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ABSTRACT 

 

Democracy in India has the distinction of being world’s largest functioning 

democracy. Ever since her independence, India has been living and developing 

through a democratic system of governance involving a self rule of the people. Till 

today they have been regularly using their rights to vote for electing & changing 

their government. Around 70 crore of people enjoy the right to vote and around 65% 

of them exercise their rights in elections. The organization of government by the 

directly elected representative of the people has been the rule of the Indian 

Democracy. Despite the presence of the multi party system, the government – making 

exercise has been always orderly and efficient. The change of one party- dominant 

multi party system into a real multiparty system and the transformation from a 

system of single majority- party rule to a coalition rule, has demonstrate and 

maturity and ability to the Indian Democracy to develop and change according to 

the demand of the environment. In fact the working of Democracy in India has been 

a success story, particularly when seen a comparison with several countries like 

Pakistan, Bangladesh, Indonesia and others in which military dictatorship has been 

dominating the political system by running façade or shame democracies. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

INTRODUCTION 

The first meeting Constituent Assembly of India was called over by Lord Wavel in December 9, 

1946, later recommended a democratic set up of government for our country after its 

Independence on 15th August, 1947. Dr. Ambedkar, Chairman of Draft Committee of 

Constituent Assembly, admitted that its main frame was taken from the Govt. of India Act, 1935 

under which Election to the Provincial Assembly was held. Accordingly, 14 General Elections 

have been held to elect a people‘s government based on adult franchise. Although an ordinary 

person can rise to the highest position in government and judiciary yet it has failed to make the   
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poor people feel that it is their own government. A profile of the 14th Loksabha shows that as 

many as three hundred MPs are millionaires and shockingly 175 MPs have criminal cases going 

on against them in the courts of the country. Besides some ‗Gurujis‘ have taken the reins of some 

troubled states in India. M.Ps. have been caught taking bribe for raising questions in the 

Parliament. Packs of notes were flashed in the Loksabha during the last Confidence Motion in 

the 13th LokSabha (2008). The poor people are getting poorer. Parliamentarians attended the 

session only to claim their D.A. and remuneration. Is this not the blatant misuse and abuse of the 

trust imposed in them by the country? Gandhiji certainly must be an aggrieved soul as to whom 

for he fought against of.  Can the think-tank of the country devise a method to get rid of this 

politico—criminal nexus and ameliorate the sufferings of millions of Indians  

For years now we have been hearing the word democracy being used endlessly in our media, 

homes and offices. But do we really know what democracy is? What does it stand for? What are 

its principles? And most importantly what is the role of different state institutions and their 

respective jobs and duties as prescribed in our constitution 

The word democracy is derived from two Greek words, Demo and Cratia meaning rule of the 

people. Simply academicians like to define it as, ―rule of the people, by the people, for the 

people‖. This unique system was first introduced in ancient Greece. In times when absolute 

monarchs and kings ruled and often called themselves gods, the Greeks had developed a 

beautiful exceptional system of governance. People elected their representatives and they formed 

a Senate which used to advise the king on every aspect of the state and basically they ran the 

country in the name of the king. One of the most famous examples which magnify the powers of 

a senate was the refusal of the king‘s request for an army, when Xerxes of Persia attacked 

Greece. 

This model of governance was briefly carried on by the Roman Empire. With few minor 

modifications it was this strong system of democracy which became the foundation of the mighty 

Roman Empire. The Romans were the first Super Power and democracy (senate) played a pivotal 

role in their world dominance. The events of Gaius Julius Caesar‘s death are another testament to 

the importance of democracy in Roman Empire. After Caesar the Romans dumped democracy 

and that meant the end of the grand empire. 

Only six decades have passed since the time of the debates of the Constituent Assembly of India, 

but some of the ideals of that world seem to be already near death. With the experience of 

colonization behind them, the members naturally endeavored to frame a democratic constitution, 

where the people could be said to be self-governed, rather than being merely subject to an alien 

government. The dream of democracy now is always accompanied with a bitter aftertaste. Just as 

the costs of development, for so long justified as merely the control of nature, now seem 

unbearable, similarly many have begun to question the possibility of a democracy with any claim 

to universality. Is democracy only possible, when, never mind the rhetoric, it is democracy really 

only for a few, that is, that democracy for a few is made possible by the exclusion of the many 

others from democracy. Are we to see democracy as merely a legitimating device, to keep the 

subjects quiet by giving them the illusion of participating in their own governance? Surely not 

only in America, but in many countries a democracy, ―its political rituals preclude any real 

possibility of the emergence of dissent and are designed to reinforce conformity and consensus.‖ 
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1 Did the constitution makers see democracy as a continuum between the ideas of one person, 

one vote and one person, one value, or did they, like Ambedkar, accept that the principle of one 

person, one vote, was only a faint approximation of the real democratic principle of one person, 

one value. 

In the present paper, we have tried to ponder over the salient institutional features of Indian 

democracy. The constitution-makers have envisaged – citizenship, fundamental rights, 

federalism, an independent judiciary, freedom of press RTI Act 2005-as the main components of 

Indian democracy. These can be seen as being put in place as separate checks on the powers of 

the legislature and the executive, especially those of the central government. Framed as the 

debates on the Constitution were, constantly in the background of a conversation about a 

majority and several minorities, it was quite clear that democracy did not merely mean the 

government of the majority, but also that, whichever government it were, it was to be a limited 

and accountable government. After all, when we say, one person, one value, that applies first of 

all to the equality between those in government and those governed.  

1. FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS AND CITIZENSHIP IN INDIAN DEMOCRACY  

I) DEMOCRATIC CITIZENSHIP IN INDIA  

Indian citizenship was ‗cheap‘ in the sense that the requirements for becoming an Indian citizen 

were very minimal. But the citizenship provisions, in the Constituent Assembly, took ―an 

exceptionally long time nearly two years to reach the stage of finality.‖2 After all, the first thing 

that democracy does is to convert subjects into citizen. The status of a citizen entitles one to 

rights and privileges, therefore it was important that ―in order to be a citizen of the union at its 

inception, a person must have some kind of territorial connection with the union, whether by 

birth or decent or domicile.‖ 3      

The Indian Constitution Assembly stated that the status of citizen was to be acquired by ―every 

person who or either of whose parents or any of whose grandparents was born in the territory of 

India and who has not made his permanent abode in any foreign country, after 1
st
 April 1947.‖ 

To include those who had migrated from what was now Pakistan, another clause read that 

citizenship would also be granted to ―every person who has his domicile in the territory of India, 

provided he has not voluntarily acquired the citizenship of any foreign country.‖ 
4 

Articles 15 

and 16 prohibited discrimination on grounds of place of birth, and Article 19 gave Indians the 

right of movement to, and residence in all parts of India. The locus of citizenship was India, not 

one of the specific states.  

 
II) RIGHT TO EQUALITY  

Democratic citizenship is based on the idea of equal citizenship, on equality in terms of rights. 

Whereas the rights enjoyed by subjects under a monarchy are assigned arbitrarily- it is the 

monarch who decides which ones of his subjects enjoy certain privileges till when, but in a 

democracy on the other hand, citizens are entitled to equal rights. The modern idea of citizenship 

was of the democratic equality. There were many debates in the constituent Assembly of India 

about the specific rights that Indian citizens were entitled to. Did the conception of equal rights 

require that the list of fundamental rights include not only civil and political rights but also 
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economic and welfare rights? Did it require that not only individuals are considered as the 

bearers of rights, but that group rights be also made a part of the fundamental rights?  

III) RIGHT TO FREEDOM 

The Indian Constitution contains a listing of the standard rights to freedom. Article 19, clause 1) 

sub-clauses a), b), and c) grants all Indian citizens the rights to freedom of speech and 

expression, to assemble peaceably and without arms, and to form associations and unions. Clause 

2) of the same article also lays down that nothing in sub-clause a) of clause 1) shall prevent the 

state from imposing, by law, reasonable restrictions on the right to freedom of speech and 

_expression in a number of circumstances, including in the interests of the sovereignty and 

integrity of India, the security of the state, friendly relations with foreign states, public order, 

decency or morality. Similarly, clause 3) allows reasonable restrictions on the right to assembly 

in the interests of the sovereignty and integrity of India or public order. Finally, clause 4) allows 

reasonable restrictions on the freedom of association for the sake of the sovereignty and integrity 

of India, public order or morality. Of course, the Supreme Court has contested the 

reasonableness of the restrictions on these rights that have often been imposed by the 

government, but, nevertheless to allow for these restrictions in the Constitution itself places these 

rights under threat. The inclusion of clauses relating to prevention detention in Article 22 in the 

very chapter on fundamental rights has also been a sore point in the history of the rights to 

freedom in India 

 IV)CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL RIGHTS 

The Indian Constitution did recognize the importance of cultural rights: it not only gave every 

Indian an all encompassing right to the practice of religion, it also gave distinct linguistic and 

cultural groups the right to preserve their language, script and culture. Article 29 was passed in 

the form it now has in the Constitution. The Indian Constitution opened the door to the idea of 

cultural rights. Article 29 provides that any section of the citizen residing in any part of India 

having a distinct language, script or culture of its own shall have the right to conserve the same. 

Further no citizen shall be denied admission into any educational institution maintained by the 

state or receiving aid out of state funds on grounds only religion, race, caste or language.  

There are two  provisions in the constitution- the first is to protect the right of a group while the 

second provision guarantees the right of a citizen as an individual irrespective of the community 

to which he belongs. 

V)  RIGHT TO CONSTITUTIONAL REMEDIES 

 ―A mere declaration of fundamental rights in the constitution is meaningless, useless and 

worthless without providing effective machinery for their enforcement if and when they are 

violated. Hence Article 32 confers the right to remedies for the enforcement of an aggrieved 

citizen‖ The chapter on fundamental rights ends with Article 32 conferring the right to 

constitutional remedies Article 32 guarantees ‗the right to move the Supreme Court for the 

enforcement of the fundamental right.‘ The courts have not hesitated in opposing the government 

in their attempt to protect these fundamental rights. One can cite many cases from the early 

history of the Supreme Court – the Ramesh Thapar and Brij Bhushan cases pertaining to freedom 
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of the press, the right to property cases, and the Keshvanand Bharti case – in which the Supreme 

Court declared as unconstitutional any abridging of the fundamental rights. The Supreme Court 

also played this role to some extent in the emergency years. A third right to constitutional 

remedy is effective in all times except in the case of an emergency imposed by the government. 

According to Article 358, in spite of Article 32, the freedoms guaranteed by Article 19 remain 

suspended during an emergency, and so do all the other fundamental rights, except Articles 20 

and 21. Thus we can see that there are several lacunae in the way citizen rights  were set up as 

the first major check on the powers of the government. 

2. DEMOCRACY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

The democratic form of government is said to be distinguishable from other forms of 

government on the basis of the twin principles of representation and accountability. Many recent 

studies have scrutinized mechanisms of accountability in various democracies – from 5th century 

Athenian ‗euthynai‘ to checks on the executive in modern representative democracies – to see 

whether these mechanisms really measure up to the principle of accountability.5 In so far as 

Indian democracy is concerned, a recent study clearly concludes that the Indian Parliament has 

performed its function of representation much better than its function of accountability.6 The 

critics claimed that Indian democracy has failed the benchmark of accountability. The 

government at the center, of whichever party it has been, has been able to get away with the most 

extreme of violations of the rights of religious minorities, whether Sikh, Christian, or Muslim. 

Judges at different levels of the Indian judiciary have been superseded at will, and the federal 

structure has been bent, often enough, at the behest of the central government, again of 

whichever party. In so far as the bureaucracy is concerned, stories of extreme corruption, as 

exemplified by the case of Common Wealth games, Note for Vote, Reddy Brothers in Karnataka, 

Adarsh Society Scandal, and 2G Spectrum Scandal etc. That‘s why representation has 

increasingly become an important theme of Indian democracy. Failing to check the government 

through the different mechanisms, several groups have raised the demand for better 

representation in the government itself as a more adequate way of defending their interests. This 

issue was very much alive during the Constituent Assembly debates as well, and it was not just 

Ambedkar who spoke of guaranteed representation for different groups in the elected 

legislatures, the cabinets at different levels, and the bureaucracy. The demand today, by women, 

by Muslims, and by the ‗backward classes‘ can be seen in this light – at least one of the 

motivations behind it has been the failure of the institutions designed by the framers to keep the 

government in check and accountable. Instead of strengthening the mechanisms of 

accountability, should Indian democracy go along the road of representation or are the two 

processes interlinked? Before replying this question, there is a need of reviewing the features of 

the institutional design.  

 I) LEGISLATIVE PROCESS 

I   In India, the executive is made accountable to the legislature through several 

constitutional mechanism. According to Article 112, every year, the LokSabha scrutinizes a 

statement of the estimated receipts and expenditure of the government for that year.
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According to Article 113, all expenditure, other than that charged on the consolidated fund of 

India, has to be submitted in the form of demands for grants to the Loksabha, which has the 

power to refuse or to assent to these grants. However, despite these mechanisms of budgetary 

control, it is a common consensus that ―the Parliament has been far less successful as a means to 

control the exercise of executive power.‖
7 

To strengthen executive accountability to the legislature, in 1993, apart from the earlier Standing 

Committees of Parliament like the Public Accounts Committees of Parliament like the Public 

Accounts Committee, the Committee on estimates, and the Committee on Public undertakings, 

new standing committees were created. These are called Department Related Standing 

Committees (DRSCs) and these twenty DRSCs are to ―scrutinize the work of ministries and 

departments and their implementation of planned objectives on an ongoing basis, in addition to 

examining their demands for grants in the budget.‖
8 

Parliament is also the site where various bills are turned into laws, after as many as three 

readings for each bill. Many recent commentators have pointed out, however, that from about 

120 sittings in the early years after independence, parliament had only 78 sittings in 1995 and 

only 65 sittings in 1997. Where the first Loksabha spent 49% of its time on legislative business 

and managed to pass 82 acts the ninth Loksabha, for example, spent only 16% of its time on 

legislative business and enacted only 28 pieces of legislation. This also means that most bills are 

passed with very little discussion, and given that most of these bills come from the government 

benches, the government is usually able to pass its favored pieces of legislation without much 

opposition. These developments naturally hamper and weaken the effectiveness of Parliament to 

oversee policy formulation.
9 

II) INDEPENDENT JUDICIAL SYSTEM 

The Indian judiciary is an integrated structure with the Supreme Court as the final court of 

appeal, High Court at the intermediate level, and many kinds of lower courts. The Constitution 

tries to maintain the independence of all these courts in several ways- the jurisdiction, for 

instance, of both the Supreme Court as well as the High Courts is written down in the 

constitution. Not only the jurisdiction but the salaries of the Judges of these Courts are also laid 

down in the Constitution and can only be changed through constitutional amendment. Judges of 

these courts are not permitted to take up employment in a private concern once they retire so as 

to further maintain the independence of the judiciary from the executive and the legislature. It 

has also become customary to appoint the Chief Justice of a High Court from out of state to 

ensure that the judge has no connection with the lawyers practicing in that state. In spite of all 

these constitutional and extra constitutional measures, instances of corruption in the judiciary are 

common, and as one commentator astutely points out, does not the ‗extreme reluctance, of the 

higher branches of the judiciary , to deny admissions of appeals‘, point to the ‗tacit 

acknowledgement that procedures of the lower courts are suspect and faulty‘.
10

III) POWERS OF THE PRESIDENT 

The proclamation of three kinds of emergency in the country has been provided in Part XVIII of 

the Indian Constitution. According to Article 352, in case of war or external aggression or armed 
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rebellion, the President is empowered to proclaim an emergency in the whole of the country or 

any part thereof. Under an emergency, the executive powers of the states are taken over by the 

Union. Under Article 356, the President can proclaim a failure of constitutional machinery in any 

state, and assume to himself all or any of the government of the state. In Article 360 there is a 

provision of imposing a financial emergency in any part, or in the whole of India. Many 

governments in India have misused the emergency powers. Failure of constitutional machinery 

in states has been proclaimed more than 120 times since independence. There was some restraint 

in using article 356 only after the Bommai case. In 1975, the congress government imposed a 

national emergency in the country and many of the fundamental rights of the citizens were 

suspended during that time.  

IV) PROCESS OF AMENDING THE CONSTITUTION 

Article368 Part (XX) of the constitution deals with the procedure of amendment of the 

constitution. Any bill seeking to amend the constitution can be introduced in either house of 

Parliament; some provisions of the constitution are amendable by the bill being passed by a 

simple majority in both houses before the president. The President must give his or her assent to 

the bill. He can neither withhold his or her assent to the bill nor return the bill for reconsideration 

of the parliament.11 Some provisions require a two third majority in both houses; and some 

require both a two third majority in both houses as well as ratification by one half of the states. 

No joint Sitting of Parliament can be convened in case of dead lock between two houses over a 

constitutional amendment. Over the last 55 years, the constitution has been amended more than 

100 times, as compared to American constitution which has seen much fewer amendments over a 

longer period. There were some unfortunate incidents with respect to the Indian constitution‘s 

amendment- for instance when the congress government imposed an emergency in the country in 

1975, it passed a number of constitutional amendment including the 42
nd

, and when the Janta 

Party came to power in 1977, it also passed a number of constitutional amendments to reverse 

the earlier ones. But such incidents are few. 

V) CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS 

 According to some scholars, it is not so much any constitutional provisions as the separation and 

isolation of the Indian military from the structure of society through the kind of recruitment 

practiced, training given, and the physical isolation imposed, that have ensured that the military 

will not be a danger to civilian rule in India.
12 

In the early years after independence, the army officers were seen as stooges of the British, since 

they had not participated in the struggle for independence, and therefore they were kept out of 

contact with the Indian political elite and even with bureaucrats.                 

That is why even when the army has been used extensively for civil purposes, for example in 

suppressing insurgency in the north-eastern states and in Kashmir, the army has not posed any 

danger to civilian rule. Even military decisions, for instance, the decision of when to begin a war, 

have come often from the political bosses and not from the military high command.  
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3. FEDERALISM IN INDIA 

Just as rights are a mechanism to keep the government in check, federalism is also a system of 

dividing political power among a number of levels and of taking political power closer to the 

people who are governed by it. In India, not only are there two levels of union and the provincial 

government, there is a third important level of local government with its own panchayati raj 

institutions. Federalism in India was strongly linked to the issue of minority rights, as a federal 

structure or even a co federal one was demanded so that those provinces where national religious 

minorities were actually in a majority could be self governing as far as possible. The numerous 

princely states, most of them autocratic, also favored a co federal structure, but the partition of 

India put paid to all schemes of this kind. The constitution of India provides for a federal system 

of the government in the country. The framers adopted the federal system due to two main 

reasons-the large size of the country and its socio-cultural diversity.13 

I) DIVISION OF POWERS BETWEEN THE CENTRE AND STATES 

With the creation of Pakistan and with the ‗integration‘ of the princely states, the Constituent 

assembly decided on a federal structure with a decidedly unitary basis. This is clear when we 

look at part XI of the constitution which governs the legislative and administrative relations 

between the union and the states. Article 246 gives Parliament the exclusive power to make laws 

with respect to any of the subject enumerated in the union list. The seventh schedule of the 

constitution contains three lists of subjects- the union list, the state list, and the concurrent list. 

Parliament can make laws on subjects both on the union and concurrent list; the states can make 

laws on subjects both on the states and concurrent list. If there is a conflict between a union and a 

state law over a subject in the concurrent list, the union law prevails. The union and concurrent 

list have grown longer in the years after independence; where as the state list has become 

somewhat shorter. More significantly, this chapter of the constitution also provides for a number 

of situations where parliament is empowered to make a law on a subject even on the state list. 

For the reasons outlined about, Indian federalism has often been derided as being a kind 

of quasi federalism. Contemporary theorists of federalism, however, now claim that ― India today 

is not less but more a federation than it was in 1950‖14 the earlier accusation was based, in part, 

on the constitutional division of legislative and financial powers between the center and the 

states being biased in favor of the center. Other institutional features, like the office Governor, 

Article 356, and the role of the planning commission, were also cited to point to the weakness in 

the Indian federal system. 

III) PARTY SYSTEM IN INDIAN DEMOCRACY 

With the breakdown of the dominant one party system, a number of states based parties like the 

DMK and the AIDMK, the Telegu Desam and the National Conference came into existence. One 

scholar of comparative federalism, after listing the Supreme Court judgment in the Bommai case, 

and the onset of liberalization, cotes this change in the party system as the onset of liberalization, 

cites this change in the party system as the third most important factor in the strengthen of 

federalism in India. He points out that the percentage of Indians voting for one of the national 

parties has declined from 85% in 1991 to 675 in 1999. National government in the 1990s has 
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only been formed with the help of many state based parties. The ruling national coalition is 

actually put together with one national party and at least 8-10 regional parties. The national 

parties are so dependent, for their continued rule, on these state level parties, that they weaken 

their own state level units to appease the state level dominant party. Despite these positive 

changes in Indian federalism, and in spite of a historical legacy of ‗multicultural federalism‘, the 

central government is still prone to misuse its powers in attempting to forestall the coming to 

power in the states, of any government of a party which is not part of its own alliance

III) PANCHAYATI RAJ IN INDIA 

The term Panchayati Raj in India signifies the system of rural local self government. It has been 

established in all the states of India by the act of state legislatures to build democracy at grass 

root level. It is entrusted with the rural development. It was constitutionalised through the 73
rd

 

constitutional amendment act in 1992.15 The passage of a decade since the establishment of this 

new structure of local government has elicited both negative and positive responses; although 

there have been many complaints about the inability of these new structures to shake entrenched 

power relations in rural India, there has also been some hope, that with time, the new panchayat 

will be able to run democratically and autonomously. 

4. BUREAUCRACY IN INDIAN DEMOCRACY 

Since its beginning, India has been charged of being undemocratic, hopeless and  fraudulent. 

Indian Civil Service established by the British was replaced by the Indian administrative services 

and allied services; the charge was that the culture was unchanged. These Indian officers of the 

bureaucracy continued to see themselves as the ‗master‘ of the vast ‗unwashed masses‘. They 

continued to understand their function in terms of administering and controlling their areas 

instead of understanding that their function now was to work for the development and welfare of 

the area they were assigned to many reforms have been undertaken with respect to the 

bureaucracy- both at the level of the All India and State Services- to bring the administrators 

closer to the people and to make the officers more accountable to them. 

I) RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT IN INDIAN DEMOCRACY 

In May, 2005, the LokSabha passed the Right to Information Bill, and the President signed it into 

an Act on 15 June, 2005. This central law on the right to information is one example of the 

government being successfully pressurized by a people‘s movement. 

Although freedom of information laws existed in several states and the media reported regularly 

on ‗jan sunvayis‘, a central law on the right to information was lacking Modern government is a 

gargantuan affair, and a freedom of information act is an additional mechanism of keeping this 

behemoth accountable. From information on how the government‘s public works contracts are 

awarded, to what are the wages paid to workers on the governmental construction projects such 

like information is now accessible to citizens. October 12, 2005 was the day when the right to 

information act was to be fully functional in every city and village in India. Therefore it is 

necessary that the central information commission as well as the State Information Commissions 

provided for, by the new central law, be set up as soon as possible. It is these commissions 

headed by Chief Information Commissioners which are to monitor implementation of the Act. 
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Although penalties are in place, with an officer, delaying disclosure of information beyond the 

prescribed time frame, liable to pay Rs. 250 for every day‘s delay, subject to a maximum of Rs. 

25,000, it is not clear how other violations, such as ‗knowingly giving incorrect, incomplete or 

misleading information are to be dealt with. It is the information commissions which are to sort 

out these issues. 

II) ANTI-CORRUPTION PROVISIONS 

If the question is whether there are institutional mechanisms in place to check graft and 

corruption in the bureaucracy, the answer has to be in the affirmative. But if the question is 

whether these mechanisms have been successful in checking this corruption, the answer is 

resoundingly negative. India is placed 68
th

 in the index of non corrupt countries; this is not 

surprising, since, as a recent study of the comptroller and auditors general, the central vigilance 

Commission, and the central Bureau of Investigation, three anti corruption bodies in India, 

concludes, their record in checking corruption has been dismal.
 16 

In India, there is one Comptroller and Auditor General (CAG) for the central government as well 

as the state governments. It is a statutory body and its independence from the executive is 

maintained through constitutional provisions. However, the audits conducted by this office rely 

on procedures which have not changed for centuries, where audited are conducted on the basis of 

replies and documents provided by the government departments. Independent investigation 

beyond these replies is not allowed; neither is the summoning of a departmental official to 

appear in person and explain matters encouraged‘. The inordinate delays in the audit of anything 

means that corruption scams are public knowledge much before the CAG gets into the picture, 

and therefore the CAG‘s role in checking corruption can be said to be marginal. 

III) ROLE OF VIGILANCE COMMISSION 

The Central Vigilance Commission, founded in 1964, receives corruption complaints against 

government officials and gets its cases investigated through either the central bureau of 

investigation or through the central vigilance officers of various governmental departments and 

in public sector undertakings, and that during the decade from 1989 to 1998, the Central 

Vigilance Commission was able to get prosecution recommended in only 2% of its cases also 

shows its inability to counter corruption. Finally, the Central bureau of Investigation also shares 

this bad reputation. Its investigation of most of its own cases has often been faulty and it is often 

said to sabotage its own cases. The Supreme Court has even suggested that the government 

appoint a panel of lawyers to review the CBI‘s work and fix responsibility for unsuccessful 

investigations. The CBI‘s failure has made ‗corruption a no-risk, high profit activity in the 

country‘. 

CONCLUSION 

Despite its periodic failures, India‘s democracy shines on the whole in cross-national 

comparison.  Innovative policy, hybrid institutions, and the re-use of traditional practices for 

modern functions explain the transformation of this ancient civilization and its social hierarchy 

into a level playing field. However, India‘s struggles are not yet over. As one can see in the 

ongoing insurgency in Kashmir and the Northeast, Maoist violence in Central and Eastern India, 
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and sporadic Hindu-Muslim conflict, India still faces the challenge of how to reconcile 

democracy, governance, and collective identity. To merely attribute such democratic failures to 

the ―misguided youth,‖ or to assume that things will somehow work themselves out, instead of 

focusing on the structural problems and institutional shortcomings that lead to them, would be, as 

Barrington Moore warned in his magisterial Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy, the 

―acme of intellectual and moral irresponsibility.‖17 

REFERENCES

1.   Vinay Lal, ‗Torture: An American Success Story‘, Economic and Political Weekly, Vol. XL, 

No.11,March 12-18, 2005, p. 1011. 

2.  B.Shiva Rao, The Framing of India‘s Constitution – A Study, 1967, p. 150. 

3.  Ibid, p.158. 

4.  Ibid, p. 162. 

5.  A Przeworski, S.C. Stokes & B. Manin, Democracy, Accountability and Representation, 

Cambridge University Press, 1999. 

6.    A. Agrawal, ‗The Indian Parliament‘, in D. Kapur & P.B. Mehta, Public Institutions in India 

–Performance and Design, New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2005 

7.  A Agrawal, ‗The Indian Parliament‘ op. cit, p.78. 

8.  Ibid. 

9.   A.K. Mehra & G.W. Kueck, The Indian Parliament: A Comparative Perspective, 2003 

10. P.B. Mehta, ‗India‘s Judiciary: The Promise of Uncertainty‘, in D. Kapur & P.B. Mehta, 

Public Institutions in India – Performance and Design, New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 

2005, p.181 

11. Subhas C. Kashyap , Our Parliament, National Book Trust,1999, P.168. 

12.  S.P. Rosen, Societies and Military Power: India and its Armies, Delhi: OUP, 1996. Also see 

S. Cohen, The Indian Army: Its Contribution to the Development of a Nation, 1990. 

13. Constitutional Assembly Debates Volume .VII,P.43.  

14. D.V. Verney, ‗How has the proliferation of parties affected the Indian federation? A 

Comparative Approach‘ in Z. Hasan, India‘s Living Constitution, 2002. 

15.The subject of ‗Local Government‘ is mentioned in the State List under the seventh Schedule 

of   the Constitution.  

16.. See S.K. Das, ‗Institutions of Internal Accountability‘, in D. Kapur & P.B. Mehta, Public 

Institutions in India, op. cit. 

17.  Barrington Moore ,Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord and Peasant in the 

Making of the Modern World, Beacon Press, Boston, 1966. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Social_Origins_of_Dictatorship_and_Democracy&action=edit&redlink=1

