadu Congress Committee. Accord-
ing to the Congress constitution, only a member of the All-
India Congress Committee can.contest. .elections..to .the
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Working Committee. But the constitution does not say
whether an elected member of the Working Committee
ceases to be a member, ipso facto, if he loses his membership
of the All-India Congress Committee. However, the Congress
President was reported to have come to the conclusion that
Mr. Subramaniam was no more a member of the Working
Committee as he had resigned the Presidentship of the
Tamil Nadu Congress Committee and had thus lost his ex-
officio membership of the All-India Congress Committee.

The removal of Mr. Subramaniam from the Working
Committee, it was reported, would tilt the balance decisively
in favour of the Congress President in the Working Com-
mittee by virtue of his casting vote.* This was, therefore,
an alarming development to the Prime Minister’s group.
Therefore the Prime Minister and five other members of
the Working Committee, including Mr. Chavan, addressed
a joint letter to Mr. Nijalingappa, alleging that his action
in removing Mr. Subramaniam Mr. Kamalapati Tripathi
and Mr. Kakani Venkatarathnam, from their posts was
arbitrary and against the “Unity Resolution.”” They wrote
further:

“The action of the Pre51dent is bound to have serious
political repercussions and should therefore, be considered
by the Working Committee at an early date.

“We, therefore, request the Working Committee which
has been convened to meet on the 30th may be called to
meet around the 15th. In the meanwhile, orders issued by
the President should-be kept in abeyance.”®

Actually, Mr. Nijalingappa had not taken any action
regarding Mr. Subramaniam’s membership of the Working
Committee. Mr. Nl_]ahngappa had, therefore, no difficulty
in denying the charge in his reply to the Prime Minister
and her colleagues.: He said: ... You have stated that I
11 The Hindu, October 10, and 11, 1969. A 12 Appendix XIII-A
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have arbitrarily ordered removal of Mr. C. Subramaniam
from the Working Committee. I wish you had checked this
matter with me before coming to this conclusion and
allowing it to be broadcast. I have sent no communication
to Mr. Subramaniam. . . .

Mr. Nijalingappa then explained the constitutional pro-
visions regarding the election of members to the Working
Committee and said: “Now that he has ceased to be the
President of the Tamil Nadu Congress Committee, the
position needs to be gone into. I was intending to write to
Mr. Subramaniam on this point. . ..”

It would appear from this that the Congress President
had no intention of consulting the Working Committee in
the matter and might have written to Mr. Subramaniam
intimating the termination of his membership, at some
suitable time, or after the formal acceptance of the latter’s
resignation by the Tamil Nadu Congress Committee. This
was what Mr. Nijalingappa did on October 31, 1969, just
before the Working Committee meeting. That the Congress
President would have acted unilaterally is also evident from
the statement issued by Mr. S.K. Patil on October 28, 1969.
He said: “This is not a matter that can be decided either
by a threat or by argument or by a majority or even by a
unanimous vote of any body. This is a constitutional matter.
‘The President has the inherent right to decide finally
whether, according to the constitution, Mr. Subramaniam
is or is not a member of the Working Committee.”%¢

Whether or not such action of Mr. Nijalingappa would
have been arbitrary as alleged by the Prime Minister and
her colleagues, it would have certainly tilted the balance in
the Working Committee in favour of the Congress President
and his group. It was, therefore, not surprising that the

13 For the full text of the letter see Appendix XIII-B,
A8 The Hindu, October 29, 1969,
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former should have taken the extraordinary step of writing
to the Congress President without even trying to ascertain
the factual position. The Congress President and Mr. S.K.
Patil were, therefore, right when they said that the Prime
‘Minister could have easily ascertained the factual position
had she cared to do by talking to the Congress President on
telephone. But this does not mean that the Congress President
would not have taken the action alleged against him. The
purpose of the Prime Minister and her group appears to
have been to inform the Congress President that they would
not accept unilateral action by the Congress President in
the matter. It was on this ground that Mr. Chavan justified
their action. He said that their action was to avert the
“threat of a division in the party”’. “We got the information
that some such thing was being done. It can be reasonably
expected that we should have checked on this.”” Mr. Chavan
said that Mr. Subramaniam was still technically the Presi-
dent of the Tamil Nadu Congress Committee, and that if
“a communication was issued and no action was taken from
this side, this would have been a very serious problem from
the point of view of the unity of the Congress.”

The action taken by the Prime Minister and her sup-
porters would have been more justifiable had they waited
till Mr. Nijalingappa had written to Mr. Subramaniam, or
if they had taken a stand that the Congress constitution was
not clear on the issue and hence action should not be taken
till legal opinion was ascertained in" the matter. It was
reported that the Union Law Minister, Mr. P. Govinda
Menon, advised the Congress President after the issue was
raised, that Mr. Subramaniam could not be removed unless
the party constitution was amended.”® If this were correct,
the removal of Mr. Subramaniam by Mr. Nijalingappa
was arbitrary, and, against the Congress constitution.

1 The Hindu, October 19, 1969. - The Hindu, October 23, 1969.
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However, it was reported on October 12, 1969; that the Con-
gress President had sent an invitation to Mr. Subramaniam
to attend the Working Committee meeting on October 30,
1969.77 This appears to have been a tactical move as is
evident from the fact that Mr. Nijalingappa had later
asked Mr. Subramaniam not to attend the *Working Com-
mittee meeting on the ground that he was no more a
member of the Working Committee as he had resigned the
Presidentship of the Tamil Nadu Congress Committee and
" had ceased to be a member of the All-India Congress
Committee.

It would appear that the whole controversy could have
been easily avoided if the Tamil Nadu Congress Committee
had kept the acceptance of the resignation of Mr. Subra-
maniam in abeyance in the interests of the Congress Party.
It is surprising why Mr. T.T. Krishnamachari, who was
reported to have said that he was prepared to mediate be-
tween the Prime Minister and her opponents,® had not
thought of doing this in his own State party. Had such a
compromise been reached probably the whole atmosphere
would have been cleared of suspicion. But not only was
Mr. Subramaniam’s resignation accepted, but also the Tamil
Nadu Congress Committee adopted an attitude on party
discipline which went against the letter and spirit of the
“Unity Resolution” of the Working Committee. For, the
Tamil Nadu Congress Committee was reported to have
expressed deep concern over the defeat of the Congress can-
didate, Mr. Sanjiva Reddy, in the Presidential election, and
to have urged the Working Committee to enforce discipline
within the party at all costs, without fear or favour in the
interest and for the healthy growth of the organisation. In
supporting this line of argument, Mr. Kamaraj was reported
to have said that the original resolution circulated among

37 The Hindu, October 13, 1969. :: - 18 Jbid,
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the members demanded that the causes that led to the defeat
of the Congress candidate in the Presidential election should
be gone into and pointed out that the Working Committee’s
failure to consider this question was a great disappointment
to the Tamil Nadu Congress Committee.?

It was reported on October 22, 1969, that Mr. Kamaraj
said that his view that the “Unity Resolution™ was “self-
deception® was proved correct. “I told newsmen at Delhi”,
he said, “that we had only deceived each other.”#* Itis, there-
fore, clear that Mr. Kamaraj accepted the “Unity Resolution™
and advised others, especially Mr. Desai, who was reported.
to have taken an uncompromising stand on the question of
discipline, to accept it only as a tactical move. At the Tamil
Nadu Congress Committee meeting held on October 12,
to elect a new President in place of Mr. Subramaniam,
Mr. Kamaraj was reported to have told the members at a
closed door session that his hopes that Mrs. Gandhi would be
a good and able Prime Minister were belied by her actions,
and that simply because he was responsible for her election,
he would not tolerate all her mistakes. He was also reported
to have charged the Prime Minister for having violated the
“Unity Resolution”, saying. that the passing of the resolu-
tion did not mean that they should be silent.®

But Mr. Kamaraj appears to have forgotten that the
“Unity Resolution” had settled the question of indiscipline
during the Presidential election and that it was against it
to talk any further about indiscipline unless they wanted to
violate it. Therefore the talk of indiscipline on the part of
the party leaders was a violation of the resolution. Moreover,
the “Unity Resolution” had called upon the Congressmen
not to speak or do anything which might increase the breach

® .The Hindu October 13, 1969." 20 Jbid., October 23, 1969. -
2 Ibid, . . .
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in the party. Either Mr. Kamaraj and his group should not
have accepted the resolution, or having accepted it, they
should not have talked of either indiscipline or “personality
cult”, etc., which were bound to create misunderstanding.
It was this that had provoked the Prime Minister to counter-
attack the party leaders as has been indicated earlier. It
was, therefore, not correct on the part of Mr. Kamaraj to
charge the Prime Minister for having violated the “Unity
Resolution.

Likewise, Mr. Kamaraj should have realised that any
move to remove persons belonging to the Prime Minister’s
group from crucial party positions were also bound to create
suspicion, especially when the party leaders had not stopped
their sniping at the Prime Minister even after the “Unity
Resolution™.

It was under this provocation that the Prime Minister
appears to have taken the decision to drop four junior
Ministers from her Council of Ministers on October 15, 1969,
in order to “enable her in due course to bring about certain
changes which are necessary for a more cohesive and pur-
posive direction of the work of the Council of Ministers”,*
as she wrote in her letter to Mr. M.S. Gurupadaswamy,
Minister of State for Community Development, known to be
one of the staunchest supporters of the Congress President,
asking for his resignation from the Council of Ministers,
which the latter gave under protest. The other Ministers who
were asked to resign were Mr. Parimal Ghosh, Minister of
State for Railways, Mr. Jagannath Pahadia, Deputy Min-
ister for Finance, and Mr. Muthyala Rao, Deputy Minister
for Social Welfare. Not surprisingly this was criticised as
another act of dictatorship on the part of the Prime Min-
ister by her opponents. Mr. S.K. Patil characterised it as an

22 Tor -the text of letters exchanged. by the Prime Minister aﬂd
Mr. Gurupadaswamy see Appendix XIV-A&B.
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unprecedented act. He was more accurate, however, when
he said: “The situation in the country is so tense today that
even a little spark is likely to lead to conflagration.”*
M. Patil could have done well if he had given this advice
to his colleagues, especially Mr. Desai, Mr. Kamaraj and
Mr. Nijalingappa, when they began to talk of indiscipline
and take other actions which were not calculated to preserve
unity in the Congress as already indicated.

Besides this reprisal against their opponents, the Prime
Minister and her supporters also decided to go ahead with
their signature campaign for an early session of the All-
India Congress Committee in order to elect a new President
in the place of Mr. Nijalingappa.* A requisition to be ad-
dressed to the Congress Working Committee and signed by
a majority of the members of the All-India Congress Com-
mittee including the leading supporters of Mrs. Gandhi,
namely, Mr. Jagjivan Ram, Mr. Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad
and Mr. Y.B. Chavan, was released to the Press. The
following is the text of the letter addressed to the Working
Committee: ’

“We the undersigned members of the All-India Congress
Committee request the Congress Working Committee to
convene a meeting of the All-India Congress Committee.
under Article 12 (B) (D) to consider at the earliest possible
time the following resolution.

“The acceptance of the Prime Minister’s note embodying
a radical programme by the Bangalore session of the All-
India Congress Committee and the bold steps taken by her
to nationalise the major banks created a sense of confidence
in the masses that the progressive and socialist policies of
the Congress would be fully carried out.

“The resolution of the Congress Working Committee

28 The Hindu, October 17, 1969,
24 Jbid,, October 19, 1969.
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passed on August 25, 1969, generated the hope that the unity
necessary for the full effective implementation of the said
policies and programmes would be brought about. Unfortun-
ately the wind of change which has been welcomed widely
by the nation appears to have generated tensions within
the party, which threaten the execution of these basic
policies to which the Congress stand committed.

“It is evident that the declared policies of the Congress
cannot be fully implemented unless the Congress organis-
- ation as a whole is attuned to this purpose and gave its
whole-hearted co-operation particularly at its top level. The
All-India Congress Committee, therefore, resolves that
the programme of electing a new Congress President in
December 1969 when the term of the present President
would have ordinarily come to an end, be undertaken on
the basis of present delegates and steps to that end be taken
without delay so that the election of the new President is
completed by December 30, 1969.”%

While the Prime Minister’s men went ahead with this
signature campaign, Mr. Nijalingappa, Mr. Kamaraj and
Mr. N. Sanjiva Reddy met at Bangalore to decide their
strategy to meet the threat posed by their opponents to their
political survival. After these discussions, Mr. Nijalingappa
told Pressmen that the signature campaign constituted
a violation of discipline.?® The deputy leader of the Con-
gress Working Committee, Mr. S.N. Misra, who had earlier
criticised the “Unity Resolution”, said that the Working
Committee members, especially those nominated by the
President, should have resigned from it before associating
themselves with the requisition for an All-India Congress
Committee session to elect a new President. He also said:
“If the Prime Minister had the right to have a Cabinet of

25 The Hindu, October 19, 1969.
20 Jbid., October 22, 1969,
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‘her choice, the Congress President too had the right to have
a Working Committee of his choice.”® This is obviously a
misleading comparison. The Congress constitution empowers
the Congress President to nominate only a part of the Work-
ing Committee and it does not authorise him to remove
either a nominated or an elected member. He could only
suspend a member on charges of indiscipline or misconduct.
The Prime Minister, on the other hand, has the prerogative
to appoint and dismiss Ministers.

Speaking at Patna, Mr. Desai described the requisition as
an act of indiscipline.?® Mr. S.K. Patil said in a lengthy
statement that there was no need for either propaganda or
requisition either to call for a Working Committee meeting
or an All-India Congress Committee session, as the Working
Committee was scheduled to meet on November 1, and
would decide the venue for the All-India Congress Com-
mittee, which had to be decided anew in view of the riots
in Ahmedabad where the All-India Congress Committee
would have been held according to the earlier decision of
the Working Committee.?

Mr. Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad and other supporters of the
Prime Minister, however, defended their move on the ground
that the All-India Congress Committee had the right to
call for a meeting and also revoke its earlier decisions and
also those of the Working Committee in regard to the conti-
nuance of the Congress President in office till the end of
1970.%

It was of course no more a legal or constitutional issue.
It was a question of a final showdown, and, splitin the
party which appeared imminent. For the Prime Minister
was reported to have demanded the “active”® support of

27 The Indian, Express, (Bangalore), October 23, 1969.

2 The Hindu, October 27, 1969. 29 Jbid., October 29, 1969.
3 Jbid, 3 Ibid,
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the party to her policies and programmes, in her meeting
with Mr. Veerendra Patil, Chief Minister of Mysore, who
undertook a trip to Delhi, probably on the initiative of
Mr. Nijalingappa, which the leaders appeared unwilling to
accept without achieving any of their aims in their con-
frontation with the Prime Minister. On the other hand,
both sides were reported to be preparing for a showdown
in the Working Committee on November 1, 1969.

There were unmistakable signs of the coming showdown.
It became known on October 31, 1969, that the Congress
President had written a six-page letter to Mrs. Gandhi on
October 28, 1969, accusing her of various acts of indiscipline.
In this letter,” which he released to the Press on Novem-
ber 3, 1969, Mr. Nijalingappa merely summarised the
various charges levelled against the Prime Minister by him
and his supporters since the Bangalore session of the All-
India Congress Committee. The letter is said to have been
drafted by Mr. Asoka Mehta. But it does no credit to him,
as it does not stand scrutiny. It contained at best as will be
seen below.

First, while Mr. Nijalingappa took care to point out that
the Prime Minister did not mention any name for the
Presidential candidate “till two hours before we met in the
Parliamentary Board to decide on the candidate, on the
12th of July,” he did not explain the reasons for his rejection
of the candidates proposed by the Prime Minister. Nor did
he explain why he and his supporters did not accept a
compromise candidate when the Prime Minister was not
in favour of their candidate. He did not also answer the
charge levelled against them by Mr. Y.B. Chavan and
Mr. C. Subramaniam that they had spurned the latter’s bid
for a postponement of the decisions of the Board.

Similarly, while he continued to talk of parliamentary

22 See Appendix XV-A,
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democracy, he did not seem to realise that the nomination
of Mr. Reddy was against its basic principles, that to make
the Presidential election a question of party discipline was
against the constitution of the country. ’

Again, while he was careful to remind the Prime Minister
that she and her colleagues admitted that their allegation
that he had entered into secret understandings with the
Swatantra and the Jana Sangh was “untenable”, he con-
veniently forgot to mention that the “Unity Resolution”
had mentioned that mistakes were made on all sides and
not merely on the side of the Prime Minister, as the Congress
President and his supporters had insisted prior to and after
the “Unity Resolution”. In fact, the “Unity Resolution’ was
a vindication of the Prime Minister’s position vis-a-vis the
party leaders.

Referring to the letter written by the Prime Minister and
her supporters about Mr. Subramaniam’s alleged removal
from the Working Committee, Mr. Nijalingappa wrote:
“Your recent letter makes me wonder whether you grant
the President of the organisation the right to enforce the
Cf)nstitutional provisions of the organisation, if the applica-
tion of rules and resolutions affect those in whom you are
1nt§rested.” But the Congress President did not explain why
hewas .alwa.‘ys anxious to enforce the constitutional provisions,
resolutions, rules, etc., only against people known to be the
supporters of the Prime Minister, while leaving his known
supporters scot-free for similar acts of indiscipline, etc. To
wit, while he took prompt action against Mr. Shashi Bhushan,
membe:r of Parliament, for having demanded a “free
votta’-’ in the Presidential election, to which the latter was
entitled, constitutionally, he had turned a deaf ear to the
persor}al attacks made against the Prime Minister by senior
Copgressmen, both before and after the “Unity Resolution”.
He had not said or done anything against Mr. Misra and
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others, who openly attacked the “Unity Resolution”. On the
other hand, he himself indulged in personal attacks against
the Prime Minister, as already indicated. This, in spite of the
fact that the “Unity Resolution” categorically declared that
all attempts to denigrate the head of the Government and
the head of the party should be avoided.

Besides, he also tried to reopen the question of Mr. Morarji
Desai’s return to the Cabinet, presumably as Finance
Minister even though as he himself acknowledged that
the “Unity Resolution” had pointed out that both the
parliamentary wing and the organisational wing had their
respective spheres of responsibility within which they had
to work. Moreover, Mrs. Gandhi had not resorted to
“peremptory dismissal of Mr. Desai”’ as Mr. Nijalingappa
had put it, though she would have been justified in doing’
so; it was only Mr. Morarji Desai’s refusal to accept a change
in his portfolio, and his supporters’ inability or unwillingness
to prevail upon him, that cost him his position in the
Government. In spite of all this Mr. Nijalingappa wrote:
“I have no doubt in my mind that I have scrupulously
adhered to the letter and spirit of this resolution, cautioning
that the past should not be a precedent, exhorting for
discipline and unity, and asking for strict adherence to
p011c1es and discipline in the orgamsatlonal and legislative
wings.”

It was, therefore, not unnatural that he should have been’

“surprised to receive” the letter of the Prime Minister and
her supporters regarding Mr. Subramaniam’s membership
of the Working Committee. Though the Prime Minister and
her supporters acted in a haste in writing the letter without
ascertaining facts, Mr. Nijalingappa himself admitted that
he was thinking of writing to Mr. Subramaniam’ in the
matter. He later wrote to him that he was not a member of
the Working Committee, .even after sending .an invitation
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to him, and against legal opinion and when it was recognis-
ed that the constitutional position was not clear. The
Congress President appears to have done this as a reprisal
against the move of the Prime Minister and her supporters
to unseat him from the Presidentship of Congress. The
entire conduct of Mr. Nijalingappa in this crisis would seem
to indicate that he judged the Congressmen on the basis
of their loyalty to him and his authority rather than the
principles and policies of the party and its constitution.

As seen already in the Working Committee meeting on
August 25,1969, he accepted the “untenability’’ of the accu-
sation made against him and did not insist upon disciplinary
action against the Prime Minister and her supporters. Again,'
he accused the Prime Minister on November 3, 1969, of
having committed “an unpardonable act of gross indiscipline,
a flagrant violation of the constitution of the Congress,” for
passing &’ “resolution characterising some of my actions as
unconstitutional and backing the move for requisition to
remove me from the presidentship of the Congress and
summoning a °‘special session of the All-India Congress
Committee’ in Delhi on November 22 and 23, 1969.”°®

Yet he wrote to the Prime Minister accusing that “you
seem to have'made personal loyalty to you the test of loyalty
to the Congress and the country”.

Referring to the relationship between the legislative wing
and the party, Mr. Nijalingappa wrote: “The relation be-
tween the legislative wing and the organisation cannot. . .
be formulated on' the assumption that the party will always
be in power.”” ‘This is wrong for the simple reason that the
legisla.tive wing does not lose its importance if the party is
in minority in the legislature. As Mr. K. Santhanam has
pointed out, the relationship between the legislative wing

@ A‘ppéndi_x XV-B.
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and the party does not change with the position of the party
in the legislature.® For, in a parliamentary democracy the
leader of the legislative wing is also the leader of the party.
It is strange that awareness of history which the Congress
President so eagerly displays in hisletters should have served
no purpose in understanding the fundamental point that the
Congress constitution itself was framed in the pre-indepen-
dence days, when the Congress was a political party in a
country ruled by an alien power that the Congress President
is incompatible with the principles of parliamentary demo-
cracy.

This letter might have convinced the Prime Minister and
her supporters that there was really no change of heart on
the part of the old guard as the Prime Minister pointed
out earlier. As if to confirm this, the Congress President
wrote letters to Mr. Subramaniam and Mr. Fakhruddin
Ali Ahmad, on the night of October 31, 1969, asking them
not to attend the Working Committee meeting the next
morning.* He informed the former that he was no more a
member of the Working Committee. To the latter, he wrote
that the Congress President who had nominated him, had
lost confidence in him.

‘The result was predictable. The Prime Minister and her
supporters boycotted the Working Committee meeting on
November 1, 1969, and held a separate meeting at the
residence of the Prime Minister and under her President-
ship passed a resolution,® criticising strongly the action
of the Congress President and also the rejection of the re-
quisition for the All-India Congress Committee session by
the Working Committee presided over by the Congress
President held at the Congress office. They also decided to
call a meeting of the All-India Congress Committee in. New

3t The Hindu, August 20, 1669. % Jbid., November 1, 1969.
3 Appendix XVI. : s
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Delhi on November 22 and 23. In a letter addressed to the
Congress President, Mr. Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad criticised
the former’s action against him as illegal and declared that
he was still a member of the Working Committee.”

On November 2, 1969, Mr. Nijalingappa wrote to
Mrs. Gandhi asking herto “explain (her) reported association
with the move to convene an illegal and unconstitutional
meeting of the All-India Congress Committee in violation
of the party constitution and resolutions of the Working
Committee.””® Mrs. Gandhi in her reply accused the Con-
gress President of flouting the Congress constitution.® In this
letter the Prime Minister also refuted all the charges made
against her by the Congress President in his letter dated
October 28, 1969. On November 3, 1969, the Congress
President wrote to the Prime Minister again, accusing her
of “an unpardonable act of gross indiscipline”® on the
same grounds.

While these mutual accusations continued, Mrs. Gandhi
called for the resignation of Dr. Ram Subhag Singh, the Rail-
way Minister, on November, 4, 1969, for having subscribed
to the Working Committee’s resolutions criticising the policies
of the Government, which the latter submitted promptly.®
For the next two days there was a showdown in the accu-
sations and counter-accusations on both sides. There was
also a move for a compromise undertaken by some Congress
Chief Ministers notably Mr. Veerendra Patil of Mysore who
succeeded in bringing about a meeting between Mrs. Gandhi
and Mr. Nijalingappa on November 7, 1969, in New Delhi.
The talks failed as no meeting ground could be found
between them. While the Prime Minister insisted upon the
taking back of Messrs. Subramaniam, Mr. Fakhruddin Ali
3 Appendix XVII. 38 Appendix XVIII. % Appendix XIX.,

40 n. 33. For the Prime Minister’s reply to this letter see Appendix
XV-C. 4 Appendix XX. ,
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Ahmad and Dr. S.D. Sharma into the Working Committee,
the latter insisted that the Prime Minister should take back
all the Ministers who had been ousted from her Cabinet
since the Bangalore session of the All-India Congress Com-
mittee. :

Addressing a Press conference®® on November 8, 1969,
Mrs. Gandhi held the Congress President responsible for the
break down of their talks the previous day. She dismissed
fears of instability in the country on account of the split in
the Congres Party. She defended her action against Dr. Ram
Subhag Singh. About Mr. Subramaniam’s removal from the
Working Committee she said: “I think Mr. Subramaniam
should have been allowed to come to the meeting of the Work-
ing Committee. You could have said there is a constitutional
difficulty (about his continuance in the Committee). Then
we would have said perhaps that it is better for him to resign
or do something else.”” Answering a question whether the
Congress President had no prerogative to reconstitute the
Working Committee similar to her prerogative to appoint
and dismiss Cabinet Ministers, she said: “Why don’t you
read the (Congress) constitution. I do not think there is any
such specific power. I am not a constitutional expert but I
do know how Cabinet changes take place in other countries.”
Asked whether the Congress President’s resignation might
resolve the crisis, she said: “It may help, I do not know.”
Asked about the charges of indiscipline against her she said:
“I do think T was ignored in the Congress selection of the
Presidential candidate at Bangalore. It is very much part
of the Prime Minister’s business to be involved in it.
Therefore, it is a very wide question of what discipline is.”
On the other side, it was announced by Mr. Nijalingappa,
on the same day, that the Congress Working Committee
-would meet on November 11, 1969, two days earlier than

42 The Hindu, November 10, 1969. -
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scheduled, and that the show cause notice to the Prime
Minister would be considered by it. He said that invitations
were sent to all members, except the three members who
were dropped from the Committee.

Meanwhile, the Congress Chief Ministers continued their
efforts at mediation between the two sides. But the Congress
Working Committee with 11 of the original 21 members pre-
sent met on November 11, 1969, and considered three draft
resolutions for action against the Prime Minister, without,
however, taking action. But it was reported that it was de-
cided to remove the Prime Minister from the Congress
Party.® It appeared as though the foster-parents who had
assumed control over the family had expelled the child when
it claimed its rightful authority in the family.

The fateful decision was taken by the Congress Working
Committee of 11 out of 21 members on November 12, 1969,
after rejecting a peace formula evolved by the Chief Min-
isters.# The meeting was presided over by the Congress
President, Mr." S. Nijalingappa. After expelling the Prime
Minister, they called upon the Congress Parliamentary Party
to elect a new leader—a clearly unconstitutional act. They
expressed the hope that the Congress Parliamentary Party
would stand by the party.

The supporters of the Prime Minister denounced the
decision in categorical terms. They said: “We want to state
categorically that the action taken by Mr. Nijalingappa is
illegal and of no validity. The Prime Minister still continues
to be a member of the Congress organisation and continues
to be the leader of the Congress Parliamentary Party.”
They said further: “Shrimati Indira Gandhi continues to be
the leader of the.(Congress Parliamentary) party unless the
party expresses no-confidence in the leader. As long as she

4 The Hindu, November 12, 1969.
% TFor the text of the Resolution see Appendix XXI.
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continues to enjoy the support of the Parliament she is
entitled to function as the Prime Minister. It will be the
saddest day for Indian democracy if a small group of men
without even having the mandate of the organisation for
this purpose should dare to take this step with a view to
displacing the Prime Minister.”’

Mr. Y.B. Chavan said: “It is a small group functioning
which was trying to equate itself with the Congress organ-
i1sation. They have been acting in an arbitrary manner.”#
As the Chief Minister of Andhra Pradesh, Mr. K. Brahma-
nanda Reddy, aptly put it, the action of the Congress Presi-
dent and his group was a “desperate’ step. And The Hindi
commented: “Whatever the rights or wrongs of the Working
Committee’s drastic decision, one can concede that the
party High Command had either to act as it had done or
vanish from the Congress political forum altogether.”*® It
would have been more honourable for them to quit the
party than to take this meaningless action after all their
big talk of democracy, discipline, etc. For, when it became
a question of their political survival, they acted in the most
undemocratic way. It was, therefore, meaningless, if not
hypocritical, on their part to have accused the Prime
Minister of dictatorship and fascism, when she acted in a more
democratic and constitutional way, when she felt that her
position and authority in the party and the Government
were at stake.

Whereas the Prime Minister succeeded in her onslaught
on the party leaders, they made mistake after mistake, which
culminated in the supreme folly of expelling the Prime
Minister from the Congress and asking the Congress
Parliamentary Party to elect a new leader.

‘Their folly became all the more glaring when an over-

4  The Hindu, November 13, 1969. 46 Jbid.
47 Ibid., November 14, 1969, 48 Jbid., November 13, 1969.
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whelming majority of the Congress Parliamentary Party
refused to honour the directive of the party leader, quite
correctly. On the other hand, they declared: “The Con-
gress Parliamentary Party declares that the decision of
Mr. Nijalingappa and his associates to remove the Prime
Minister from the primary membership of the Congress is
invalid and unjustified. Shrimati Indira Gandhi continues to
be leader of the party and enjoys the full confidence of the
party.”’ .
" At least after this humiliation, the Congress President and
his associates could have perhaps left the party either to join
the Opposition parties with whom they could have formed
an Opposition party as they have done at present, with a
new name instead of trying to call themselves the old or
the real Congress, which seems meaningless and against
elementary common sense.

This, however, was the logical end of the crisis in the
Congress.

% The Hindu, November 14, 1969,



Conclusion

"THOUGH many people in India were afraid thata split

in the Congress Party might result in instability and
chaos in the country, events since the expulsion of the Prime
Minister from the Congress Party by the party leaders have
proved conclusively that there is no such danger at present.
It is not posssible for us to say what would happen in future.
But it seems possible to speculate on ways and means by
which the split in the Congress could be turned into a posi-
tive good for the country. Before doing so, it would seem
better to make a few concluding observations on the crisis
itself.

From the analysis of the crisis described in the preceding
pages, it would appear that the Prime Minister did not ini-
tiate any move by herself, but had only reacted to the moves
made by the party leaders, in order to undermine her
authority in the party and the Government. The trouble
arose because the party leaders claimed the right to control
the Prime Minister and her actions in the party and the
legislature. The Prime Minister is the leader of the legislature
party and has, therefore, freedom to take decisions in regard
to all members falling in her sphere. The Congress Presi-
dent or otherleaders have no authority over her in these
matters. Nor has the Congress President any freedom in the
organisational matters because he is not the leader of the
party. He is only the organisational head and has to func-
tion as such. The organisational head cannot, and should
not, take decisions by-passing the Prime Minister, who is,
strictly speaking," the leader of the party and the head of
the Government. This position was made clear in the “Unity
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Resolution”, in somewhat ambiguous terms, when it was
declared that the Prime Minister and the Congress President
were not rival centres of power. Even otherwise, the practice
in England, which is the model of our parliamentary system,
should have been followed by the Congress leaders as was
done in the past, when Nehru was the Prime Minister.

It would also be seen that while the Prime Minister was
quite severe in her reactions against the moves made by the
party leaders, and quite determined to have her way, she
was also prepared for a compromise at every stage, consistent
with her position and authority in the party and the
Government. It was this preparedness, if not eagerness, that
appears to have led her to commit the major indiscretion of
filing the nomination papers of the Congress candidate,
without ensuring the acceptance of her decision by the
Congress leaders to take over the Finance portfolio from
Mr. Morarji Desai. It was the refusal of Mr. Morarji Desai
and his supporters to accept a compromise, coupled with
their failure to accept the Prime Minister’s disinclination to
get a whip issued in favour of the Congress candidate, and
the talks which .the Congress President had with the Jana
Sangh and Swatantra leaders to secure their votes for the
Congress candidate, that led her to demand for a jfree vote in
the Presidential election.

Similarly, while describing the Prime Minister as a dict-
ator for having refused to accept the Parliamentary Board’s
choice of the Presidential candidate, Mr. Morarji Desai
said that even Mr. Harold Wilson, the Prime Minister of
England, had to bow to the wishes of the party when the
latter refused to accept a Bill proposed by him. But neither
‘Mr. Morarji Desai nor any of his supporters respected the
directives of the party as embodied in the Working Com-
mittee’s “Unity Resolution,”” which did not take a hard line
- on the Prime Minister’s “indiscipline” in the Presidential
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election. And they could not secure the support of either the
All-India Congress Committe or the Congress Parliamentary
Party in their stand against the Prime Minister. This cannot
be dismissed by the convenient argument that the members
of the All-India Congress Committee and the Congress
Parliamentary Party were pressurised by the Prime Minister
and her colleagues. It was reported that even neutral
Congressmen were unhappy with the Congress President’s
unilateral action in removing both Mr. Subramaniam and
and Mr. Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad from the Working Com-
mittee, less than 12 hours before the scheduled meeting of
the Working Committee on November 1, 1969.

Thus, it is the rank and file of the Congress Party that
came out with full honours in this bitter struggle for supre-
macy between the Prime Minister and the party bosses. It
was they who stood by the party, and not the leaders. For
while a majority of them stood by the Congress candidate
during the Presidential election in spite of the Prime Mini-
ster’s demand for a free vote, they refused to be carried away
by the demand of the party leaders, for disciplinary action
against the Prime Minister. Again, they refused both in the
All-India Congress Committee and the Congress Parliament-
ary Party to accept the suicidal steps by the Congress Presi-
dent and his supporters in expelling the Prime Minister
from the Congress Party.

Therefore it is wrong to call this struggle between the Prime
Minister and the party leaders as a struggle between the
Prime Minister and the party. It was not even a struggle be-
tween the party and the Government. In fact, it was a struggle
for supremacy between the Prime Minister and the party
leaders which the former won. Hence the claim of the latter
that they are the real Congress does not sound convincing.
It is difficult to say what the Prime Minister and her
supporters would have done had they lost the battle. It would
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have been equally meaningless if they were to make such a
claim after having lost the support of a majority in the party.
~ Tt would be better perhaps if the group led by
Mr. Nijalingappa seeks a merger with the Swatantra and
like minded parties with a democratic and secular outlook.
Except on economic policy there seems to be a large area
of agreement between the Swatantra and the group led
by Mr. Nijalingappa, especially in their opposition to the
Congress Party led by the Prime Minister and to the
Prime Minister herself. There should be no difficulty for
Mr. Nijalingappa and his supporters to come to an agree-
ment with the Swatantra Party immediately. Though they
are calling themselves socialists, it is not necessary to do
so. Many of them are associated with conservatism in the
public image. Consequently it would be difficult for them to
win. popular support on the basis of socialism. They cannot
present a picture of socialism which is more radical than
that presented by the Congress. We are apt to feel that their
advocacy of socialism 1s to embarrass the Government and
to force the latter to take those radical measures which
would wean the conservative elements that still remain in
the Congress to their side. It would be easier for them to
win these elements, if they take to conservatism, when it
would be possible for them to merge with other conservative
parties notably the Swatantra. If this were achieved, then
it is possible that the Jana Sangh also might accept a merger
and be prepared to abandon its communal leanings. Other-
wise, the Jana Sangh could be left to itself. Such a merger
might create a strong opposition party which might be
able to provide an alternative government to the Congress
Government.

A similar polarisation might then take place to the Left.
The Congress might seek the support of the Communist
groups, if they are prepared to abandon their anti-national
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and anti-democratic views and action. And the possibility of
power and position might well change the attitude of many.
Even otherwise many Congressmen like Mr. V.K. Krishna
Menon, who left the Congress to seek the support of the Com-
munists could join the Congress and make it a real socialist
party. Mr. Jayaprakash Narayan might also think of joining
the Congress. He has been advocating polarisation in the
Congress and he can givea lead to others in this respect.
Probably the Communist Party could then be isolated and
ultimately eliminated.

This may be a better and more useful way of serving the
cause of democracy in India than attempts at forming all-
party governments either at the Centre or the States. We
feel that all-party government is not in the interests of
either the evolution of a stable democracy under a two-party
system or of ensuring clean and selfless administration. It
might - lead to a mushroom growth of political groups, all
claiming representations in the government. There can be
no useful government if political parties multiply in this way
having a large number of ministers. Even at present the
ministries are expanding into larger and larger bodies. It
would not be difficult to imagine what the state of affairs
would be under all-party governments.

If a polarisation as suggested here were achieved, then
India would be having a stable two-party system as in
America and England. Indian democracy would then have
turned the corner and reached maturity. If this were achiev-
ed in the aftermath of the Congress crisis, it would be some-
thing to remember in the history of Indian democracy.
Otherwise, the split in the Congress-Party would be forgotten
before long, as an insignificant episode, with no practical
and tangible contribution to Indian democracy.
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Text qf Ms. Indira Gandhi’s Note on Economic Policy.

I have seen the note sent by Shri Sadiq Ali incorporating his own
suggestions and those made by Shri Subramaniam. This is all rxght as
far as it goes. The question is whether it goes far enough.

" I have not been able to read the note by Shri Chandra Sekhar and
others very thoroughly. I have merely glanced at it. But it seems to me
that full or partial action is possible on the following suggestions:

Impose ceiling on unproductive expenditure and conspicuous consum-
ption of corporate bodies.

Nationalised financial institutions should introducea change in credit-
worthiness criteria in their lending policies so as to encourage profes-
sional and competent persons.

Special efforts should be made to finance new entrepreneurs in less~
developed regions and a specml fund should be provided for the prov151on
of assistance to backward regions.

Expeditious appointment of Monopolies Commission manned by
persons of integrity.

Public sector projects should be given more autonomy and manned
by young, competent persons committed to the project.

Special effort should be made to build up a cadre of public sector
projects.

Most of the consumer industries should be reserved for development
of the small scale sector and entry of big business should be banned in
these products.

Special effort should be made to encourage new talent to provide
avenues of employment to the young and educated.

Foreign capital should not be allowed to enter fields in which local
technical ‘*know-how’ is available. Heavy penalties should be imposed
on those who indulge in restricted trade practices.

Service co-operatives should be built up in rural areas. Special assist-
ance should be provided to small agriculturists and farm co-operatives
to enable them to take up processing of agro-based and other industries.
Special attention should be paid to the development of minor irrigation
projects, etc.
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There are other suggestions which may not fit within the present
policy framework. However, I have already asked the Finance Ministry
and the Planning Commission to look into the feasibility of imposing
ceiling on incomes and holdings of urban properties.

There is a great feeling in the country regarding the natlonahsatlon
of private commercial banks. We had taken a decision at an earlier
AICC but perhaps we may review it. Either we can consider the
nationalisation of the top five or six banks or issue directions that the
resources of banks should be reserved to a larger extent for public
purposes.

Investments of banks in Government securities stood at 24.57 per
cent on June 13. This is of course a fluctuating figure. During the busy
season banks liquidate their investments in Government securities and
finance trade and industry. During the slack season, when the funds
return, investments in securities increased. This figure of investment in
securities could be raised on the average for both slack and busy
seasons by about five per cent.

This will make available about Rs. 200 crores for the public sector.
Against this, it may be argued that this will involve denial of credit to
trade and industry and will also affect the profitability of the banks.
But in times of credit squeeze, private industry somehow adjusts itself.
. They mobilise deposits on their own, cut their inventories, or bring in

unaccounted money and somehow manage. The question whether
banks’ investment in Government securities should not be raised has to
be seriously considered. If necessary this extra five per cent can be
invested in special types of securities, proceeds being utilised for quick
yielding schemes like minor irrigation programmes, rural electrification,
fisheries, etc.

Even after the new policy of social control and reconstitution of the
board of directors, the former industrialist-chairmen of the banks still
continue on the board and naturally influence the present chairmen
who had previously been general managers. We may examine whether
through legislation or otherwise we can prevent these men from conti-
nuing on the boards. The chief executive of the banks will not then feel
obliged to the former chairmen and may be expected to take an
independent line in regard to lendings.

While it may not be practical to nationalise all import and export,
can we not consider the nationalisation of the import of raw materials?
This would make collective bargaining possible and might get us
better prices. The policy of the distribution of such import licences

-
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should also be reviewed. We should review the licensing system so that
licences are not given only to the bigger houses. Shares could be
distributed more equitably.

We have already decided in the Cabinet that Ministries of the Central
Government should first approach the public sector with regard to their
requirements before they decide to buy from the private sector or
import. I believe some State Governments have issued such directions to
their Ministries, but Congress Governments have a special responsibility
in this regard.

Some thought should also be given to profit-sharing in industrial
establishments, but alongside this some schemes should be thought of
with regard to incentives for greater production as well as the regulation
of the work.

I fully realise that overall development is the best and the only
reliable way of increasing employment opportunities. However, the
situation is so acute in the country that it has become necessary to have
some special programmes to give employment in the rural areas as well
as to the educated. Naturally whatever scheme we think of cannot be
adequte to meet the situation but it should give the impression that we
are taking a first step and making a genuine effort,

“Land reform: Land reform is no less important. If we do not act
urgently, grave political and economic problems will arise. From time
to time, suggestions have been made to improve the lot of the tenant
and of landless agricultural labour:

1. Declare all tenancies as non-resumable.

2. Give the tenants the right to mortgage their interest in land for
obtaining credit.

3. Place restrictions on sale of land by Scheduled Castes and
Scheduled Tribes and Backward Classes in favour of others.

4. Enforce ceiling on land holdings energetically.

5. Draw up programme for distribution of Government waste-land
and land held by panchayats.

6. Enact legislation to protect tenants and agricultural workers from
their house sites.

If these points are agreed to the following minimum programme is
indicated:

1. A tenant should not be liable for eviction as long as he pays his
rent regularly. Provision to this effect exists in tenancy laws of most
States, but the law is not enforced effectively. States should be asked to
set up special machinery for effective implementation of this measure
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Penalties should be suitably enhanced.

2. There should be a proper record of rights of tenants.

3. Land ceiling laws already implemented should be enforced.

4. Restrictions could be placed on purchase of land belonging to
Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes, but whether similar restriction
could also be placed on land belonging toBac kward Classes is doubtful.
The list of Backward Classes is pretty long in many States.

The suggestion that tenants should also be given the right to hypothe-
cate their interest in land to obtain credit for agricultural development
may meet with resistance. There would be no serious objection to it
being made available for short-term purposes, for example, seeds, fertil-
izers, etc., on the security of the crop. But in regard to long-term loans
for such purposes as sinking of wells, installation of pump-sets, etc., land-
holders may well insist on their consent being obtained.

But if we can at least make a beginning with regorous and effective
enforcement of the existing laws, we could have demonstrated our
earnestness and reduced some of the tensions in the countryside.

A review of agricultural wages is also called for in the light of
increased yields now obtaining. Minimum wages for agricultural labour
may have to be prescribed for each tract and enforced. This will enable
landless labourers to participate in the fruits of the Green Revolution.
These are just some stray thoughts rather hurriedly dictated.
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Text of Mr. V.V. Giri’s Statement of Fuly 13, 1969.

“The Congress Parliamentary Board has announced its decision on
the choice of its candidate for the Presidentship of India. While I have
respect for those who have decided against my nomination, I may be
permitted in all humility to disagree with their stand. I do not wish-
to question their motives but I sincerely feel that neither have they
done justice to the country nor have they been fair to the organisation
to which they belong.

“The highest office of the land must be one that is above party polit-
ics. While the majority party has every right to choose its nominee, in
a democracy care should be taken to see that the candidate so selected
enjoys, as far as possible, the confidence of other groups also. I am
deeply pained by the recent events that have tended to lower the dignity
and moral authority of this august office. ‘

“The framers of the Constitution have devised the supreme pivotal
organ of the Head of the State as a symbol of the unity of the nation,
and it is, therefore, necessary that the office of the President should be
kept scrupulously above party considerations. National solidarity and
the very future of democracy in our country should not be allowed to
be jeopardised by factional politics. I can only say that the Congress Parlia-
mentary Board has failed to give a correct lead to the country, especially
at a time when they should have risen above partisan approach.

“In my long public career extending over half a century, I never
sought any office. I looked upon the various positions thatI was privi-
leged to hold in the national life as opportunities for service. Whenever
I found that my continuance in office went against the call of my
conscience, I had not hesitated even for a moment to renounce the
same. I have always considered the dictates of my conscience and the
duty to the nation as supreme and it is this that has impelied me to
decide to stand for election for the Presidentship.

“] do not say that I should have been chosen because I was elected
Vice-President by a majority of votes of both Congress and non-Con-
gress parties two years ago. Some well-meaning sections believe that -
if other things are equal, the Vice-President by convention should
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become the President automatically when a vacancy arises. While one

cannot ignore this view, I do not consider this of primary importance. I
would only say that the candidate selected for the highest office should
possess character, integrity, patriotism, experience, record of service
and sacrifice. I feel in all modesty I could claim to have these attributes
in some measure. .

“It has been my privilege to have been associated with Gandhiji
from 1913 when he was leading the final struggle to protect the legit-
imate interests of Indian settlers in South Africa. I had the fortune of
participating, as a young student at Dublin, in the freedom movement
of Ireland and this led to my deportation from U.K. in 1916. In 1918,
I was one of the first batch of satyagrahis selected by Gandhiji to pro-
test against the obnoxious Rowlatt Act and to disobey the draconian
Press Laws. From that time, I have been an ardent follower of the
Father of the Nation in the very many campaigns he had to wage in
securing the freedom of our country and the economic emancipation
of the masses. My dedicated services to the cause of labour over five
decades of my public life is well known.

“Gandhiji taught us that a true satyagrahi will wage a moral struggle
against any injustice irrespective of consequences. It is in this spirit
that I have now decided to stand for election.

“Some doubts have been raised whether at this age of mine, I could
bear the burden of the office of the President of India. When I was
elected Vice-President two years ago I was chosen for a full term of
five years. It is rather curious that the question of age should have
been raised now. I have been fortunate enough to enjoy good health
all along and even now I continue to do so.

“The country to-day faces many issues of grave and difficult nature.
The need of the hour is national integration and unity among all sec-
tions to fight divisive forces. The nation can progress only through the
whole-hearted co-operation of everyone as that alone will ensure the
raising of the standard of living of the common man and building the
India of our dreams. According to the supreme law of the land, it is the
duty of the President to preserve, protect and defend the Constitution
and the Jaw and devote himself to the service and well-being of the
people. It shall be my endeavour, as it has always been, to the best of
my ability, to uphold in letter and spirit, the Constitution of India,”
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Text of Mrs. Indira Gandhi’s letter to Mr. Morarji Desai dated
Fuly 16, 1969

“For long we have been debating the question of Government’s basic
economic policies and the broad direction which it is necessary to give
to the process of socio-economic changes, so that even the poorest
sections of our people have a real feeling of hope that they can fulfill
some of their aspirations, at least for their children within the frame-
work of our democracy.

“The matter came up prominently for consideration at the last meeting
of the AICC in Bangalore. It was heartening to see that our great party
approved and adopted a note in which I had set down my own think-
ing on this subject.

*“The party has now squarely put the responsibility on the Government
for the early and effective implementation of the policy decision taken
at Bangalore. As a disciplined soldier of the party you lent support to
the resolution which was adopted. Even though I know that, in regard
to some of the basic issues that arise, you entertain strong reservations
and have your own views about the direction as well as the pace of
change, you have expressed your views clearly in the Working Comm-
ittee and previously on other occasions. I have given deep thought to
this matter and feel that in all fairness, I should not burden you with
this responsibility in your capacity as Finance Minister, but should take
it directly upon myself.

“May I say that your continued assistance and association with
Government as Deputy Prime Minister will be needed and greatly
valued. Detailed arrangements could be discussed later.

“I am advising the President accordingly.”

APPENDIX III-B
Text of Mr. Morarji Desai’s letter to Mrs. Indira Gandhi dated Fuly 16, 1969.

“I received your letter dated today at 12-45 p.m. If I understand it
rightly you seem to have come to the conclusion that although the
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resolution on economic policy was adopted unanimously at Bangalore
and was indeed moved by me, you cannot count on my support in
Government on ‘some of the basic issues that arise’ or on the direction
as well as the pace of some of the changes involved.

“I should have thought that ‘in all fairness’—to use your own ex~
pression—you should have given your colleagues in the Cabinet an
opportunity to know what concretely you wish to be done and to invite
their reactions before deciding on whether you should change the
sphere of responsibility of any of them.

“At any rate, as far as I am concerned, considering my record of
service and loyalty to the Congress Party and the Government I regard
it as a matter of ordinary courtesy that you should have discussed your
precise misgivings with me before taking the decision that you say you
have taken.

“You know me enough to know that my sense of loyalty to the party
does not permit me to put my views above the views of the majority
where Government decisions are involved and that if I cannot endorse
a certain course of action I would not myself want to remain respons-
ible for its implementation. But as it is, there is bound to be speculation
whether your decision stems from misgivings about the implementation
of the Bangalore resolution on economic policy or something else.

“Nor is it clear to me what my responsibilities as Deputy Prime
Minister or as a member of the Cabinet are supposed to be if I am to
be relived of responsibility of implementing the resolution on economic
policy ‘in my capacity as Finance Minister’. You have said that you
are advising the President accordingly; but I am left in the dark about
what precisely you have advised the President.

Under the circumstances,” you will appreciate that without some
further clarification from you, I cannot react finally to your letter. In
the meanwhile I am naturally considering all possible eventualitics.

“P.S. After writing the above, I find from PTI news at 2-44 p.m. that
you have already taken the formal step to relieve me of the Finance
portfolio. In view of this, I cannot see any point in my continuing as a
member of your Cabinet.

APPENDIX III-C
Text of Mrs. Indira Gandhi’s letter to Mr, Morarji Desai dated Fuly 16, 1969,

“Thank you for your letter of today’s date.
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“J am afraid youhave completely misunderstood me, I did not suggest
anywhere in my letter that I made the change of portfolio because of
any ‘misgivings’ concerning your ‘loyalty’ either to me or the party.
In fact, as I myself stated in my previous letter of today, I knew that as
a disciplined soldier of the party, and if I may add, as one of its leading
members, you would lend your support to the resolution which was
adopted. : '

“What I said was that having regard to the reservations which you
had expressed from time to time in regard to certain aspects of the basic
policy questions, I would be saddling you with an unfair burden by
requiring you to take the primary and direct charge of their imple-
mentation and further that since it was my own note which came to
be the basis of the AICC resolution, in all fairness, I should take direct
and full responsibility in the matter upon myself.

“I am distressed that you should think of resigning from the Council
of Ministers., I sincerely feel that your valuable advice and help is
needed not only in the party but in Government. I do hope, therefore,
that you will seriously reconsider your decision and agree to continue
in Government as Deputy Prime Minister. As I mentioned in my pre-
vious letter, we could discuss later the detailed arrangements to be
made as a consequence of my taking over the Finance portfolio.

“In the postscript to your letter you express surprise at the announce-
ment made by the President’s Secretariat a couple of hours after I wrote
to you. I had clearly stated in my previous letter that I was advising
the President to give effect to the arrangements I had proposed.”

APPENDIX III-D

Text of Mr. Morarji Desai’s letter to Mrs. Indira Gandhi dated
Fuly 17, 1969.

“I thank you for your letter No. 675-PMO/69 dated July 16, 1969, in
which you have asked me to reconsider my decision. I gave several
thoughtful hours to this and it has taken me some time to formulate
my thoughts before I give you my considered reply. There hasthus been
some delay and I regret it very much.

“While T am glad you do not doubt my loyalty to the party or to its
leader. I am unable to understand the basis on which you have asked
me to reconsider. my decision to quit Government because your second
letter under reply does not say more than what you have stated in your
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first. I am, however, pained to see that you doubt my enthusiasm
with regard to the implementation of cconomic programme adopted
by the party at Bangalore. I may have expressed different views on
a given issue during discussions before a decision was taken on it but
once the party or the Cabinet took a decision, I have not only stood
by it and defended it whole-heartedly, but when I was called upon to
implement it, T have done it without the slightest reservation. This is
how I have always functioned in the party and the Government because
I believe this is the essence of the functioning of party system in a par-
liamentary democracy in which every member need not hold the same
view on details of a programme but it is open to every member to exer-
cise his right to express his views within the party or within the Cabinet
until a decision is taken.

“It is obvious from your letter and from what I hear from certain
quarters close to you that you feel that T have not implemented certain
decisions with enthusiasm because of my reservations on those issues. I
wish you were a little more explicit and spelt out what you have in mind.

“In your note on cconomic programme read out at the meeting of the
Working Committee in Bangalore and later on incorporated in the reso-
lution on the economic policy of the party, you did not suggest outright
nationalization straightway. These are your words ‘cither we can consi-
der the nationalization of the top five or six banks or issue directions that
the resources of banks should be reserved to a larger extent for public
purposes.” 1 accepted this under the circumstances as suggested by
Shri Chavan in the Working Committee and moved the resolution with-
out reservations. I made it clear in my reply that I have always
accepted decisions of the Congress without any reservations. In these
circumstances, you were less than fair to me in relieving me of the
Finance portfolio with the argument that you did not want to cast on
me an unfair burden of implementation of the economic programme of
the party. I fail to understand the rationale behind your decision for
it gives me an impression that there is something more to it than meets
the eye. Guptaji met me this afternoon and told me about his talk with
you with regard to me. I was amazed and shocked to hear from him
that you told him that I was organizing a party (obviously with a view
to oust you from leadership). In one breath you have recognized my
loyalty to the party and its leader, in another you gave Guptaji to
understand that I was conspiring against you. You know it as well as
anybody else that groupism and conspiracy are not in my grain. Guptaji
told: you' this too.
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. “May I ask whether it was fair that you should have taken'a uni-
lateral decision and issued a notification with President’s consent with-
out even the courtesy of having had a word with me? Since you recognise
me as a disciplined soldier and one of the leaders of the Congress,
could not a better consideration have been shown to me? Why was I
not called for a discussion before the decision was taken? That would
have given me an opportunity to understand what exactly you had in
your mind. :

“You have always attached highest importance to self respect in
life. I would, therefore, like to know from you as to what a self-respect-
ing person should do in these circumstances; or, if I may ask, what you
would do in my place under similar circumstances.”

APPENDIX III-E

Text of Mrs. Indira Gandhi’s letter to Mr. Morarji Desai dated
July 19, 1969.

“I received your letter of July 17 the same day. I was distressed that
you should have decided to insist on resigning from Government in
spite of my urging you to reconsider your decision. Although your letter
came the day before yesterday, I could not reply earlier because the
thought. of accepting your resignation was distasteful to me and I had
naturally to give much anxious thought to the matter before I could
reply to you. ’

“Since you wrote to me, we have met and have had a detailed
exchange of views in the course of which we talked about many of the
points which you have raised. I need not, therefore, deal with all of
them in this letter.

“As I tried to explain to you personally as well as in my previous
letters, and as I explained also to our other colleagues, there was no
question of casting doubts upon your sense of loyalty or discipline. The
question involved was not that at all. The question was twofold.

“First, I felt that in view of your own reservations on certain aspect of
the economic’ policies which we have discussed from time to time~—(and
if T may say so, it is characteristic of you to refer to them yourself )}—I
would be casting an unfair burden on you if I were to require you to
take the primary charge of implementing the decisions that might be -
required. And secondly, sirice the subject matter of the Bangalore res-
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olution was the note which I had submitted to the party it was even
otherwise only fair that I should take this responsibility upon myself.

“It is in these circumstances that I decided to take over the Finance
portfolio. Thus only a change of portfolio was involved. You have been
one of the consistent and leading defenders of our parliamentary system
and I know that you uphold all well-accepted conventions in these
matters. When I came to decide upon the change of portfolio, I first
wrote to you explaining the decision and I also informed you that I was
advising the President accordingly. It was only thereafter, that I wrote
to the President.

“I had not thought at all in terms of your dissociation from Govern-
ment. In fact, I said in the same letter that your presence in Govern-
ment would be nceded and valued and suggested that we discuss
detailed arrangements later. But before I could do so, I received your
first letter.

“However, I am genuinely sorry that I have failed to persuade you to
stay on in Government. I have had the privilege of knowing you for many
years. You have been in the forefront of our national political scenes
Indeed, you are among the few stalwarts of the party belonging to the
previous generation. I can assure you that it will be a wrench to part
with you in the Cabinet. I have always valued your advice and shall
continue to do so. Since you have reiterated your desire to be relieved
of your charge in spite of all I have tried to explain, I am left with no
option but to comply with your wishes. I am accordingly advising the
President, with the utmost regret, to accept your resignation.

“I need hardly express the sincere hope that although you will no
longer be available to us in the Cabinet, I shall continue to have the
benefit of your advice and wise counsel in the party.”

APPENDIX III-F

. Text of Mr. Morarji Desai’s letter to Mrs. Indira Gandhi dated
Fuly 19, 1969.

T thank you for your letter of July 19 which I received this afternoon.
" “When I met you yesterday we talked at length in an effort to
understand the basis of yGur extraordinary decision to relieve me of the
Finance portfolio; I asked you to cite on€ instance where I have not
implemented decisions. based. .on accepted policy of the party and
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Government. You did not cite even one such instance. How can you
then say that my reservations have stood or are likely to stand in the
way of implementation of such decisions? I do claim that I owe it to
you and to Government that I should express my views on a given sub-
ject before any decision is taken affecting the vital interests of the coun-
try. If I have done so before decisions are taken I have never done that
after. However you-have not chosen to substantiate your imputations.

“You have stated that you would like to take the primary responsibil-
ity of implementation of the resolution on economic policy passed by
the AICC at Bangalore because it was based on your note. We have
adopted many resolutions on the basis of many notes submitted by
individual members of the Working Committee but no one has claimed
that a particular resolution was his or her individual resolution. I there-
fore fail to understand when you talk in terms of your note and your
resolution as if it disentitles everybody else from assisting in the imple-
mentation of it.

“You will recollect what you told Guptaji before he met me and
conveyed it to me. I asked you about this new political dimension that
you have introduced and you protested that what you told Guptaji was
not with reference to me but that it applied to others. May I say that I
have asked Guptaji again and he emphatically maintains that your
statement was with reference to me?

“You have now tried to say that your decision amounts to a change
of the portfolio. I don’t see the change. For there was no offer of an
alternative portfolio which I could consider. Was it really wrong for me
to interpret from the manner and substance of your action that you
wanted me to resign?

“I thought there was little purpose in our meeting yesterday in view
of your efforts to defend your extraordinary decision and also from what
our colleagues conveyed to me. But I agreed to meet you because our
colleagues desired that I should andalso because I owed it to meet you
as P.M. when you asked me as I had not ceased to be Dy. P.M. at that
time.

“I must say that I felt so touched when you expressed some feelings
for me and considered me to be one of the few stalwarts of the last
generation and that you value my services to the party and the Govern-
ment. I am grateful for your feelings. But don’t you think this expres-
sion of feelings is inconsistent with the wrong that you have done to
me in a summary manner? Therefore I have had no choice but to ask
you to relieve me. Need I however assure you that I shall continue in
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future as I have always done in the past, to serve the country though
Congress and be available to the leader for such advice or assistance as
I may be called upon to render.

“] have refrained from making any statement so far on this issue. I |
have been asked that I should release this correspondence so that people
may know all that led to this extraordinary decision. I hope you have
no objection to the release of this correspondence. Unless I hear from
you to the contrary by tomorrow afternoon I shall release it to the
Press. I propose to make a statement in the Lok Sabha and am writing
separately to the Speaker to allow me to make this statement.”
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Text of Messrs Jagjivan -Ram and Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad’s letter to
Mr. 8. Nijalingappa dated August 11, 1969,

“As loyal and devoted Congressmen, we deem it our duty to let you
know that considerable confusion exists in the minds of numerous
members of our Parliamentary Party regarding the talks that you had
on your own initiative, with some of the leaders of the Jana Sangh and
Swatantra Party. 5

“It is claimed that as a direct result of your talks, the Jana Sangh

executive has decided to extend support to Shri Sanjiva Reddy. What is
agitating the minds of the members of our party is the basis on which
you could possibly have had these talks. All kinds of ugly rumours are
afloat and the situation has worsened because those whom you have
approached and their respective parties have openly demanded the re-
moval of the Prime Minister.
. ““It is difficult to appreciate the desirability, or indeed the necessity,
of these talks by you on a personal level with parties who themselves
have an official candidate in the forthcoming Presidential election.
Moreover, these parties are wholly opposed to the accepted ideology
and policies of the Congress and particularly the nationalisation of
banks which they have challenged before the Supreme Court.

“We fear that unless the whole position is fully clarified, and the
basis of your talks and their readiness to support Shri Sanjiva Reddy is
satisfactorily disclosed, it may have grave repercussions in the Presiden-
tial election.”

)}
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Text of Mr. S. Nijalingappa’s letter to Messrs Jagjivan Ram and
Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad dated August 12, 1969.

“I am surprised at the contents of your letter. You met me only yes-
terday afternoon and on that occasion you never raised the points made
in your letter. I do not know how these points have suddenly cropped
up.

“Shri N. Sanjiva Reddy is our candidate. Each of us has to work for
his success. As in all elections, we have to approach everyone in the
electorate—in this case, composed of Members of Parliament and Mem-
bers of State Legislatures. As per our usual practice, I have " been
approaching every party for its support and requesting every voter for
his vote. This was done in the past by all of us, including the Prime
Minister, even when the Opposition had its own candidate in the field.
Not to make such an effort would be dereliction of duty. Incidentally all
my-colleagues in the Parliamentary Board, at its meeting on August 1,
had advised me to approach various parties for support.
~ “All the Opposition parties have often moved motion of no-confidence
in our Government. That has not prevented us from seeking their
support on national issues.

“I am surprised at certain sentiments in your letter:

‘What is agitating the minds of the members of our party is the
basis on which you could possibly have had these talks. All kinds of
ﬁgly rumours are afloat and the situation has worsened because those
whom you have approached and their respective parties have openly de-
manded removal of the Prime Minister.’ I fail to understand the mean-
ing or relevance of these words.

“On two successive occasions, the Prime Minister was elected the
Leader of the Congress Party with our support and goodwill. How then
can anyone entertain any doubts about mutual faith in the Congress?
What do you mean when you say that I am carrying the talks at a per-
sonal level ? Are not such talks carried on by you every day with the
Opposition leaders for work of the Government and work in the Parlia-
ment ? Because the Communist Party issues certain circulars of support
to some Congress leaders, should I start doubting the loyalty of these

2
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leaders to our organisation ? I am not accustomed to function on such
a level.

“You are among our senior leaders and distinguished colleagues of
the Prime Minister and me who have jointly to carry the onerous bur-
den of this country and our party. May I, therefore, request you not to
permit baseless confusion to spread, and devote our combined energies
for the success of Mr. Sanjiva Reddy.” ’
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Text of Messrs Jagjivan Ram and Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad’s letter to
Mr. S. Nijalingappa dated August 13, 1969.

“Thank you for your letter dated August 12. We regret that your re-
ply leaves all the important questions raised by us unanswered. We
have not been told as to how or why you had approached the leaders
of the Jana Sangh and the Swatantra Party when these parties:

(i) Had set up their own candidate against Mr. Sanjiva Red dy;

(i) Had openly demanded the removal of the Prime Minister;

(iii) Had openly characterised the Prime Minister as a person having
Communist leanings;

(iv) Had openly opposed our socialist policics including the national-
isation of banks; and

(v) Had written to the President to withhold consent to the Bank

Nationalisation Bill thus seeking to propound a new and extra-
ordinary theory of the powers of the President in respect of a
Bill duly passed by Parliament.

“You have also not enlightened us as to why or on what basis after
your talks with these two parties they had decided to support Shri Reddy.

“Under these circumstances how was it wrong on our part to in-
form you as loyal and devoted Congressmen that it was necessary for
you to satisfactorily clarify these points to prevent grave repercussions
on the forthcoming Presidential election?

“Itis clear, however, from the tenor of your letter that you have
avoided dealing with or clarifying these vital matters. It has, therefore,
become difficult for us to convince our Members in Parliament and the
State Legislatures that it is not a matter of conscience for them as to
how they should vote in the coming Presidential election. The basis on
which Shri Reddy was nominated and the Prime Minister filed his no-
mination has now completely disappeared in view of the above points
which unfortunately still remain unanswered.

“Many of us are now convinced, more than ever, that the future of
our socialist policies and our secular democracy as well as all other
cherished ideals of the Congress are in grave jeopardy and only the ex-
ercise of the right of free vote in the coming Presidential election can

avert this danger.

”
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Text of Mrs. Indira Gandhi’s leiter to Mr. Nijalingappa dated
August 13, 1969,

«] received your letters of August 9 and 12, 1969.

«J am sure you are aware of the feelings of criticism,among members
of State Legislatures regarding the steps to be taken to make electoral
arrangements with the Jana Sangh and Swatantra parties in the forth-
coming Presidential election.

“A very large number of members have expressed the view that
after-these arrangements, the basis on which the party had agreed to
the nomination of Shri Sanjiva Reddy has unfortunately disappeared.

I had decided to stand by the decision of the Parliamentary Board
and had sponsored the nomination of Shri Sanjiva Reddy. Subsequent
developments have, however, rekindled doubts in the minds of many
which compelled two of our valued colleagues, members of Parlia-
mentary Board and the Working Committee and Ministers of the Union
Cabinet, Shri Jagjivan Ram, and Shri Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad to write
to you regarding the manner in which the campaign is being carried
on and arrangements are being made.

“Qurs is a party forged in struggle. And yet, we were always guided
by our ideals even in the face of overwhelming odds.

“Dedication to certain cherished values has been the mainstay of our
organisation. Indeed, when some other political parties indulged in
unprincipled adjustments, we in the Congress stood firm. It is, there-
fore, a matter of deep anguish to me that our colleagues and leading
members should have been convinced that attempts are now being
made at the highest level in the party to compromise with political
parties totally opposed to our principles and accepted programmes.

“The eagerness with which parties like the Jana Sangh and the
Swatantra have announced their support to Mr. Sanjiva Reddy, des-
pite their own official candidate, lends credence to this conviction.

“Elections are a medium to fight for our values and voting is a
process of association with these values. I cannot think of winning
elections by clouding principles. I do not therefore think that in these
circumstances and for constitutional reasons, it would be right for me
to have a whip issued”.
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Text of Mrs. Indira Gandhi’s letter to Mr. Nijalingappa dated
August 13, 1969.

«] received your letters of August 9 and 12, 1969.

«] am sure you are aware of the feelings of criticism among members
of State Legislatures regarding the steps to be taken to make electoral
arrangements with the Jana Sangh and Swatantra parties in the forth-
coming Presidential election.

“A very large number of members have expressed the view that
after-these arrangements, the basis on which the party had agreed to
the nomination of Shri Sanjiva Reddy has unfortunately disappeared.

I had decided to stand by the decision of the Parliamentary Board
and had sponsored the nomination of Shri Sanjiva Reddy. Subsequent
developments have, however, rekindled doubts in the minds of many
which compelled two of our valued colleagues, members of Parlia-
mentary Board and the Working Committee and Ministers of the Union
Cabinet, Shri Jagjivan Ram, and Shri Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad to write
to you regarding the manner in which the campaign is being carried
on and arrangements are being made.

“Qurs is a party forged in struggle. And yet, we were always guided
by our ideals even in the face of overwhelming odds.

“Dedication to certain cherished values has been the mainstay of our
organisation. Indeed, when some other political parties indulged in
unprincipled adjustments, we in the Congress stood firm. It is, there-
fore, a matter of deep anguish to me that our colleagues and leading
members should have been convinced that attempts are now being
made at the highest level in the party to compromise with political
parties totally opposed to our principles and accepted programmes.

“The eagerness with which parties like the Jana Sangh and the
Swatantra have announced their support to Mr. Sanjiva Reddy, des-
pite their own official candidate, lends credence to this conviction.

“Elections are a medium to fight for our values and voting is a
process of association with these values. I cannot think of winning
elections by clouding principles. I do not therefore think that in these
circumstances and for constitutional reasons, it would be right for me
to have a whip issued”. '
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Text of My, Nijalingabpa’s Letter to 2Myz. Indira Gandhi dated
Auguzt 13, 1963.

““Tpank you for your letter of the 12ith instant. 1 am distresszd to
rezd your letter, You have volced your cbjection zgainst ‘the roanmer
in which the carapzign is being carried on and zrrangements being
made’.

“Farlier your refusal to izsue an appeal on behalf of Shri Sanjiva
Reddy was in deference to 2 judgement of the Sugreme Court. Now
zuddenly other objections are brought up.

“If you had any doubts zbout the campaizgn or about arrangements
with other partiez, or even over contarts withzome parties, why did
you not contact ree earlier. I was always at your dizposal, for 2 1meeting.
Bfter 211, Shri Sanjiva Reddy is not just mny candidate but the candidate
of 21l of us.

*“May 1 enquire what i3 wrong with the camraizn and what arrange-
ments are being made? If you felt that the party principles were being
comprornized, surely you could have talked to me earlier.

“1 have wught the support of all the woters for our candidate. It is
mizchievous to taly zbout arrangements with the Jana Sangh and
Swztanira parties. You very well know that there are and there can be
no arrangements with them beyond ceeking their as 2ll other voters
support for our candidate. 1 feel deeply pained becauze deliberately
and wantonly an atmozphere of suspicion and doubt has been created,
a great deal of smoke has been generated without 2 speck of fire any-
vhere. Governmental power, histofy warns us, has this 2bility when
the rulers chooze to ezercize it.

“You refer to the strong feelings among Congressmen particularly
maerabers of Parliament. 1 have known of MMinisters being mobiliced
and they are zoing round the members to enlist their support in terms
of indignation they never knew before.

“Jt is surprising thzt without any conzultations with me you should
level the charge that ‘attemnpts are now being made and at the highest
level in the party to compromise with political perties towlly opposed
to our principles and accepted programmes.” You have referred here

%
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to attempts being made at the highest level in the party, that is obvi-
ously by me. May I categorically repudiate the allegation? It is unworthy
of those who make it, it is unworthy of me to comment upon. Apart
from my responsibility as the President of the Congress, my record as a
public man would nail the lie to the counter.

“Now that you know of my categorical repudiation of baseless doubts
and fanciful fears, may I appeal to you to help me in dispersing the
miasma of misunderstanding and in assuring Shri Sanjiva Reddy’s elec-
tion. I once again request you to issue a whip to our members in
Parliament”’.



APPENDIX X

Text of Mr. Nijalingappa’s letter to Messrs Jagjivan Ram and
Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad dated August 13, 1969.

“Thank you for your letter of the 12th instant. You must have
received the brief reply that I sent to you earlier in the day. In your
letter you write, ‘many of us are now convinced, more than ever, that
the future of our socialist policies and our secular democracy as well
as all other cherished ideals of the Congress are in grave jeopardy and
only the exercise of the right of free vote in the coming Presidential
election can avert this danger’.

“Does this mean that the defeat of the Congress candidate in the
Presidential election, in your opinion, is the one way to save the ideals
of the Congress? How does Shri Sanjiva Reddy’s defeat help to dispel
the threats you entertain?

“The ideals of the Congress have been evolved by millions of
Congressmen inspired by a galaxy of leaders and only determined
indiscipline can put them in jeopardy. As late as the Bangalore session
of the AICC that supreme body in the organisation approved a prog-
ramme of economic and social transformation. How have threats to
these ideals suddenly emerged?

I have already told you that it was my duty, and I had been asked,
to approach every voter in the President’s election for his support.
Accordingly, I have met or written to leaders as well as members of
every party in Parliament and State legislatures, Precisely the same
thing was done by the Prime Minister at the time of election of
Dr. Zakir Husain. Shri Kamaraj, the then Congress President, had
approached the voters. If I have had to exert more than Shri Kamaraj
had to, it is because from the beginning the Prime Minister, guided,
mistakenly in my opinion, by a judgement of the Supreme Court has
kept aloof from her share of efforts.

“What the Jana Sangh and the Swatantra Party stand for is nothing
new to us. We are equally aware of what other Opposition parties
stand and work for. But so long as the parties are legally functioning
and are represented in the legislatures, it becomes necessary to seek
their co-operation in elections that involve members of legislatures, It
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was but natural that the Prime Minister had recently to hold dis-
cussions with these two very parties before bringing up her proposal
for the Vice-Presidentship.

“You.also mention in your letter ‘the basis on which Shri Reddy
was nominated and the Prime Minister filed his nomination has now
completely disappeared’. Is this the way one can function in public
life> Can other decisions, collectively arrived at, unilaterally disappear
in this manner? Do you realise the consequences of your strange thesis?
You claim to seek enlightenment from me, but I am unable even to
understand what precisely you have in mind.

“You write, ‘you have also not enlightened us as to why or on what
basis after your talks with these two parties they had decided to support
Shri Reddy’. Surely, there is no mystery about this. I pressed for the
claims of our candidate and the positions taken up by two parties are
not unknown to you. Is there a suggestion of any political collusion
between me and these parties? Are discussions to descend to this un-
worthy level? I at least am accustomed to exchange innuendoes.
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Text of Mrs. Indira Gandhi’s letter to Mr. Nijalingappa dated
August 15, 1969,

“I am sorry that your letter of August 13 has not dealt with the points
which I had raised in my last letter, nor have the misgivings been re-
moved from the minds of a large number of Congressmen regarding
the discussions you have had with some political parties, like the Jana
Sangh and the Swatantra, which are totally opposed to the accepted
policies of the Congress.

“You will recollect that since the vacancy for the office of President
arose, I had been of the view that a person who was respected by and
broadly acceptable to all political parties should be chosen to fill this
high office. It was with this end in view that I had approached the
leaders of various political parties to ascertain their opinion without
projecting any particular person myself and to see if there could bea
general agreement on any name which would also be acceptable to us.

“You are also aware that the Congress Party has generally attempted
to take decisions by evolving a consensus rather than by forcing decisions
by vote. That is how we have been able to keep the different sections
of the party together and to forge a common bond. This has been our
strength.

“Unfortunately, this procedure was abandoned in Bangalore. A deci-
sion was forced upon us in the Parliamentary Board by sudden recourse
to voting on a matter of such vital importance. This tragic departure
was bound to bring difficulties in its wake. I had my apprehensions. I
tried to caution you and other friends. There was nothing personal
about it. It was a matter of our future functioning, consistent with our
party traditions. Obviously, I did not succeed in persuading you, and
my worst fears are coming true. Although we have a clear majority,
you have sought support from other political parties—even those dia-
metrically opposed to all our ideals and programmes.

“You have not denied this and have received their enthusiastic sup-
port. Many colleagues and I have been asking you for the basis on
which you have sought and received this support. It is difficult for any-
one to believe that these parties, formed in opposition to the basic
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principles of the Congress Party, would have extended their support to
us for the sake of our policies. This fundamental question remains
unanswered.

“Instead of dispelling this doubt and enlightening us about your
talks with the leaders of the other parties and any understandings
which you might have reached with them to get their support, you
have sought to assure me that you were not going to topple my
Government but would allow me to continue as Prime Minister until
1972. I must record a strong protest at this attempt to inject power
politics into a discussion involving fundamental issues.

“I need no personal assurances, nor do I seek to retain my office at
all cost. But we should like to have answers to the basic questions
which have been posed.

“It is in these circumstances that a large number of our members of
Parliament and of State Legislatures are asking for the right of free
vote. These are our colleagues, members of the party, whose record of
service, loyalty and adherence to the principles of the party cannot be
questioned. As a democratic party, the Congress can ill-afford to
ignore this. Any attempt to isolate this demand from the context in
which it has been made, can lead to a serious division in the party. We
must now get back to our tried methods of functioning. Giving the
option to the members in the extraordinary situation to act, according
- to the dictates of their conscience, would rejuvenate the party, restore
confidence and strengthen unity.

“For some years now, we have been highlighting our differences by
airing them in public. Some members—even those highly placed in
the party—have been making statementsin the open against the accept-
ed policies and programmes of the party. This has gone on unchecked. I
certainly beligve in unity, but my efforts have not been reciprocated
by all. Let us now attempt to clear the air. The Congress cannot be
merely a2 machinery for winning the election of candidates chosen by
a small group, and by making alliances divorced from policies. It has
to be a live political organisation of the masses, pulsating with activity
at every level. This can be brought about only by our adherence to the
ideals and programmes of the party.”
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Text of Mr. Nijalingappa’s letter to Mrs. Indira Gandhi
dated August 16, 1969,

“Thank you for your letter of August 15 delivered to me near mid-
night.

“Your letter compels me to set the record straight. On the last
occasion, when Dr. Zakir Husain was selected as the Congress candi-
date for the Presidentship, the Parliamentary Board has ascertained its
opinion in the same manner as on this occasion. Shri Sanjiva Reddy as
Speaker had evoked universal approbation and goodwill. I cannot think
of another person enjoying general respect and acceptance in a larger
measure than Shri Sanjiva Reddy. It is significant that at the very meet-
ing that finalised Shri Sanjiva Reddy’s candidature you had threatened
us with serious consequences. The sequence of events is merely the
unfolding of that threat.

“On August 1, the Parliamentary Board agreed that I might contact
all parties and voters and seek their support for our candidate. At the
meeting of the Congress Parliamentary Party held on August 5, I had
reported about my talks with the Opposition parties. Your comment
then had been that ‘All that needed to be said on the subject has been
said by the President’. You had also said the matter of Presidential
candidate had been closed at Bangalore.

“It is tiresome to answer the same points again and again. Let me
repeat once for ever that there is no, and can be no, understanding
with the Jana Sangh or the Swatantra Party for seeking their support
for our candidate.

“Your demand for a free vote is in fact a demand for the right to
vote for Shri V.V. Giri—a candidate nominated by the Communists
and communalists. History does not record of an instance where a
Prime Minister, after proposing her party’s candidate, not only works
against him, but proclaims her support for the candidate of the Oppos-
ition. If the tragic effect was not staring-us, I would have thought of it
to be a tale from Alice in Wonderland.

I have sought to inform and enlighten all concerned about my talks
with the leaders of other parties and the limited understanding for
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support to our candidate sought by me. Leaders of some of the Oppos-
ition parties have endorsed my statements. I had to refer to your
continuance as Prime Minister till 1972, not because I wanted to inject
power politics,but because you had repeatedly hinted that there were
efforts afoot to- topple you and that your senior colleagues were cons-
piring against you.

T regret that the nostrum of rejuvenation of the Congress that you
offer—of letting our members vote according to each one’s conscience,
which in effect means that with the full pressure of your power and
influence, they vote for Shri Giri—is wholly unacceptable to me.

“I have no doubt that our colleagues all over the country, who have
given their all to build this great organisation, will not accept this tonic
of rejuvenation.

“It hurts me that you should have deemed it proper deliberately to
spread confusion and misunderstanding, impugn my conduct without
any basis whatsoever and put serious obstacles in the path of our
candidate.

“Your long letter full of characteristic statements, calculated to mis-
lead the members, has been sent to me at midnight, only a few hours
before the poll.

“I once again invite you to pause and ponder on the perilous course
you are following.”
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Text of the letter written by Mrs. Indira Gandhi and five Working
Committee Members to Mr. Nijalingappa dated October 9, 1969,

“On August 25, the Working Committee after reviewing the political
situation passed a resolution calling upon all Congressmen to create an
atmosphere of unity in the organisation. There have been complaints
that the resolution was not being observed in its letter and spirit by
many important Congress leaders.

“The President’s arbitrary order removing Shri C. Subramaniam from
the Working Committee and Shri Kamalapati Tripathi, Shri Kakani
Venkataratnam and some others from various offices in the organisation
on the basis of some resolutions passed two decades ago will aggravate
the situation making the implementation of the Unity Resolution more
difficult. The Parliamentary Board met on the 7th and these matters
could have been mentioned there or could have beenkept pending con-
sideration by the Working Committee which has been convened to meet
later this month.

“The action of the President is bound to have serious political
repercussions and should, therefore, be considered by the Working
Committee at an early date,

“We, therefore, request the Working Committee which has been
convened to meet on the 30th may be called to meet around the 15th.
In the meanwhile, orders issued by the President should be kept in
abeyance.

“We feel it is necessary also to have an early All-India Congress
Committee meeting to consider the entire political situation. The
President may kindly take steps to convene a meeting of the All-India
Congress Committee before November 15.”

APPENDIX XIII-B

Text of Mr. Nijalingappa’s letter to Mrs. Indira Gandhi and other Members
of the Congress Working Committee dated October 9, 1969.

“I am pained to receive the communication sent by you and five of
our colleagues of the Working Committee to day. You have stated that
I have arbitrarily ordered removal of Shri C. Subramaniam from the
Working Committee. I wish you had checked this matter with me be-
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fore coming to this conclusion and allowing it to be broadcast. I have
sent no communication to Shri Subramaniam. I have never been in the
habit of working arbitrarily. Such charges should not be loosely level-
led by responsible colleagues.

“You are not unaware of the Congress constitution which demands
that a member of the Working Committee is to be a member of the All-
India Congress Committee. In the case of Shri Subramaniam, he was
an ex-officio member of the All-India Congress Committee in view of
his being President of the Tamil Nadu Pradesh Congress Committee.
Now that he has ceased to be the President of the Tamil Nadu
Pradesh Congress Committee, the position needs to be gone into. I was
intending to write to Shri Subramaniam on this point. Not to have
written to him about it and (not to have) sought his consultation on
it would be arbitrary, ignoring and even violation of the .Congress
constitution. Does devotion to unity demand that the Congress consti-
tution should be ignored?

“From Andhra Pradesh I have received letters that the P.C.C.
President and the Secretary have joined the State Government but no:
arrangements have been made to elect their successors in accordance
with the resolution of the Working Committee.

“Shri Kamalapati Tripathi has resigned long back from the President-
ship of the Uttar Pradesh Congress Committee. A meeting of the Uttar
Pradesh Congress Committee to elect a fresh incumbent to the office was
called and adjourned. It was therefore necessary for me to remind the
P.C.C.s, in the usual course.

“It is surprising and painful to find you commenting that such
communications sent to the P.C.C.s, to quote your words ‘on the basis
of some resolutions passed two decades ago’, will aggravate the situa-
tion making implementation of the Unity Resolution more difficult.

I thought the resolutions of the Congress are binding on us until
they are either revised or rescinded, particularly the resolutions govern-
ing the procedure and functioning of the party.

“Is it your thesis that lapse of some time automatically erases decisions
taken? Will arbitrary functioning on my part to suit the wishes of any
party help implementation of unity? As no action has been taken by me
which need have caused the concern you have shown in your communi-
cation I presume that there is no need to alter the programme already
decided upon for the meeting of the Working Committee and for it to
decide the date of meeting of the All-India Congress Committee.

“What new developments you have in mind that necessitates urgent
consideration of entire political situation is not clear to me.”
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Text of Mrs. Indira Gandhi’s letter to Mr. M.S. Gurupadaswamy
dated October 14, 1969.

“After much thought and consideration, I have decided to request
you to let me have your resignation from the Council of Ministers.
This will enable me in due course to bring about certain changes
which are necessary for a more cohesive and purposive direction of
work of the Council of Ministers. Even though you will not for the time
being carry the burden of ministerial responsibility, it is my earnest
hope that you will devote your time, energies and considerable talent
in promoting the interests, programmes and policies of the Government
and of our party. In performance of this important task, you can always
count on my support and good wishes.

I would like to take this opportunity to express my appreciation for
your assistance.’

APPENDIX XIV-B

Text of Mr. M.S. Gurupadaswamy’s letter to Mrs. Indira Gandhi dated
October 15, 1969.

“Thank you for your letter of 14th instant., You have asked for my
resignation from the Council of Ministers.

“] am grateful to you for your kind words about me. I am happy to
know that you are proposing to make your Government cohesive and
purposeful. To the best of my knowledge I was never an obstacle in
achieving cohesiveness and purposefulness. You never even indicated
that.

“I was entrusted by you with a department that has intimate rela-
tions with the life of the rural people. I repeatedly sought your support
to make community development meaningful to the rural people. I had
also brought before you various schemes and projects to assist rural
youth, and to give a new momentum to the co-operative movement.
But I failed to evoke your interest and enlist your powerful support.
For the majority of the people in the villages the core of socialism,
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as they have understood it, lies in benefits drawn from community
development, panchayati raj and co-operation. And they have only, if
properly organised, the power to change economic and social structure.

“Your uniform lukewarmness towards my proposal for adequate
finances and for developing extensively rural works to provide employ-
ment to accelerate rural development made it impossible to achieve
the results we were capable to provide. My endeavours at purposive-
ness were often frustrated by loss of your interest. If belatedly it is
proposed to look into and look after the many schemes drawn up by
the department, my exit from it will appear worthwhile.

“Events alone will show whether ejecting socialists from the Govern-
ment is the best way to promote socialism.”
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Text of Mr. Nijalingappa’s lelter to Mrs. Indira Gandhi dated
October 28, 1969.

“I wrote to you on October 9 in answer to the letter that you and
five other colleagues wrote to me demanding an early meeting of the
Working Committee and the All-India Congress Committee to consider
my ‘arbitrary orders’ and the entire political situation. My immediate
concern in that letter was to tell you that I had passed no ‘arbitrary
orders’ for the removal of Shri Subramaniam or any one else and to
deny your charge that my arbitrary actions were ‘making the imple-
mentation of the Unity Resolution more difficult.’

“But I must confess that your letter of the 8th came to me asa
great shock. As has become usual with the letters that you and your
close associates write to me, the contents of this letter too appeared in
the Press before your letter reached me. I cannot readily recall another
occasion in the long history of the Indian National Congress when
members of the Working Committee wrote a letter of this kind to the
President of the Congress and accused him of acting against the
interests of the organisation. Nor can I recall other occasions on which
members of the Working Committee continued to be members of the
Working Committee and carried on a campaign of vilification against
the President and took the initiative in demanding an AICC session to
consider the actions of the President.

“In the past, even in the face of grave differences on policy, the
members of the Working Committee have preserved a spirit of camara-
derie and that is how the Working Committee earned the reputation of
being the High Command and endeared itself to the workers of the
organisation by setting an example of solidarity, loyalty and mutual
respect.

“The action that you and the other colleagues have taken is, there-
fore, a sad and unprecedented departure from the traditions of demo-
cratic fairplay and comradeship that have helped to preserve the unity
of the Congress. You have ignored the basic demands of courtesy and
justice and made grave allegations against me on the basis of hearsay
or suspicion without even caring to verify facts from me. Nor is this the
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_first occasion on which you have considered it unnecessary to extend
this elementary courtesy to the President of the Congress.

“You .will remember that even though I had repeatedly suggested
to you in May, June and early July that we should decide on the
Congress candidate for the Presidentship you replied that we should
postpone the decision since there was no hurry. And did not in fact
mention any name to me till two hours before we met in the Parlia-
mentary Board to decide on the candidate on July 12.

“You will recall that at the crucial hour of the recent Presidential
election, you and Shri Jagjivan Ram and Shri Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad
came out with a public allegation that I had entered into a secret
understanding with the Jana Sangh and the Swatantra Party. At that
time too, you did not even care to call me or talk to me to ascertain the
truth before mounting a campaign against me and using the story as a
ruse to sabotage the election of the Congress candidate. Shri Jagjivan
Ram and Shri Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad had met me earlier on the day
that they wrote to me making this allegation and yet they had men-
tioned nothing about it even when I appealed to them to work for the
Congress candidate.

“Subsequently, when the story that you circulated had already done
irreparable damage to the Congress and its candidate, and when you
were asked to prove your allegations in the Working Committee, you
admitted that you had no evidence and the story was untenable. And
yet, you did not express regret for the defeat of the Congress candidate
or the way in which you had encouraged and sanctified indiscipline on
the basis of a handy ‘untenable’ story. In fact, there were many reports
in the Press that you accepted congratulations on the victory of Shri Giri
and hailed Shri Giri’s victory as the victory of what you stood for.

“I must confess that I have found it difficult to understand all this in
terms of the accepted canons of conduct in a democratic party orin a
_parliamentary democracy. I have no doubt that the vast majority of
Congressmen and lovers of democracy in our country have been baffled
and distressed by your reluctance to accept the decision of the Parlia-
mentary Board; your wrath at being outvoted and your references to
the grave ‘consequences that will follow’; your peremptory dismissal
of Shri Morarji Desai which could only be understood as one of the
grave consequences that you foretold; your repeated refusal to issue a
whip to the members of the Congress Parliamentary Party or even
appeal to the electors in spite of the moral duty cast on you as leader
of the Congress Parliamentary Party and the repeated requests that I
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and the executive committee of the Parliamentary Party made to you;
your support to the allegations made by Shri Jagjivan Ram and
Shri Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad; your contention that the ‘‘untenable’ story
had ‘removed the basis’ of the candidature of the Congress nominee;
and your support to the demand for a ‘free vote’ or ‘conscience vote’
knowing fully well that this was to be a vote for a candidate of the
Communist Party and the Muslim League and that such indiscipline
would only lead to the defeat of the Congress candidate and the even-
tual disintegration of the party.

“You know very well that no political organisation can exist if it
permits or encourages attitudes and actions that undermine its integrity.
The policies and programmes of a democratic party are determined by
free and frank discussion and on the basis of the views expressed by
the majority. The constitution of the party provides for organs to deter-
mine policy and select candidates. Members of the party accept the
obligation to be loyal to the policies of the party and to vote and work

“for candidates chosen by the competent organs of the party.

“If any member or group of members denounces policies that have been
decided upon or refuses to vote for candidates who have been chosen
on the ground that they do not agree with the policy or approve of the
person the organisation loses its integrity and identity and its effective-
ness as an instrument for political action in a parliamentary democracy.

“It develops a split personality and loses the confidence of the people.
Voters cannot be sure of the policies of such an organisation. The
organisation itself cannot be sure that its policies will be implemented.
The organisation cannot be sure that its candidates will be elected. If
the party is tin Government, the Government cannot be sure of the
support of the members of the party. Such a Government will have to
work in perpetual uncertainty about its very existence.

“It is clear that parliamentary democracy cannot function if parties
‘get infected by such a virus. What makes parliamentary democracy
possible, reliable and effective is the discipline that binds the members
of a party and invests the party with an identity and definiteness. If
this discipline disappears, parties and the parliamentary democracy it-
self are bound to disintegrate.

“I had thought that this lesson had been learnt after the defeat of
‘the Congress candidate for presidentship. It is clear that unity can be
"maintained only on the basis of a disciplined acceptance of the deci-
sions of bodies competent to decide on policies and candidates. The
‘Unity Resolution had accepted this axiom and urged the need for unity,
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pointing out that both the parliamentary wing and the organisational
wing had their respective spheres of responsibility within which they
had to work for the common interests of the organisation. I have no
doubt in my mind that I have scrupulously adhered to the letter and
spirit of this resolution, cautioning that the past should not be a prece-
dent, exhorting for a discipline and unity, and asking for strict adher-
ence to policies, procedures and discipline in the organisational and
legislative wings.

“] was, therefore, surprised to receive your letter accusing me of
acting against the spirit of the Unity Resolution. It appears to me that
you have made this allegation forgetting how the need for the Unity
Resolution arose and how you and some of those who have signed the
letter have been speaking and functioning since the Bangalore session
of the AICC before and after the Unity Resolution.

“Your speeches and actions ever since the Bangalore session of the
AICC have made me wonder what your attitude to the organisation
or the party is. In your speeches you often refer to the special respons-
ibilities of the Prime Minister. No one denies these. But in a democracy
the Prime Minister is not a ‘Swayambhu’. It cannot be forgotten that
the Prime Minister is the elected leader of the Parliamentary Party
which consists of persons who in turn have been elected as the party’s
nominees.

“It is the party’s manifesto that is placed before the people. It is the
party’s workers who campaign, canvass and get the votes polled and
the party will continue and has to continue to function even if it fails
to secure a majority. The relation between the legislative wing and the
organisation cannot, therefore, be formulated on the assumption that
the party will always be in power.

“Nor can one take the view that once the party gets a majority in the
House and a Prime Minister is chosen, the necessity for the organis-
ation disappears and the democratic functions of the organs of the party
to determine and review policy and to nominate candidates for elections
lapse. And all that the party has to do thereafter is to give its impri-
matur to what the Prime Minister says and to glorify the leader. Such
an attitude is clearly inconsistent with democracy. In a democracy no

. one can take away the right of party to formulate policy or even to
change the leader.

“But your speeches and actions secem to reflect an extraordinary
attitude to the role and rights of the organisation. Though the party
adopts a candidate, you seem to think that you are free to work against
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the candidate of the party if you do not like the choice of the party.
Though the party adopts resolutions and programmes you seem to feel
that you are only bound to accept and implement what appeals to you.
Lven in the case of what you accept from the party’s programme (like
the 10-point programme or the decision on assuring a basic minimum
by 1975), you scem to be able 'to convince yourself that what you have
done has not been the result of the party’s thinking but the result of
your personal intuition or imagination.

“You seem to relish the propaganda that your close associates carry
on, ascribing the authorship of these measures to you, and ignoring the
role of the party. If anyone points out that the party has all along been
demanding what you have done, you seem to consider it an attempt to
denigrate or belittle you. Though you are the head of the administra-
tion clothed with full powers to implement the programmes and fulfil
the promises of the party you seem to think that it is the organisation
that has to be blamed for tardiness of implementation,

“You are uneasy when the organisation or even the organs of the
Parliamentary Party want to review the policies or actions of the ad-
ministration. You give the impression that you will be happy if the
role of the organisation can be abridged in formulating policy, review-
ing administrative action, and setting up candidates in elections. There
are many occasions on which you have shown your disinclination to
detailed discussions of policy in the Working Committee and dealt
peremptorily with the desires of the executive committee of the Parlia-
mentary Party to discuss matters which definitely fall within their sphere
of competence and responsibility.

“Your recent letters makes me wonder whether you grant the President
of the organisation the right to enforce the constitutional provisions of the
organisation. If the application of rules and resolutions affect those in
whom you are interested, your attitude seems to be that the candidates
that the party sets up for elections should be persons of your liking
and the rules of the organisation should be applied when it suits-your
interests in certain individuals and groups and ignored when that is in
the interest of individuals and groups you support.

“You often say that you are against groups and you say that there is
a Syndicate that functions as a group and works against you and your
‘progressive’ policies. I do not know who in your opinion constitutes
the Syndicate. But I know that the Press often uses the term to refer to
those who worked for the election of Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri and later
for your election in 1965 and 1967. Shri Morarji Desai certainly was
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not part of that group on all the three occasions. It was he who had to
be persuaded to withdraw, or be defeated, to enable Shastriji and you to
win. At that time, you did not find the group or Syndicate reactionary.
You did not think that their position in the organisation was based on
the bogus primary- membership that they controlled. Nor did you think
they were a handful of people who were arrogating to themselves the
right to choose the party’s nominee for the high office. You knew very
well that it was their efforts that led to your election as the leader of
the Parliamentary Party.

“Now you say that they are a reactionary ‘coterie’ that wants to
usurp the rights of the organisation. You say that the people in the
‘Syndicate’ are against your ‘progressive’ policies, that they are deni-
grating you, and belittling the office of the Prime Minister.

“In some of the speeches that you delivered after the nationalisation
of banks you are reported to have said that some of the old leadership
were against your progressive policies especially bank nationalisation since
they were with the capitalists. The papers quoted you as saying that
you know the poor and you would always be with the poor. You do
not seem to have considered it necessary to say that the Congress has
always stood for the poor and the Congress would always stand with
and for the poor. You do not say that the Congress has been for the
nationalisation of banks; the impression that one gathers from your
speeches is that you, in your concern for the poor, lighted on the idea
of nationalisation. You know that many leaders of the Congress, in-
cluding some of those who are described as members of the Syndicate
demanded nationalisation of banks years before you sent your note to
the AICC at Bangalore. In fact, it was Shri Kamaraj, Shri Chavan,
Shri Atulya Ghosh and others who advocated bank nationalisation much
before your note.

“Even in this note, you only contemplated bank nationalisation as
an alternative that would have to be considered if social control did not
succeed. Shri Asoka Mehta recently issued a statement recalling the
attitude that you had taken on this question in previous discussions in
the Cabinet and the Working Committee. Yet nationalisation is now
painted as a stroke of your genius and it is made to look as though
others were against it since they were reactionary, and you have
carried it through in spite of their opposition and manoeuvres. The facts
are quite different and the circumstances under which you took the step
are too well known to need recounting or comment. But the picture
that you have been .painting has perhaps been found useful to build up
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your image as ‘leader of the Progressive forces’ and to mount a cam-
Paign against all those whom you want to be out of the way.

“You seem to have made personal loyalty to you the test of loyalty
to the Congress and the country. All those who glorify you are pro-
gressives. Those who are loyal to the organisation and its policies, but
are not willing to accept the position that you should have the sole right
to determine policy and candidates, those who feel that in a demo-
cracy the organs of the party should take decision on the basis of free
and frank discussions and no one should claim a vote are considered
reactionary and disloyal.

“The powerful medium of the radio and the influence of the Govern-
ment on the Press are used to paint them as reactionary. They are
scrupulously kept out of positions (like delegations) to which the Govern-
ment can nominate them and are eased out of positions in the name of
‘cohesiveness’ and ‘purposiveness’. The baits and threats that the
Government can use are being used freely and openly to secure regi-
mentation and personal loyalty. All this creates the impression that in
our scheme of things there is no place in the party or Government for
anyone who differs even slightly from your personal views and likes and
dislikes.

“You say you are against groups. But even the recent letter that you
sent me was signed by six members of the Working Committee, all of
whom with a solitary exception are persons who stood for a ‘free vote’.
Ministers of your Cabinet (Gouncil of Ministers) are going round the
country exhorting and influencing and inducing members of the AICC
and members of Parliament to sign statements and requisitions encourag-
ing the emergence of factions that qualify to be regarded as ‘loyal’,
factions whose loyalty to you as an individual is greater than their
loyalty to the democratic functioning of the party factions that denigrate
and campaign against elected office-bearers whom you and your ad-
mirers consider undesirable, or threaten the stability of Congress
Ministries if the Chief Ministers happen to be persons whom you dis-
like and a general impression is being created that you have the patron-
age that your office commands to reward the storm troopers of this group.

“An impression is being created that you do not even mind ignoring
the duly constituted PCGC in a State and functioning through a group
of individuals that enjoys your confidence, that you do not mind
taking the support of some of the Opposition parties that are running
Governments in some States to bolster your individual position even if
this results in weakening -and demoralising the units of our organis-
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ation in these States. The case with which the assistance of the
Communist Party, the Muslim League and the DMK was used to
defeat the Congress candidate for the Presxdentshxp has strengthened
this impression.

“It appears that everything is permissible and pardonable to those
who are recognised supporters of the personality cult that is threatening
democracy in the organisation. They may have committed serious
breaches of our laws like the income-tax laws. They may not have
submitted the declaration of their assets to the AICC as the rules of the
party demand. They may have collected large amounts of money from
various sources in the name of the party and not informed the party
and accounted for them to the party.

“What distresses me most and augurs ill for Congress and the country
is the pattern that peeps out from these attitudes and actions. I have my
apprehension that this pattern may lead us to one-man rule in the
organisation and Government and not to the strengthening of democratic
socialism.

“It has not been easy for me to write all this to you. It has taken me
many hours and days of anxious thinking to come to the conclusion that
I should put all these thoughts and fears of mine before you. But I owe
a duty to the high office that I hold in the Congress. I cannot abdicate
this duty. As President of the Congress it is my duty to keep a watch on
attitudes and actions that may threaten the unity of the Congress and
endanger the democratic functioning of the organisation. It is my duty
to point out to these dangers and appeal ‘to every Congressman to rise
above attitudes that may destroy the unity of the organisation and its
effectiveness as an instrument for the preservation of democracy and
the achievement of socialism. It is in that spirit that I have written this
letter and I hope you will read it in the same spirit.

“I believe that even now it is possible to undo the mischief that has
been done, forge unity and strengthen the Congress for the sake of the
country. I am awaiting your reaction.

“I am not releasing this letter to the Press.”

APPENDIX XV-B

Text of Mr. Nijalingappa’s letter to Mrs. Indira Gandhi dated
November 3, 1969.

“I wrote to you on October 28, to put before you my fears and
apprehensions about your attitudes and actions since the Bangalore
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session of the AICC. I attempted to draw your attention to the grave
threats that your actions were posing to the unity of the Congress organ.
isation and the traditions of democracy that we want to build up in the
country. I appealed to you to turn back from the brink to which you
had led yourself and renounce the ways of intrigue and disruption.

“I had hoped that you would not turn a deaf ear to the voice of
conscience. I had hoped that you would not allow your conduct to sully
the traditions of the great Indian National Congress that millions of our
countrymen have built up through suffering and sacrifice, traditions
that still thrill every genuine Congressman.

“But I regret that you have not cared to respond to my appeal. You
have not found time to reply or talk to me. But you have taken the un-
precedented step of leading a boycott of the meeting of the duly con-
stituted Working Committee of the Indian National Congress and
organising a meeting of some members of the Working Committee at
your residence at the very hour set for the meeting of the Working
Committee.

““The Press reports that the members who met under your leadership
passed a resolution characterising some of my actions as unconstitu-
tional and backing the move for a requisition to remove me from the
presidentship of the Coongress and summoning a ‘special session of the
AICC’ to meet in Delhi on November 22 and 23. This is an unpardon-
able act of gross indiscipline, a flagrant violation of the constitution of
the Congress, calculated to disrupt the unity of the organisation.

“Am I to understand that this is your reply to my appeal for a
return to the ways of reason, discipline and democracy? Iam afraid
the action that you have taken may lead to far-reaching consequences.
It has, therefore, become necessary for me to let Congressmen know
what is in danger and who is endangering the unity, ideals and policies
of our great organisation. All of us are accountable to the public whom
we seek to serve, and I feel that the time has, therefore, come for us to
acquaint the public with our points of view. I am, therefore, releasing
my letter of October 28 along with this letter to the Press.”

APPENDIX XV-C

Text of Mrs. Indira Gandhi’s letter to Myr. Nijalingappa dated
November 4, 1969.

“I have just received your letter dated November 3, 1969 where
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you have mentioned that you are releasing your letter to me dated
28th October, 1969.

- %“Your letter of the 28th was received on 29th October, 1969, but in
view of the large number of issues which you had raised in that letter,
I felt it necessary to prepare a reply which would cover them in detail.
While I was doing this, I was suddenly informed on the 31st October
that you had written to Shri Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad intimating him that

_you were removing him from his membership of the Working Committee.
At the same time you also sent a letter to Shri Subramaniam informing
him that his membership in the Working Committee had lapsed. I can
only comment, at this stage, that this is rather a strange way of imple-
menting the appeal in your letter dated 28th October to Congressmen
‘to rise above attitudes that may destroy the unity of the organisation
and its effectiveness as an instrument for the preservation of democracy
and the achievement of socialism.’

I think it is my duty first to deal with the patent illegality of the
actions you have taken against Shri Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad and
Shri Subramaniam. You are aware that the Working Committee of the
Congress is formed of 20 members of whom seven members are to bz
elected by the All-India Congress Committee and the rest to be
appointed by the President. Under Article 5 of the constitution the
term of every member of a Congress Committee shall ofdinarily be two
years. Thus in terms of these two Articles, once a person becomes a
member of the Working Committee whether through appointment by
the President or through election by the All-India Congress Committee,
his term ordinarily would be two years.

“There is, however, no provision in the constitution or the rules for
removing any person from the membership of the Working Committee.

““The contention in your letter, that since the President has appointed
a particular member to the Working Committee, he has the right to
remove him if he loses confidence in that member is not in accordance
with the constitution or the rules. It may be relevant also to refer to the
power of the President to remove office-bearers which is defined in the
rules. Under the appropriate rule, the President of any Congress
Committee may remove any of its office-bearers, appointed by him, if
he is satisfied that he is not discharging his duties to the President’s
satisfaction. This power, however, does not extend to the removal of
persons, appointed or nominated to the ‘Committee and exclusively
covers only office-bearers appointed by him. It is also worth noting that
even when such an office-bearer lias to be removed, due opportunity
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has to be given to him to explain his position before any action is taken
against him.

All these provisions of the constitution of the Congress have been
flouted by you. Apart from these objections to your obviously illegal
action, it is amazing that while speaking of unity, you should take
action which displays your disregard for the unity of the organisation.

“I should also like to deal with an argument which is being freely
canvassed today. It is said that just as the Prime Minister has the
undoubted power to remove any member of the Council of Ministers,
so also the President of the Congress has the power to remove any
member appointed by him to the Working Committee. The powers of
the Prime Minister are governed by the Constitution of India, whereas
the powers of the President of the Congress are governed by the
constitution of the Congress and these constitutions are obviously made
for very different purposes, one for the proper functioning of the Exe-
cutive which governs the country and is responsible to Parliament, and
the other for the proper functioning of the leadership of a political
party. To attempt to base an argument on such an analogy is ridiculous.

“Immediately after these actions against Shri Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad
and Shri Subramaniam, you have once more, illegally and in violation
of the constitution of the Congress, removed Dr. Sankar Dayal Sharma
from his membership of the Working Committee. He naturally resigned
his post of Secretary, because you requested him to do so.

“But he was appointed a member of the Committee some months
before he took up the post of Secretary and his appointment as a
member of the Committee has nothing to do with his being an office-
bearer. It is extraordinary that when he acceded to your request to
resign from his post as office-bearer, you should respond with an order
removing him from his position as a member of the Committee.

¢All these actions only go to show that in order to serve your own
purpose, you are quite prepared to flout the provisions of the constitu-
tion of the Congress and arbitrarily remove persons who are members
of the highest policy-making body of the party.

“It was these actions that made me feel that no useful purpose would
be served by writing a long reply to your letter. However, since you
have released your letter to the Press, I think I should put on record
my reply to the more important points which you have raised.

“The various issues arising out of the Presidential election were fully
discussed by the Working Committee in all its aspects and what is now
called the Unity Resolution was passed on the 25th of August and it
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is purposeless fo traverse all the ground over again. I shall however
briefly refer to some of the incorrect statements that you have made.
Your statement in para 4 of your letter is not true. I did not want
postponement of the decision regarding a candidate for the office of
President, nor did I have a candidate of my own. I was having repeated
consultations and was asking for a number of names so that a consensus
might be arrived at. It was unfortunate that the Parliamentary Board
was compelled to take a snap decision by a majority vote without any
discussion. This is hardly the manner in which major decisions should
be taken in a responsible party, which should function in a mature way.

“You insinuate in para 6 of your letter that those who pleaded for a
free vote were collaborating with the Communist Party and the Muslim
League as Shri Giri was the candidate put up by them. Shri Giri contest-
ed as an Independent candidate and if he was able to win the support
of many parties, that cannot be put against me and my colleagues.

“You have made a reference to the Unity Resolution and your strict
adherence to .t in letter and spirit. This is not the general impression
that the country has of your attitude. Senior Working Committee
members were.carrying on a vilification campaign against me and some
others who were supporting me, ignoring the Unity Resolution. You did
not choose to take any action to stop this. On the other hand, you gave
the impression of collaborating with them. It will be easy to see from the
Press which persons have violated the Unity Resolution. Neither I nor
any other responsible person has said a word against any individual.

“Your letter to the Uttar Pradesh Congress Committee, Andhra
Pradesh Congress Committee, Madhya Pradesh and Bihar Pradesh Con-
gress Committees, again taking what is obviously illegal action against
Shri Kamalapati Tripathi, Shri K. Venkataratnam and Shri A.P. Sharma,
strengthened our apprehensions in regard to your attitude to those whom
you consider ‘as my supporters. Only the previous evening we had all
met in a meeting of the Parliamentary Board. You did not mention
those matters.

“We got the news of your action late in the evening, when you and
the other office-bearers had gone to bed and I was leaving for Lacca-
dives early next morning. It was only after careful consideration of
these actions, that I and other colleagues in the Working Committee,
decided to write to you on the 8th of September. However, you have
made a grievance of this, whereas the aggrieved parties who had been
hurt by your illegal acts were others. Your statement that the letter was
published in the Press before it reached you is not correct.
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“Then again you have complained that the Working Committee
members have been carrying on a campaign of vilification against the
Congress President and have taken the initiative in demanding an All-
India Congress Committee session, This is a gross misrepresentation of
facts. I have not come across any campaign, much less a vilification
campaign against you by any Working Committee member. The
constitution of the Congress provides for the requisitioning of an All-
India Congress Committee meeting for a specific purpose and here the
requisition was being made to hold the election of the President when
his normal term expires in December. I do not see anything wrong in
this move, particularly when a majority of the All-India Congress
Committee members feel that it would be in the interest of the organ-
isation to hold the election at the end of the normal term. It is open to
you, if you so desire, to contest the election and get elected in the usual
course.

“But it is unfortunate that you should have chosen to cast aspersions
on a large number of members of the organisation of which you are the
head and allege that the solidarity, loyalty and respect to the organ-
isation are being impaired. It seems to me that you have raised the
various matters in your letter in order to cloud the issues that have been
raised by the members, who have exercised their undoubted democratic
right of asking for a meeting of the All-India Congress Committee.

*“The role of the party organisation and the governmental wing was
clearly indicated in the Unity Resolution. I have never claimed absolute
powers to the Government or for myself as Prime Minister ignoring the
party altogether. On the other hand, I feel strongly that the organisation
and the Government have to function in a complementary manner
in the interest of the party and the country, governmental action alone
cannot bring about the wide-ranging social and economic changes in
India that are vitally necessary and urgent. The work of the organis-
ation does not end with the laying down of broad policies. Even more
important is its responsibility to rally the people in their millions in
support of accepted policies. It is precisely because the Government is
the Congress Party, Government can only rule effectively if the party is
active among the people, that we are disturbed that there has not been
the vitally needed organisational support that the present situation
demands.

“Very many issues and crimes have arisen in the country, which
could have been more easily dealt with if only the organisation had
been alive and active among the people- in support of governmental
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policies and practice. One may pertinently put the question: What did

-the organisation and in particular, the central party leadership do
when communal riots broke out in Ahmedabad, in the flare up in
Andhra Pradesh on the Telengana issue, the explosive situation in
Punjab and Haryana, regarding the future of Chandigarh and when the
agitation was started in Assam for the establishment of a second refi-
nery? These are some instances where the organisation could have
played an effective role in mobilising public opinion in the right
direction.

“You have made yet another grievance that I have spoken against
the Syndicate as a reactionary coterie in the party. I do not think I
have ever mentioned the word ‘Syndicate’ in any of my speeches or
statements, nor have I characterised anybody in the Congress organis-
ation as ‘reactionary’. I have spoken up against vested interests and
some of the allegations that were being made against me and our poli-
cies in the Press.

“However, one cannot fail to note Shri S.K. Patil’s public utter-
ances about many of the accepted policies of the Congress like bank
nationalisation and the abolition of privy purse, etc. Unfortunately your
own presidential speech in the Faridabad session was a condemnation
of many of the policies which our organisation has all along stood.
Many remarked that your Faridabad speech was worthy of a Swatantra
leader. We cannot completely ignore these tendencies in the Congress
organisation.

“I have never claimed bank nationalisation as my-own programme.
On the contrary time and again I have emphasised that I was carrying
out only the old programme of the Congress Party. I think it is necessary
however to clear the false allegation that I had opposed bank national-
isation. You are well aware that Shri Morarji Desai was strongly against
this proposal. Shri Desai had even threatened to resign if such a measure
was insisted upon. It was the strong pressure that prevented me from
implementing a measure which I always felt was vitally necessary for
our country’s progress and finally after the Bangalore All-India Con-
gress Committee session, I decided to relieve Shri Desai of the Finance
portfolio only so as to put through this measure.

“Your remarks about my promoting the cult of personality around
myself are so unfounded that I must describe them as saddening
rather than hurtful. As you are aware, the precise relationship between
Government and the party organisation is a complex question that has
often come up for debate not only in our country, but in other coun-
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tries of the democratic type. Certain fundamental principles must
govern this relationship, and we have to find a practical working for-
mulation of these principles suitable to the concrete circumstances of
our country today. This is what I have been trying to do.

“You have charged me with developing a group mentiality. Many
persons who are even critical in a hostile way against me have been put
on important committees, boards, etc. But in delegations where the
Government point of view has to be put forward, we cannot afford to
include persons who do not wholeheartedly subscribe to all our policies.

“If there is any lapse by any person, the competent authority will
certainly deal with it according to the law and rules. I have never
intervened in favour of anybody who has committed any breach of any
law or regulation.

“Mention has been made about the collection of funds on behalf of
the party without being accounted for. In this connection it would be
interesting to note what has been happening in some of the States. Has
any account been rendered by any of the Working Committee mem-
bers of the funds collected for general and by-elections? Shri S.K. Patil
openly admitted that he had collected alarge sum of money at the time
of 1967 elections. Has this beenaccounted for? Did this money find its
way to the All-India Congress Committee? I have no objection in
your initiating any action against individuals who have misbehaved in
the collection of money, but let it to be done in an impartial manner
without fear or favour.

“You have expressed fears about the emergence of one-man rule in
the organisation and Government. It is not possible for Government to
function unless the head of the Government has full authority. There
are, however, built-in safeguards in the Constitution and there is the
ever watchful eye of Parliament to curb any of these unwholesome
tendencies.

“But I am afraid, the same cannot to be said of our organisation.
Where is democratic functioning when there is bogus membership, sham
elections, bossism, etc., rampant in the organisation, when the President
himself can arbitrarily act to remove members of the Working Com-
mittee in the teeth of the constitution of the Congress. There are innu-
merable instances where good and honest partymen were thrown out
unceremoniously just because they were not prepared to toe the line of
the local boss. This state of affairs must end. But how many are

serjously worried about these defects and deficiencies? In contrast
\v utilise and thrive on these to maintain their position in the party.
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“] want to assure you and the party in all sincerity, that I do not
seek any personal gain or advantage, I want the Congress Party to be
strong and united, committed to the principles of democracy, secular-
ism and socialism. Let us weed out the forces which are against these
accepted ideals and policies. Let us evolve methods for the healthy
functioning of the organisation.

“It is from this point of view that the majority of members of the
All-India Congress Committee have come forward to ask for a special
meeting of the All-India Congress Committee. The duty of the organ-
isational head was to respond to this request of the party members.
He has no special responsibility or duty apart from the organisation
whose will is represented by the supreme body in the organisation, the
All-India Congress Committee. Whoever sets at naught the aspirations
and will of the organisation cannot claim to be a democrat, much less
claim to safeguard the integrity of the party or the democratic func-
tioning of the party.

“But all these matters that I have dealt with above can only be
-understood against the background of the fundamental reason for the
present situation. The crisis facing the Congress organisation reflected
“in its essence, the deep crisis facing our country. The difficult problems
of development have thrown up new challenges to our people. It was
the Faridabad All-India Congress Committee session that showed the
widely different responses to this new challenge, in your speech as
President on the one hand and the programme adopted by the All-
India Congress Committee on the other. \

“The discussions at the Bangalore All-India Congress Committee
session further sharpened these differences. My note attempted to put
forward positive and radical solutions to these problems as the only
way to meet the new challenges facing India. In contrast was the con-
tent of the speech of Shri Morarji Desai, which while purporting to
propose the resolution based on this note, in fact subverted its entire
approach.

“Against this background it was inevitable when, with the national-
isation of the banks, the Government was determined to implement the
accepted policies, the conflict inside the Congress has deepened.

“The question is asked: Why should not the political leadership of the
Government push forward with the implementation of the Bangalore
All-India Congress Committee resolution and 10 points programme
ignoring the hostility of the present leadership to the organisation? For
after all those in charge of the organisation cannot possibly impose this.
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But the truth is that the implementation of such a radical programme
cannot be done by the Government alone.

“In fact what is necessary is 2 dynamic leadership. inside the Govern-
ment, taking clear-cut decisions on the one hand, and outside among
the people an organisational leadership that moves with clarity and
inspiration to mobilise the entire people behind this new programme
for Indian regeneration, in defence of secularism and for national
integration and unity. It is this double need that really has led to the
crisis facing our organisation. Nobody can deny that in several parts
of our country our organisation has in fact become defunct. It does not
react to new problems, observing the direction in which the people are
moving nor is it able to mobilise support for the decisions of the
Government which are obviously the only correct solutions to the
difficult problems facing us.

“The present tense situation should not be prolonged and the only
democratic solution is to take the matter to the All-India Congress
Committee as urgently as possible. Therefore instead of standing on
technicalities and complaining that the All-India Congress Committee
meeting has been called in defiance of the constitution, I appeal to you
to preside over that meeting and provide the earliest opportunity for
members to express their views and abide by the democratic decision of
the party. Let the party be the sole arbiter, regardless of personalities,
as to what is in the best interest of the party and the country.

“I conclude with the request that if you feel that the All-India
Congress Committee should be properly convened by a requisition sent
by you, then you might call the meeting to be held in Delhi on 22nd
-and 23rd of this month,

“Since you have released your letters to the Press, I am also doing so.”
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Text of the Resolution adopted by the rival group of the Members of the
Congress Working Committee and special invitees held at Mrs. Indira
Gandhi’s residence an November 2, 1969.

“The plea put forward by the resolution (passed by the Working Com-
mittee earlier in the day) for co-operation and a spirit of give and take
on the part of those who were in fact rudely shut out of the delibera-
tions of the Working Committee is wholly disingenuous and designed to
shift the responsibility for creating the crisis on those who have actually
become victims of the abuse of the authority of the President of the
Congress.

“These pretensions of solicitude for unity can deceive none in the
country in view of the fact that on the eve of the meeting of the Working
Comumittee, a step was taken by the President deliberately to disrupt it
as a consequence of the unconstitutional and improper removal of three
of its members.

“This action of the President was obviously taken for the purpose of
manipulating a majority in the Working Committee for securing the
factional ends of a section of the Working Committee.

“The situation that has thus been created left no choice for those
attending . the meeting and it is thus clear where the onus lies for
creating the rupture which the resolution has deplored.

“The pious appeals for co-operation would have carried more credi-
bility if there had been at the same time an offer to redress the grave
wrong done already by asking those who have been removed from the
Working Committee to participate along with others.

“A misleading impression is sought to be created that the decision to
hold a meeting of the AICC in the ordinary course would have met
the needs of the situation and therefore any special meeting in pursuance
of the requisition by over 400 members of the AICC became unneces-
sary and superfluous. It has been conveniently ignored that the requisi-
tion meeting is for a specific purpose.

“If there had been any genuine intent in their appeal for unity, it
should have been accompanied by an assurance that the resolution on
the requisition would be considered in the December meeting.
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“If the requisition was taken as an expression of no confidence, it
should have been treated as a matter of grave concern for the organ-
isation, specially when the number of members of the AICC who
supported it constitute an absolute majority of the total strength of the
body.

“The President in all propriety and for the sake of his own self-res-
pect should have taken the earliest opportunity to ascertain the measure
of support he enjoys instead of taking cover under an erroncous
interpretation of the constitution.

“On top of it, to threaten those who would participate in the meetmg
to be held in pursuance of the requisition notice would be an act of
suppression and a clear violation of democratic spirit and principles.

It is also strange that those who call for unity and co-operation have
in unmistakable terms condemned the foreign policy of their own Party
Government without verifying the facts from the Government”.
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Text of Mr. Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad’s letter to Mr. Nijalingappa
dated November 3, 1969.

“I acknowledge receipt of your letter dated October 31, 1969.

“At the outset, I must state that, under the constitution of the Indian
National Congress adopted at the Bangalore session and the rules, the
President of the Congress has no power to remove any person from the
membership of the Working Committee. You will appreciate that, under
Article 5 of the constitution, the term of ‘every Congress committee
and its office-bearers, the executive and members shall ordinarily be
two years’. The term of 2 member of the Working Committee is also
governed by this Article, viz, Article 5.

“It may be noted that, under Article 18 which deals with the consti-
tution of the Working Committee, the committee shall consist of the
President and 20 members of whom 10 will be elected by the AICC.
and the rest ‘appointed by the President’. No distinction is made be-
tween.the status or membership of the Working Committee of elected
members and of members appointed by the President. Therefore, the
fact that the President appoints 10 members has no bearing on the term
of office of these members and it is only one of the two methods to be
followed in constituting the Working Committee.

“In principle, it has nothing to do with the term of membership of a
member of the Working Committee. Whether elected or appointed,
which is obviously governed only by Article 5, the constitution does not
provide that a nominated member retains his membership only so long
as he enjoys the confidence of the President.

“Further, you have resorted to the unprecedented step by sending a
letter at about 11 p.m. prior to the meeting of the Working Committee
on the following day though all the allegations made to justify your
action were apparently available to you when the notice of the meeting
was issued. Hence, I have to state that your action in purporting to
remove me from the membership of the Working Committee is mala
fide and entirely against Article 5 of the constitution of the Congress
and, therefore, illegal, not enforceable and cannot be taken notice of. I
must state very definitely now that I continue to be a member of the
Working Committee of the Indian National Congress.
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“Regarding the rest of your very long letter, I can only say that it is
a laboured effort to justify the obviously illegal action with which you
have concluded the letter by purporting to remove me from the member-
ship of the Working Committee. It is not only amazing but also
contrary to principles of natural justice that even the elementary courtesy
of providing an opportunity of showing cause was not extended before
resorting to the illegal action taken by you. The first para of your letter
is devoted to a description of what you allege to be my activities in the
party prior to election of the President.

I must state that I am surprised that you should have even referred
to these allegations at all in view of the fact that all these matters were
dealt with in the resolution of the Working Committee held on 25th
August, 1969. The rights and wrongs, if any, of different persons in the
different allegations made about their conduct prior to the election of
the President were thrashed out in the meeting.

“You might recall that the Working Committee after noting ‘that
mistakes have been committed on all sides in the wake of conflict of
ideas and approaches in the last few weeks’ called upon all Congressmen
‘to help create conditions in which the normal and healthy functioning
of the party can be restored’.

The resolution further called upon the members ‘to strive to contri-
bute to unity in the organisation based on commitment to the accepted
policies thus generating a new dynamism on the political and economic
front.” In view of this, you should have seen the wisdom of refraining
from referring to those matters again.

“Hence I do not think that any useful purpose would be served by
my dealing with all such allegations which you have levelled against
me in the earlier part of your letter, I can only deplore the fact that
you have used language which is not in consonance with the dignity of
the high office that you hold, and if you want to re-open history, the
facts and circumstances of your movement and conduct speak eloquent-
ly of what you have done.

“For you to write that in the Working Committee when I was
confronted with the demand to produce evidence in support of my
allegations against you, contained in my letter dated August 11, 1969,
that I confessed that I have no evidence to offer, is a travesty of truth.
As you are well aware, it wasonly in the interest of unity of the great
organisation to which you and I have the honour to belong that I desist-
ed from pursuing the matter further.

“I now deal with the latter part of your letter which purports to
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cover my conduct after the Unity Resolution was adopted. You have
referred to speeches made by me in different parts of the country. I
have at no place said anything which can be construed to go against the
Unity Resolution. None of my speeches can be construed either as acts
of indiscipline or as acts that can be described asa disruptionist role.

“Further, apart from making these vague allegations, you have not
given a single extract from any one of those speeches which would show
that I have acted against the letter and spirit of the Unity Resolution.
In the absence of this, I am unable to make any comment except to
say that in all my speeches I have remained loyal to that resolution and

-1 have only explained its significance to the members of the Congress
as well as to the public.

“You have also referred to my letter dated October 8, 1969, protesting
against the arbitrary orders for the removal of Shri C. Subramaniam
and others, which was also signed by other members of the Working
Committee, that compelled you to desist from issuing the order for the
removal of Shri C. Subramaniam from membership of the Working
Committee. The apprehension we then had is now amply justified by
your own action.

“In this connection, it may also be relevant to remind you that apart
from the letters that you were about to issue to Shri C. Subramaniam,
you had issued two letters to the president of the APCC and the presi-
dent of the UPCC declaring their offices vacant. This action was an
obvious act of reprisal against persons who occupy high position, apart
from being entirely illegal and ultra vires of your powers as President.

“I now take up your references to the requisition demanding a session
of the AICC to rescind the earlier resolution of the Congress and to
elect a new President before the end of the year. I must express my
surprise that you should take exception to the exercise by a member
of the AICC of his ordinary right to sign a requisition asking for a
meeting of the AICC and for consideration by the AICC of a perfectly
valid and legal resolution. It is the desire of majority of the members
of the AICC who signed the resolution that we should have the election
of a President after his normal term is over. In advising me to resign
from the Working Committee before raising it among the members of
AICQG, the revision or change of the decision of the Working Committee
for extension of term of the President, you are not only responsible for
preventing such discussion for the revisionof the decision in the Working
Committee but have conveniently forgotten that no resignation was
given or action was taken against Shri Morarji Desai when he opposed the
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decision for extension of the term of Shri Kamaraj Nadar as President
at one of the Bangalore sessions after a decision to extend the term had
been taken by the Working Committee.

“It is absurd to found a charge of commission of an act of gross
indiscipline on conduct which in substance amounts only to the exercise
of an elementary democratic right by a member of the AICC.

“In conclusion, I reiterate that I do not recognise your illegal action
in removing me from the membership of the Working Committee and
I state that in view of the obvious illegality of this act of yours I
continue to be a member of the Working Committee and I do hope
that you would realise the nature and scope of the power vested in the
President under the constitution of Indian National Congress.

“Since your letter has been released to the Press, I hope you will not
mind if this also is released to the Press.”
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Text of Mr. Nijalingappa’s letter to Mrs. Indira Gandhi
dated November 2, 1969.

“This morning’s newspaper reports say that you presided over a
meeting of some members of the Working Committee yesterday. The
reports say that the meeting was held at your residence. They also say
that the meeting over which you presided decided infer alia that ‘any
decision by the Working Committee will be improper and not binding
on the Congress organisation.’

“The meeting is also reported to have decided to convene a special
meeting of the AICC in New Delhi on November 22 and 23 to consi-
der the requisition resolution to elect a new Congress President.

“I am enclosing a copy of the resolution of the Working Committee
adopted today on this reported decision. You are well aware that meet-
ings of the AICC can only be convened by those whom the constitution
of the Congress has empowered to do so and not by individuals who
have no constitutional locus standi or nghts in this behalf.

“If the reports appearing in the Press to the effect that you presided
over the meeting which decided to convene a session of AICC and
authorise Shri Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad, Shri C. Subramaniam and
Shri 8. D. Sharma to take necessary steps for convening such a session
are right, you will be deemed to have committed a serious breach of
the party discipline and flouted the constitution of the party.

“I write this, therefore, to request you to explain your reported asso-
ciation with the move to convene an illegal and unconstitutional
meeting of the AICC in violation of the party constitution and resolutions
of the Working Committee”.
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Text of Mrs. Indira Gandhi’s letter to Mr. N.jalingappa
dated November 4, 1969.

“I was astonished to receive your letter of the 2nd instant calling
upon me to explain my association with the move to convene, what
you call, an illegal and unconstitutional meeting of the AICC in viola-
tion of the party’s constitution and the resolution of the Working Com-
mittee. In my letter of yesterday’s date, written in answer to yours of
the 28th of October last I have dealt with the genesis and nature of the
crisis through which our party has been passing in recent times. Instead
of repeating what I have already stressed there, I should like to empha-
sise that we are not dealing with a mere technical or legal problem.
What we are facing today is essentially a political crisis. Fruitless
quibbling on the interpretation of one clause or another of our party
constitution is hardly a proper approach. It has to be frankly recognised
that there is a sharp cleavage in our approach to the economic and
social problems which confront the country today.

“There is no doubt that our people and the vast majority of the rank
and file of our organisation solidly support the steps I have recently
taken. The Congress Party, as a democratic organization, must neces-
sarily reflect and respond to the massive urge of our people and party
members. I cannot decline to discharge the responsibilities as the leader
of the CPP which are expected of me at this juncture. I have no doubt
that the vast majority of the members of the AICC and the delegates
support these policies and programmes which I have been advocating.
The only forum to test this, if it is so desired; is to take the matter to the
AICC or the plenary session of the Congress and to have a democratic
decision.

“It is now a matter of public knowledge that more than 400 members
of the AICC sent a requisition to you under Article 12(B) (D) of our
constitution requesting the Working Committee to convene a meeting
of the AICC in order to consider the resolution specified in the requisi-
tion notice. The requisition as proposed by a large majority of AICG
members clearly demonstrates their complete faith in our approach to
-national problems. It was little expected that the democratic and the
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constitutional right of the AICC members to have a requisition meeting
would be set at nought by you and your supporters in the Working
Committee on absolutely untenable, flimsy and tactical grounds.

“May I then humbly ask who has violated the constitution of* our
party? Is it those who have addressed a constitutional requisition to you
or is it you and your supporters who have flagrantly violated the obli-
gation to call the requisitioned meeting in accordance with Article
12(B) (D) which contains the following mandatory provision:

“The AICC shall meet as often as required by the Working Com-
mittee or on a joint requisition addressed to the Working Committee by
not less than 209, of the total number of AICC members having full
voting rights. Such requisition shall specify the purpose for which the
requisitionists desire a meeting of the AICC. A requisitioned meeting
shall be held within two months of the receipt of the requisition, pro-
vided that not more than one requisition can be moved in one year. At
any requisitioned meeting, additional items of business may be brought
up by the Working Committee for consideration.

“It does not require much legal knowledge to appreciate that the

Article leaves no discretion with any one to dechne to call the requisi-
tioned meeting.
- “When more than 509, of the members of the AICC desired a
meeting was there any justification to frustrate the move? You have
alleged that the resolution amounted to a censure on you. If you con-
sider it so, it would be all the more necessary and proper for you, as the
head of a democratic political party, to call the meeting to ascertain the
opinion of the members. I think it would be a distortion to describe the
requisition as a motion of censure against you. It was not possible for
me or anyone else who has concern for the democratic way in which
our party and its leaders must function to sit as silent spectators when
the basic rights of our members to meet and assemble and express their
views were being stifled.

“I would have failed in my duty had I remained mute and not
reacted in the manner in which I and many of our colleagues have
done, and for which I have no doubt that we have the overwhelming
support of our party and the people. It is unfortunate if not hypocritical
for you to charge me with serious breach of party discipline and with
having flouted the party constitution. By curious logic, you have also
characterised the convening of the requisitioned meeting as illegal and
unconstitutional and as amounting to a violation of the party’s constitu~
tion and the resolution of the Working Committee.
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«] strongly repudiate your charge and state, on the contrary, that
you and your supporters in the Working Committee have flagrantly
violated our party constitution and acted illegally in rejecting the valid
demand for 2 meeting of the AICC. You have also wrongfully and
illegally purported to remove three valued members of the Working
Committee 10 achieve this illegal purpose: 1t is necessary to caution
that no Working Comumnittee meeting would be valid if they aré wrong-
fully excluded therefrom.

«] do not think 1 owean explanation for what 1 have done as we have
done nothing which is not legal or proper- On the contrarys it is those
who have violated our party constitution and its democratic principles in
stifling the voice of the snembers of the AICC and have thus created 2
crisis in the party and the country who owe an explanation- Your
demand for an explanation from me confirms the general pelief that
you and your supporters aré bent upon, even at the risk of splitting the
partys ousting those who do not se€ eye to eye with you even though
they may represent the majority view in the party- 1f your intention
was to frighten those who differ from you from expressing their point of
view freely, you will be disappo'mted.

«While concluding, M2Y 1 request you again to ponder and review
the steps you have been taking. As the head of our organisation, you
have a great responsibi\ity and 1 appeal 10 you in all sincerity 10 see
whether it is not still possible to seek an early yerdict of our party and
1o abide by it.”?
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" Text of Mrs. Indira Gandhi’s letter to Dr. Ram Subhag Singh
dated November 3, 1969.

“According to reports published in newspapers this morning, the
Congress Working Committee adopted several resolutions which are
highly critical of Government policies and performance.

“As you know, the Government policy has been discussed in Cabi-
net meetings at which you had been present. Since you attended the
Working Committee meeting, it would not be unfair to presume that
you are a party to the resolutions which were passed there and this
means your dissociation with Government’s policies.

“In the circumstances, it would be in accordance with the recognis-
ed practice that you tender your resignation from the Council of
Ministers.”

APPENDIX XX-B

Text qf Dr. Ram Subhag Singl’s letter to Mys. Indira Gandhi
dated November 4, 1969.

“I have your letter of 3rd instant in which you have referred to the
resolution adopted by the Conaress Working Committee on November 1
and 2.

“You were good enough to have invited me through Shri S.N. Sinha
on October 31/November 1 night in connection with the Congress Work-

_ing Committee meéting and urged me to attend the meeting of the
Working Committee members which you were going to convene at your
residence on November | at 9-30 a.m., exactly at the time fixed for the
meeting of the Congress Working Committee. I told you that I won’t

. attend your meeting. I do not want the Congress to die. Next morning
I attended the meeting of the Congress Working Committee at the
AICC office. I did so because I consider myself a humble worker of the
Indian National Congress. Earlier also at the time of the Presidential

. election T had expressed similar views when you had called me to see
you in that regard.

. “As you know I wanted discussion on the Rabat debacle in the Cabi-
net. But we did not get that opportunity save and except hearing the views
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of the Foreign Minister and the Industrial Development Minister.

“J have been elected to Parliament on Congress ticket and was invi-
ted to join a Congress Government. I sincerely and devotedly adhered
to the Congress policy and programme both inside and outside the
Government and propose to do so in future also wherever I may
remain. Having that in mind, I hereby tender my resignation from the
post of your Cabinet Ministership.”

APPENDIX XX-C

Text of Mrs. Indira Gandhi’s letter to Dr. Ram Subhag Singh
dated November 4, 1969.

“I have just received your letter of resignation. If I may say so I
have not understood the precise purpose of paragraphs 2 and 3 of your
letter unless it be to show greater concern for the Congress than you
credit us with. We along with many others have also served the Con-
gress for long and under trying and difficult circumstances, History
alone will judge who is helping the Congress to live and who is bent
on destroying it.

“In adhering to Congress policies one must take into account what
the Congress has always stood for. Our leaders had envisaged and
shaped the Congress as a movement for national regeneration responding
continuously to changing situations and challenges.

“The meeting held in my house was called to discuss the situation
which had arisen due to the Congress President’s action in removing
two members from the Working Committee. I had not sent for you
although, I hasten to add, I was glad that you had been called. I hdve
no recollection of hearing you remark that ‘you did not want the Con-
gress to die’ although I accompanied you to the door.

“Your letter implies that you had strong feelings on the subject of the
Rabat Conference. Would it not have been appropriate for you to take

" the earliest opportunity to express such feelings in the Cabinet or either
to speak or write to me about them? You chose not to do so. All Cabi-
net Ministers will agree that in no Cabinet meeting have I ever cut
short any discussion. During the Cabinet discussion on Rabat, several
members did ask questions and express their views. Neither you nor
anyone else asked for a separate discussion.

““I should like to take this opportunity to convey to you my apprecia-
tion of your assistance during your tenure.

“Since you have released your: letter to the Press, I am taking the
liberty of doing the same.”
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Text of - the Working Committee Resolution of November 12, 1969 removing
Mrs. Indira Gandhi from the Primary Membership of the Congress.

“The Working Committee has given deep thought to the painful
situation resulting from +a series of developments in the recent past in
connection with'the maintenance of discipline in the Congress organ-
isation. The public conduct of Congressmen has always been subject to
certain well-defined- fules and procedures and some well-established
conventions. Violation of these rules and procedures particularly by
Congressmen occupying leading positions .can have ruinous conse-
quences. or the organisation as well as the country.

“We saw convincing evidence of this at the time of the Presidential

election. The Congress was badly split with indiscipline indulged in by
the Prime Minister and some of her colleagues. There was insistent
demand by many sections of Congress for action to be taken to deal
with a grave act of indiscipline. The Working Committee in its anxiety
to maintain’ the unity-of the party for the sake of .democracy and the
country condoned this indiscipline. Many members of the Working
Committee and other Congressmen were not happy with this condona-
tion but there was a feeling of relief that the unity of the party even at
a heavy price was saved.
* “The hope entertained at the time of passing the Unity Resolution
has; however, been rudely shattered by subsequent events. The Prime
Minister launched a-campaign against the Congress organisation espe-
cially at its top level holding it mainly responsible for whatever ills the
country was afflicted with and slowness in the implementation of radical
Congress policies embodied in the resolutions of the Working Commit-
tee and the ‘All-India ‘Congress Committee. It was propagated that to
speed up the implementation of Congress policies it was necessary to
have greater harmony between the Parliamentary wing and the Congress
organisation. The word ‘harmony’ is a2 misnomer for dominance and the
desire to capture the Congress machinery first at the top level and then
at other levels. )

“To .achieve this objective a- signature campaign was launched for
ousting the Congress President. The campaign was inspired and organ-
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ised by the Prime Minister and her colleagues. The All-India Congress
Committee members in various States left to themselves would have
thought of no such move but the picture changed when the inspiration
came from the top and from persons occupying high ministerial
positions. It is, therefore, significant that barring a few exceptions all
Ministers whether at the Centre or in States where the Chief Ministers
fell in line with the leading organisers put their signatures to the docu-
ment. Pressure-tactics and other influences brought reluctant signatures
from many other All-India Congress Committee members who signed
the document.

“Such a thing has never happened in the history of the Congress
before. In the event of differences between the Prime Minister and the
Congress President talks and discussions at the top level were enough
to bring about the desired result. But in the present case the entire
organisation was exposed to false and misleading propaganda and pres-
surised to toe a particular line.

“This is not a situation the Working Committee charged with the
responsibility of maintaining the dignity and discipline of the Congress
organisation can view with equanimity. The Congress President took
some steps to maintain the dignity of the Working Committee and re-
moved for reasons which are now public knowledge two members from
the Working Committee. A third ceased to function as a member of
the Working Committee when he ceased to be a member of the All-
India Congress Committee. The Prime Minister and some other members
of the Working Committee, in protest not only did not attend the
meeting of the Working Committee held on November 1 and 2, 1969,
but held their own separate meetings and questioned the authority of
the legally-constituted Working Committee and refused to abide by its
decisions. While the Working Committee declared that the requisitioned
meeting of the All-India Congress Committee was unconstitutional the
Prime Minister and her colleagues in defiance of the Working Commit-
‘tee’s decision sponsored the requisitfoned’meeting for considering a
proposition which has been declared out' of order 'by the Working
Committee. A parallel Working Committee and 'a parallel All-India
Congress Committee are patent and grave acts of indiscipline.

_“The Working Committee is grateful to the Congress President for
‘his letter to the Prime Minister dated October 28, 1969. The Working
‘Committee endorses what has been said in that letter because it puts
the case of the Working Committee in its proper sequence and pers-
pective. The Congress President wrote to the Prime Minister requesting
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her to explain her reported association with the move to convene an
illegal and unconstitutional meeting of the All-India Congress Com-
mittee in violation of the party constitution and the decision of the
Working Committee. In her reply which has been published the Prime
Minister defended her illegal act and refused to recognise the authority
of the Working Committee.

«“This stand of the Prime Minister is in keepmg with her conduct at
the time of the Presidential election, the tenor of her public pronounce-
ments ‘on her position as the Prime Minister of India, her constant
denigration of the Congress organisation, her tendency to d1v1de Con-
gressmen among those who are her supporters and those who are not
her supporters, her peculiar attitude to questions of discipline, her basic
and overriding desire to concentrate all power in her hands so that her
colleagues are her nominees in any offices they might occupy. This
spells a grave danger to the democratic functioning of the Congress
organisation. The Working Committee is, therefore, regretfully obliged
to remove Smt. Indira Gandhi from the primary membership of the
Congress for her deliberate act of defiance of the decision of the Working
Committee and for actively sponsoring the setting up of a rival Working
Committee and a rival All-India Congress Committee and by her other
attitudes and actions spreading indiscipline in the Congress organisation.

“With the removal from membership of the Congress, Smt. Indira
Gandhi ceases to be the Leader of the Congress Party in Parliament.
The Working Committee directs the Congress Party in Parliament to
take necessary steps immediately to elect a new leader.”

In another resolution the Congress Working Committee said: “The
Congress Working Committee has taken a decision today removing
Smt. Indira Gandhi, Prime Minister of India, from the primary member-
ship of the Congress. This is the saddest moment in the history of the
Congress.

“Ever since the Bangalore session of the All-India Congress Commit-
tee in July last there has been a continuous chain of unhappy events
causing anxiety and pain to millions of Congressmen whose loyalty to
the organisation has been its greatest source of strength. The Working
Committee had to choose between Smt. Indira Gandhi and everything
that the Congress stood for; and it has rxghtly decided in favour of the
latter.

“The Working Committee warns all loyal Congressmen that the
immediate future will be one of trials and tribulations and they have
to be vigilant and prepared for whatever sacrifices that may be de-
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manded of them to maintain the integrity of the organisation. The
greatest of national heroes have given all they had to build this great
organisation. They have also shown us the path of unity, discipline and
strength. The people of this generation owe a deep debt of gratitude to
them and the nation. In the hour of peril we must not falter whatever
the cost we will have to pay. The Congress Working Committee has no
doubt that in the end truth will prevail over falsehood and we shall be
vindicated for what we were compelled to do today.

“This is an hour for self-introspection. Let not the future historian
say of us that in the hour of peril both to the Congress and the nation
we wavered and faltered in our loyalty to the great organisation to which
we all have the honour to belong. The Working Committee expects all
Congressmen to stand by the organisation and vindicate its honour and

dignity.”
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Text‘ of Mrs. Indira Gandhi’s letter addressed to Congressmen
dated November 8, 1969.

'

“There is a crisis in the Congress and in the nation. .

“It is not a crisis which has come about all of a sudden. It hasbeen
building over a long time.

“What we witness today is not a mere clash of personalities, and
certainly not a fight for power. It is not as simple as a conflict between
the parliamentary and organisational wings.

“Tt is a conflict between two outlooks and attitudes in regard to the

‘objectives of the Congress and the methods in which the Congress itself
should function.

“It is a conflict between those who are for socialism, for change and
for the fullest internal democracy and debate in the organisation on the
one hand, and those who are for the status quo, for conformism and
for less than full discussion ifnside the Congress.

“Even if some people are in the second group, this basic analysis is
not affected. An individual here or there, not sharing the outlook of
the group does not alter the basic facts of the situation.

“The C'ongreés stands for democracy, secularism, socialism and non-
alignment in international relations. :

““The various policy-making units of our organisation, whether the
Working Committee, or the All-India Congress Committee or the
delegates’ session, have reaffirmed these objectives from time to time.
But within the Congress there has been a ‘group which did not have
total faith in these objectives. People of this group paid only lip-service
to these ideals because they knew that if they openly expressed their
reservations they would lose the power and influence they had derived
from the party.

“This group is not a new phenomenon. It has existed in our party
throughout the last 22 years and even before. I know that this group
constantly tried to check and frustrate my father’s attempt to bring
about far-reaching economic and social changes. The Congress was
moulded by Mahatma Gandhi and my father to be the prime instru-
ment 9f social' change. The acceptance of office and of responsibilities
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of Government was, after all, to bring about this non-violent revolution
in our society. If this cannot be done, what is the use of Congress or
what is the purpose of being in Government?

“In his last years, my father was greatly concerned that the Congress
was moving away from the people and that there were people inside
the Congress who were offering resistance to change. My own experi-
ence even before the fourth general election was that the forces of the
status quo, with close links with powerful economic interests were
ranged against me.

“While the biggest leaders of the Congress were involved in the tasks
of Government and administration in the years after freedom, some
persons developed a vested interest in power. They began to regard
themselves as the Congress, forgetting that they could keep their
mandate only through service and only if the Congress had a powerful
mass base.

“To consolidate their hold and in the name of discipline they pushed
out of the Congress many honest and devoted workers, whose loyalty
to the organisation and its ideals was beyond question. Their arrogant
use of authority made some people resign from the Congress or retire
from active work. It also discouraged fresh streams of young workers
“from flowing into the Congress.

“The worker in the field was denied his right to mould the party
.and the party registers were packed with bogus names. Recently the
tendency to acquire factional control of the organisation has become
-more -intense. This is linked up with the desire to control the direc-
tion of Government policy and economic life in line with the narrow
,purposes and interests of a limited section.

%This is the background to the present crisis. As I recently told the
Bombay Pradesh' Congress workers, some of those who are not worried
about a split remained complacent when the strength of the Congress
was being - wilfully sacrificed in State after State and in election after
election.

“The time has come to bring all this into the open, so that there
;might be full and free discussion of the problems of the Congress. I do
_not want a split in our great national organisation, which brought
. freedom to our country and which has to fulfil its promise by building
a new sdciety

“But.I want unity which is a unity on principles and on methods of
work. To speak of socialism and secularism, to vote for them in
meetings, but to have public image. of association with those who are
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opposed to secularism and socialism is no service to the Congress.
“The full details of the present crisis are well-known to all of you.
- For your convenience copies of theletters which were exchanged between
Shri Nijalingappa and me (and between him and Shri Fakhruddin Ali
Ahmad and Shri C. Subramaniam) are attached.

“The correspondence fully brings out the background of the requisi-
tion which the majority of the All-India Congress Committee members
presented to the Congress Working Committee and which was so
summarily, unconstitutionally and wisely turned down.

“As you know, certain Chief Ministers strove to bring about a
compromise, but even while they were continuing their efforts,
Shri Nijalingappa asked me to 'explain my ‘conduct’, Even after this
notice was served, I met Shri Nijlingappa and discussed with him
certain proposals on which Shri K.C. Abraham and Shri Veerendra Patil
had worked.

“Since Shri Nijalingappa, for whose personal qualities I have regard,

- had felt that the requisition was a vote of censure on him, inasmuch
as it was confined to the Congress President’s election and left out
other elections, I suggested that we might have a new election to all
elected officials above the PCC level as an interim measure, pending
the revision of rolls and new elections at all levels on the basis of rolls
which were cleansed of bogus membership.

“Shri Nijalingappa on the contrary spoke of taking up the whole
process of election on the basis of the existing rolls—which is obviously
‘no answer to the crisis since it would retard the remedial action that
can still be taken to set things right in the organisation.

“Even as regards this proposal, unsatisfactory as it was,
Shri Nijalingappa made no firm commitment. He only said that any
written proposal which was made to him would be placed before the
Working Committee. He did not vouchsafe any information on whether
-the meeting would be that of the truncated body or of the full body. I
did not discuss the ‘show cause’ notice with him and he did not offer
to rescind it. From other reliable sources it was learnt that he had

. every intention of taking action against me and others.

“To go back from these details to the main question of the crisis
before the country—outside the narrow confines of our party, great and
turbulent changes are taking place in the minds and hearts of our
people. There are new trends of thought. There are new aspirations.
And there are new tensions apart from some other older tensions.
Political consciousness has matured and deepened among the masses
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and in this process, many ideas, some old and some new, are being
canvassed, and a kind of crystallisation has been steadily taking place.

“Faced with this change in the national political environment, our
party has been in danger of losing its orientation—it has been trying to
cope with the situation by a ritualistic repetition of the formal positions
of the past without making a fresh assessment of the needs of the pre-
sent and the future in accordance with its own living revolutionary
tradition.

“There is loss of confidence in ourselves and in the destiny both of
our country and of our party. There is a tendency to be influenced by
the forces of reaction, revivalism and vested interests.

“In this situation, it is necessary for the Congress to recognise
frankly that it no longer commands in full the loyalty and emotions of
the nation as it did in the past. It must also recognise that it cannot
discharge the role of leadership unless it redefines its position sharply in
relation to the competing points of view in the country—and it can
serve as an effective instrument of the national purpose only if it revital-
ises its membership and its methods of functioning.

“The Congress must open its closed doors to winds of change,
re-establish its living links with the people in every town and village
of India. It must make a fresh effort to forge fresh links with the new
generation which has grown since our Independence. It must reflect
the modern elements in our society. It mustdraw unto itself the live
elements of modern science and technology. It must command the
loyalty of our intelligentsia. It must seek to induce amongst the ordi-
nary people a feeling of confidence that we are a party which seeks to
serve the people.

“In the nature of things, a national debate on the issues at stake and
the competing points of view cannot be carried on without some pain
and emotional disturbance. But the need for the debate is inescapable.
No one can stifle it. Indeed, effective political leadership lies in pro-
moting an orderly, sober, civilised discussion of the issues we have to
resolve. We cannot treat a fresh debate as the sign of a revolt against
any individual or group. The subversion of free debate constitutes a
danger to democracy not only within our party, but in the country.

“The basic issue in the conflict must be separated from other issues
which, though important, are secondary. The basic issue is whether
the democratic process shall prevail or not in the Congress.

“There are the legal and constitutional aspects of the conflict. These
have been discussed fully in the correspondence that has passed be-
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tween me and Shri Nijalingappa. The legal and constitutional issues are
important. But behind them is the far more important issue whether
Congressmen who have built the Congress at great sacrifice are to run
it and mould it as they like or whether bosses should run it as they
like. There has been always a conflict between bossism and democracy,
and it is this conflict which has reached a critical stage.

“The .aim of the Congress still is to bring about far-reaching social
and economic change amounting to a social revolution. But it has
ceased to be a fit instrument of its own aims and is losing its sense of
purpose. It has been losing its articulation, its sense of direction, and
its old confidence. The average Congressmen has been denied his
voice in it, and the committees at various levels are hardly functioning.

“The present conflict, or debate, or whatever else it is called, con-
cerns what the Congress can still do for the people. Itis wedded to
democratic socialism. Both democracy and socialism are necessary.
Without the one, the other cannot exist. Democracy is inevitable in the
conditions of this country. So is socialism. The democratic process and
the socialist process can go together. Indian experience has proved it,
and we must take the processes together. The Congress, as the most
broad-based organisation, can do it best. That is why it has always to
keep its goal of socialism in view and maintain the democratic process
within itself.

“There is no place for a sectarian approach. Socialism in this country
can come about only as the result of an open, broad movement. It
cannot come overnight. Both the Government and the people must work
for it. The people must be mobilised in support of socialist measures
undertaken by the Government. Legislation alone is not enough.

““The organisation is important to mobilise the people for socialism. It
is not enough for it to come to life only for elections. It must be cons-
tantly at work to educate the people regarding our policies and actions.
Social power has to be organised in support of political power.

“This social power is necessary even to win elections. The organis-
ation cannot afford to become weak in any part. It must be ever vigilant
and active. Even with its recent amendments, the Constitution is still
inadequate for the fast changing situation. The desire to immediately
change the set-up even to a limited extent, arises because of the neces-
sity to consider in depth in what manner further radical transformation
of the organisation can be brought about. The membership must be
real; not artificial. The commitment must be sincere, there must be a
sense of urgency.
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“The Government is a part of the organisation. If the organisation is
alive, the Government will be aware of its responsibility. The state of
the organisation is reflected in the legislative parties and the Govern-
ment. There is no conflict between the two wings. The relations be-
tween them have often been discussed and are well understood. )

“The importance of the organisation cannot be minimised. To make.
it real and alive and to make it work democratically, and dynamically,
is the aim of the meeting of the members of the All-India Congress
Committee that will be held in Delhi. It can release vast energies, and
these energies can take the Congress and the people forward. This is
the issue before us—other matters secondary”.



APPENDIX XXIIT

Constitution of The Indian National Congress as amended at the
Bangalore Session of the AICC on July 11, 1969.

Article 1: Object

The object of Indian National Congress is the well-being and
advancement of the people of India and the establishment in India, by
peaceful and constitutional means, of a Socialist State based on Parlia-
mentary Democracy in which there is equality of opportunity and of
political, economic and social rights and which aims at world peace
and fellowship.

Article II: Constituents
The Indian National Congress will include the annual and special
sessions of the Congress and,

(i) The AllIndia Congress Committee, (ii) The Working Committee,
(iii) Pradesh* Congress Committee, (iv) District*/City Congress Commit-
tees, (v) Committees subordinate to the District Congress Committee like
Block or Constituency Congress Committee and other subordinate Com-
mittee to be determined by the Pradesh Congress Committee concerned.

Article IIT: Terrttorial Divisions

(a) Pradesh Congress Committees shall ordinarily be constituted in the
Pradeshes named below with the headquarters mentioned against each:’

Pradesh Headgquarters Pradesh Headguarters
1. Andhra Hyderabad 11. Madhya Pradesh Bhopal
2. Assam Gauhati 12. Maharashtra Bombay
3. Bihar Patna 13. Mysore Bangalore
4. Bombay - Bombay 14. Punjab Chandigarh
*5. Delhi ’ Delhi 15. Rajasthan Jaipur
-6. Haryana - - Chandigarh 16. Tamil Nadu Madras
7. Gujarat Ahmedabad 17. Tripura Agartala
8. Himachal Simla 18. Utkal Cuttuck
9. Jammu & Kashmir Srinagar 19. Uttar Pradesh Lucknow
10. Kerala Trivandrum 20. West Bengal Calcutta

*In this Constitution wherever the word ‘“Pradesh” occurs, it will include
Territorial”, the word ““District” will include “City” as required by the context.
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(b) Territorial Congress Committees shall be constituted in the terri-
tories named below with the headquarters mentioned against each:

Territory Headquarters Territory Headquarters
1. Chandigarh Chandigarh 5. NEFA (North East
2. Goa Panjim Frontier Agency) Bomdilla
3. Manipur Imphal 6. Pondicherry Pondicherry
4. Nagaland Kohima

(c) District Congress Committees shall be constituted in the areas
named below with the headquarters mentioned against each and these
DCCs shall be directly supervised by the AICC.

District Headquarters
1. Andaman-Nicobar Islands Port Blair
2. Laccadive-Minicoy-Amindivi Islands Kavaratti
3. Dadra-Nagar Haveli Selvassa

(d) A Pradesh Congress Committee may, with the previous sanction
of the Working Committee, change its headquarters.

(e) The Working Committee may, after ascertaining the wishes of
the Pradesh Congress Committee or Committees concerned, constitute
a new Pradesh, abolish an existing Pradesh, merge any existing Pradeshes
into one or assign to a Pradesh, a district or a portion or portions of a
district from any other Pradesh.

(f) The Working Committee shall have the power to give representa-
tion in such manner as it thinks proper to areas in the Union of India
as have not been included in the jurisdiction of any PCC and/or direct
that such an area or part thereof be included in a neighbouring
. Pradesh.

Article IV: Membership

(a) (i) Any person of the age of 18 or over, who accepts Article I,
shall, on making a written declaration in Form ‘A’ and on payment of
biennial subscription of Re. 1.00 only, become a primary member of
Congress provided that he is not a member of any other political party,
communal or other which has a separate membership, constitution and
programme.

(ii) No person shall become a primary member except in his per-
manent place of residence or where he carries on his work.

(iii) The term of membership, primary and active, shall be from
1st January to 31st December of the following year.
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(b) Any person, who has been a primary member for two consecu-
tive years, may become an active member on payment of subscription
of Rs. 25.00 or on enrolling 25 primary members biennially, if he fulfils
the following conditions and signs a declaration in Form (B):

(i) He is of the age of 21 or over;

(ii) He is a habitual wearer of hand-spun and hand-woven Khadi;

(iii) He abstains from alcoholic drinks and intoxicant drugs;

(iv) He does not observe or recognise untouchability in any shape or
form;

(v) He believes in communal unity and has respect for the faith of
others; :

(vi) He undertakes to have 2 minimum training and to perform a mini-
mum task as may be prescribed by the Working Committee;

(vii) The “minimum task’ shall include the task of enrolling at least one
subscriber to any one of the periodicals published by any Congress
Committee.

(c¢) Primary and active membership shall be continuous so long as
the biennial subscription is paid according to rules made thereunder
and the other conditions prescribed are fulfilled.

Renewal of primary and active membership will be deemed to have
been completed by depositing of requisite membership fee or fees and
by filling the renewal of membership forms primary oractive as the
case may be.

(d) The biennial subscriptions paid by primary and active members
shall be distributed in the following proportions between the various
Congress Committees:

AICC 10% DCC 25%

PCC 25%  Subordinate CCs 409,

Nate : 40%, share of primary and active membership subscription to
be proportionately distributed amongst various” subordinate Congress

~Committees below the DCC shall be determined by the Pradesh Con-
gress Committee concerned.

Article V: Term of Congress Committee

The term of every Congress Committee and of its office-bearers,
Executive Committee and members shall ordinarily be two years.

Article VI: Register of Members

(a) Permanent registers of active members shall be maintained by
the PCCs and DCCs.
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The Pradesh Congress Committees shall supply lists of their members
to the Office of the All India Congress Committee and keep it informed
of the changes made therein.

(b) The registers shall contain the full name, address, age, occupa-
tion, place of residence and date of enrolment of every member.

(c) Membership shall cease by death, resignation, removal or non-
payment of biennial fee.

dArticle VII: Qualifications of Volers and Candidates

(a) Voters: Every primary member, whose name appears in the roll of
primary members prepared in accordance with the rules framed in this
behalf by the Working Committee, shall be entitled to vote in the elec-
tions to the Subordinate Congress Committees.

(b) Candidates: Only an active member, whose name is in the register
of active members, shall be eligible for election as a member of any
Congress Committee.

dArticle VIII: Co-opted Members

The Working Committee and the Executive Committee at Pradesh
and lower levels may co-opt up to 5%, of the total membership of the
AICG, PCC and other lower Committees concerned as per rules pres-
cribed by the Working Committee.

The co-opted members at the AICG, PCC and lower levels shall not
exercise any voting right in any organisational election nor shall they
contest any election in the organisation, however, no person who is a
co-opted member shall be debarred for that reason from seeking election
to full membership of any Committee in the normal manner.

Article IX: District C’or;gress Comumittee

A. A DCC shall cover an area prescribed by the PCC in its Constitu-
tion and shall consist of:

(a) Four members elected by the members of the immediate subordi-
nate Congress Committee of the DCC as per rules prescribed by the
Working Committee.

(b) Ex-Presidents of the DCCs who have completed one full term*

"and are active members;

*Full term signifies the interval between two District Congress Committee elections

_or two years, whichever is less, provided that such of the ex-Presidents who have

‘been Presidents for 365 days before 7-1-196¢ shall continue to be ex-officio members
of the DCC. ‘ '
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(c) Members of the PCC who reside in or have been elected from
the District;

(d) Presidents of immediate subordinate Congress Committees, pro-
vided that they shall not be eligible to become either President or
Secretary of the DCC;

(e) Members of the Legislature Congress Parties, both Central and
State from the district, provided that they are active members;

(f) Leaders of the Congress Parties in Municipal Corporations,
Municipalities and District Boards/Zilla Parishads or Janapads in the
District, provided that they are active members;

(g) Members co-opted by the DCC executive as per rules prescribed
by the Working Committee.

Article X: Pradesh Congress Commiltees

A. A Pradesh Congress Committee shall consist of:

(a) Members elected by electoral colleges comprising unit members
to be elected at the rate of one for about 2,000 population.

Delimitation of the single member constituency shall be made by
the PCC concerned at the rate of one for about a lakh of population
with prior approval of the Working Committee.

Provided that:

(i) conditions and conduct of election will be in accordance with the
rules prescribed by the Working Committee;

(ii) from the Pradeshes of Bombay and Delhi there shall be 56 and
30 members respectively and in the following Pradeshes there shall be
25 members each;

1. Goa, Daman & Diu 2. Tripura
3. Manipur 4. Nagaland
5. NEFA 6. Pondicherry

(iii) from the directly supervised DCCs of Andaman-Nicobar Islands,
Laccadive-Minicoy-Amindivi Islands and Dadra-Nagar-Haveli Districts
there shall be four members each.

(iv) from the Territory of Chandigarh there shall be 7 members and

(b) Ex-Presidents of the PCC who have served one full term* and
are active members of the Congress;

(c) Presidents of the DCCs provided that they shall not be eligible to
become either President or Secretary of the PCC;

*Full term signifies the interval between the two PCC elections or 2 years, which-
ever is less, provided that such of the ex-Presidents who have been Presidents for 365
days before 7-1-1964 shall continue to be ex-officio members of the PCC.
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(d) AICC members who reside in the Pradesh;

(e) Members elected by the Congress Legislature Party at the rate
of 59, of the number of PCC or TCC members subject to a maximum
of 15.

(f) Members co-opted by the PCC Executive from special elements
not adequately represented and others in accordance with the rules
prescribed by the Working Committee.

B. Every member of the PCC shall pay an annual fee of Rs. 25.00 to
the PCC of which Rs. 15.00 shall be remitted to the AICC as delegate
fee and shall collect Rs. 100.00 for Congress fund biennijally within 3
months of his election to the PCC and deposit it with the PCC and
obtain a receipt thereof.

He shall receive certificate duly signed by one of the Secretaries of
the PCC to the effect that he is a member and has collected Congress
fund. No member who has not paid his fee and fund shall be entitled
to exercise any of his functions.

The PCC* shall forward to the AICC office a certified list of the
members not later than the date fixed by the Working Committee in
that behalf.

C. Every Pradesh Congress Committee shall:

(a) ordinarily function through the District Congress Committees;

(b) subject to the general supervision and control of the AICC be
incharge of the affairs of the Congress Committees within its own
Pradesh and to that end frame its Constitution, not inconsistent with
this Constitution which shall come into operation only with the previous
sanction of the Working Committee;

(c) submit to the Working Committee an annual report of the work
done by the Congress Organisation in the Pradesh including audited
balance sheets;

(d) pay to the AICC the share due to it out of the members’ fees
(vide Article (1V) (d) and clause B above) before a date to be fixed by the
Working Committee.

D. The Pradesh, which has not completed the formation of the PCC
on or before the date fixed by the Working Committee may, at the
discretion of the Working Committee, be disentitled to be represented
at the Congress Session. )

E. On the failure of any Pradesh Congress Committee to function in
terms of the Constitution or in accordance with the direction of the

*PCC concerned will decide the proportion in which the Congress fund may be dis-
tributed among subordinate Congress Committee,
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Working Committee, the Working Committee may suspend the existing
PCC and form an Ad-hoc Committee to carry on Congress work in the
Pradesh. )

Article XI: Delegates

All members of the Pradesh Congress Committee shall be delegates
to the Indian National Congress.

Article XII: All India Congress Commitee

A. The All India Congress Committee shall consist of:

(a) One-eighth of the number of the PCC members elected by them
from amongst themselves by proportional representation according to
the system of single transferable vote, provided that the number is
not less than five; however one member each shall be elected from
Chandigarh TCC and from the directly supervised DCCs.

(b) President of the Congress;

(c) Ex-Presidents of the Congress, who have completed one full term*
and are active members of the Congress.

(d) Presidents of the Pradesh Congress Committees, provided that
they shall not be eligible to become either President or Secretary of the
AICG;

(e) Leader of the Congress Party in Parliament;

(f) Leaders of the Congress Parties in the Legislature and State
Legislative Assemblies in Union Territories;

(g) 15 members elected by the Congress Party in Parliament accord-
ing to the system of single transferable vote;

(h) Members co-opted by the Working Committee from special ele-
ments not adequately represented and others in accordance with the
rules prescribed by the Working Committee;

B. (a) The President of the Congress shall be the President of the All
India Congress Committee;

(b) The AICC shall arrange for the implementation of the programme
of the work laid down by the Congress and shall have powers to deal
with matters and situations that may arise during its term of office;

(c) The AICC shall have power to frame rules, not inconsistent with
this Constitution, for regularising all matters connected with the Con-
gress which shall be binding on all subordinate Congress Committees;

*Full term signifies the interval between two AICG election or two years, which-

ever is less, provided that such of the ex-Presidents who have been Presidents before
7-1-1964 shall continue to be ex-officio members of the AICC.



156 THE CONGRESS CRISIS

(d) The AICC shall meet as often as required by the Working
Committee, or on a joint requisition addressed to the Working Commit-
tee by not less than 20%, of the total number of AICC members having
full voting rights. Such requisition shall specify the purpose for which
the requisitionists desire a meeting of the AICC. A requisitioned meeting
shall be held within 2 months of the receipt of the requisition, provided
that not more than one requisition can be moved in one year. At any
requisitioned meeting, additional items of business may be brought up
by the Working Committee for consideration.

(e) At all meetings of the AICC other than requisitioned meetings,
at least 2 hours shall be allotted for consideration of propositions of
which due notice has been given by the members of the AICC in
accordance with the rules prescribed in that behalf;

(f) Seventy or one-fifth of the total number of members, whichever
is less, shall form the quorum for a meeting of the AICC;

(g) Every member of the AICC* shall pay an annual fee of Rs. 25.00
and shall collect Rs, 200.00 for Congress fund within 3 months of his
election to the AICC and deposit it with the AICC and shall obtain
a receipt thereof. He shall receive a certificate duly signed by one of
the Secretaries of the AICC to the effect that he is a member. Member
will not be permitted to take part in any meeting of the AICG, Subjects
Committee or any Congress Session without paying the fees.

Article XITI: Committees Subordinate to the DCC

The PCC may constitute Committees subordinate to the DCC with
the membership emanating from the basic unit, at the rate of one
member for about 2,000 population.

Article XIV: Subjects Committee

(2) The AICC shall meet as the Subjects Committee under the
Chairmanship of the President at least one month prior to the Congress
" Session. The Working Committee, or in case 2 new President has been
elected before the Session and there is no Working Committee appointed
by him functioning, a Steering Committee appointed by the Preside_nt,
shall submit to the Subjects Committee the programme of work, in-
cluding draft resolutions for the Congress Session. While drafting the
resolutions the Working Committee or the Steering Committee shall
take into consideration the resolutions recommended by the Pradesh
Congress Committees and resolutions given notice of by the members of
the AICC.

*A member of the AICC need not collect fund for PCC also.
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(f) The Pradesh Congress Committee shall immediately forward the
ballot-boxes to the AICC;

(g) As soon as may be after the receipt of the ballot-boxes the
Returning Officer shall count the votes or the first preference recorded
for each candidate. If a candidate secures more than 50 per cent of the
votes of the first preferences, he shall be declared elected as President.
If no candidate secures more than 50 per cent of the first preferences
candidate who has secured the smallest number of first preferences
shall be eliminated, and the second preferences, recorded by the voter
who gave him the first preference shall be taken into account in counting
the votes of the remaining candidates. In this counting the candidate
who secures the smallest number of votes shall be eliminated. By this
praocess of eliminating the candidates who secure the smallest number
of votes in subsequent countings after the transfer of votes according to
recorded preferences, the candidate who secures more than 50 per
cent of the votes shall be declared elected as President;

(h) In the event of any emergency arising by reason of any cause
such as the death or resignation of the President elected as above, the
Working Committee shall forthwith fix a date for a fresh election by the
delegates as prescribed above. In case such a procedure is not found
possible by the Working Committee, it-shall convene a meeting of the
AICC to elect a President;

(i) The President shall preside over the Session of the Congress held
after his election and during his term of office and he shall exercise all
the powers of the Working Committee when it is not in session.

Article XVIII: Working Committee

(2) The Working Committee shall consist of the President of the
Congress and twenty members, of whom ten members will be elected
by the AICC as per rules prescribed by the Working Committee and
the rest shall be appointed by the President. The President shall appoint
a Treasurer and one or more General Secretaries from amongst the
members elected by the AICC or appointed by the President. Ordinarily,
members of the Working Committee will be appointed from amongst
the members of the AICG but in special cases, delegates who are not
members of the AICC may be appointed; provided however that a
delegate so appointed shall cease to be a member of the Working
Committee if he is not elected as a member of the AICC within six
months of his appointment;
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(b) The quorum for a meeting of the Working Committce shall be
seven;

(c) The Working Committee shall be the highest executive authority
of the Congress and shall have the power to carry out the policies and
programmes laid down by the Congress and by the AICC and shall be
responsible to the AICC. It shall be the final authority in all matters
regarding interpretation and application of the provisions of this
Constitution;

(d) The Working Committee shall place before every meeting of the
AICC a report of the proceedings of the previous meeting of the AICC
and also an agenda of business for the meeting and shall allot time for
non-official resolutions of which due notice may have been given by the
members of the AICC in accordance with the rules prescribed in that
behalf;

(e) The Working Committee may appoint one or more auditors or
inspectors or other officers to examine the records, papers and account
books of all Congress Committees and organisations. It shall be incum-
bent on all such committees and organisations to furnish all the requir-
ed information to the auditors, inspectors, or other officers and to give
them access to all offices, accounts and other records; '

(f) The Working Committee shall have the power;

(i) to frame rules for the proper working of the organisation. Such
rules shall, as early as possible, be placed for the consideration of the
AICG;

(ii) to issue instructions not inconsistent with this Constitution and
frame rules in all matters not otherwise provided for;

(iii) to superintend, direct and control all Pradesh Congress Commit-
tees and subordinate Committees, as well as the Reception Committees;

(iv) to take such disciplinary action as it may deem fit against a
Committee other than the AICC or an individual;

(v) in special cases to relax application of provision under Article IV
(a) (i), IV (b), VII (a) and VII (b).

(g) The Working Committee shall have the accounts of the AICC
audited annually by an auditor or auditors appointed by the AICC
every year;

(h) The Working Committee shall fix the date by which the forma-
tion of Subordinate, District, Pradesh and All-India Congress Commit-
tees shall be completed; )

(i) The Working Committee shall appoint a Board of Trustees for
holding properties belonging to the All-India Congress Committee. The
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(b) The Subjects Committee shall proceed to discuss the programme
and shall frame resolutions for being moved in the Open Session. As
far as possible, four hours shall be allotted for the consideration of
propositions of which due notice has been given by the Pradesh
Congress Committees or the members of the AICC.

Article XV: Plenary Congress Session

(a) A Session of the Congress shall ordinarily be held once in two
years at the time and place decided upon by the AICC or the Working
Committee.

(b) A Congress Sessxon shall consist of the President of the Congress
and all other delegates;

(c) (i) A Congress Session shall consider resolutions recommended to
it for adoption by the Subjects Committee in the first instance;

(ii) Thereafter the Session shall take up any substantive motion not
included in (i) above, but which 40 delegates have, before the com-
mencement for the day’s sittings, requested the President in writing to
allow them to place before the Congress, provided, however, that no
such motion shall be allowed unless it has been previously discussed ata
meeting of the Subjects Committee, and received the support of at least
a third of the members then f)resent at the Subjects Committee meeting.

(d) The Pradesh Congress Committee, in whose jurisdiction the
Congress Session is held, shall make such arrangements for holding the
Congress Session as may be deemed necessary and, for the purpose,
shall form a Reception Committee which shall work under its general
guidance and which may include therein persons who are not its
members;

(e) The Reception Committee shall elect its Chairman and other
office-bearers from amongst its own members;

(f) The Reception Committee shall collect funds for the expenses of
the Session and shall make all necessary arrangements for the reception
and accommodation of delegates. It may also make necessary arrange-
ments for the visitors;

(8) The receipts and dishursements of the Reception Committee shall
be audited by an auditor or auditors, appointed by the Pradesh Congress
Committee, and the Statement of Accounts together with the audit
report shall be submitted by the Pradesh Congress Committec to the
Workmg Committee swithin six months of the conclusion of the Congress

Session. Any surplus funds remaining with the Reception C ommittee
shall be divided equally between the AICC and the PCC.
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Article XVI: Special Session

(a) A Special Session of the Congress shall be held in case the AICC
so decides or if a majority of PCCs, through their resolutions, request
the President of the Congress to convene such a Special Session.

(b) Such a Session shall be organised by the PCC of the Pradesh
selected for holding the Session.

Article XVII: Election of the President

(a) The Working Committee shall appoint one of the General Secre-
taries of the AICC to work as Returning Officer for the election of the
President;

Provided that no General Secretary, who is a candidate for President-
ship, shall be appointed, and that if all the General Secretaries are
such candidates, the Working Committee shall appoint some one else to
work as the Returning Officer.

(b) Any ten delegates may jointly propose the name of any delegate
for election as President of the Congress. Such proposals must reach the
Returning Officer on or before the date fixed by the Working Com-
mittee;

(c) The Returning Officer shall publish the names of all persons so
proposed and it"shall be open to any person whose name has been so
proposed to withdraw his candidature within seven days of the pro-
posed names by writing to the Returning Officer to that effect;

(d) After eliminating the names of those who have withdrawn, the
Returning Officer shall immediately publish the names of the remaining
candidates and circulate them to the Pradesh Congress Committees. If,
after elimination, there remains only one candidate, he shall be declared
duly elected as President of the next Congress Session;

(¢) On a date fixed by the Working Committee, which shall not
ordinarily be less than seven days after the final publication of the
names of contesting candidates, each delegate shall be entitled to
record, for the election of a President, his vote in the following manner:
On the voting paper which shall exhibit the names of the candidates,
the delegate shall, if there are only two candidates, record his vote for
one of them. If there are more than two candidates, the delegate shall
record at least two preferences by writing the figures 1, 2, etc., against
the names of the candidates voted for. In such a case, he may give
more than two preferences if he wishes to do so but any voting paper
showing lessthan two preferences will be regarded as invalid. The voting
_paper shall be deposited in a ballot-box provided for the purpose;
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term of the Board shall be for three years and the Treasurer of the All
India Congress Committee shall be an ex-officio member of the Board;

(j) To meet any special situation, the Working Committee shall have
the power to take such action in the interest of the Congress as it may
deem fit; provided, however, that if any action is taken which is beyond
the powers of the Working Committee as defined in this Constitution,
it shall be submitted as early as possible to the AICC for ratification
but not later than six months.

Article XIX: Treasurer

The Treasurer shall be in charge of the funds of the Congress and
shall keep proper accounts of all investments, income and expenditure.

Article XX: General Secretaries

(a) Subject to general control of the President, the General Secretaries
shall be in charge of the office of the AICC;

(b) The General Secretaries shall be responsible for the preparation
and publication of a report of the proceedings of the Congress Session
including its audited accounts, as soon as possible after the Session;

(c) The General Secretaries shall prepare a report of the work of the
AICC and the Working Committee, including an audited statement of
accounts for the period since the last submission of such a report and
submit the same to the meeting of the AICC held at the beginning of

each year and have it circulated to the members sufficiently in advance
of the meeting.

Article XXI: Scrutiny of Membership
The Executives of the District Congress Committees and Pradesh
Congress Committees shall arrange for periodical scrutiny and disposal
f’f complaints regarding the enrolment of primary and active members
In accordance with the rules prescribed by the Working Committee, but
when complaints of a grave nature are reported to the Working Com-

Inittee, it may enquire into such complaint and take such action as may
be deemed necessary.

Article XXII: Election Disputes
The Executives of the District Congress Committees and Pradesh
Congress Committees shall arrange for disposal of complaints regarding
eltj-cuons in accordance with the rules prescribed by the Working Com-
mittee, but when complaints of a grave nature are reported to the



162 THE CONGRESS CRISIS

Working Committee, it may enquire into such complaints and take such
action as may be deemed necessary. ’

Article XXIII: Election Machinery

(a) The PCC or TCC as the case may be, shall within a period of
two months from the beginning of its term, appoint by a majority of
two-thirds of its members present and voting a Pradesh or Territorial
Returning Officer.

(b) If any PCC or TCC fails to appoint a Pradesh or Territorial
Returning Officer, the Working Committee shall appoint a Pradesh or
Territorial Returning Officer.

(c) The Pradesh Returning Officer shall conduct all Congress elec-
tions in the Pradesh. He shall, in consultation with the Executive of the
PCC or TCC and DCCs, appoint District Returning Officers and such
other officers as may be necessary for the proper conduct of elections
in the Pradesh or Territory. He shall also perform such other functions
as are allotted to him by the Working Committee from time to time,

(d) The Pradesh Returning Officer shall hold office ordinarily for
one term but he will continue to function till a new Pradesh Returning
Officer is appointed or he is removed from office in accordance with the
rules framed in this behalf by the Working Committee.

Article XXIV: Flag

The flag of the Indian National Congress shall consist of three hori-
zontal colours, saffron, white and green, with the picture of a Charkha

in blue in the centre. It shall be made of hand-spun and hand-woven
Khadi.

Article XXV: (A) Parliamentary Board

The Working Committee shall set up a Parliamentary Board consist-
ing of the Congress President and seven other members one of whom
will be the leader of the Congress Party in Parliament, with the Con-
gress President as the Chairman, for the purpose of regulating and
co-ordinating the Parliamentary activities of the Legislature Congress
Parties and shall frame rules in that behalf.

(B) Election Commiltees

(a) A Central Election Committee shall be set up consisting of mem-~
bers of tlie Parliamentary Board, and seven other members elected by
the AICC for the purpose of:
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(i) making the final selection of the candidates for the State and
"Central Legislature, and

(ii) conducting election campaigns.

(b) The Pradesh Election Committee shall consist of the President
of the PCC, the Leader of the Congress Legislature Party andfor in case
of Union Territories, the Leader of the Congress Party in the Territorial
Council and not more than ten and not less than four other members,
who shall be elected by the general mecting of the PCC or TCC. If the
members of the Committee to be elected, other than the PCC or TCC
President and the Leader of the Congress Legislature Party andfor in the
case of Union Territories, Leader of the Congress Party in the Territ-
torial Council, are elected by a two-third majority of members present
and voting, they shall be declared elected. The voting for such an
election shall be by ballot and on each ballot paper the voter shall have
to record as many votes as there are members to be elected to the Com-
mittee. In case a two-third majority is not secured by each of the
members to be elected, there shall be a fresh election by the system of
single transferable vote.

The President of the PCC or TCC shall be ex-officio Chairman of
Pradesh or Territorial Election Committee;

(c) The Pradesh or Territorial Election Committee, constituted in the
above manner, shall recommend candidates for the Central and State
Legislatures to the Central Election Committee;

(d) The Central Election Committee shall frame necessary rules to
give guidance to the Pradesh Election Committees in regard to the

selection of candidates and other matters relating to the conduct of
elections.

Article XXVI: Vacancies

(a) The office of a delegate or a member of any Committee or Board
constituted under this Constitution shall be vacated by resignation,
removal or death;

(b) All vacancies shall, unless otherwise provided for, be filled in the
same manner in which the vacated member was chosen and members
so elected shall hold office for the unexpired term of the seat vacated;

(c) In the absence of any provision to the contrary, a Committee or
Board, once it is properly constituted, shall not become invalid by
reason of any vacancy on it.
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Article XXVII: Miscellaneous

(a) No person shall be a member of any two parallel Committees;

(b) A Committee may delegate any of its powers to a smaller com-
mittee or an individual;

(c) Population figures of the last available census shall be the basis
for all Congress purposes;

(d) Where there is a question of the value of fractions, a fraction of
one-half or more shall be treated as one, and less than half as zero;

(e) Wherever, in this Constitution, the word “vote’” or any of its
inflections occurs, it means or refers to a valid vote.

(f) The District and Pradesh Congress Committees shall elect from
amongst its members the Presidents, Vice-Presidents, and Treasurers
and members of their Executive Committees and from amongst the
members of the Executive Committees, the Presidents of the respective
Committees shall appoint their secretaries.

(g) any question or dispute arising under the Constitution with regard
to provisions, contents, interpretations or the procedures laid down
therein, between members and between members and Committees or
between Committees infer se, shall be determined by the appropriate
authorities, indicated in this Constitution, and the decision of such an
authority shall be final and binding on all members and Committees of
the Indian National Congress, and shall not be liable to question by any
of them in a court of law.

(h) Any member who does not attend three successive meetings of
any Congress Committee without prior intimation of his absence shall
cease to be a member of the Committee concerned.

Article XXVIII: Changes in the Constitution

This Constitution can be amended, altered, or added to only by a
Session of the Congress. The AICC shall, however, have authority, ex-
cept in regard to Article I, to amend, alter or addto the Constitution
when the Congress is not in Session, if so desired by the Working Com-
mittee, provided that no such addition, alteration or amendment shall
be made by the ATICC except by a majority of two-thirds of the members
present and voting at a meeting held specially for this purpose after due
notice of the proposed changes has been given to each member at least
one month prior to the date of such a meeting. The changes made by
the AICC shall be placed before the next Session of the Congress for
ratification but they may come into operation even before ratification
from such date as may be prescribed by the AICC.






