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ABSTRACT

English: This research paper presents a comparative assessment of the efforts made by Congress
and non-Congress governments in establishing and preserving democratic values in Indian politics.
Within the context of India's complex democratic journey, this study examines the fundamental
question of whether the nature of the ruling party (a long-dominant single party versus short-lived
coalition parties) has shaped the trajectory of the country's democratic institutions, federalism,
civil liberties, and social justice.

The research aims to conduct a historical-comparative analysis of major periods of governance
from the 1950s to the present, utilizing primary and secondary data on constitutional amendments,
center-state relations (particularly the use of Article 356), and civil liberties cases.

Preliminary findings suggest that while Congress rule often prioritized stability and centralized
development, events like the Emergency represented a nadir in the erosion of civil liberties. On the
other hand, non-Congress or coalition governments often placed greater emphasis on federal
diversity and electoral reforms, but their policies sometimes exhibited risks of ideological
polarization and institutional instability.

This research sheds light on the evolutionary patterns of Indian democracy and concludes that the
establishment of democratic values is not the sole domain of any single party, but rather a result of
the changing nature of governance priorities and political accountability over time. This study will
make a significant contribution to policymakers and scholars in understanding the future trajectory
of Indian governance.

Hindi: I8 MY U3 YR IS & it 3R TR-piUh TRART gRT dlehdiizie Jedl chl RITTAT 3R
TRETOT & T ST b Jei-TTcHeh Hedich=T URdd hedl & | TR Flcha Shi Sifeet A o Tesf §, g srea
39 Hifcren U I Sifa e ¢ foh 3T QTETeh &t hl Uepfd (Qeh & T9a deh U 3@ dTelt Yehed UTeT a1
TTEsY Y B afe Y urféai) = <=1 & dAlehditc GXIHT, Guarg, ANTRS Wasdrel 3R IrHTfSie =g
& feam Gl fRufRa foma gl
MY AT I8 1950 & Sk F ITHI dch chl TG AT Ay et BfagTiRich-gericien [asdwor & 8,
oo forg gaenfaes deited, dhe-vo daul (RItvee sigede 356 & IuamT), ofk ATTRe wWddT &
el Lo ry TR 3R IFGILED Crd| o IugRT feram ™7 gl
IR s gara € fh STel St e 3 SRR fRRaT ofR I R Y mufAehar &, agf
STUTART ST TEATS ANTRe: Wc=idT o &RUT &1 oA feig T | ga 3R, IR-ahiUe a1 Tode TRART 4
Wﬂ?ﬁuﬁrﬁrwsﬁ?iﬁzﬁgaﬁraﬁaﬁiﬁmﬁm A g IR IR Aifodt 7 FRYRTH®
gJeftenvoT 3R TR I RRAT & Shfewm oft eC T
g MY YRAT FAlehda o [AhraTa de- U TehIRT ETeidl & 3R et fAerrerar & foh dilerdifies geat i
T fohelt Uep gt o SifdepR &5 & T8l €, afcer a8 gHg & 91y A i TfAeRarstt 3R IsiHIfaeh
STATIGE! Th SIGeTcl! Tepldl ol URUTH &1 I8 S7eaa it atarei ofiR fagmi o folg “Rdta «me o Jfasy
& U&Uesh el GHEA § Agayul giTeH

Keywords: Democratic Values, Congress, Non-Congress, Comparative Assessment, Indian
Politics, Federalism, Secularism, Civil Liberties, FI’TERITI%EFEF\’J HIUY, IR-A, el Hediehd,
R ISTHIT, HoaTe, Yrf-RAerdT, ATRe Tesrdl
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1. UEIT9AT

YR & ST sfder 1947 & TWd=dT i U & 1Y Ueh GAeTHeh Alchad &
U H U UgaH RITUd S o Agcardhielt T ol deft @7 g1 YRA dfdar
TdTeHT | fAfgd dedife qea— s =, TdadT, T, S SR Hudr oie siesf
A &, 38 TF I SRR & w0 & aRenfa fhar mar Basu (2016) 1 37 gedl Y
AT 3R foharag R g & mufe gfda @ €1

AT h U, TR IS Yeh fAfE Ieiifae ufaae & 36-fE foefea g8
S vrReaTd s fas T oY A 'Shithe WoTell’ ('The Congress System') & &4
# afofa foram o1 Kothari (1970) 1 39 U0TTel! &l fasiwdr R I8t it (INC) &1 dhe
3R Srfdepier Isat F R i G2rehl deh 3Tge UM UTI 39 J7afd) ol IsTHifdes fRRT,
GemTd AT 3R hdiepd Ao & g & & | @ Sirar g

Jurfd, 1970 & &k & Aed | g3 SMidReh 3AMuTdehrel (1975-77) < ge, forad
ATReR TS hT AUk ¥4 § &H- fohar T o1, 7 dlerdifeh Heal & &RuT 6l ugh
Pl ISR fohar 3R Hi0T yomell iR ap 7R usifag &M Hasan (2005)1 39 9T &
URUMAEREY, 1977 ¥ Ugel! IR the, H Tep TR-hiIT T&sed TR (STAT UTEl) chl TITOAT
g3, o WRd IsHIfa # Geh g g1 a1 GeruTd foman

39 UYd, YRAIT SiHIde Ueed § U SianTd URddd 3T, S Taeeq 6
TSI (Coalition Politics), &30 gal & 357 3R g & fafda IR-widd gt gRT Aqa
F 715 TRBRT &Y hffier TgAT ¥ R fhar Sar § Jaffrelot (2019)1 & AT ISHifde
37fUhdT (Actors) 3eRIR TuaTg (Federalism) @l S&TaT &, QAT =TT bt UTAfEchar
& (S8 daa s Y RN a1 foharaa), Sk agaardt TwTe & f&dt ot nfafdfea
T ohT 14T hed B

g & (dichotomy) TEH &t Upfa 3R lehdifes Jeal hl TATHAT & Ufd T4
% gfeentur & Hifcie SiaRl &l F@ifhd s 81

g da #, I8 T Jedich-T SHTaRTh &1 ST & foh T ASTITeh &of hl Upfa—
TTe I8 Yoh UHERATAT chelpd 3hTs a1 a1 fafdey fgdt et ufafaferea et arer gep Tasie =
IRAd | YR H dAlchdiieh LIS hl AST, STaTaga!, SR AT I Wci=IdT ol fo=-
o atenl @ geTfad fohar 81 I e st Agayut IsTifdes 3R sreraffeh Siderd dt =R
T U T 8l

2. gifgea T (REVIEW OF LITERATURE)
e THter o1 IeT HiUHl Td R-AIH TRABRI & dgd AR dAlhdite Jeal
Y WITUAT & fAwY IR IJueTeyy Srehleiieh TG enl R AT 81 T8 THier & g d=miRen
YRIST W Figd g iU TUlell Pl TRINTT T R R-FiUH THRI gRT 1Y 1Y
IRIITRRT T
1) ®i09 gourTe! SR FRITTT U@ IR difgd
AT & YRIATT GMehl W Hfed Mgy Y&a U F SATeAre A8% & Agad |
YR TR B0 (INC) o U arel i1 oh TIRTT fAHT07 i u=idm ohar 81
e Kothari (1970): I &R & seminal @R "Politics in India" =
" A%’ Y STaURUIT UKd i | Ig Ared SidT g foh hitd e faxga
&3-974 (Catch-all Party) & ®9 & &1 adal! oft, STt fafera arfoies ik
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FATR Tl el FHARINSIT Shech AoT-iTdeh [RRAT GHTHd dedl o, Foas
AVehdst & URfVh GRATHT bl STS STHM ol TR B!

o Frankel (1990): fagHi = qo & foh it & aTenrat &, fasiv &0 @
Aeward) g #, Gdenfack mafersi ofk enifarderar S geul ol g &
T8, glelifch che TR GRT AT TRAR] WR A1 Y ugfa +ff we ot

o SMufaisl & R 57 GRS 3iTcherl & sTasie, o8 fAgH s
el & el T AehdiiNeh Fedl h &RUT Sl AT A 8| HoF I 3R
IRk HReft S eRgent A 1975 o HTUTIRIA ht TRITTT WiaidT, Ay &4
Y RTferent 3fR U <hl WdIdT, UR T 9T ST g Baru (2017)1 98
famst S & AEE & dgd "SR gadlaul" IR "afRiard:
fadtenor” & g & fART9 T i ISTFR har 81

2) R-FHAH g, Guare i agaare R aifgd
1977 & d1& R ST # 3TY AgaYUT agerdl o1 fasiwor e aret anfgcd =4
R-HIUHT AT & TG R & dhfed fohan

e Jaffrelot (2019): fohEeith SuThalie ST fagHt 3 efia gal ik Tase i
ASTHITT o 3T ! YRANT SAtehdd & [T Ueh RIS e & =g &
&1 Ikl deh g foh R-RIUH TReAR oare st AsTgd i & foIg ae
off, fore dhg-rog deief 7 T et Hfdeh fadhdlenon garm

o WIS AT &1 fomsl: dsa smaim Fi ReRan & fhara= & MR-
P TRART & dgd THIERN dAlchda SR ARSI =TT Sl YRUTST i
3T §@[T Shah (2004) | g EATET & fh 39 WBRY 7 URUIRS I=-aitg
g Sl A & IR Aterdifen ufaffda st fasga fomam

o TT-3ERATE MR AfHawT: FoHET &g & Aqa & 1991 & snfdaw
GURI & F gle, R-AIH TRHRT (S Froradt a= iR giferar Jidt
EA) 7 3nfefep Aifa & seera fohar €, [Siaer uara snffe wdsar sk
qrTioieR- 31T STIAAT WR UST § Bhagwati and Panagariya (2012) 1

3) JHTHSE T IR dtepdife AMEST R gifgd

QT 1T gt Y et gorT et aret Aifeed i AT WA 8, Ak oo sregHt
3 faf2re &= = e dfed frar &:

o fAfE GURE &1 TATHE AATT; F© D1 Tg o1 e & foh AT oAl
3rfdepR (RTI) Srfafaay ok fafors Rames Rl &6 wirgar o gueF g
UhR &HT YRR chl TRRRI GRT haT AT ATI & TG SRR SaTecal 3R
UREfRar & ufd a1 Aree! hl ufdegdr # SR feard €1
o YHRAYAT IR I89: YHARAETAT & Feul W AT A Jafdat & ueH
hI STl aHTHS o1 Ueh WG 989 ol fawd 8, foras arest afssre faarg 9@
R giferar AFTRedT SAT den i geTsi o1 fasawor fhar mar 8, a8
gfar @ o ag geu Toifder Aga & SmuR R foha=n aRad=fiar @1 8
Gopal (2019)1
4) <t 3fd3Te (Research Gap) &7 fAgfRor
Iudtsd gy fafda e srafdat i fatudrei o faearR O sdrar 81 glfeh, Tah
Y, AR SR AU JelT T 919 g Sit AefefEa usi o IR & 9o
o AT Hedich: TAT hIE Yehlhd &faT gl & S gfHar dAlhditeh
Tohdeh! (STE, U9 <l Td=dT achich, THATG Jachich, ATATOhR Rehls)
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h MTYR TR hIUY 3R TR-hiUHT TRARI oh USRI hl HIATHE et hdl
Gl

o HAYd UATASHATY: AIieT T8 TWE ®U G Wifchd a1 e g fob &R &l

A Higel A THETRR fAf A= SAterdiler Gel ehl TerT-31eT Urdfiehdrd
& ¢ (I, T TG TehdT' B Tafdehar & g, Safeh R-pid
DRI = & W@rE=dr’ i) |

o dEfpTieres TUTE; SH UhR &Y TReARI & GauTen e ik TNt

U] &1 AR Hed UR Sedhicres U Ta T 36T &, Seh! STTeraTeTeh
3R eI g8 H Sid chl STaTehdl 8l

g MY 3 IiaRTeT I ¥R 8, Hifch Tg Yeh Yehlopd fAANUTHR id T SUINT chich
HIUY 3R TR-FiUH TRART & dgd Arhdiieh Jedi i RITIAT ST Teh TAeT 3R Fafedd

JeTTTcHeh HedichT U&T ohdl &

3. M & I (OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY)

foRdlt +ft srRraffien Myl AthatdT ITch TWE 3R UT Ry ST Gep- aTet Igaf W
AR o=t 81 uega MY @1 HE 8T HUE 3R MR- T & Jgd WRA™
Arehdii>eh Hedl chl RATIAT & JeTcHh U ohl Hafedd &0 & Sl el 8l

59 MY & fAfe 3817 (Specific Objectives) AT &:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

HRITTA 9T 6T GedichT: hiddl ra (fAy =0 d 1950-70 o &2reh 3R
JTATAGRT & ERM) & ded W dichdich I (<rauTferehl, 9T,
ShrIUTfeIehT) chl WTIIAT 3R ITeh! ASTe UR U UHTdT <Al 7T faswor ehzT|
A% e AT HT I e J AR gY TE R-FHUH TWear! (S
ST arél, e A, TEi, guiy, sare) gRT HHE B 3R Stareegt &
! ent FgTdT & T ufdefad e & fAfre yardl s axarasiienror s
Yol & JAITHE Hahaeh [ 41 ara afdai § anRes wdsrdn
(Civil Liberties), 09 &Y @dsar, YRR Al Iuri, ek Tsiifae i
S U@ Stenditach Hedi o UGRH al ATAR & Iy Teh JeiTeeh fasavonaien
& (Analytical Framework) faesfia &=

HHare &1 Sie: he-Iy Jaui & Heof H o 356 & IUTNT 3R feR-
Ty fdarel ot g1 e Y ugld H SHT TR Y TRaRT & yagR 3R
TATAeRdT hl T AT

Afmifere Asnd: 37 ST e Atsal grT wnfug Afaat iR gerei &
YRAT Alehdd & EiHehlfereh W 3R fRRARAT R UL THY U & IGifehd
AT

4. Mg uH (RESEARCH QUESTIONS)

MY & I£.2F AT wRarl ot g o 8, STafch My U%t ag SraRd foisman
& foieRT ST U et & forg gt srgien= fesme= forar man 21

grm

TRgd Y FAEfafad Fdi sk 3u-usr (Central and Sub-Questions) W dfed
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5. $held U (CENTRAL QUESTION)

o 1: FU gd R TARI & AAAHRIA S SR FAlchdiich Jeal Sl ITGT
PRUT T &2

39-U4 (Sub-Questions)

U 2: MRS WdAdl 3R SMUTdehre= Mfaal aam R-BiO TeRF A ANTRS
WaFAdrsli 3R afdrTd fYRRT &l I IR & HHA 8 HiUdl WaR) (i ®g 3
JATTeRTe h & ol BIgahR) &l Jor-T B Sifdres FETTd a1 dgax Renrd uafia fhar 82

T 3: RN WRIIAT R A &1 UehR Y TRehri A FATd! HRAT3HT (Election
Commission), =aruTfeient (Judiciary) SR TUER IRfaal S eAtepdifies TRATT i
@TadT 3R fa=<iia @d=ar o fohg yaR gefaa forar 82

U 4: Tuarg 3R Achdierzur sl uepfa s @i gafl iR aTRa MR-t Toda=
WARI A KU MHT Y g1 J HUaTE & Jedi ot fden Aeigd fhar g, fasivy ®u @
Garert & faavor ofik Isg &t Hfifa Rufor & w@roar & gef 82

U 5; SR UTAAehdd R ImATfSieh =U1g fhd 8¢ dh, a1 A9 AiSel
YR [ITRYRT (R0 a1 'qHEALf IFare’ I9M R-R/ &t &l ol "'ggarH
ST a1 "Hieepfdes AgATE') A GHIT, TSI =10 3R dgerdre 9 dlehdiieh gl
& feraraa=T it uruffendr ot gefaa forar g2

6. wIAYOTTet (METHODOLOGY)

gg TS 39 MY U i IHYM A Hhed=T (Research Design) &t fawarR & uxdd
T 8, o IgeT AR Td R-piUdt TRl gRT dAlchdifHen Jedl hl R &
JeTTcHh Hedieh <hl UTGT &hT 81

6.1. ATHYTT gf®HIUT (RESEARCH APPROACH)

Ud 3egq Yok UNTAs (Qualitative) 3R Bfdgi¥ieh-geriarer (Historical-
Comparative) SHHT gfReRIvT SUTAT 81
1) 7o fAsAwr &1 9g9: 59 R At gAY AT T § Hlfeh
dAlhdifBen Jedl &l WO # IeHifde Fofg, §®Ird @egr 8k
fIaRRITR UM SIY g 3R ARATHD ddl hl THST I h g, [
AT ATH 221 O UTeT Al fohdT ST GepdT 2|
2) SfagiRis-gareres fafd: ag fafd gamr & smyrR R Ak R w—
dhicd g1 39%h dgd WR IoT-iTd o & [Afe Ieifae afaa i (it
U S IR-RIU /TS ) & i hROT 3R UG (Causality)
aiert Y ST b SIaE |

6.2. 32T Fid 3itT U&hR (SOURCES AND TYPES OF

DATA)

ST ol GE A & forg urufies SR fEeitaren a1 Uenr & a1 |idl a1 Suah fomar
ST
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1) urafd® F19 (Primary Sources):

o Hdurfie iR fAurh s fAfva = safdat & kM fhw o
Agayul Haytiies MY (S 4237 37k 4447 Gme) o STfeehTie UTs |

o GIHRY ATINT &Y NI TWARIAT AN (Shg-Isg ae), He AT
T AhaT3tl aht geIfdl g1

o HUEH ReATE: Aenda o W@ He (S8 =l Agfearmar, smurderre
Ifral, AR Wo=aN) W S R R-HiId TWHRT & aRH g3
e 989 SR gaad |

o Jiwms: fAfva Ty SR SiRigiy del (S sariifawe §e¢fersia gfe,
AT ST oh UM SATEAT o felqg IuATT

2) fgdtas @ia (Secondary Sources):

o Reiftres T o Ay U WRAW™ IoHifd, HauTe e, iR
ST gid & &9 § vReTd fAgHt gRT eifea siefte- e anfga
(Trfeca g+iten # defela) |

o TIATECE! AT oI RUE: AFAIITRR Tiral, TG ST 3R CAG S
Gaenen R gR1 o) arffes Raid|

o fasgg=ra #ifEan Rrsdwor; uqE sircffe /e ufenrst & genrfa
T Wiell o 3R UTehI STt U@ rsi-ifden Aot wR U gred g1

6.3. fasdwor &t S1afY stz &9 &St (PERIOD AND

CASE STUDIES)
it o1 fasdwoT Ffafad gfer e il wR dfea ghm, St &l e Arsat
ufafafer smafe g:
Ay FY AT (Timeline): 1950 (FfAe™ AN gH) F IdH™ k|
AT AT yfaffY &g wdt (Ige=on) fasdwor &1 = wiend
wOA aET 1. SRR M AT AT (1971-  GRANTA RN, SMUTdehTd, =ATAUTIeIehT chl Wd=dl TR T4 |
1977)
2. it et &1 AT (1984 E-sed faRiet e, gieem Afga (qere R sifder Temor)
1989) Sifafrgw, enfiies =T IR T4 & gieentoT|
R-piud} 1. ST=aT UTet e (1977- A4 Gaeneh TN, ARG Tdadrsi Hl gaefoAn
AT 1979)

2. 3rea g arsradt w1 NDA oY UeeH, FuaTe o ufd gieentor, Fsfieon
A9 (1998-2004)

3. gd|T NDA 19 (2014- he-Iog Gee (SToad uRye), Samaeg! sl iR g,
gdar) ArTReRar Teieft g |
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6.4. 3T fasdwor Torfifa (DATA ANALYSIS

STRATEGY)

o1 fasewor & ferg fawerra oiR deT-TcHh HIfST (Thematic and Comparative
Coding) dch-iIchl ehT ITTNT fohaT ST

1) fawama fas@wor (Thematic Analysis): WafAe iR fgdlas a1 @
dAlerdife Jedi ¥ defdd fAfde fwgasg (A=) &t Mo smom vga
M gt

2) hi¥-&¥ T (Cross-Case Comparison): et Y fawaf & SR ),
RO 3R TR-RiU M Srafdt & i afeAd g Sl SITget | e
& forg, "=fler Wdsar" & Hed WR &Hl UehR hl GRhRI I ThiR /a8
KT 3@, gYh! o1 Y STt

3) AR &Y ATAT: JoI1 & HATEHH T U SRl ohl AoTideh [aRYRT, Aqa
et 3R ATcepIfere ISTifdes SifFardar & deof § arenfaa forar e,
S as g8 wfud fohar S ok foh <1 e Aiedl & dgd lehdifach Jedl
& =TT fh 8¢ da 99 Wt

7. 31 fasdwor iR qerareHes Jedishd (DATA

ANALYSIS AND COMPARATIVE EVALUATION)
Ig T DT 3R TR-FHUHT TREBRT & ATIRTA o SR Alehdiich Jei I RITHAT
& G # Ik agR, Hfard urafierdretl $fk TRITTT UTdl &l Yok gafRd ge-ilcieh
ST U T 5| fAsciwor ot fAfIE FAlerdifren Saml & TR IR Wi forar T 8,
Foreeh! YB3 TRITTT Fergd! 3R STarag! 4 gl gl

7.1. GINTT AH X Fara@eat (INSTITUTIONAL

STRENGTHENING AND ACCOUNTABILITY)

GRINTT ATl Qeh QAT AAlchdiieh Hed & STal Jeiiideh ehrduiferahl (Executive)
Haemfes =T (Judiciary, Legislature, Election Commission) &t Tara=iaT a1 I#ITH
3R TREUT &l g1 STarecg! (Accountability) 33 &l TITUAT TRPR ahl ANTRERT & Ufd
el 3R STRErIT STt 1

1) =arauTfersT SR ANTRS Waad1g (Judiciary and Civil Liberties)
Sl MO Aisal & dgd A1fdh WdAdT ST UAeTUT 3TaRTeh §, aifch =arauTfereht

Arehc™ H SifaH deh 3R Soid ol R ot g
FAE  HAH AT (U@ R-FAH 9T (Tedya/dwf@E TS fsmy
hlel) hel)

ARG ORI I GHERIHASE: 1977 & I1& 4431 Gee FHiNT AT 7 IR 9 &

gwsiy

e AgE g A TR Hifeleh STferenry <hl GRam Hsigd Tt =ROT H ATk W1 WR 3 fdeh

gfehgdmar (Judicial 1 RTI(FEHT &I AfYRR) T g R- AfRTd 3R ISTHIfde qara Hasan
Activism) @t Tt HiUE (UPA) e # @1 g4, S (2005) &1 M| IR-Ri WeRY F, gaE

SaTeeet TeTs |
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iepfd Dhavan Y ST oh STaS]G, STaTece! agMH aTet
(1980)1 RITAT GERT Y TrfiehdT &

THRRIHS: 1970 &
230k B gruTferent

R Y& garg, AN.
¥R fAgfaa, ik
GEITH SR e
(ADM Jabalpur

Case) o= amiRe
dFar &t fRefaa

&R o)

MuTaaTet (1975-  RfYra giRwn: Rt s dagd A= # sfaz: STafs i e o fage
77): 3ifeafary &t fafre Torifaes sticlet (S FiIpd 3R Yehdt THT (SITATdehTeT) & ¥4
S Srigle) ok gTel & aut & UAPA 7 o, IR-shit a7 e sifde

S S AT BT IUANT ARG WoodT  fchwiicpd 3R d=TRes a=ma @ BRd udfia
R UHRIg e 2 g sl

2) Sdura gty ik drfa™ gfed &1 flawR
Gaefch e &t Uepfa g it & for srfutferanT wiehdifacs mafersit @ fohamn
g &l gl
o FHUHT U H AW Y & dd FRiGE & ddure G
ST SrfuTferenT Y *1feRT i o WR dhfed 38 §, fadiy &0 @ 4247 dnte=
(1976) STt TS &t 1feT ot Faled ST gY AT THter ot Hiffa oA
T Yeh UHE IaTER0T UTI 39 deited ot 'fA-dfder oft swar Sirar @
(Sood, 2013)1

o R-FUH GIHRI BT NG 3Th AU, TR-FiUH TWdRI 7 SRR
TayTfAeh AATEIST aht T8TA e UR T chigd fehaT| 44T Gne (1978),
Y S9ar urdl TR gRT /™ @1, 7 'Sitad 3R afana WdAar &
YRR’ (SIS 21) ol IATUTARTE o SR Ht Fcifaa 7 forg ST hr RS
&l I8 ek TE Hohd T foh IR-pidledt e AnTiRes SifarerRY bt grea ot
3= UTAfAehdr <d &1
3) yEER faidt a7 oitz ureffar
STarece! GRTAd e # yEER fortedt o=t a1 et agayguf g1
o Sqrede! # AAMER: I I SRR (RTI) sifdfaas (2005), 99 gdig
AR (-t Tosyq) & dgd AR] foham a1 o1, YRA dAlchd s &
UREIRTAT 3R STaTeed! el g & arell 9ad Hgayul f[aumft sher AT
ST g1 g HIA Ateheal 3R ASHIdeh Aged dt W SHar & ufd
SaTeeg §A1dT 8 Goel and Singh (2011)1
o CIHUTA 3R ok MYed: YRR IR FAerura di dwar @1 foar
ETcAlTch &GRIeh] YT &, AAfchd 39 T &< # &HT YR i ThR] A faedq
foraT| T MO 3R §1g I TRBRI A ASTHITdh fodl & PRUT 59 AT
H o R @I FH | feafhage e, ad saedgt & &
TST-ifdeh geaerd Y ToImesT &t @l
freene: dermTa aet otz Ssarads
JeTcHen 3¢ fasdwor ag uafid sear & fah:
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o HUH (INC) & UE at T H TRINTT ALl TR Joi-iideh RRAT 3R
helepd TfeRT ht TerfAenar &t 113, S aRumRasy go safdal & wma
ol (v =arunferent ok 09) @ guegiar favar i

o M-HUH (Tode/dRf@Ad) WHRT A, JsHIde ARRAT & IG9,
StaTaeg! 3R uREfRIdT @l dgm aret Agayuf fAurf gurT (4 4447 e,
RTI) &l @N & § 31fdeh deordT fe@rd| ag d9ad: dgaeiy Tase &6
ST o1 gRoTy o, STel fafds IsieRt & gae 3 WRaR &t afds
FdehuT  ehT|

7.2. GHATE 3R Fg-Ig G4 (FEDERALISM AND
CENTRE-STATE RELATIONS)

TR FAlchdifch SHaEIT I Teh Her3d W SHRI 1T oidT (Federal Structure)
&, forgeht fastwar dhg (Union) SR IS4l & ot 1fecral ot faaxor g1 59 @S & &gt ug
R-AI WEHRT gRT 39 TG Tl S91Y @ TT IGH FaAd o & TATEl hl
JeTITcHeh Hedich fohal 74T 8, faiy U & Ierifdeh, umafae iR fa<fa smammi o e
)

1) dha-3reg Afes g ot aerifas afasfierar
iU U (Congress Dominance):

o  h=EIehuT T UgfI: 1950 T 1970 & T2 & IRM, HIUT & U aTet T
! 'Yl &1 UE' (One-Party Dominance) & ShRUT ISTHIfdeh shwalchuT
I yad ug @ RIfga R Smar € Kashyap (2018) 1 Irsai & oft U widg
Fl TFR g & BRI, 'S wAF' (High Command) grT feg g fAofa
T AT T9Td 5T WR ggaT o, fSiog I€6ig fAgid & @ R Ue sref-geig
(Quasi-Federal) T GehlcHeh gJehTd (Unitary Bias) aTefl a1 Heigd g3

o AT 356 T IUINT: HIUH THRI gRT 3=0& 356 (4! # Yaure
I <Y fatherdT R Ul ITEH) T IUTNT ST AR} t gem & forg
IR-IR R ATUS FU T fohdT TAT| $H TFAM IUTNT i TET HTGHT oh T
T2 Ioeia o Y H ¢@T ST 8 Sarkaria Commission. (1988)1

R-siAHT AT (Non-Congress/Coalition Era):

o THUATE hT YGEIhUT: 1989 & ITE TS i ISTHIT o I&d A HUITE hl Teh
¢ feam &1 &g el ol dhe TR # M g1 Uah sruRert Torifae
JTaRTehdT 54 1T, faY dhe ot Isal & Bt & ufa sifdes dagasfiar gm
sl Jaffrelot (2019)1

o 3IIBG 356 H TIH: M-FiUHr WeART A, AT U T sree fogrt arerddt
3R 91g & TEEYT AT A, TH.IR. S8 §-H YRT I9 (1994) At &
Yalfed =TT & Bhdel & RO, 3igede 356 & JuANT H 3ifdes dgH feamar|
g 99 ST Aot 3R =1fies fR a1 ot aRom el

2) wurafAe SR faurd ey
et e TR SUhUl & A1ead ¥ off IREm ST 8, S foh sifee R
ard (All India Services) 3R 3iar-3rg gRWE (Inter-State Councils) |

o IIfRAT YRAT Agreil U= Uy9Tg: Rl A & SR, Ifad yrRd darsit
(IAS, IPS) 7 &g & Toic & w0 A S forar, a8 dhg TR &Y Aifaal &t
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Al TR 9T AT 8l T™T| gleliich, R-hiUd!l TRpRI - Al 31 Harsll &
ATy @ dhe, i AferT T Y @, wAfoh &g AsTifaes AT & hRoT 5T
AR ohl UMHF-eh 70T 6 8¢ deh J¢T g

o IHa¥-yreg uRwal &Y YAt TRemiRar sk &t ReiRer & arasg, SidR-
Ty gRuEl &t @i ofk Fafda dod uge e ofik a1g # iR-apie
TWHRI & dgd IegdiQAd el &1 &l A Areal 3 sfiueniRes Gy o &
IS SHITATReR IToiifaen daral R sifden sRiar fhar, Sae daqurfia
HEaTe HHSIR gl

3) fa<fra Suare &1 qaTS sreagd
fafta Tama=raT Irsat & Farferrenor & forg Agayuf g1

o HiUG T A faha FH01: HU A & SR, TS ST (Planning
Commission) 37 {1 H=mera & Arenw O fa<hg 1ferral a1 srcufien heien<or
foha T | ISt aht e aisTHTST (Centrally Sponsored Schemes) & folg
the R AR =1 ugar a1, /9 3t A<l w@raar ofiRk Aifarra wdsan
TR =9 ¥ a1fda gidt &ff Rao and Singh (2011)1

o  R-HIRH g A GUR: R-FRIA TWehRT & dgd, faiy ®u @ fa smarm &
RmRarn ot sifdres Aga i mam gra gt & gt ST ot Hifa s @
gfaenfia ST SR aeg Ud Tar o (GST) aikee &t =imoe, 5 ges defi
fYerra & w0 & Tanfora foran Siran 8, fo<ita duarg & &7 & Agaygef dwma
IR @ ¢ grellich, shegel uRkug & offax oft g & o Fvlg a1 &
S1fHT=T 1feRT (preferential power) 811 & RUT fa=itg TWma=adr a7t oft 589
I fawT g1

freee: dfta geat wwusma
JeTITcHen fasetwor gerfar ¢ fon:

o I WARI 7 ISR R U hilenUT ehl TGET S HEg el
& SrefiA fopaT, OO YR 99 &1 9T Tehlcdah gt |

o R-FUH TWHRT 7 Tade Fi TSI hT Ao 3R ST gl & gaa &b
HRUT Juarg & R{gidl ot oifde gmm Ran 39 Weri 3 fa<fig ok
o fRdhdlezor i Rem & @ew Iog, TS Juare sifde ggart
(Cooperative) 3fR Hiearsi-3muTRa (Bargaining-based) & Tl I8
gRad TR dAlehdiich Ted! Sl R & &3 i@t & Igd A at geifdr
gl

7.3. gATE GUR 8tk ALt Ire-ifar (ELECTORAL

REFORMS AND INCLUSIVE POLITICS)

FAehdifch Jedi i TITTAT § FAT GUR URERTT 3R fAegerar gRfda oxd &, Stafch
grTaRft IS TATST & g1 R g ol st ufafAfda uam exdh gHHar & g St
ST Sl §1 39 ©S B iUt 3R TR-piU TRARI GRT S Q1 AT o Ui 1=
TQ eI gfentuT ot fasetwor o mam 81

1) gt YR SR WM WRIAAT (Electoral Reforms and
Institutional Autonomy)
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TS R oh Ufd AT cleh efl 2hl UTaiegdT 2Rl 3TTehel & Tg3H UR fohall ST HehdT
€. gAd TANT (Election Commission of India- ECI) &l Wra<dr iR ufehareress

BIEARGI]

iUt T <1 gfehiT:

o FAEFUT R UNTE: FHUH & U ATl 3T G2Mehl H, AT ITINT At

TadeTfAeh €U T W 9.0 & &9 | g fohar mar, dfcha saagr 4,
STch! W 3R Shrafdieh WasdT UR 3TaER hiUTfeiehT T UTd gra

TgT Suri (2011)1 .G, A S 7 AT 1GeRi! o hriehlel I Ugd,
rTa 7MY IR Ihek AReAR T 0T Srfdes T o

o UgHl UHE YUR: col-gadl faidt & (Anti-Defection Law) (524f

Gerte, 1985) siig Wil & A arell it TRABR GRT AT T T
gTciiTch, I8 YUR T&Ia: ASTITdeh RORAT IH1Y 3@ o forg fEemme forar
T o1, A foh 1At ¥ 9§ e ufchatetes uraRiar o gl

R-& 0T AT &1 gRpion:

o  WEAAT & AW HAT: R-FHUH TRl & g (fAgtwes at.dh. Rig

3R TH.81.Q. ) & SR, AT ST hl STdqd w@rar SiiR Lifed
fAett, foraenT 2 Siifer & @ 8.¢7. Q9= & A &HdT 3R s
T Iorifas ufawmyf & ga@ ot ST g1 wiet uge o (EPIC) 8RR
SR Wfgdr S Tt & 1] et S Heaqui heH S Ay 7 IS

o Ufthare UREfIaT: AT df S tf S atemg, Sit urafidar et A

o1 it 71 3T fAudta, gt @at w A am ok i Repts
Tt IEEART & AHich UR TR T&dT o hY STTaRTehdT ahl &Il UehR
h TRBRI A ASTITdh FTBIRMTRT i Bt & hRoT goi gaef T8t fea|

2) gumEast woHAifa stk ufdfAf¥a@  (Inclusive Politics and

Representation)

gHTaRf ST AT ST AT & dfd 3R Sieuieds gl & ufafAfda ok
I forg Hifa Rafor w EHfea 21
FRH ara i arfors =

31zeror Y Hfiq: Hi TWART 3 Mt aut & sggfad Sifd (SC) 8k
SR SISl (ST) o forg Tarefies aReTor i ia &, STt FHTdT 3R
GATISIeh <A1 o Jod i R & o foTT Tep 31Taaeh shad T
ufafafda o1 far: afger smemr fAdas S8 vaa 999-999 R I51¢
T, wifchsT T ISTHifde Tgafa di At & HRUT 58 a1 T8l fohar S
Tept, STt gETaRf fafAfde & ufa sma-sreR gwdor &t gfar 81

MR-t g 3T uge™ & aerifa:

Sttt w1 gufaason s= fUser @t (0BC) & fow SRRt AaRal &
STRETUT <hl HSeT SANT <t FATAIRRN &t .Y, &g & Aqc areft IR-cpivh
TR Al AR gRT AR fhar a1 Shah (2004)1 g dheH FaTALht
Archcst T &2 & Geh Griarent uRad= o1, foem shfd-smeamRa ufaffaa
I TSI ot g & @1 AT SiR Alehd ™ o YR ot 3R fagd foma|

&g fAfdear sz Aq@: R Tode WERT 7 &3 &l @l g 7
yrifler’t &1, 998 ¥y TRk R Rfdy wiwg sk Fivplae ugam! o
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GHTALT GATYd §3ATI Tg Yeh Ig&RIT UidiATeIa h o ehl Hled el &,
T8I chadl AL TR h & o1, dfch & e, Ht IETa famst o fgwdm s7a
gl
frsmf: ATt guR ik gHrdrT
JeTTcHeh LT ¥ Ul <etdl § feh:
o AT TN 1Y HRITTT (Aehral i srafcien Traar § GUR it usa
Gaytiren waiaredi o ufd Sifdies T ot gerfdT ¢ (2w i) |
o THEALM ISEIA & deo #, s anf (sieteh) & fog ufaffda &
ITdfdeh IR H& &0 ¥ TR-RiUt GRART GRT [ fohdll 771 39 TRART
3 ugaH 6 A BT ST, TS S IHTaT & Jod @i Ue S,
faega Toriifae sifYeafar faet, greife ag ufthar sreR amIfSie a9ma
opt oft ST &t 81

7.4. 4HfARA&T 3T ggTare (SECULARISM AND
PLURALISM)

WRdrg dfdam # fAfgd gdfAderar (Secularism) 3R sigerarg (Pluralism) & Hed
21 A g fafdudr ok gg-sifcaa & ufd w5 i ufdegar ol eafa €1 39 @ o
HiUH R R-FIE TWART gRT 37 Jedt St =T, foharaas ik gram 7 uefid
TST-ifcren STRifeRT SR daTiRen e ot JaiTTcieh Hedich fohall T &
1) ydfdear f daike aarer sz fharaga

AR eHfAROerdT ofyet 'geraeior (Separation) Aisd @ {9 &, STet wrow qaft et
o Ufd 9 T A1 99 &3 §91¢ 3@dT 8
U M T g RS- gHRR e
o TYTYAT 3T YRET: STATEATA Ag® h Agcd H, R 7 I gHfA=aerdn
I Aot g Tt | 427 TMed (1976) gRT 'aw=RUeT <1ea i dfdem &
UATe1 B SISl T, fOas 39 7ed t situaiikes AT et
o ITAEAT: Sl & doh g fob St ewfARderar SRR &1
gHRUEET (Pseudo-Secularism) H & 718, STgT SIUTREAhI oh JEIhUT
(Appeasement) & 3IRIT & Panikkar (2017)1 {1g Tt &g (1985) &
a1g Ioflg Ml WeR gRT o T RQurft gwdu (gfem afgen
sifafagm), die de &t IoHifa & cara F Haufe g & g9 &
Ioeta o TU H @ ST &1 I8 GIBhIUT h-f & THE THT 3R Tehed
IR dfedT s Rgidl ot AR e | Ietifdeh =T &t gfdT 8|
R-widHf A fGga iR gitgpfas Agae w13¢g
o frIRYRISTE agara: R-FUA WaRl, Ay U § ag S Aqa
ITSTUT AT IGch daTiRen Fgalfial = foram, A 1R 'Hivepfde Igare’ ar
& Gopal (2019)1
o fafre Hifaa’: st afSie g (1992) & a1¢ & Al 7 gdfARger
T ot 1R &9 F A &1 g o aut |, ARTRGT dentes sifafaaa
(CAA) 3R TEtT AnTRes W (NRC) TR sireria fifaat enfiies gga &t
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ANTReRdT § STiedt 6, ST dfdem™ & g IR-Ae9d & Hed & [FuRid JHT
ST 8|
2) Sgdals, Y& YRET 3T aHIfSish Tgrd
SgeTaTe hi 37 § ISy gRT fAfde enfiies, WINTS 3R ST TE! & Sifderi i dfcha
REAT AT
o ITUHEI® ATANT hl YfAHT: Sl TAR S TWARI 7 AL seqeeEh
STANT ST SRS ht RUTgAT 3R IuAT fohar €1 gretifcs, 31 Ml &t
gredfaes gyraiierdr 3R IST & g&I&U T ITh TdadT g 8T T
v & g1

o gMIfSIa d1a 3T ey Y ufafshar:

1) it} AT 1984 & =g faRiefht &7t iU} M & dgd Sreudes
RETT & T h g1 1 Teh hIclT AT &, STal I o UifSal ol gRe
U&H A #H I axg fawdt 8T Puri (2017)1
2) R-HOH AT ToRE & (2002) € Fivede fGar & Ame off
IR-SHUE AT & dgd gy, e T5g Y Afschaar w 1k uw @sg
fehg 3fR Tgerardl gATST | fayra &t et et TerTl
freepe: rifaRUerar ik sgerane &1 JerTets ukRga
JeTcHeh Jedich-l U8 T ohdl ¢ foh edfARaerdr o1 g vRd Ierifa o ged
3iferen farereue 3R gRad==fter &1 8:

o UK U A YHFRUEIT bl Teh IsT-icdeh Rigia & ®u & wfud fomar,
Afch HIER | I8 37 ST JETRRUT 3R oI THET h ART
(SIR 2TE ST hF) Y SATetTaAT oAl fRARR gl

o R-HUN WeRI A, fAIY U & FaRe ®U & IRT dl & Aga F,
YHIRALIAT & 'WRIRT Algel’ bl gl & & 3R 3§ Fikpfdes Igag &
1y ufefid s a1 v e 81 Starfer a8 Ueh Aeigd IE uga  WR
SR & HehdT &, T8 SgaTarc! THTS oh folg FTaRft YRef & cd i HASIR
X GhdT g

ge&u d, Q1 Afsdl A JEIR0T a1 AivaTichdl & A1egH § gefARderar & smesf &
feraer uefia forar 8, S8 agetardl el &l Ruer AfRAR 3R AoHifder 0 4
Gereaefter st g8 21

8. 3¢1 fasdwur efir garTHsd Jeaisd & forg
srfafe aré

1) gafera ga-itwe Afgad I1€ (Consolidated Comparative Metrics
Chart)
g ITE U Alehdifaeh Hedl o Ufd GIHT Ara Higell o Ugf (Tendency) 3R gRoumd
(Outcome) eh! TRIfAT T &1 g MU kY We & Iy Ueh IpT 3 YR UaH
ST

Aerdif¥d Jea FHiRH o R-FHAH o= &g 9189/ IeT8%01
(T /Yehet &) (e /AR R® &)

GRTTa ASgdt uqfR: Fiiosor, dRiert  Ugfay: fAdhsionur, TITTd 9183: 4207 Gene (i) a9
gafedr| S| 4437 TN (ST ard) |
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EEICCEE oo TRl A &efl,  uRore: oReffar A gfg) 184: G ol SATIHR (RTI)

AT SRESTS| IfAfTw &1 i (UPA)I

qyarg g Qo ghra, he Ugf: Ggehr)/diearst 18Y: 3ges 356 T AT
HT U dearg| YT (i) T Shivad uRee

&Y =T (NDA) |
gamash ygf: Taenfes smreror ugf: OBC TIfdaeor  |T&Y: Hadl ST chl RAwmiRar &
LSBT (SC/ST), efieft wmfar 3R U & ASTHIA foraraaI
yHfaderar uqfa: geteor uqf: giwpfas 18g: Mg 1 Y femdt sy
STTATEHT & 91y Siu=TiRes yare/féga &1 Il A CAA 3R F1e) faed g
effARgerar|

2) frae otz ggdten<ur &1 goTeaa Afgad (Matrix of Deviation and
Reinforcement)

g TTE Ig TUE T & foh fohdy Ao Afse A fohd dlerdifen Jeg & foraer fopam iR

foheeRT gediareur foram| g Simudh MY $faRTeT (Research Gap) ht Saifad et | g

g
dlediBe  wiEd U & dgd HUA T d WP IEIddEd R-siaEH gmT S
qed LG asd faaerd LCTEa| ded frae=
(Reinforcement) (Deviation) (Reinforcement) (Deviation)
HRITTa TS WU i JRUfARI IR GG A A @EAA Saese! SR )
[EGEGIH RTYAT| Zag (AN}, # g (= )| giforar erfuferet 1
3MUTcehTeT) | ESCRL
goq1g ST AN gRITET ~ Se0a 356 I Al ohl A< @RIAdT  he-31ed faamg B gieg
TechiehRuT| [gening (Shuad, fa sma) | (Trerhfdren geftenzon) |
arTRes Hifere srfdrenry i SMUTAhIAT h &R 44aT deiee 3R RTI s YR SIEAT
wdaAdr TauTHes MR | g Fifgmr  gRi SifdeRi i TgTett| (UAPA) a1 ST
IEGEE] IuTT|

gaTash SC/ST MIREVIGRT  Higel SR&UI ] OBC/exha Rl argy  Siifova/giveres

L EIIT] gfafafde & gl & H facheran TR W FAEL| gJeften<or H gfg |

9, frsref (CONCLUSION)

gg MY U Rl U IR-hidHl SRR gRT WRATT cilehdsl o Hel Hedl chl TATUHAT &
TTHY ehT e A JelTcHeh Hedicha URdd ehdl g 0T 3R Bfagries-gemicie
fI=Awor IR SR Tg NeTTT 3T HAlT U I IR ST & foh T ATk & hl Ui =
WRd | cllchdifch Jedl o W 3R UeUdsh hl Yo RuTiaes asich & wifaa forar g1

9.1. @ fAsHuT &T TR (SUMMARY OF KEY

FINDINGS)
37 fAsawur 3R geiicier Jedich (@3 V) & muR W, Fefafea g ey
ATt U E:
1) SITTd AN 3R drfaer afra
o WU AT (WA HEA): T T HI UgAH TN Fetaheor 3R
FHRIGRY AfckT I Tafeadt 6t ugfa & giet &1 STeT iy A fRRaT ik IE
Uehdl & fow 9= Y @imgar &Y, gl 42d ddunfae dRies 8iR
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SATATIRIA STl GeTSHT = ARG WaAdl 3R ANTRG SHTARRT oh Jedl 9
TR foae uefia fomar |

MR-t 9T (Tedya /3R Ra FIe): 39 TR 3 SaEeg! ik
URefRIdT & gedl dY Fgrar 3 aret uRl # Sifde Jearar Rearg| 444t
Gemte SR a1 o1 HfAHR (RTI) SAFTH S shed SRITE i 3R
et i FgTelt o Ufc I7ehT UfdegdT at &=Iid &1

2) THAIE 3R hg-Isy I§Y

o AUl T fadhdiaor: iU T 7 g 356 & IR-IR
YT 3R FISTHT ST & A1eaH T fA<ig dhesiienoT i Fgrar fear, fag

TEaTe ol Hed hHSIR g3l

o  HEI-3MYTRT TuarE: R-HiRf WaRI A, &fa <ol & gaE & wRo,
GEhR THare S 3R gera Uaiid foharl 39 gim A Siigadt uRug S
Tefig 3= @t o fan, Sed aout @ fRofa @3 & ufthar & sifre
WrTeR fieh, gefifch dha-Iey faars &Y smgi It 81

3) guasft gerifa stz ufafafaa

o SMTYRYT HATRYA: HUY 7 SC/ST IR&0T hi Haunen ffa w@aw
AT & e ohl RITfU foha|

o yfaffdE &1 R R-FUH WaRT 3, Atwex dea smanT &t
AR &l @R e, 3= fU@er aif (OBC) ot TRred s=I Tl 39+
gfafAfda & gea ot faeqa foram ik R dehds & TmAToIe STUR
Y Hogd T, Fed e arfdtes Tmmash (Ry aifder gedfigra) o=
T

4) udfARdErdr i agerare

o YHMRTHAT AT Hehe: AT A AlSall A g Ruear & gei 9 e
TefRia foram &1 it e oR gEieRRoT ST STRIY &, STefch TR-ahidrdt
TERI W Fpideh ATATE Sl TEMAT S HTfHG Igadis & Rgid
FHASIR A hl AR o1 g1 Tiueier 891 & Agaqol Ae )
Jafat # gu 8, fSad sieusiades Y& ol JeI JHRR 1 g3 8|

9.2. fasmuf &1 dgifas fAfgard (THEORETICAL

IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS)

Ug qeTTcHeh LT YR wltehai & Rigidl & forg Ageayuf e fehrerar &:

qrél Ul &1 U91a: I8 My R d=dT g foh Toifde &t Sl Uepfd
YR dAlchda o el hl WTYAT H Yeh AgAYUl Wadl =R g Yohel U
gTett U1l ST F[ehTa ShrAchRT ATl Shl 3R BidT 8, STafch TS chl AT
farehieReor ofR faeamdt STareg ot micafed et 81
dhda ol gd Uopfd: MR Alchd™ chl ASTe! Rl Ten IaTHiden g
T & T8l 81 SAlchd i TRV (FATUTerdhl, TATE SRANT) SRR hiAhRT
SATefadl (T8 I8 i gRT 8l a1 IR-hii aail gRT) & favg W &l Yoo
EaSER GRS

Hed! &1 gRadfie gargh: QT e Afsdl A fAfva deaiBe ool
Pl IT-ITHT UTATHRATG &l 8| STgl hitd = I Yenar 3R RRar & geat
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@l ANTIRh WaAdT & FUR @I, dal IR-hiUYt RhRT TSI UldHied
3R Tty WradT & effARuer 9ueyar 9 W @l|

9.3. 2Tty &Y HHTY 3R 9fsy &1 g =T
(LIMITATIONS AND SCOPE FOR FUTURE

RESEARCH)
59 <Mty i 7 i1 98 & 1 98 727 0 9 TE-TR & AsHITde FIeR IR hisd
& ofiR fafera o srafdat # T=u-Ta srafaas | Jiele gerdist ahf e384 Sifd gl
R G B
vfasg & ity & forg gaima:
o HAMTHS Hgday: Af9a o safdal & dRM dterds ik U9 Wdsidn
Ychichl S ATHe 3T 3R AsiHifden &l & &g Yeh e diferdhig
Tggey T1Ud STl
o &Y Y Wl vHE TSl (Y IR U, HERTE, aferrg) H wiuh ofk
R-HION & AT & dgd RIHIG dlhdite geal (damad, R
RITE) T RATIAT T JeATcHR ST Tl
G&Y H, R Aehas Tl ST §31T 8, “ifch $8ch Hedl hl TRATYHT ASTHHIcleh e
& JeeH & A1y FARAR IaR-TIgra 3R GERe=T 1 fawa @1 81
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