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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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not consist of good men and true, 
but because it tries to attain the 
impossible a im of covering all dif
ferent points of view in one syn
thesis. It is chary of weeding out, 
and recognising that certain things 
are quite irreconcilable. One can
not hope for general decontrol of 
food and stability of food prices at 
the same t ime; nor can one, quite 
obviously, hope for decontrol and 
equitable distribution of the avail
able supply. A n d yet, the Cabinet 
strives to forge a policy which 
spares the population the discom
fort and degradation of controls, 
keeps food prices steady and pre
vents starvation amongst sections of 
the people all at the same time. 
No wonder the Ministers differ, 
and differ openly now. 

There is, apparently, a purpose 
in the Ministers talking at each 
other openly. The Cabinet has to 
get the hacking of the Parliament
ary Patty for its policies and when 
it cannot to curie to a decision ap
peals to the latter. It may be that 
the Ministers decide to put their 
points of view before the Party 
and gain its approval for one or 
the other. But the Parliamentary 
Party is itself undecided between 
controls and decontrol. A n d that. 
is so because the Congress is un
decided; the State Governments do 
not see eye to eye in the matter. 
A n d the State Governments and 
the Provincial Congress Commit 
tees have yet to agree on the 
matter. Where does it all lead to? 
Surely some eggs have to be broken, 
and no one seems wi l l ing to point 
out the ones that should be. 

In this confusion, amazing things 
could be said arid done without 
anybody point ing an accusing 
finger. The President of the Bom
bay Pradesh Congress Committee, 
Shri S. K. Patil said that the 
Ind ian National Congress had in its 
past sessions unmistakably voted lor 
progressive decontrol, and no con
gressman would he guilty of " in
discipline " if he voted against con
trols. By implication, Shri Desh-
m u k h , Shri Nanda and the Prime 
Minister who are presumably con
vinced that there is still need lor 
controls are liable to be accused of 
work ing against the mandate of 
the Congress Party. A n d an ex-
Cabinet member, who is very much 
against decontrol, insinuates that 
pressure was brought by the Chief 
Minister of Madras to secure 
Central Government's approval for 
his policy of decontrol. f l o w an 
ex-Cabinet. Minis ter could disclose 
a secret of this sort, and insinuate 

against somebody who was not in a 
position to defend himself on the 
door of the House without a repri
mand from the Speaker or the 
Prime Minister is more than one 
ran understand. 

These are issues of constitutional 
propriety and procedure; and aris
ing as they do in the very fust 
years of constitutional and respon
sible government, need to be tackl
ed decisively, so that healthy prece
dents might be created. Unless 
they are dealt w i th resolutely, they 
can so emasculate the Cabinet that 
it w i l l be unable to do anything 
effective. 

As regards the food situation 
itself, the various statements made-
in the House leave the m i n d 
which tries to analyse and pursue 
the fugitive ideas lost and bewil
dered. Shri K i d w a i asserts that 
the objective of the Government 
is to maintain a machinery for 
equitable distribution of food and 
goes on to state that controls 

PO L I T I C A L historians are i n 
clined to extend the duration 

of the nineteenth century by a 
decade and a half. They assume 
that the nineteenth century ended 
dur ing the first wor ld war. Some 
are inclined to r ing out the cen
tury as America, entered the first 
wor ld war. Others prefer to extend 
it. by a lew more years; they would 
like to fix the date of the begin
ning of the twentieth century to 
the year lur ing which President 
Wilson crossed the Atlantic to 
write-in his fourteen points in the 
Peace Treaty. A l l polit ical histo
rians are agreed that the nine
teenth century was a British cen
tury. Not more than three decades 
have passed since the beginning of 
the twentieth century. T ime alone 
w i l l show when the polit ical histo
rians w i l l ring out this century. 
Only the future w i l l record whe
ther they wi l l agree to call it the 
American century. But w i t h i n 
thir ty years America has attained a 
wor ld status which Britain never 
enjoyed d in ing the nineteenth, her 
century. 

Wars have been fought in 
modern times, according to one 
polit ical interpretation of modern 
history, to maintain a system of 
balance of power or to create a 
new one. By the beginning of the 
nineteenth century, Bri ta in had 
succeeded in t rea t ing a balance of 

nave inhibi ted production in 
the deficit states, and therefore 
must be taken off in the deficit 
states. Tha t surely deserves the 
cake for casuistry. If progressive 
decontrol is the ideal, it is surely 
in the so-called surplus states that 
it should start. In the deficit 
states, which would be deficit even 
if production d id not fa l l , equit
able distribution wou ld require 
proper* administration of controls 
and not their abolition. It is 
difficult to fit ai l his economic 
analysis into a consistent pattern. 
He, pr iding himself on being a 
realist, does not attempt it and 
leaves it to the Finance Minister 
and the Minister for Planning to 
do the best they can. And in t ry
ing to do so, they contradict the 
Un ion Food Minister. It is all 
very amusing or, rather, would be 
amusing were it not for the grave 
consequences it has on the country 
and on the working of the consti
tut ion that the country has given 
unto itself. 

power which she was successful in 
preserving unt i l Nineteen- fourteen. 
There was no world organisation 
then. The League of Nations was 
created later. But neither Bri tain, 
nor any other Power, has ever 
attained so exalted a status as to 
dictate her terms to a world orga
nisation. America can claim that 
w i th in thir ty years she has not only 
become the world's biggest finan
cial and mil i tary Power, but she has 
also reached a supreme status, never 
before attained by any Power, of 
dictating her terms to the U n i t e d 
Nations. 

There is a growing development 
in the United Nations. Serious 
students of international affairs are 
aware that no wor ld organisation 
can achieve its aims unless it can 
assume- the power and authority of 
a W o r l d Government. That was 
why the League of Nations failed. 
It had not the w i l l to intervene in 
Abyssinia. Strange as it may seem, 
the United Nations may go the way 
of the League of Nations because 
of its intervention in Korea. Whe
ther aggression should he resisted 
wi th l o n e or not, is not in question 
here Whether collective security is 
a legitimate means to ensure world 
peace is also not the main point at 
issue. But whether the Uni ted 
Nations was right in intervening in 
Korea under the instigation of 
America is the more in t r iguing 

W i t c h H u n t i n U N O 
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