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Preface

In addition to organising the large bi-annual National Conference
on Women's Studies, the Indian Association of Women's Studies
has always wanted to organise workshops in different regions of the
country.

On the initiative of some of our members and in close collaboration
with other organisations, the IAWS organised three workshops in
1994-95.

The first workshop was on "The State and the Women's Movement
ir̂  India", held in Delhi in October 1994. The initiative for
organising this workshop was taken by Kavita Srivastava, Abha
Bhaiya, Nandita Gandhi, Nandita Shah and Amrita Chhachhi.

The second workshop was organised on "Feminist Approaches to
Economic Theory" by Maithreyi Krishnaraj and Devaki Jain, at the
Singamma Sreenivasan Foundation, Bangalore, in August 1995.

The third workshop, "Re-examining the Indian Family" was co-
sponsored by IAWS, Jadavpur School of Women's Studies and
Centre for Studies in Social Sciences, Calcutta, and held in Calcutta
in July 1995. Nirmala Banerjee and Jasodhara Bagchi shouldered
the entire responsibility of conceptualising and organising this
workshop.

Working in close partnership with our members and their
organisations has been an extremely valuable experience, and one
that we hope will extend to other groups and institutions in the
future.

We are happy to share with you the reports of the three workshops
and we hope they will contribute to ongoing debates on these issues
in the women's movement.

KAMLA BHASIN

December, 1995 General Secretary



The State and the
WDmen's Movement

Moving beyond
the In ' and
'against' the
State debate

The contemporary Indian women's movement and the State
have always shared an ambivalent relationship with each other.

The women's movement has protested against and demanded a
series of legal reforms like amendments in rape and dowry laws;
banning amniocentesis; reserving quotas; setting up of commissions;
etc. Its persistent campaigns have forced the State to recognise the
subordinate status of women and given women's issues much
needed visibility. The State has often consulted women's groups on
the formulation of policies and legislation, and its list of legal
provisions, plans and programmes is truly impressive.

On the other hand, the State has continued to reinforce the
inequality between the sexes, the subordinate status of women, and
oppression on them through the non-recognition of women's
unpaid domestic labour; seeing them as dependents of men;
sanctioning discriminatory personal laws, and marginalising and
impoverishing women in the development process. Its own arms
— the police and the judiciary — are not only gender blind but at
times deliberately anti-women. Many experiences of women's
groups with the government, its bureaucracy and especially the
police have been negative and dismaying. This has led to
scepticism, suspicion and often hostility within the women's
movement.

How should the women's movement strategise vis-a-vis the State?
This is an old debate but continues to be on the agenda because
both the women's movement and the State, and the context of their
interaction, are constantly shifting.

Moving beyond The women's movement is not a homogeneous group or even a
federation of different groups. It has streams of seemingly different
groups, with various ideologies and political party affiliations, and
a range of strategies. There is no one voice but the unifying note
of a basic acceptance of women's oppression and a belief that it
can be eliminated. Thus from within the women's movement, there
is no one characterisation of the State.

Rather, it has put forward what the State is not: it is not monolithic,
it is not dominated by only one class or caste group but by shifting
groups, it is not gender neutral and it is not apart from or outside
of society. Therefore the debate within the women's movement has
not centred around the nature of the State, largely because of its
heterogeneity and because, as a movement, it has no electoral

The above note, circulated to participants well ahead of the workshop,
provides the background, rationale and objectives of the workshop.



ambitions nor does it profess seizure of state power. What then have
been the contours of the debate on the relationship of the State
and the women's movement ?

The debate has very often touched on 'in' and 'against' the State
positions, Some of the 'against' proponents have held that given
the State's dominant class, caste and gender interests, all
cooperation with it will be frustrating or a failure. Some bring in
the classical 'reform versus revolution' overtones in the context of
women's issues and the role of the women's movement. Others
have voiced their concern at the State's co-option of the movement's
language, issues and its activists.

Women within state bodies and programmes, concerned academics
and activists would like to take advantage of the State's structural
ambiguity and amorphousness, of the conflicting interests of the
dominant groups within it and the rising consciousness regarding
women's oppression. These often give women the possibility of the
creation of some space for their own issues and strategies. It also
carries the struggle against patriarchy into the State, where it is so
insidiously installed and powerfully supported by its entire
machinery. Many activists choose to selectively strategise, confront
and co-operate according to the issue.

At this juncture, it is necessary that the debate on the relationship
of the movement to the State is raised afresh because the scenario
has changed drastically in the past decade. The contemporary
women's movement is two decades old. It has grown in terms of
newer members and an enlarging base; there is a shift from specific
women's issues to a feminist perspective on all issues, and its
strategies have become multi-pronged and diverse. The State is
being pressurised by international finance agencies into introducing
a Structural Adjustment Programme, by fundamentalist forces and
by the rise of caste-based political parties. In a bid to accommodate
the women's movement, it has come up with more policies and
legislation. Thousands of women are being educated non-formally,
empowered with consciousness about their rights, given space in
local self government, etc.

Women activists cannot ignore the issue of reservations for women
when thousands of rural women candidates will be affected by it.
The Mahila Samakhya, a non-formal education programme, is most
unlike government programmes as it is implemented by a
combination of NGO and official inputs and consciously avoids
targets; instead, it concentrates on raising women's awareness. If
the State were willing to set up more special police cells, would
the movement endorse such a move?

The State is attempting to reduce its responsibilities in welfare
sectors like health and education for which it is increasing its contact
with NGOs and women's groups. At the same time, it is increasing
its control over citizens through its population policies, building
dams which will uproot tribals and harm the environment,
encouraging corruption, etc.



Is it possible to move beyond the physicalist position of 'in' and
'against', into a debate on how the women's movement has
addressed the State in its various campaigns, its objectives,
successes, illusions? Did the movement end up giving more power
to the State through its demands for legislation? The State represents
only one way and mode of struggle, many others lie outside its
ambit. Can the women's movement explore ways of empowering
women without the involvement of the State? Finally, what are the
feminist principles and vision which will form the basis for an
evaluation of the State's and other programmes for women, for a
critique and confirmation of co-option?

The debate The workshop put forward the following questions for debate:

1. What are the different ways women's groups have interacted
with the State? Experiences, insights and observations on some
of the different campaigns aimed at the State.

2. Defining collaboration and co-option. Can all forms of
collaboration be equated to co-option?

3. What are the experiences of women's groups that have
experimented with non-State interventions?

4. How can the women's movement be strengthened to resist State
pressure on women and how can it ensure accountability?

5. What are feminist principles and a feminist vision of society?
How can multi-pronged strategies be developed?

The workshop was an attempt at initiating such a debate.
Participants came from different backgrounds, with diverse
experiences of the movement (due to being located within different
structures and ideologies) and of working with the government. It
was hoped that this variety would enrich and help evolve a
comprehensive understanding of the subject.

The workshop
design

The first part consisted of a panel of academics addressing the
group on the subject of the State. Once again the speakers came
from different backgrounds — Rajni Kothari, political analyst and
development thinker made an exhaustive presentation, followed by
Bina Agarwal, feminist economist, and Kumkum Sangari, a feminist
scholar, teacher and activist.

Part two consisted of practitioners presenting case studies through
which the character of the State and its interface with the women's
movement could be understood in the context of our praxis.

The third and concluding part of the workshop consisted of
rethinking the agenda of the women's movement and the strategy
to be used in interacting with the State. In some sections of the
report we have used the narrative form, particularly while reporting
the case studies. This may jseem lengthy and at times without a
central thrust but we do hope that the process will further discussion
and debate and help us reorganise our categories of thought.



SECTION ONE:

The State and
the Women's Movement:
A Conceptual Understanding

Excerpted from a
presentation by
Rajni Kothari

Tn January 2001, we are likely to confront a motley mix of
-Linstitutions, all undergoing change and facing uncertainty and
disorder at various thresholds of the historical enterprise In
particular it is the institution of the State as a dominant structure,
defining the whole phenomenon of power and authority in human
affairs through the advent of modernity, and its cultural and political
concomitants, that is in the process of erosion, facing a highly
uncertain future.

The modern
state in
perspective

The State in modern times has been a source of both law and
legitimacy, of authority and monopoly over coercive power (or so
it was presumed, and in that presumption lay its power), a source
also of security for the people, of systems of justice, equality and
accountability, and through them all, of conditions for freedom and
creativity, the arts and the pursuit of excellence. It has been the
premier institution through which the multiplicity and plurality of
the civil domain has been ordered in both perception and reality.

The modern State began as both a philosophical idea and a political
construct to deal with a widespread condition of chaos and
uncertainty and to provide conditions of peace, order and security
in their place. So germane was it to the human enterprise at that
stage (towards the end of the middle ages) that it was soon
institutionalised by becoming an international actor for the
promotion of the same idea of peace and security, on a world scale.
Insisting on the identity it creates being prior to all other identities,
the State has either reduced all other corporate identities to
individualised subjects or, to the extent that it admits the existence
of the former in the form of a complex called "civil society", it has
purported to be both the embodiment and the protector of such
civil society.

It is from this search for centrality and legitimacy in the modern
world, despite so much diversity all around, that a series of
theoretical models defining the relationship between the State and
the individual or the State and the citizen, have emerged. We have
had the bourgeois, democratic, liberal, institutional model of the
State based on the theory of accountability. Different from, but at
times complementing it, has been the social democratic model of
the State assuming responsibility for social transformation and the
welfare of the people. We have had the Marxist model which has
considered the bourgeoisie as a committee of the dominant classes



but one which also supervises relations of production and by their
very logic creates contradictions that lead to a revolutionary
takeover.

In recent decades, with growing sensitisation on the human
dimensions of the State and its policies, and a realization of its
increasingly repressive and exploitative thrust in both bourgeois and
communist countries, a somewhat different conception of radical-
ism in the form of a liberal-cum-neo-Marxist model of the State has
emerged. It is seen as a space in which the struggle for civil and
democratic rights is being waged with a view to usher in a
decentralised, sustainable and people-centred structure of institu-
tions that would promote social transformation. There is also a
Gandhian model of the State as a trustee and arbiter between
conflicting interests, that flows from the perspective of serving the
deprived strata of society through modes of decentralisation and
people's empowerment. My own idea (not yet a model) of the State
is that of a plural arena which, while it displays growing use and
misuse of the coercive apparatus, continues to be a mediator
between contending groups claiming 'rights' of diverse citizen
groups and 'privileges' of less diverse yet differentiated structures
of entrenched interests, classes and bureaucracies. I think of it as
a problematic of a still relevant arena encompassing the large
diversity of both contending and coalescing populations and
interests within a context of historic transformation, based on the
democratic aspirations of people.

Each one of these models of the role and significance of the State
is in transition. While on the one hand there is still a wide degree
of faith in the State, especially amongst the poor, the oppressed,
the minorities and women on the other, it is faced with growing
scepticism and doubts about its efficacy. Instead of centrality and
dominance, we are witnessing the State as increasingly marginal in
its role and status in civil society, characterised by a growing
myopia, dehumanisation and brutalisation in its relationship with
this same civil society. Interestingly, the marginalisation of the State
is a result of both over-extension and shrinkage. The international
order itself which for long was based on the State system (even the
capitalist development model had accepted the State as a key
instrumentality) faces an era of uncertainty following the Reaganite
swing to the right. But the basic mind-set of an international order
based on the State remains in place and conditions the entire
functioning of the world system. Both the so-called 'new world
order' and the new Pax Americana sound ominous for a stable and
predictable world order.

A far more serious impact of this mind-set is the new backlash on
civil society and at the grassroots. With this, the State as an
institution is under severe strain. Consequently it faces a variety of
threats, both for taking it over and undermining it, in the names
of the economy, world security, religion, ethnicity and notions of
self-determination. This follows both the collapse of the Soviet
model of State hegemony in ordering social and economic



The collapse
of the Soviet
Union and its
implications for
the future of the
State

relationships, and the decline of the autonomy and legitimacy of
the State in large parts of the Third World.

In a way the collapse of the Soviet Union provides us a historical
vantage point from which to appreciate the growing erosion,
marginalisation and over-extension of the State. Paradoxical as it
may seem, while the Soviet Union was the ultimate example of state
power it also, over time, made for its erosion and delegitimisation,
a growing admission of the incapacity of the instrumentalities of
state and party and loss of faith in them among both the rulers and
the ruled. While we are still too close to events in the Soviet Union
and their full significance is still unravelling, there is little doubt that
what we witnessed at the end of the Eighties was in many ways
unique in modern history; it cannot be explained except by
reference to the hollowness of the whole corpus of the State in the
former Soviet Union. Never before has a leadership in control of
so much power itself dismantled the whole apparatus, allowed its
vassals to go their own way, and completely uprooted its ideological
moorings. Never before has so much change been brought about
almost wholly non-violently, and that too in a society that has never
accepted the creed of non-violence; never before has a major power
so sharply reduced its military might, its surveillance machinery, or
so drastically clipped the power of an all-pervasive centralised party
on which the State relied so heavily for more than seventy years.
What American imperial power and its worldwide network had
failed to achieve for over 45 years was achieved by the play of ideas
and force of conviction of a few individuals occupying strategic
positions, without any powerful and widespread movement from
below. What has happened is nothing short of an elite relinquishing
its enormous power in order to usher its country towards political
and social change.

We have still not arrived at the stage where we are willing to write
off the modern State. But that it faces increasing challenge, above
all from the very dialectic it has let loose upon itself through the
playing out or over-playing of its own (inherent) logic, is without
doubt. The challenge is by no means- limited to this dialectic — it
could have been contained and dealt with if it were just that. But
the crisis has been accentuated by the rise of new and powerful
forces that have emerged outside the main arena of the State while
deeply affecting its status and survival as an institution, its role and
position in human affairs. It is to these that we shall now turn.

New challenges
affecting the
survival of the
State

The modern State and particularly the nation-state as a centralised
structure faces serious challenges from at least three major sources.
First, for the last few decades, technology seems to be replacing
politics and socio-economic factors in the functioning of modern
society, and this is seriously affecting the role of the State in civil
society. It is leading to a process of depoliticisation, and the
displacement of the civil servant who was accountable to elected
bodies and the people at large, by the technocrat, who is



accountable only to his peers and to the momentum generated by
the machine. It is not as if technology was absent in earlier periods
of history, but that it was still a servant of man and of nations. The
significant changes that have come about are that this technology,
whether in the field of military R&D, informatics, medicine or
agriculture (to say nothing of genetics, eugenics and cloning) is
taking on an autonomy that is rapidly relegating the whole of
mankind and civilization to a captive status. It is homogenising
diverse cultures and social sectors and marginalising the political
process. Naturally, in a technologically-determined world where
there is little scope for real choice of a socio-political kind, the State
loses its importance, and governance itself undergoes a radical
transformation. The widespread sense of insecurity around the
world, including among those who are supposed to be in charge,
is primarily due to this condition created by modern technology
and its institutional catalysts (the MNCs). Civil society, lay citizens,
and the State itself are being pushed towards it.

However, exactly when the State is weak and disembodied before
the advance of technology, it faces another major challenge from
a source which is the polar opposite of technology and its
homogenising mission. This is the assertion, with a vengeance, of
cultures, ethnicity, nationalities, pluralisms, when entire societies are
bursting at the seams in so many regions of the world, when the
tension and violence generated by the cult of consumerism is being
met by the violence of terrorism and fundamentalism, and the
modern State as we have known it is ceasing to be able to mediate
between the two. And it is also ceasing to be an embodiment of
civil society and a protector of the poor, the weak and the
oppressed. The critique of the State as an arena of repression and
terror is wholly valid as an empirical description of the relationship
between the State and the citizen, but it must take cognizance of
the fact that it is also a State that has become powerless before the
onslaught of the deep dialectic of technology and culture in our
time. The State is ceasing to be a State: it is becoming something
else which we, as witnesses to the end of the millennium, must try
to fathom but have so far been unable to.

This brings us to the third major challenge to the modern State,
namely the emergence of a new ideology, or rather a mind-set that
is being proposed as the solution to all our problems and crises,
including the crisis of the State, of the economy and of civil society.
This mind-set, far from rejecting the role of modern technology,
is proposing to make it the new god, departing from the old
ideologies of liberty, equality and fraternity, from the role of the
State in promoting these values, proposing to marginalise both god
and the State, making human greed and avarice the prime movers
of men and societies. Yet it presents itself as the harbinger of a new
Utopia of globalisation, of the integration of cultures and diversities
into one single marketplace, nudging along governments and elites
and, indeed, the masses to catch up with this new fantasy. This is
not an integration based on diversity or of diverse entities finding
common ground, but one based on cut-throat competition and



rivalry, using whichever means that work, giving a new lease of life
to the old idea of survival of the fittest.

As mentioned in the beginning, the modern State emerged as a
philosophical idea to deal with growing chaos and uncertainty,
promising both order and justice. It seems to be ending as a project
of the modern age, exposing the world once again to chaos and
uncertainty, without either order or justice.

Presentation by
Bina Agarwal Bina began by stating that today there is a dire need to theorise

the relationship of the women's movement with the State. Our
characterisation of the State will determine our relationship to it,
but whatever the nature of our characterisation, it ought to be based
on the following three aspects:

1. Distinguish between the State as a political entity and the State
as an economic entity. Bina gave the example of Iran which is
a theocratic State politically, but has a capitalist economy.
Similarly, China, although still a socialist State is also pursuing
a capitalist economy. Thus using terms like 'capitalist state' per
se don't help because the institution of the market has become
all pervasive. Aspects of market operation affect disadvantaged
groups regardless of political systems.

2. The State can be characterised as an arena of contestation
between individuals/groups/regions in society (nation) and
between elements within the State apparatus itself. The basis
of this proposition is understanding that the State is not a
monolith, does not represent a uniform class influence, or is
uniformly patriarchal or without regional differences. Ideologies
may change rapidly but the structures of implementation
within government (bureaucracy) usually continue to be the
same.

For instance, the State may pass progressive gender laws but may
not implement them. There may be gender progressive
individuals operating within State structures, and a programme
like Manila Samakhya may emerge. To elaborate, she compared
three five year plans, Sixth, Seventh and Eighth, to show how
in the Sixth Plan the issue of land rights for women was a central
feature of policy. In the Seventh Plan it was dropped altogether,
and in the Eighth the concern for women had become a part
of welfare and disabilities.

She then asked participants to consider regional disparities. For
example, the Hindu Succession Act functions differently in the
northern and southern states. The north has a system of
Mitakshara, the son is a member of the Hindu undivided family,
as a matter of right, by birth, but the southern states have
amended the law by making both sons and daughters co-
parceners. The Hindu Succession Act does not cover land under
tenancy. The 1935 state acts supercede the HSA, as agricultural



. land was now a state subject. After Independence some southern
states amended the Act and included agricultural land in
personal law, but the northern states continued with discrimi-
natory land laws against women.

3. The State functions in interaction with other arenas: the
community, the rharket, the family. All four constitute the
interacting arenas for gender issues. They either converge or
diverge in contradictory directions. For instance, in Iran the
community responded in a fundamentalist way towards women,
and the State reinforced this trend.

Contestations may be cooperative or conflicting in nature — the
issue determines the nature of the contestation. There can be
cooperation on welfarist issues and conflict on the issue of rights.
For instance, in the area of education and health there are greater
chances of cooperation. The Manila Samakhya programme could
happen because it managed to fill the space in the interstices
between divergent arenas. The State may reveal its progressive face
when women's groups have bargaining power, but can become
retrogressive when there is a loss of this power. Go-option can be
looked upon as a loss of bargaining power. Contestations with the
State may not necessarily be contradictory in nature although the
outcome may be so. However, when we are trying to conceptualise
or strategise the relationship of the State with the women's
movement, we need to look simultaneously at the family,
community, and market because women's bargaining power and
that of the women's movement with each of these has to be assessed
in relation to the other.

Presentation by T^umkum thought it was difficult to deal with the complex nature
Kumkum Sangari X Vof the State in the present situation, and trying to understand

the relationship of the women's movement with the State is even
more problematic. She felt the movement has had an ambivalent
relationship with the State: it has been both antagonistic and
demanding. However, the rapidity with which the Indian State has
changed in the last five years is beyond easy grasp, particularly with
changes in global forces, and with an international class taking
control over decision making.

She highlighted the contradictory and complex forms of the
Indian State over the last forty-five years. The independent Indian
State had a mandate to build a new nation, and there was a
consensus among political groups on the notion of welfarism.
Therefore it was feasible to cooperate. However, that early
legitimacy has vanished due to the scaling down of the welfare role
of the Indian State and the liberalisation of the economy. In this
changed context, the three important considerations for the
women's movement are:

1. To acknowledge that the movement is not a monolith. It is
9 important to specify which women we are speaking of when
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using the term women's movement. At this juncture it is
more important than ever before to take cognizance of the
existing social divisions in society. Poor women need basic
resources like food, water, health and shelter. When the State
is faced with a demand for real empowerment through access
to resources the relationship between the two is of a different
order.

2. It is a fact that the State has played a huge role in both defining
(as agitational or as partners?) and institutionalising women's
groups. Kumkum did not deny the experience of those groups
who had linked up with State, but said that it is important to
reflect on the strategy that emerged through such linkages, and
then assess whether some women should stay out of State
structures and others stay in.

3. She remarked that the question of funding has added a new
dimension to this relationship. It is immaterial whether this
funding is nationalist or internationalist — the sums of money
involved are altering the economics of institutions, and this is
a critical parameter in understanding any relationship between
movements and State structures.

She also brought to the attention of the group the curious
situation of the State being a complex confluence. While, on the
one hand, the State is the primary agency with control over
fundamental areas, it also enjoys a degree of arbitration on the
question of land rights, resource distribution, and so on. Women
have sought to redefine and alter many of the basic conditions of
their lives through using the space provided by the State, as on
the question of legal reform. If the question of common secular
laws for all women were to be taken, for instance, it would be
interesting to ask ourselves why we continue to deal with the State
on it. Certain laws have come to define women, their private lives,
their identities. The question of inheritance, which remains central
to the reproduction of class, and of agricultural land, comes under
different religious denominations. The movement considers the
issue of common laws important mainly to strengthen the position
of women, their claim as citizens, their democratic right as
individuals, rather than claiming rights as sisters, daughters,
mothers, wives. In our polity gender equality can only be defined
in relation to the State; it is also clear that the idea of personal
life as regulated by religion can only be contested through the State.
However, putting these definitions into practice requires opposing
the State. Given the kind of polity we live in, i.e., one of mixed
structures, we cannot take a clear position on the State as 'friend'
or 'enemy'.

To conclude the State can be looked at first as an agency of change,
second, as an agency of arbitration together with the family and
community. There are theoretical spaces — in the form of legislation
for example — where we can make claims for women as citizens.
Third, there is the State as an agency of mediation with the market.
Today, the separation between State and civil society is only of an
analytical nature.



Discussion r~T*he discussion that followed these presentations was an attempt
A to widen the framework of issues to be debated over the three

days of the workshop.

Not only is the State becoming less amenable to accountability, it
is actively abandoning the people. The question is: can we talk of

* ignoring the State and yet strengthen civil society? Rajni Kothari
felt it was more useful to work towards transforming the nature of
the State, while activating civil society. It is important to identify
and strengthen non-State actors, to reinvent and redefine relation-
ships between people's movements, political parties and the State.

He once again emphasised the technology factor. In the past
technology played a key role in depoliticising society. Rajiv Gandhi
categorically made the statement that we have had too much of
politics, and it should be replaced with technology. With this
attitude the issue of governance takes a back seat. We then have
a displacement of the State, including the depoliticisation of
movements. Finally, it leaves us with no fora or the will to address
social concerns. At the same time it is also important to keep in
mind that the State has understood the power of grassroot processes
and movements. Thus, the co-option and . incorporation of
movements and people by the State is more aggressive today. For
instance, World Bank loans are made on the condition that NGOs
will be involved in development activities. There have also been
efforts to divide social movements by giving recognition to some
and oppressing others. Earlier the approach of international
institutions was "ignore them", today it is one of active cynicism
— "corrupt them".

Bina Agarwal questioned Rothari's judgement regarding the State
becoming more monolithic. On the issue of forests and commons,
for instance, the State's position has seen a hundred and eighty
degree shift. In the Fifties common land was increasingly privatised
— not enough surplus land was available so that forests and
commons moved from the community to the State to the individual.
However, since the Eighties there has been a change in the attitude
of the State, and community ownership and management are once
again on the agenda, with joint forest management becoming a

a reality and communal institutions being established for that
purpose. The issue of gender in such experiments is complex. It
is true that women are not generally given the powers of decision-
making; however, there is an equal number of instances where
State-supported community groups are sometimes more gender-
sensitive than spontaneous community groups. With panchayati raj
being put back on the agenda of the State, could this not be seen
as an attempt at decentralisation of power?

The response to this was that there are always some gains from
any such process, but it is difficult to say whether these are gains
in an essential sense. Rajni Kothari was sceptical about the State's
intentions regarding decentralisation. The present claim of panchayati
raj being a transfer of power to the people is, by and large, hollow.

** Kothari further stressed his earlier position that the State has


