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We have seen in the last
chapter that the Congress
recovered after 1971, but
was not the same kind of
party. The difference
became clear in a series of
events between 1973 and
1975 that brought new
challenges to India’s
democratic politics and the
institutional balance sought
by the Constitution. These
developments led to the
imposition of ‘emergency’ in
June 1975.
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Normally, we would JMMAR W 3MYIdehld 9@ AR A9
associate ‘emergency’ with & o= v 3R e

war and aggression or with
natural disaster. But this JTepidh SATTRT hT TEAR e

‘emergency’ was imposed g dfd a9 w1 A SrurashTe
because of the perceived &l I =Y ASEAl TgafeAt
threat of internal G| S NG a; 'qé‘—,.ﬁr{ CA| T|§ ot |
disturbance. The AT &1 Soon 59 RS

Emergency ended as
dramatically as it had ®Y 4 g3 o Il 3 W3S

begun, resulting in a defeat  @TcHT Hi 31| ATUIAhRIA i
of the Congress in the Lok YT o SR 1977 o AThIHl

Sabha elections of 1977. Il § S99 8- TS
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< In this chapter we focus on 39 A | BH 39T &M
thiS CrUCial phase in the Q:"l'{?—ﬁ'{l‘ (’"ch(")' q,, ‘%"ﬁlm a; s'gﬁ‘

history of democracy in India 5
and ask some questions that Fotiash SR W shisa w3 w@

have remained controversial & &1 ¥ TH Ha {371 i

after all these years. qrell oA o 9] Al faaRrug
> Why was Emergency a1 ©, S-
imposed? Was it necessary? > STTaTaeR T 1 A fean Tam?
» What did the imposition of
Emergency mean in I TH ST & 217
practice? > 3YTdhIc FIT‘I\ Eb_{ﬁ hl
> What were the e 31 =1 A1?
consequences of > TTd TSI o forerst 9
Em n n
oliics? ST 3 @ IR g0
> What are the lessons of > STaTaehTd ¥ WA lsha s A
Emergency for Indian 1 99 9iG?

democracy?
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Background to Emergency

We have already studied the
changes that were taking place In
Indian politics since 1967. Indira
Gandhi had emerged as a towering
leader with tremendous popularity.
This was also the period when party
competition became bitter and

polarised. This period also
witnessed tensions in the
relationship between the

government and the judiciary. The
Supreme Court found many
initiatives of the government to be
violative of the Constitution. The
Congress party took the position
that this stand of the Court was
against principles of democracy
and parliamentary supremacy
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The Congress also alleged
that the Court was a
conservative institution and
it was becoming an obstacle
in the way of implementing
pro-poor welfare
programmes. The parties
opposed to the Congress felt
that politics was becoming
too personalised and that
governmental authority was
being converted into
personal authority. The split
in the Congress had
sharpened the divisions
between Indira Gandhi and
her opponents.
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Economic context

In the elections of 1971,
Congress had given the
slogan of garibi hatao
(remove poverty). However,
the social and economic
condition in the country
did not improve much after
1971-72. The Bangladesh
crisis had put a heavy
strain on India’s economy.
About eight million people
crossed over the East
Pakistan border into India.
This was followed by war
with Pakistan. After the
war the U.S government
stopped all aid to India.
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In the international market, 34l Ifafy 4 Tqi=g SNk o

oil prices increased dal &1 SEdal & %3 [ deiad
manifold during this period. ) At .ﬂ ¥
This led to an all-round ?"gl ﬁrﬁ{. ) Elﬁ .
increase in prices of 9t d=it 9 9c@il 1973 ° ==
commodities. Prices # a7 23 BIES 3R

increased by 23 per cent in )
1973 and 30 per cent in 1974 ® 30 WA T TATHI

1974. Such a high level of g3 39 did Wﬁ&r q @

inflation caused much %l AR *fsArE gel
hardship to the people.
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Industrial growth was low and
unemployment was very high,
particularly in the rural areas. In
order to reduce expenditure the
government froze the salaries of
its employees. This caused
further dissatisfaction among
government employees.
Monsoons failed in 1972-1973.
This resulted in a sharp decline in
agricultural productivity. Food
grain output declined by 8 per
cent. There was a general
atmosphere of dissatisfaction
with the prevailing economic
situation all over the country. In
such a context non-Congress
opposition parties were able to
organise popular protests
effectively.
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Instances of students’ unrests
that had persisted from the late
1960s became more
pronounced in this period.
There was also an increase in
the activities of Marxist groups
who did not believe in
parliamentary politics. These
groups had taken to arms and
insurgent techniques for the
overthrow of the capitalist order
and the established political
system. Known as the Marxist-
Leninist (how Maoist) groups or
Naxalites, they were particularly
strong in West Bengal, where
the State government took
stringent measures to suppress
them.
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Gujarat and Bihar movements
Students’ protests in Gujarat
and Bihar, both of which were
Congress ruled States, had far
reaching impact on the politics
of the two States and national
politics. In January 1974
students in Gujarat started an
agitation against rising prices of
food grains, cooking oil and
other essential commodities,
and against corruption in high
places. The students’ protest
was joined by major opposition
parties and became widespread
leading to the imposition of
President’s rule in the state.
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The opposition parties
demanded fresh elections to
the state legislature. Morarji
Desai, a prominent leader of
Congress (0), who was the
main rival of Indira Gandhi
when he was in the
Congress, announced that
he would go on an indefinite
fast if fresh elections were
not held in the State. Under
intense pressure from
students, supported by the
opposition political parties,
assembly elections were

held in Gujarat in June 1975.

The Congress was defeated
in this election.
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In March 1974 students
came together in Bihar to
protest against rising
prices, food scarcity,
unemployment and
corruption. After a point
they invited Jayaprakash
Narayan (JP), who had
given up active politics and
was involved in social
work, to lead the student
movement. He accepted it
on the condition that the
movement will remain non-
violent and will not limit
itself to Bihar.
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Thus the students’ movement
assumed a political character
and had national appeal. People
from all walks of life now
entered the movement.
Jayaprakash Narayan
demanded the dismissal of the
Congress government in Bihar
and gave a call for total
revolution In the social,
economic and political spheres
iIn order to establish what he
considered to be true
democracy. A series of bandhs,
gehraos, and strikes were
organised in protest against the
Bihar government. The
government, however, refused
to resign.
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The movement was beginning to 3iciM &1 Y9E TRIF TSHITA W
influence national politics. ey & I TIATHE THT

Jayaprakash Narayan wanted to T o fe 9% ondied W o g

spread the Bihar movement to N
other parts of the country. few & +ft el SETHRT T &

Alongside the agitation led by g 4 9@ ® 3TSiaq o WY Bl
Jayaprakash Narayan, the g e & FaaieEt 3 ot T

employees of the Railways gave a
call for a nationwide strike. This %"\ T sgare &1 emgM fowan 6

threatened to paralyse the country. 331 & USTHU o &IH&IS oh 3 Bl

In 1975, JP led a peoples’ march to S= =1 Eaq 9<1 & ™1 1975
the Parliament. This was one of the S X ST & ‘gue-ArE! &7 1 I

largest political rallies ever held in '
the capital. He was now supported feram 21 T U9 ® ST a9

by the non-Congress opposition A+l SISt et =Y g2 o gt
parties like the Bharatiya Jana qur &l 319 9RAE SHEH, 109

Sangh, the Congress (0), the at)  wr o ghotfere
Bharatiya Lok Dal, the Socialist ;@ )ﬁ'{ i ﬁﬂlqi.d‘ s o i
Party and others. B SSUEZICLERRES]




The Crisis Of Democratic Order disdiflsh HTGEAT bl

These parties were
projecting JP as an
alternative to Indira Gandhi.
However, there were many
criticisms about his ideas
and about the politics of
mass agitations that he was
employing. Both the Gujarat
and Bihar agitations were
seen as anti-Congress and
rather than opposing the
State governments, they
were seen as protests
against the leadership of
Indira Gandhi. She believed
that the movement was
motivated by personal
opposition to her.
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Conflict with Judiciary

This was also the period when
the government and the ruling
party had many differences with
the judiciary. Do you remember
the discussion about the long
drawn conflict between the
Parliament and the judiciary?
You have studied this last year.
Three constitutional issues had
emerged. Can the Parliament
abridge Fundamental Rights?
The Supreme Court said it
cannot. Secondly, can the
Parliament curtail the right to
property by making an
amendment?.
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Again, the Court said that Parliament 39 78d W 9 9di=d @9 &1 Jat
cannot amend the Constitution in gz o1 ff TR, gy o =9 @
such a manner that rights are goneE @ w5 ghdt BF sifaert &

curtailed. Thirdly, the Parliament o , )
amended the Constitution saying gl 9l dR, 99g 7 a4 Fed

that it can abridge Fundamental &Y gfaum 4 gy fean fo =@
Rights for giving effect to Directive fifd-fRvyre fagial &1 guEe™ T=
Principles. But the Supreme Court & fou Hifers ifaerd A FHl *X
rejected this provision also. This led gl g’ Afr wal=s =ed 4 39

to a crisis as far as the relations £ )
between the govermment and the TS ST T

judiciary were concerned. You may SR IR =EuIfes! o &9 gadi #d

remember that this crisis culminated 9 311l Yl I1] N T 9
in the famous Kesavananda Bharati &2 <1 9f{uifa Sh3Earc 9Ol o

Case. In this case, the Court gave a TREY YHEH % ®9 W UM TS| 39
decision that there are some basic ame ¥ gat=a 3

features of the Constitution and the . .
Parliament cannot amend these |® G199 %1 Th FHFART BrT g 3R

features H9g 39 <ArE fagiaett & gy
TEl HL Gehdl 2l
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Two developments further
added to the tension between
the judiciary and the
executive. Immediately after
the Supreme Court’s decision
in 1973 in the Keshavananda
Bharati case, a vacancy arose
for the post of the Chief
Justice of India. It had been a
practice to appoint the senior-
most judge of the Supreme
Court as the Chief Justice.
But in 1973, the government
set aside the seniority of
three judges and appointed
Justice A. N. Ray as the Chief
Justice of India.
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The appointment became
politically controversial because
all the three judges who were
superseded had given rulings
against the stand of the
government. Thus, constitutional
interpretations and political
ideologies were getting mixed up
rapidly. People close to the Prime
Minister started talking of the
need for a judiciary and the
bureaucracy ‘committed’ to the
vision of the executive and the
legislature. The climax of the
confrontation was of course the
ruling of the High Court declaring
Indira Gandhi’s election invalid.
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TN 1 afissdl &l T_E! 39
et § & 49f 3=l TR & 39
FeH & faeg haar fam @ o
Gfau™ &1 sgredn 3R USHiTas
faarRumustt &1 9t dsit 9 "AeHd
g3 S & 9oEH o Tsiaist o
d T wH ‘faeas’ ArEdifersht ao
REMET Bl STed o 9R § «1d
& ot St ot it wrurferent
%1 W o AThdl =0T R 34
99 1 =g a9 3T S T
3=d A 1 iU M oh fHated
*l ITaYy Hifea Y fgam




The Crisis Of Democratic Order disdiflsh HTGEAT bl

D- laration 2 Emergency

On 12 June 1975, Justice
Jagmohan Lal Sinha of the
Allahabad High Court passed
a judgment declaring Indira
Gandhi’s election to the Lok
Sabha invalid. This order
came on an election petition
filed by Raj Narain, a socialist
leader and a candidate who
had contested against her In
1971. The petition,
challenged the election of
Indira Gandhi on the ground
that she had used the
services of government
servants in her election
campaign..
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The judgment of the High
Court meant that legally she
was no more an MP and
therefore, could not remain
the Prime Minister unless
she was once again elected
as an MP within six months.
On June 24, the Supreme
Court granted her a partial
stay on the High Court order
- till her appeal was
decided, she could remain
an MP but could not take
part in the proceedings of
the Lok Sabha.
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Crisis and response

The stage was now set for a big
political confrontation. The
opposition political parties led by
Jayaprakash Narayan pressed for
Indira Gandhi’s resignation and
organised a massive demonstration
in Delhi’s Ramlila grounds on 25
June 1975. Jayaprakash
announced a nationwide satyagraha
for her resignation and asked the
army, the police and government
employees not to obey “illegal and
immoral orders”. This too
threatened to bring the activities of
the government to a standstill. The
political mood of the country had
tumed against the Congress, more
than ever before.
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The response of the government
was to declare a state of
emergency. On 25 June 1975,
the government declared that
there was a threat of internal
disturbances and therefore, it
invoked Article 352 of the
Constitution. Under the provision
of this article the government
could declare a state of
emergency on grounds of
external threat or a threat of
internal disturbances. The
government decided that a
grave crisis had arisen which
made the proclamation of a state
of emergency necessary.
Technically speaking this was
within the powers of the.
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Once an emergency is
proclaimed, the federal
distribution of powers remains
practically suspended and all the
powers are concentrated in the
hands of the union government.
Secondly, the government also
gets the power to curtail or
restrict all or any of the
Fundamental Rights during the
emergency. From the wording of
the provisions of the
Constitution, it is clear that an
Emergency is seen as an
extraordinary condition in which
normal democratic politics
cannot function. Therefore,
special powers are granted to
the government.
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On the night of 25 June 1975,
the Prime Minister
recommended the imposition
of Emergency to President
Fakhruddin Ali Ahmed. He
issued the proclamation
immediately. After midnight,
the electricity to all the major
newspaper offices was
disconnected. In the early
morning, a large number of
leaders and workers of the
opposition parties were
arrested. The Cabinet was
informed about it at a special
meeting at 6 a.m. on 26 June,
after all this had taken place.
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Consequences

This brought the agitation to an
abrupt stop; strikes were banned;
many opposition leaders were put
in jail; the political situation
became very quiet though tense.

Deciding to use its special
powers under Emergency
provisions, the government

suspended the freedom of the
Press. Newspapers were asked
to get prior approval for all
material to be published. This iIs
known as press censorship.
Apprehending social and
communal disharmony, the
government banned Rashtriya
Swayamsevak Sangh (RSS) and
Jamait-e-Islami.

i
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@l HY (3NTHTY) 3
SHA-U-s&eHt 9 Yfaerd o f=m



The Crisis Of Democratic Order disdiflsh HTGEAT bl

Protests and strikes and
public agitations were also
disallowed. Most importantly,
under the provisions of
Emergency, the various
Fundamental Rights of
citizens stood suspended,
including the right of citizens
to move the Court for
restoring their Fundamental
Rights.

YT, Y3 2R ggarel il ot
Wﬁrﬂﬁﬁlma@f‘aﬁq‘é
g3 foh SATUeRICA IrEd™l o
iafa MRt o fafa—= wifaes
YRR FgamEt 8t MU Ik
I 34 I8 YR 6t &1 @I
f hifas sfusrt =1 T8©d o
oI SIgTea T AT TEEl |
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The government made
extensive use of preventive
detention. Under this
provision, people are
arrested and detained not
because they have
committed any offence, but
on the apprehension that
they may commit an
offence. Using preventive
detention acts, the
government made large
scale arrests during the
Emergency. Arrested
political workers could not
challenge their arrest
through habeas corpus
petitions.

THR 4 FaRe TsRaEdst &1 92
9 W sWA fowan 39 ghuE
o 3Tdila oMt ol FRwaR sdfert
T fear Srar fe 3= &
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72 i W frewfen &) fa
TsHifdeh wEwaistt st fIREAR
foar =M @ 95 TR Aifaet
&1 98I W AT FRwrt &t
A ot & * gha o
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Many cases were filed in the
High Courts and the
Supreme Court by and on
behalf of arrested persons,
but the government claimed
that it was not even
necessary to inform the
arrested persons of the
reasons and grounds of their
arrest. Several High Courts
gave judgments that even
after the declaration of
Emergency the courts could
entertain a writ of habeas
corpus filed by a person
challenging his/her
detention.

R &M 31Yar 39k 981 9
fegl 3t A =9 =y 3R
gaied IEAd H s HMdA ST
fru, dfed SR &1 &el o1
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In April 1976, the
constitution bench of the
Supreme Court over-ruled
the High Courts and
accepted the government’s
plea. It meant that during
Emergency the government
could take away the
citizen’s right to life and
liberty. This judgment
closed the doors of
judiciary for the citizens
and is regarded as one of
the most controversial
judgments of the Supreme
Court.
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There were many acts of
dissent and resistance to the
Emergency. Many political
workers who were not
arrested in the first wave,
went ‘underground’ and
organised protests against the
government. Newspapers like
the Indian Express and the
Statesman protested against
censorship by leaving blank
spaces where news items had
been censored. Magazines like
the Seminar and the
Mainstream chose to close
down rather than submit to
censorship. Many journalists
were arrested for writing
against the Emergency.

TSI $! JEAHA 3R
gfady &1 *g 9l o gl
el | S USHIfde srdhdl
Rgal € o= ¢ o 9 qfrE’
gl MU 3 IW/T TWEHR
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Many underground
newsletters and leaflets
were published to bypass
censorship. Kannada writer
Shivarama Karanth, awarded
with Padma Bhushan, and
Hindi writer Fanishwarnath
Renu, awarded with Padma
Shri, returned their awards
in protest against the
suspension of democracy.
By and large, though, such
open acts of defiance and
resistance were rare.

YT+ 9«1 9dd g [aHU
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The Parliament also brought in
many new changes to the
Constitution. In the
background of the ruling of the
Allahabad High Court in the
Indira Gandhi case, an
amendment was made
declaring that elections of
Prime Minister, President and
Vice-President could not be
challenged in the Court. The
forty-second amendment was
also passed during the
Emergency. You have already
studied that this amendment
consisted of a series of
changes in many parts of the
Constitution.
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Among the various changes
made by this amendment,

one was that the duration of

the legislatures in the
country was extended from
five to six years. This
change was not only for the
Emergency period, but was
intended to be of a
permanent nature. Besides
this, during an Emergency,
elections can be postponed
by one year. Thus,
effectively, after 1971,
elections needed to be held
only in 1978; instead of
1976.
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Shah Commission of Inquiry
In May 1977, the Janata
Party government appointed
a Commission of Inquiry
headed by Justice J.C.
Shah, retired Chief Justice
of the Supreme Court of
India, to inquire “into
several aspects of
allegations of abuse of
authority, excesses and
malpractices committed and
action taken in the wake of
the Emergency proclaimed
on the 25th June, 1975”.

M ST =T 1977 &1 08 &
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The Commission examined N A fafa= yeRrR < A
various kinds of evidence 1 g F1 3ﬁ—{ 0 ARl o

and called scores of

witnesses to give T 3o fey @t 7 g
testimonies. These MYt 9t Infae ot 9 3T oh
included Indira Gandhi who g+ 3ufeerd g3, cifdd 3=
appear:ed_before the AT % gaet & waE 3

Commission but refused to
answer any questions. STh Y T
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Controversies regarding 3T o Y H fagare
Emergency 3T HIRAT TSHIfd

Emergency is one of the most - _
controversial episodes in qaifae faamsreas geor 21

Indian politics. One reasonis  ®HdhI[ Uch U] g STuTashId i
that there are differing view YT Bl ST bl dhT fafa—=

points about the need to . 2T

declare emergency. Another SISCHTT .' QAU YT ge
reason is that using the 2 fo @R A gfaum u==
powers given by the ATYRT T I Hich

Constitution, the government gt 4t W ofiwdif

practically suspended the
democratic functioning. As HHHIS hl 3 HT AT oM

the investigations by the AT oh 1% IMS ST

Shah Commission after the YT St A g fo 3@ Iafy
Emergency found out, there ¥ =g O ‘S gﬁl
were many ‘excesses’ S

committed during the
Emergency.
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Finally, there are varying 9ah Ifdfiad 9ra # dledd W
assessments of what the 3 o feersT 8 SqTaehTel 9

lessons of Emergency are for _ _ .
the practice of democracy in T~ <l Hsl%h di@ S Hhd €,

India. Let us look at these 39 ¢ 491 3Ter-3Terv U fardt
one by one. 21 3MET, 37 W TH-Tsh Hih

TR Stgm|
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Was the Emergency necessary?
The Constitution simply
mentioned ‘internal
disturbances’ as the reason for
declaring Emergency. Before
1975, Emergency was never
proclaimed on this ground. We
have noted that agitations were
going on in many parts of the
country. Was this reason enough
for declaring Emergency? The
government argued that In a
democracy, the opposition
parties must allow the elected
ruling party to govern according
to its policies. It felt that
frequent recourse to agitations,
protests and collective action
are not good for democracy.
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<ifeq for o faifad sEE S sl 3o
™l o STTER A e S| TR i
AT o foh SR-R 1 93 -9<3 3R
gfgsh HRAR <lichad o foiq Sk Tl
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Supporters of Indira Gandhi also
held that in a democracy, you
cannot continuously have extra-
parliamentary politics targeting
the government. This leads to
instability and distracts the
administration from its routine
task of ensuring development. All
energies are diverted to
maintenance of law and order.
Indira Gandhi wrote in a letter to
the Shah Commission that
subversive forces were trying to
obstruct the progressive
programmes of the government
and were attempting to dislodge
her from power through extra-
constitutional means.
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Some other parties, like the
CPI that continued to back
the Congress during the
Emergency, also believed that
there was an international
conspiracy against the unity
of India. It believed that in
such circumstances some
restrictions on agitations
were justified.
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Tohdl o faog SIS Qe st S
@ 2| Qe &1 9 o o wE
T | folg Tt 85 % Yfdey
AT Sfaa @1 HidieTs o1 /T o foh
St A {59 S SARIGH Sl STER 6,
o8 Al HegeR| <kl STiRie o 3K
I8 AT HhUY i YRad-ehMEl -Hifadl
o faiy d o ST & 915
HidisTE 3 wegy fwar fh g
HoichT Tieid o1 3R 3AIaehlet bl
U HET Teh it i




The Crisis Of Democratic Order disdiflsh HTGEAT bl

On the other hand, the critics U W, SAUAHTA H
of the Emergency argued that TSI T deh o fF =Tl

ever since the freedom 3 :
movement, Indian politics had % ST ¥ ARt TR AR

a history of popular struggles. ¥ S 3]l &1 Tk faarfyetn
JP and many other opposition gy §| S gfea fauer o 3=

:ale:r:if;':ce;:(t g:::t;lr;al:ad the Al H1 G o b drwdA |
J
right to publicly protest ARt H1 grEEd dR R WER

against the government. The o faUy &1 YR AT ATf8Ul

Bihar and Gujarat agitations faer 3 TSHd | 9t

were mostly peaceful and .
non-violent. Those who were fotiy-angier SRR 953

arrested were never tried for  feq® X wifayef @1 oA

any anti-national activity. No i it Feear foear & e, 3:[
cases were registered against W W ) T

most of the detainees.
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The Home Ministry, which is
entrusted with the
responsibility of monitoring
the internal situation of the
country, also did not express
any concern about the law
and order situation in the
country. If some agitations
had over-stepped their
limits, the government had
enough routine powers to
deal with it. There was no
need to suspend democratic
functioning and use
draconian measures like the
Emergency for that.
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The threat was not to the
unity and integrity of the
country but to the ruling party
and to the Prime Minister
herself. The critics say that
Indira Gandhi misused a
constitutional provision
meant for saving the country
to save her personal power.
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What happened during
emergency?

The actual implementation of
the Emergency is another
contentious issue. Did the
government misuse its
Emergency powers? Were there
excesses and abuse of
authority? The government said
that it wanted to use the
Emergency to bring law and
order, restore efficiency, and
above all, implement the pro-
poor welfare programmes. For
this purpose, the government
led by Indira Gandhi announced
a twentypoint programme and
declared its determination to
implement this programme.

JMYTdhT o SR FFT—o
ga?

TYTdhlc] hl dATdfdh
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The twenty-point programme
included land reforms, land
redistribution, review of
agricultural wages, workers’
participation in management,
eradication of bonded labour,
etc. In the initial months after
the declaration of Emergency,
the urban middle classes
were generally happy over
the fact that agitations came
to an end and discipline was
enforced on the government
employees.

39 32T 4 @R 7 T
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3R 38 W] H T YT 59
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The poor and rural people e SR ATHOT ST &t o

also expected effective I off fof R 59 S
implementation of the _

welfare programmes that FEFA F A IS FH H AR
the government was #{ @l 7, 3% 3 SR dloh
promising. Thus, different g SIVEER IS ITEECE | C7)
sections of society had =T ot ) oToTT— ST
different expectations from o

the emergency and also ey off 3R 39 R
different viewpoints about 3MMYTdhIc] hi Tichl 3+Tch JISZh|v

It Tt STerT-3TaT 9
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Critics of Emergency point
out that most of these
promises by the government
remained unfulfilled, that
these were simply meant to
divert attention from the
excesses that were taking
place. They question the use
of preventive detention on
such a large scale. We have
noted that many prominent
political leaders were
arrested. In all, 676
opposition leaders were
arrested.

AMUIAehTd oh 3Teidsht H &
feamn @ fe TWER & R
AR R @ gUI STeliahl &
%81 & fh TR 3T 9SS
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The Shah Commission estimated
that nearly one lakh eleven
thousand people were arrested
under preventive detention laws.
Severe restrictions were put on
the press, sometimes without
proper legal sanctions. The Shah
Commission report mentions
that the General Manager of the
Delhi Power Supply Corporation
received verbal orders from the
office of the Lt. Governor of Delhi
to cut electricity to all newspaper
presses at 2.00 a.m. on 26 June,
1975. Electricity was restored
two to three days later after the
censorship apparatus had been
set up.

& 3TRNT &l ke o1 foh o
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There were other and more
serious allegations regarding
the exercise of governmental
power by people who held no
official position. Sanjay
Gandhi, the Prime Minister’s
younger son, did not hold any
official position at the time.
Yet, he gained control over
the administration and
allegedly interfered in the
functioning of the
government. His role in the
demolitions and forced
sterilisation in Delhi became
very controversial.
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Apart from the arrests of qeiifae sEcdial ol R
political workers and the 3T 99 W oM qreel & 31fafied,

restrictions on the press, the ,
Emergency directly affected 3{“ dehTel T S STER THAT

lives of common people in &1 "l YA 9ST SMUIdhTd
many cases. Torture and A qfaw feuda o dia 3

custodial deaths occurred © . .
during the Emergency; MG 1 ST S| s o

arbitrary relocation of poor %l AT @1 H TH Tﬂg 9
people also took place; and 3§ hY i{:rﬂ S 99 1 9

OVer-f':fh"Sias't“ ??O:tt TN §31 SHaEn v o
opuiation control ie O
pop afa I o @ =t S1fiad w4

cases of compulsory

sterilisation. These instances ¥ THdgl o fdUw WS foham =M
show what happens when the g 3R 4 gu=n r," g&hdl &

normal democratic process is foh eterditr® 9fwan o 3 qe+

suspended.
waﬁwwaﬁi‘cﬁél
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Lessons of the Emergency
The Emergency at once
brought out both the
weaknesses and the
strengths of India’s
democracy. Though there
are many observers who
think that India ceased to be
democratic during the
Emergency, it is noteworthy
that normal democratic
functioning resumed within
a short span of time. Thus,
one lesson of Emergency is
that it is extremely difficult
to do away with democracy
in India.

qidehlc] oh g
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Secondly, it brought out some TR, 3MUId%h ¥ HiguH &

ambiguities regarding the gfofd SMYTdRTT s 99U o

Emergency provision in the ¢ R
Constitution that have been D SN Sl dbc g,

rectified since. Now, ‘internal’ N= 9] # gurR fa&m mm 3«
Emergency can be ‘SAcEAl’ SuTawTa fath g

proclaimed only on the , )
grounds of ‘armed rebellion’ fasie’ =1 feafa & @m=n =

and it is necessary that the gehdl 21 39 foau a8 of s&d
advice to the President to 2 & STuTasTa 1 =Y &t

proclaim Emergency must be I B L) 1
given in writing by the Union ¥ 2) el feTiErd

Cabinet.
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Thirdly, the Emergency made

everyone more aware of the
value of civil liberties. The
Courts too, have taken an
active role after the
Emergency in protecting the
civil liberties of the
individuals. This is a
response to the inability of
the judiciary to protect civil
liberties effectively during
the emergency. Many civil
liberties organisations came
up after this experience.
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However, the critical years of
emergency brought many
iIssues that have not been
adequately grappled with. We
have noted in this chapter
that there is a tension
between routine functioning
of a democratic government
and the continuous political
protests by parties and
groups. What is the correct
balance between the two?
Should the citizens have full
freedom to engage in protest
activity or should they have
no such right at all? What are
the limits to such a protest?

9galcl, TUTdehlcl oh Hhequi Iut
1 &g @ gad 3ie & o W
e e e & mn #)1 s|
I W Y US b @ fh
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T S o= TH GHr g G
F1 8l Ghdl 22

Tt &l fady &t wRaE o
e 34 &1 9 ST=El sl
aIfEu Al 3= 3HHT Hig

fgep R & 2T 81 drfewl wd
faiy =t 9w =1 9 S
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Secondly, the actual
implementation of the
Emergency rule took place
through the police and the
administration. These
institutions could not
function independently.
They were turned into
political instruments of the
ruling party and according
to the Shah Commission
Report, the administration
and the police became
vulnerable to political
pressures. This problem did
not vanish after the
Emergency.

TR, 3AYTdhlel 1 ATXld%h
ngaﬁiwmés

YT TSTHIaeh SR a1
s fRam 3me HHIYH &t
foid & IR qfed iR g9
(SHITdeh 91 i 94¢ H 37 W
A I8 UM USRI oh 9§

4t @ el g3
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Politics after Emergency 3T S &€ bl ST
The most valuable and 34 & SUIdST @ ga sk
lasting lesson of the _

AlhEHT e IAEl it SE0N gz,

Emergency was learnt as
soon as the Emergency was 98 @l 3TUIqehIal 1 Tad Si&

over and the Lok Sabha 3R Fadt ga TssggE ] A
elections were _announced. g faan 1977 % 9119 T @@
The 1977 elections turned ) )
into a referendum on the g AMUIdhTd oh AIHEl o SR #
experience of the SHHI-9UE 91 3SR 9R”d # dt

Emergency, at least in north AR 9T =T TJe8T TIrahTa

India where the impact of )
the Emergency was felt bl ST @m Hed" 1"7*—&[

most strongly. The ™1 on fauer = ‘Head a=reTt

opposition fought the & IR W g9 Sl
election on the slogan of )

‘save democracy’.
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The people’s verdict was
decisively against the
Emergency. The lesson was
clear and has been
reiterated in many state
level elections thereafter -
governments that are
perceived to be anti-
democratic are severely
punished by the voters. In
this sense the experience
of 1975 -77 ended up
strengthening the
foundations of democracy
in India.

SARY furas dR W SasE
% favg oAl o THSH A% A1
IR g T ok faurFE At
"+ feufa I€t wWhH 59 9@
&l SHdaT A dteaA-fatiet A 349
Al o &9 § 344 9 g
fam s a1ed 9 9@ at 1975-77
oh JIHEl i Teh ROMd ARG
clishd> bt AR bl T& sHH
" g3l
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Lok Sabha Elections, 1977

In January 1977, after eighteen
months of Emergency, the
government decided to hold
elections. Accordingly, all the
leaders and activists were
released from jails. Elections
were held in March 1977. This
left the opposition with very little
time, but political developments
took place very rapidly. The
major opposition parties had
already been coming closer In
the pre-Emergency period. Now
they came together on the eve of
the elections and formed a new
party, known as the Janata Party.

e gHl & FAFT—1977

18 W&lH o 3MUTdehldd oh o] 1977
o Sl Ae H WER A 1149
HH BT e fwan @t
Yarfaes @4t Faett 3 e
SR disll l Sl @ @1 * fe
TN 1977 °h HIE ® A9 gU T
Y fauar &l A dAd H1 S
%4 qud e, <dfed TSHitds
d5cld 1 Tfd ST d=1 o)
HATYIdhI] o] & oh 9gdl & «SI
faueft wifdar te-q@R & Tl
M Wi of| 999 o T Ugal &
qifdat § Wahele BHT ST UTed
AW 9 Tk &1 S ST




The Crisis Of Democratic Order disdiflsh HTGEAT bl

The new party accepted the 3t 4IEf 3 SEAYRIT AIYT &l
leadership of Jayaprakash e WaR fwa S99 & 9

Narayan. Some leaders of S e
the Congress who were -ld Sll 3{MUTdshlel <h TEIt b

opposed to the Emergency o, 39 Ut ¥ el gul +1a9

also joined this new party. ah 3,99 3 Aqel 4 SErSigq
Some other Congress T % dch ¥ s T e
leaders also came out and ‘

formed a separate party EEIE] W Tl T AW R iR
under the leadership of SHR ! o1 3R 9 ® gg uel
Jagjivan Ram. This party 9t S el o wnfae '@ e

named as Congress for
Democracy, later merged
with the Janata Party.
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The Janata Party made this
election into a referendum on the
Emergency. Its campaign was
focused on the nondemocratic
character of the rule and on the
various excesses that took place
during this period. In the
backdrop of arrests of thousands
of persons and the censorship of
the Press, the public opinion was
against the Congress.
Jayaprakash Narayan became the
popular symbol of restoration of
democracy. The formation of the
Janata Party also ensured that
non-Congress votes would not be
divided. It was evident that the
going was tough for the Congress.

Sl 91l 1 SAUAehTd o 19

SHHAT 9U8

%1 ®Y f<An 39

qet =4 9

J-99R H I h

IR diTsTeh ARGl X SATITdehTe
% N 1 TS STEfqal W SR

feam gt

Al &t FRwr

3 99 =1 dWT +t gogfd

" SH99d &

g o faeg o

ST 91el b M3 oh Il I8

ot gify=aa gt & e
R-F10 dle & & Fw

98| ¥1d facighel 9ok o4i T

S o ol 319 dSt qi¥hal
ISt
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Yet the final results took
everyone by surprise. For the
first time since Independence,
the Congress party was
defeated in the Lok Sabha
elections. The Congress could
win only 154 seats in the Lok
Sabha. Its share of popular
votes fell to less than 35 per
cent. The Janata Party and its
allies won 330 out of the 542
seats in the Lok Sabha;
Janata Party itself won 295
seats and thus enjoyed a
clear majority.

dfe g & Afaw Adisi A
! dihT AT AR & 9%
Ugeil 9 T g37 f 1y

o

HYHT HT A TR TR H1UH

&l dlhddl &l 91 154 G
fiaeft off1 39 35 gfava @ ot
%H die T gUI SHal gret
3R Ik il <al il ArHgH
&l Fd 542 G ® 9 330 Hie
fieit| Eg SHar et 3tahdd 295
el W Sita T et ik 3@
W ggAd fHer ol
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In north India, it was a
massive electoral wave
against the Congress. The
Congress lost in every
constituency in Bihar, Uttar
Pradesh, Delhi, Haryana and
the Punjab and could win
only one seat each in
Rajasthan and Madhya
Pradesh. Indira Gandhi was
defeated from Rae Bareli, as
was her son Sanjay Gandhi
from Amethi.

SW 9Rd 4 Il qEeld w9

éswf@?frrtﬁmla»‘lﬁq

faeR, 3¢ s3I, feodit, giEm
aﬁiwﬁ@ﬂﬁ%ﬂzqv‘

ehl| TSEUM 3 e y_9r o

34 "esl TH-Us Hie e

s et Tasell @ 3R 3h
U GG TMEl St | g9 @

|

3
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But more importantly, north NIC X s'q@ 97 SHq1ET quorl{Uf
India had experienced some qa ge o fF S 9a ®

long term changes in the o .
nature of political aertfass gfagfgar =t gfa o
competition. The middle {UTITﬁ 959 3T &1 I 9

castes from north India were ST AT U9 9 W SH @

beginning to move away from | LS
the Congress and the Janata o SR et & Y qeh

party became a platform for Sl Gl &t Th #9 oh ®9 H

many of these sections to qrehy s9d el 39 31 o
come together. In this sense, 39 dt 1977 & =RIC Eeles

the elections of 1977 were . .
not merely about the ST BT HAT Tel Fed %
Emergency. dfch 3qh AW &t At TS qQrat

T Gahd HW &



The Crisis Of Democratic Order disdiflsh HTGEAT bl

Janata Government

The Janata Party government that

came to power after the 1977
elections was far from cohesive.
After the election, there was stiff
competition among three leaders
for the post of Prime Minister -
Morarji Desai, who was the rival
to Indira Gandhi ever since 1966-
67; Charan Singh, leader of the
Bharatiya Lok Dal and a farmers’
leader from UP; and Jagjivan
Ram, who had vast experience as
a senior minister in the Congress
governments. Eventually Morarji
Desai became the Prime Minister
but that did not bring the power
struggle within the party to an
end.

SHAl H{hR

1977 < G b dI§ Sl ST el

&l WHR Y &z @Y dicyd el

oIl I b 1§ AdiSll b S
YHFESAT o 9] o faT Bl e gy
g ¥ HRRst 39E, = g iR
STSitaq 9 el 91 ARRSH {918

1966-67 H Bt

giew Wit & wfcigar

| = {48, IR dihsd b
TG 3R SW WY & fhar a1 9
SSiE 9 ol HIUEl &R § 3l
trq’qugﬁaﬂﬁmaaaﬂaml

dolelc] RIS

<5

TH

.

oifh 399 ST TIdt o ek Ol
%l Gidd- GH 1 g3l
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The opposition to Emergency
could keep the Janata Party
together only for a while. Its
critics felt that the Janata
Party lacked direction,
leadership, and a common
programme. The Janata Party
government could not bring
about a fundamental change
in policies from those pursued
by the Congress. The Janata
Party split and the government
which was led by Morarji
Desai lost its majority in less
than 18 months. Another
government headed by Charan
Singh was formed on the
assurance of the support of
the Congress party.

AMUTdehTal &1 fater SHar aref &t
%8 Bl <l o fou taee @

Tl 39 Ul oh ATelidenl
%al fh SHar aret & qrg fedt
fezm, Aqe storen oF W™

HEA%HH &I A9 ATl SHAT T
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@l WHR HIUH R AT Tz
Hifqal 9 i3 g 9 el
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But the Congress party later ©ifhd 95 H iU 9T 7 GUAH 999 <

decided to withdraw its support = h@ﬂ foram =9 o=18 § 9 fag =t

Singh government could remain n T P % W T w1 i 1980
% SHad ¥ elihdl o fow T RR € g

power for just about four months. '
Fresh Lok Sabha elections were BT 38 TH | SHal 961 8 @& W &

held in January 1980 in which the SFal UEl &l ST 9Rd ¥ W Rip
Janata  Parly  suffered  a fich, sfw 1977 & T9 d SW 9Ra ¥
comprehensive defeat, especially =0 U] S SaEw ghe el o <R

in north India where it had swept .. . . A .
the polls in 1977. Congress party et o g ® S W A 1980 b GG

led by Indira Gandhi nearly ¥ Th SR f 1971 & @l il Herl
repeated its great victory in 1971. R gy g0 Wi G%ern eifiel &l S U@t

won 333 seats and came back to ) 353 Oi¥ fireli 3l a8 T A S

power. The experience of 1977-7_9 197779 ﬂmaﬁ X St TR @5
taught another lesson in

democratic politics: governments P 3R Heeh @R SR SRR &

that are seen to be unstable and 3R 3T iR Hcle &, df Has T

quarrelsome are severely punished TR # FI 3 24 o
by the voters.
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Legacy But was it only a case of
return of Indira Gandhi?
Between the elections of 1977
and 1980 the party system had
changed dramatically. Since
1969, the Congress party had
starting shedding its character
as an umbrella party which
accommodated leaders and
workers of different ideological
dispensations and view points.
The Congress party now
identified itself with a particular
ideology, claiming to be the only
socialist and pro-poor party.

fatraa <ifsh =1 1980 & I @
fads gfe e H) AT gF o
T {HAT 3a1 9T a1? 1977 AR
1980 o FAMEl oh &9 e JOTeil
A e 9k MWl 1969 oh 9]
g U9 &1 9%l gHIfed Hich
T dTell TWHE d8e 1l & g3l
1969 9 Ygat d& hiud fafaw
foarurcas fa-ufa o Aden 3
Sdhdiall st Th d HcHI dordl
ot Y &<l g WHE | S0y A
@y &t fagiv faaryam @ S
394 Y i I HI THAA
FETE st T 5 fenrr aret
adrT & feam
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Thus with the early nineteen
seventies, the Congress’s
political success depended on
attracting people on the basis
of sharp social and ideological
divisions and the appeal of one
leader, Indira Gandhi..

With the change in the nature
of the Congress party, other
opposition parties relied more
and more on what is known in
Indian politics as ‘non-
Congressism’. They also
realised the need to avoid a
division of non-Congress votes
iIn the election. This factor
played a major role in the
elections of 1977.

34 W@ 1970 o S oh Il
qiell € 109 %l heldl 39 90 W
frsdt @ & o7 TR amifee sk
faaruRcas fadasA & SER W
T ol AT Xk foean Eif9 gt
2| 3Uoh WIY-UIY I8 Ul 39 Tk
Far A e e Wt A I |
Tt e g2l F19 &1 ghfa °& snu
JScldl oh HeqdsR 3 fausft s«
'TR-STIHarg’ &1 TsHITG 1 W
qe| faust o Aqel &t 39 I8 &
ATh-AIh TR [ et fo oAt o
R-HadE gie faaq = =fen) 39
<=t 4 1977 o FAG ° Th dS)

it R
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In an indirect manner the
iIssue of welfare of the
backward castes also began
to dominate politics since
1977. As we saw above, the
results of 1977 elections
were at least partly due to a
shift among the backward
castes of north India.
Following the Lok Sabha
elections, many states also
held Assembly elections in
1977. Again, the northern
States elected non-
Congress governments in
which the leaders of the
backward castes played an
important role.

YT &Y °§ 1977 & &) fuse
I 1 A3 bl T HAI ST
W EE 81 & AN 801 SR TR
foar ean & 1977 o gAE-—afom=t
R fusest sifadal & HasE &1 3
ST o1, T I 9Rd H |

R gdT o gAEl oh 9], 1977 |/
s oAl W faumgen o ot g
g0 39 oft I 9Rd o WA |
-H10E THR 4111 37 TWhR oh
a1 ¥ fas<st sifa o Jaredt A
Hequl s R




The Crisis Of Democratic Order disdiflsh HTGEAT bl

The issue of reservations for foer o ‘ot fusst wnfadi’ o

‘other backward classes’ JR&IUT o HATd W Sgd YR A=
became very controversial In sqoh I g ®1 Sl 9e &

Bihar and following this, the .
Mandal Commission was TR 7 "ed AT g fham

appointed by the Janata 5g I R fassl snfaal 1
Party government at the THIfa &1 qfust o aR °§ =D
centre. You will read more R 9 g oifay 31eg o e

about this and about the \ :
role of the politics of ATIARTA & R g FAE A

backward castes, in the last AT el o i §6 agard
chapter. The elections after Sl gfshal & L S|
the Emergency set off the

process of this change in
the party system.
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The Emergency and the
period around it can be
described as a period of
constitutional crisis because
it had its origins in the
constitutional battle over the
jurisdiction of the Parliament
and the judiciary. On the
other hand, it was also a
period of political crisis. The
party in power had absolute
majority and yet, its
leadership decided to
suspend the democratic
process. The makers of
India’s Constitution trusted
that all political parties
would basically abide by the
democratic norm.

JMYTqehTel 3R THoh 3MHYTH &1
EfY &l &9 auieh Hohe &l
Y o ®Y H A E Hhd 2|
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Even during the Emergency,
when the government would
use extraordinary powers,
its use would be within the
norms of the rule of law.
This expectation led to the
wide and open ended
powers given to the
government in times of
Emergency. These were
abused during the
Emergency. This political
Crisis was more serious
than the constitutional
crisis.

3% g8 W fayam o f&
ATYTdehTd <l feeqfa &

gih 391 319
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Another critical issue that
emerged during this period was
the role and extent of mass
protests in a parliamentary
democracy. There was clearly a
tension between institution-
based democracy and
democracy based on
spontaneous popular
participation. This tension may
be attributed to the inability of
the party system to incorporate
the aspirations of the people.
In the two chapters that follow
we shall study some of the
manifestations of this tension,
in particular, popular
movements and debates
around regional identity.

59 3R ® U 3R "ecaqul wEel
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