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Dissension in Congress Camp 

NO less than three members of the Un ion Cabinet, besides the Prime 
Minister, have striven hard to explain to the country through the 

House of the People the. Government of India's policy regaiding food 
controls. In the constitutional structure we have, any one of them 
could have put before the House the Cabinet point of view if, that 
is, the Cabinet had a point of view. A n d yet, so many of them spoke, 
and spoke w i t h authority. In the event, not only has the position 
regarding food policy become more, obscure than ever, but the consti
tut ional position has become, disquieting as well . 

For, the Ministers contradicted each other not only on facts but 
on the general economic approach of the Cabinet. The Union Food 
Minister, for instance, announced decontrol of millets as a first step 
towards a wider " adjustment " of controls, and said that his policy 
had the approval of the Planning Commission. He complained that 
the policy of procurement in delicti states had contributed not a l i t t le 
to the fal l in food production in these' states. A n d , therefore, he argued 
that as a realist he would save these states from the pernicious policy 
of procurement. Close upon his heels, the Finance Minister who, 
according to the Prime Minister , voiced the opinion of the Planning 
Commission, declared that Government policy in regard to controls 
was one of status quo. The Prime Minister then affirmed that he could 
not see how we could dispense w i t h controls for year, to come. A n d 
to crown it a l l , the Minister for Planning to ld a thoroughly mystified 
House that controls were being strengthened. 

Wha t do al l these statements add up to? Surely, if more than 
one member of the Cabinet explained the official view en the matter, 
a l l these should add up to the stand of the Cabinet as a whole. Hut 
the statements of the .various Ministers just do not add up to a consis
tent picture. Tha t being so, which of them is to be taken as repre
senting the collective decision of the Cabinet? It has long been sus
pected that all members of the Cabinet do not think alike on the 
food question., Tha t there has so far been no clear-cut statement on 
food controls is a natural consequence of this divergence, Hut if it is 
impossible for members of he Cabinet to agree upon some issue, proper 
government of the country requires that one or the other of the dis
senters get out of the Cabinet and make it possible for the latter to 
come to a decision. Apparently, disagreements on food policy have 
persisted in the Cabinet, and the debate between the Ministers is now 
carried on openly on the floor of the House. A n d what is the Govern
ment policy in regard to food remains unknown. 

In such a situation, what happens to the so-called collective res
ponsibility of the Cabinet? Which of the statements of the Ministers 
reflect the jo in t view of all of them? A n d in any case, is the objective 
of the Government general decontrol or not? It would seem that the 
Cabinet prefers to keep these questions open, and while appearing to 
take a decision bypasses them. This is not because the Cabinet does 
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