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The case for accountable lottery regulation in India

rged to ban tobacco, Napoleon 11,
Emperor of France (1852-70), replied,
“This vice brings in one hundred
million franes in taxes every year. I will
certainly forbid it at once — as soon as you can
name a virtue that brings in as much revenue.”
His uncle, Napoleon Bonaparte, is also credited
with calling vices “very good patriots” {(though
the attribution is uncertain), while Ralph Waldo
Emerson observed that “tobacco could cheerfully
carry the load of armies”, Different voices, one
hard-headed insight: vices are fiscally invaluable.

Yet, every age has moral crusaders whose
puriranical zeal to ban tobacca, alcohol, or
lotteries rests on the misconception — and
coneeit — that the state can extinguish persistent
demand simply by declaring an activity unlawful.
Pragmatists know better: a prohibition may be
maorally appealing yet administratively futile - or,
worse, positively counterproductive.

The United States learnt this lesson the hard
way. Following a sustained temperance
campaign, it imposed prohibition through the
Eighteenth Amendment and the Volstead Act,
from 1920 to 1933, While suppressing legal
supply, prohibition left demand intact, fuelling a
lucrative black market controlled by violent
syndicates such as Al Capone’s. Bootlegging
corrupted public institutions, deprived
governments of excise revenue and imposed
heavy enforcement costs, The Twenty-First
Amendment repealed prohibition, recognising
that a regulated and taxed market could cause
fewer harms than an unenforceable ban. States in
India that have experimented with prohibition
have faced similar challenges,

The argument for ﬂzgulzmon

Lotteries are undoubtedly a vice, though
arguably less pernicious than tobaceo or aleohol.
They disproportionately burden poorer
households, encouraging them to stake scarce
income on remaote chances of reward. Rapid
draws and instant games can encourage
compulsive play and loss-chasing, while giant
Jackpots distort risk perception. Credit sales,
opaque odds and manipulative advertising
compound these harms. These are powerful
arguments for stringent regulation, not
necessarily prohibition,

Lottery bans can push players towards
smuggled tickets, marka, satta, single-digit rackets
and offshore portals. Operating through cash
agents and mule accounts, these enterprises kack
audits and age restrictions, secure prize funds
and effective remedies against fraud.
Governments lose lottery surpluses and GST
revenue, while legitimate vendors, many of them
poor or disabled, lose livelihoods and
enforcement costs rise. In seeking to protect the
vulnerable, the state may instead leave them at
the mercy of unaccountable operators,
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The state’s paternalism is not class-neutral.
Aftluent citizens can day-trade, use leveraged
ivatives or speculate in cryplo-assets despite
sk of ruinous losses. Securities trading
involves skill and derivatives facilitate hedging
and price discovery. Yer, the state does not test
competence hefore admitting retail traders to
these markets. The Securities and Exchange
Board of India found that the vast majority of day
traders and futures-and-options traders incurred
losses. Financial markets are legal not because
everyone acts wisely, but because risks are
disclosed, intermediaries regulated and traud
punished, while adult choice is preserved.
Lotteries can follow the same principle, with
more stringent safeguards appropriate to games
of chance.

The international norm

Lotteries are legal in nearly four-fifths of
countries. Blanket prohibition survives mainly in
countries enforeing strict Sharia-based gambling
prohibitions, such as Saudi Arabia, Iran and
Brunei, and in closed ideological regimes such as
Cuba.

Across diverse political and economic systems,
the norm is controlled legality, with lottery
surpluses allocated transparently to education,
health care, sports, welfare or infrastructure.
Nearly TU% of lottery jurisdictions follow the
public-operator model, in which 4 government
body, statutory authority or State owned
company runs the lottery while private firms
provide retail and technology services. Under the
concession model, the State regulates the lottery
but grants operating rights to a private
concessionaire.

Federal countries generally entrust lotteries to
their constituent units while permitting voluntary
cooperation across borders. Lotteries operate in
45 of the 50 U.S, States and Washington DC; all 10
Canadian provinces and three territories; all six
Australian States and both mainland territories;
and all 16 German Lander. Authorisation in one
Jjurisdiction does not confer the right to sell in
another, Cross-horder sales require the
destination jurisdiction’s consent or participation
in a cooperative arrangement. The U.8s
Powerball, Canada’s Lotto 6/19, Australian lottery
blocs md Germany's DLTD allow participating
to pool players and prizes while
retaining regulatory autonomy.

A Lok Sabha reply of March 14, 2023, identified
only nine States operating lotteries: Arunachal
Pradesh, Goa, Keralam, Maharashira, Mizoram,
Nagaland, Punjab, Sikkim and West Bengal. Amid
persistent State fiscal siress, the widespread
prsfemme for prohibition deserves

ation. Gover oI d lotteries
fa]I under Entry 40 of the Union List. The
Lotteries (Regulation) Act, 1998, permits States to
orpanise lotteries subject to Section 4 conditions,

while Sections 5 and 6 empower States and the
Union Government, respectively, to prohibit
lotteries that violate Sections 4 and 5.

Two necessary amendments

Settled Supreme Court jurisprudence treats
gambling, including State-organised lotteries, as
res extra commercium, outside the protections of
Articles 19(1)(g) - fundamental right to trade
and 301 - freedom of trade across India. Section
5 of the Lotteries (Regulation) Act, 1998, reflects
this principle by allowing States to prohibit
outside lotteries. A parallel doctrine applies to
potable alcohol, allowing States to restrict or
prohibit out-of-State consignments.

Yet, in B.R. Enterprises vs State of U.P. (1999),
the Court read Section 5 down: a State may
exclude other States’ Iotteries anly by
abandoning its own and becoming wholly
lottery-free.

This all-or-nothing rule is difficult to justify.
While a State directly oversees its own lottery
administration, its oversight of another State's
operations within its territory is necessarily
indirect, even as it bears the local enforcement
burden. This disparity in regulatory control
underpins the case for excluding other States’
lotteries. Faced with this revenue-regulation
trade-oft, Tamil Nadu (2003} and Karnataka
(2007) chose total prohibition, thereby forfeiting
the option of running accountable public lotteries
of their own.

Parliament should amend Section 5 to clarify
that the provision applies “whether or not the
prohibiting State organises a lottery of its own”.
Destination-State consent should be decisive,
subject to uniform treatment; a State must either
admit all outside lotteries or exclude them all.

Smaller States, especially in the northeast, may
fear exclusion from larger markers, but
compulsory access is no remedy. A new Section
4A should authorise two or more States to
estahlish a common lottery by agreement,
pooling players, prizes, technology and costs, as
in successful multi-State lotteries elsewhere.

Transparent regulation offers a more
accountable alternative to prohibition. Section 4
permits States to sell tickets directly or through
distributors or agents. While marketing agents
may provide guaranteed revenue, departmental
opel :an be more transparent and enable
retail distribution through small vendors, persons
with disabilities, women's self-help groups and
cooperatives, broadening livelihood
apportunities and limiting intermediary capture.

Kerala follows this model. In FY 2023-24, it
earned ¥2,883.80 crore — 1,129.71 crore in net
lottery revenue (or surplus) and £1,754.09 crore in
State GST. It channels lottery surpluses into
health care and welfare. Kerala's public-operator
model offers a useful, though not exclusive,
template for reform.
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Revisiting India’s nuclear doctrine without revising it

ndia’s nuclear doctrine has remained largely

unchanged for over two decades, even asits

security environment has shifted
dramatically. Since its operationalisation in 2003,
China’s military rise has accelerated, Pakistan’s
nuclear posture has evolved, disruptive
technologies have reshaped deterrence, and
geopolitical competition has become more
multipolar. Yet, the doctrine’s core principles -
credible minimum deterrence and a declared No
First Use (NFU) posture - have endured, albeit
with a specific provision retaining the option of
nuclear retaliation following a major biological or
chemical attack on India or Indian forces. The
question is whether a framework crafted for the
early 2000s remains fully aligned with the
security challenges of the mid-2020s.

A doctrine for another era, strategic shifis
India’s nuclear doctrine emerged from the
distinct strategic context of the late 1990s, The
1998 Pokhran-l tests established India asa
nuclear weapons state, while Kargil (1999)
showed that nuclear deterrence did not rule out
conventional war. The 1999 Draft Nuclear
Doctrine and the Cabinet Committee on
Security’s January 4, 2003 decision sought to
reconcile deterrence with restraint. The 2003
decision operationalised a posture based on
credible minimum deterrence, No First Use (NFU)
and massive retaliation to a nuclear attack,
supported by a survivable second-strike
capability and firm civilian control. Judged by its
original objectives, the doctrine has provided
continuity, predictability and strategic stability
for more than two decades. The question is
whether the assumptions underpinning it remain
stable.

The strategic environment underpinning the
framework has changed in three important ways.
First, China and Pakistan have grown more
strategically aligned. When the doctrine was
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formulated, the two nuclear-armed neighbours
posed distinet challenges; today, those challenges
are increasingly interconnected. China has
expanded and modernised its nuclear forces,
strengthened military infrastructure along the
Line of Actual Control and deepened defence
cooperation with Pakistan, Pakistan has
diversified its nuclear capabilities, including
tactical nuclear weapons intended to offset
India’s conventional advantage. India must
therefore account for the possibility that
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p es from two closely aligned nuclear
rsaries could interact during a crisis.

The second shift is technological. Artificial
intelligence, cyber capabilities, space-based
surveillance, hypersonic weapons and ballistic
missile defence are reshaping deterrence by
shortening decision-making timelines, increasing
the vul bility of ¢ d-and-control
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networks and complicating assumptions about
assured retaliation. These technologies do not
invalidate the doctrine's core principles, but they
alter the environment in which they must
operate. Nuclear deterrence ultimately depends
on the alignment of doctrine, capability and
survivability.

The third shift is geopolitical. The Indo-Pacific
has become a key arena of great-power
competition, while the international system has
grown more multipolar. U.S.-China rivalry, closer
China-Russia coordination and India's expanding
partnerships have rest 1 the security
environment. Nuclear doctrine can no longer be
viewed solely through bilateral deterrence;
regional crises are increasingly shaped by wider
geopolitical competition,

Review, not revision

Strategic doctrines are policy instruments, not
immutable documents. In India’s case, a review
could examine emerging technologies,
command-and-control resilience, second-strike

capabilities and the continuing relevance of
existing concepts, including the doctrine’s
approach to retaliation.

The issue of massive retaliation deserves
scrutiny. Pakistan’s tactical nuclear weapons were
intended to complicate India’s response options
below the level of strategic exchange. A review
could assess whether India's declaratory posture
provides sufficient deterrent clariry across
nuclear contingencies, without necessarily
changing its core principles.

There are, however, reasons for caution.
India’s doctrine has reinforced its image as a
restrained and responsible nuclear power while
providing continuity in deterrence. Ambiguity
over established principles, particularly NFU,
could create uncertainty, encourage adversaries
to recalibrate and complicate crisis management,
The priority, therefore, should be to strengthen
operational capabilities, modernise delivery
systems and improve command-and-control
resilience rather than reopen declaratory policy.

A review of NFU need not mean abandoning it.
It could reaffirm its rationale, clarify its scope and
ensure that supporting capabilities remain
credible, Reviewing a doctrine is not the same as
revising it.

Building credible capabilities
For India, any doctrinal review should also assess
survivability, command and contral, intelligence,
early warning, cyber resilience and the nuclear
triad. The aim should be to ensure that India’s
declared policy remains backed by credible
capabilities in a changing strategic environment,
while aligning nuclear policy with its broader
diplomatic objectives and strategic autonomy.
Ultimately, a nuclear doctrine is an instrument
of statecraft, not an immutable policy. India’s
commitment to restraint, credible deterrence and
responsible nuclear stewardship remains an
enduring strategic asset.
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Overweight and weak

The UN is unwieldy, and needs to move
away from superpower hegemony

he 81st session of the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly (UNGA) could have been
written off as just another vear, with
another set of speeches delivered on the global
multilateral stage. However, this year, the UN’s
annual Summit has a unique sense of urgency.
This is UN Secretary-General (UNSG) Antonio Gu-
terres’s final session, after a tenure marked by a
record number of global crises, conflicts, pan-
demics, climate disasters and the advent of a
dangerous age of Artificial Intelligence. Not since
the Second World War have there been so many
conflicts; one study recorded more than 65 con-
flicts across 35 countries in 2025, the highest
since 1946. Growing polarisation on every major
issue, wars by global superpowers in violation of
the UN charter, nuclear threats and the imposi-
tion of unilateral and illegitimate sanctions have
weakened the UN, which at 81 seems overweight,
wealk and unrepresentative of the world. This
makes it an important year for the world to unite
in favour of a strengthened and reformed UN
while choosing the next UNSG to guide that pro-
cess over the next decade. This is an important
year for South Asia too, with the election of Ban-
gladesh’s Foreign Minister Khalilur Rahman as
the President of the UNGA’s 81st session; he will
oversee the UNSG’s selection. It was disappoint-
ing that the world’s most powerful leaders and
those at the heart of the conflicts in Ukraine, Ga-
za and the Persian Gulf failed to suggest solutions
for the future. U.5. President Donald Trump
spoke about the possible “annihilation™ of Iran,
and defended U.S. actions in Venezuela. Much to
India’s chagrin, he again claimed to have nego-
tiated peace in conflicts including the 2025 India-
Pakistan four-day war. Iranian President Masoud
Pezeshkian referred to the U.S. and lIsrael as
“murderers, terrorists and assassins”. The Rus-
sian President skipped the session, while the U.S.
denied visas to the Palestinian delegation. An in-
itiative led by the European Union and a few oth-
er countries, co-sponsored by India, to build a
Partnership for Multilateralism (P4M) beyvond su-
perpower hegemony is well-meaning. but was
drowned out by the rancour at this year’s UNGA.
For India, this year was significant as the Na-
rendra Modi government launched a campaign
for a second two-year non-permanent term in the
UN Security Council in 2028-29. It was therefore
surprising that Mr. Modi decided to skip the UN-
GA speech this yvear, and the multilateral summits
on the side-lines, fresh from his hosting of the
Delhi BRICS Summit. India’s voice, of a balancing
power that speaks for a rules-based international
order based on the UN Charter, diplomacy and
dialogue, is needed more than ever amidst the
global warmongering.
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A declining United Nationsis
notgood news for arising India

NDIA IS rising as the United Nations

(UN) loses authority. Rivalry among

major powers may create room for ma-

noeuvrebutit alsomakesagreements

harder to trust. For an aspirational
powet, that is a poor bargain. Indian diple-
macy must win more influence over UN
decisions while helping make those deci-
sions matter.

This year's General Assembly is un-
likelyto resolve that tension. Governiments
‘whose consentthe UN needsare often pur-
suing objectives it was established to re-
strain. A week of diplomacy in New York
will dolittleto change the calculationsthat
lead powerful states to bypass the organ-
isation or block its work,

India needsagreementsthat hold when
relations sour. New Delhi has long de-
fended sovereignty and resisted intrusive
international rule-making. Yet constraints
imposed by powetful countries can leave it
with even less say. The question is who
writes the rules and how much influence
India has over them. Multilateral arrange-
ments give India a voice in those negoti-
ations and room to cooperate with coun-
triesit disagrees with elsewhere.

Ukraine, Gazaand the war involvingIran
and the Gulf expose the Security Council's
inability to restrain its strongest members
and their clients, Sudan demonstrates the
consequences of neglect. The Council was
designed to work when the major powers
could agree. Its veto gives each permanent
member the means to block action when
they cannot. Appeals to the Charter have
littleeffect when those expected touphold it
can prevent its enforcement.

Unilateral coercive measures extend this
problem into everyday commerce. AnIn-
diancompany maybefree totradeundern-
dian law et find that a foreign bank will not
process its payment or an insurer will not
cover its cargo. Control over these networks
lets powerful states project national restric-
tons farbeyond theirborderswithoutauth-
orisation from the UN Security Council.
Weaponised interdependence leaves Indian
businesses exposed to rules their govern-
ment had no part in writing.

Aworld divided into rival financial and
technological systems could make that de-
pendencehardertoescape. Indiamight gain
bargaining opportunities, but accesstoa
market or technology could increasingly
require accepting the conditions of one
camp. Alarger economywill not by itself re-
move that vulnerability.

The UN retains value even when its
Coungcilisparalysed. Universal membership
gives smaller countries a claim to be heard
without a major power’s invitation. Its
agenciesdeliver relief, documentthe human
cost of crises and organise the scientific
assessments used in climate negotiations,
Asclimate shocks and widening inequalities
strain  developing countries, the
UN gives them a forum to press
claims on climate finance and
sustainable development.

That is notenough. The UN still
fallsshort toooften. TheSecretariat
must simplify procedures, cut du-
plication and spend carefully. Gov-
ernments are also weakening the
organisation they invoke when
convenient. They assigntasksthey

.

i
SYED

AKBARUDDIN

The UN retains value even
when its Council is paralysed.
Universal membership gives
smaller countries a claim to be
heard without a major

do not fund, delay payments they owe, and
cutassistancewhileexpectingthe UN toab-
sorbthedamage. A peace operation givenan
ambitious mandate and inadequate re-
sources is being setupto fail

Al presents an early test of who getsto
write rules that matter. The UN's indepen-
dent scientific panel has warned that Al
agentscould become harder forhumansto
control. On September 23, technology
executives briefed the Security Council on
ATs risks. The Council has a role where Al
threatens international security. Com-
panies bring essential expertise, but also
commercial interests, Al's reach into em-
ployment, education and development
needs wider consideration. India should
press for safety standards and access to
technology to be negotiated where devel-
oping countries have a voice. Permanent
membersandsome technology firmscan-
notrepresent everyone whose future these
ruleswill shape.

India’s influence ar the UN depends on
the partners it can bring to a negotiation.
On September 21, India helped launch
Partners for Multilateralism, or PAM, with
Brazil, Canada, Kenya, the EU, Australia
and Barbados. The group spans different
diplomatic camps. The declar-
ationrecognises that economic in-
terdependence is being used to
exert pressure, disrupting trade,
supply chains and development
finance. Each partner has rela-
tionships that could help India
persuade countries it might not
otherwise persuade. Joint propo-
sals on climate finance or protec-

tion against economic coercion could at-
tract wider support. That work need not
wait for agreement on the more conten-
tious questions of UN reform.

Theworld's mest populous democracy
and a major economy, India has a compel-
ling claim to permanent membership, Af-
rica’sexclusion from permanent member-
ship makes the case for Council reform
hardertoignore. Regional rivalries obstruct
agreement on expansion. Charter amend-
ments also require ratification by all five
permanent members. Anelected seat isthe
nearer prospect.

A practical priority for External Affairs
Minister S Jaishankar at this Assembly isto
secure support for India’s candidature foran
elected Security Council seat forthe 2028-29
term. Itsopponentinthe June 2027 election
is Tajikistan, which has never served on the
Council. A founding UN member in 1945,
India has contributed more than 275,000
personnel to UN peacekeeping. Smaller
countries will also want to know how India
woulduse anothertermto address theircon-
cerns. Indiacandrawonthat record toargue
for mandates troops can carry out, and for
affected countries to be heard before the
Council acts.

A Council term would give Incia more
scopetonegotiate agreements andinsist that
governments honour them. The test will
come when an agreement obstructs the
choices of powerful states. The Charter
matters most when it gets in the way.

The writer is former permanent representative
of india ta the UN, and dean, Kautilya
School of Public Policy. Hyderabad
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Conflict and consensus
in the ECI's functioning

Damint NATH

THE FUNCTIONING of the three-member
Election Commission of India is under
scrutiny this week, afrer an investigation
by The Indian Express published on Sep
tember 23 revealed that two Election Com-
missioners had placed their objections on
record at least 14 times in 10 months, The
Election Commission has responded by
saying that the decisionstaken by the Com-
mission have beenunanimous, saying that
“observations” were a part of the deliber-
ative process,

How does the Election Commission
take decisions?

The Election Commission derives its
powers from Article 324 of the Constitu-
tion, which provides for a Commission for
the “superintendence, direction and con-
trol of the preparation of the electoral rolls
fior, and the conduct of, all elections to Par-
liament and to the Legislature of every
State and of electionstothe offices of Presi-
dent and Vice-President...”

1t further says that the commission will
consist of the Chief Election Cormmissioner
(CEC} and “such number of other Election
Commissioners” that the President may
appoint, subject to provisions of law, The
CEC“shall actasthe Chairman of the Elec
ton Commission”,

How the Election Commission is sup-
posed w arriveat decisions is kaid out in the
Chief Election Commissioner and Other
Election Commissioners (Appointment,
Conditions of Service and Term of Office)
Act, 2023,

Se¢tion 17 ofthe Act -:aysnm: the "busl-
ness of the Election Commission shall be
transacted in accordance wirh the provi-
sionsof this Act”

“The Election Commission may, by
unanimous decision, regulate the proce-
dure fortransactionofits business and also
allocation of its business amongst the Chief
Election Commissioner and other Election
Commissioners. All business of the Elec-
tion Commissicn shall, as far as possible,
be transacted unanimousty, and if the
Chiel Election Commissioner and ather

Election Commyissioners differ in opinion
onanymatter, such martershall bedecided
according 1o the opinionof the migjority,”
Section 18 of the Act says.

Since the Election Commigsion cur-
rently has three members, if the decisions
are not unanimous, two of the three
memberscan decide thematter, While the
Chief Election Commissioner chairs the
poll panel, all three members — the CEC
and the two ECs — all have one vote.

Have there been differences of

opinion and dissentinthe

commission in the past?
Ever since the Election C

The rupture in the poll panel, revealed

by an Express investigation, is not its

Election Commission  clear that the three memibers would have

officein New Delhi,

PRAVEEN KHANNAFILE

Firstamong
equals
The Election
Commission
comprises the
Chief Election
Commissioner
and two Election
Commissioners.

an equal say indecision-making.

I January 2009, then CEC N Gopalas:
wami had written to the President seeking
the removal of Eléction Commissioner
Navin Chawla, citing a “lack of political
neutrality”, With nosuch action from Rash-
trapati Bhavan, Chawlaeventuglly wesap:
pointed CEC.

Election Commission officials say that
differing opinions on matters before the
commission, whether it Is the conduct of
elections or administrative matters, are a
routine occurrence, However, when it
mmmﬁnaﬁytﬁkmgadec!smn thecom-

was permanently expanded from a w@e
member body to a three: member com:
mission in 1993, differences have
emerged between the individuals whooc-
cupy the posts,

Then Chief Election Commissioner TN
Seshan and Election Commissioners M 5
Gilland G VG Krishnamurthy were known
tohave clashed. In fact, Seshan had chal-
lenged the appointment of the two ECs in
the Supreme Court, which upheld the ap-
pointment and ruled thar the three
members would have equal status,

The Supreme Court judgment in TN
Seshen vs, Union of India in 1995 made it

They jualin
rank and the CEC
isthe firstamong

takes must, as
far as possible’,
beunani 1ous;

decided by a
majority,
P ————

yorby ma-
jority. The Commission generally meets
once or twice a week todiscuss pending
matters, officlalssay,

In case an Election Commissioner dis-
agreeswiththe majority view, heorshe can
record a dissent note on the file.

Former Election Commissioner Ashok
Lavasa had done exactly thatin 2019, when
hedisagreed with the majority view of giv-
ing Prime Minister Narendra Modi and
then BJP chief Amit Shah a clean chit on
complaintsof Model Code of Conduct viol-
ations before the commission, Lavasa had
alsoobjected that hisdissent notes were nog
being recorded in the final orders passed

first instance of difference of opinion,
Here's what happened in the past

by the commission. Lavasa, who was likely
to take over as Chief Election Commis-
stoner on the basis ofseniority, opted 1o re-
sign from the Commission in 2020,

Before the Election Comimissionissued
its order starti iallt R
stenofelectoral rollson June 24, 2025, Elec-
tion Commissioner SukhbirSingh Sandhu
had observedon the draft order that theex-
ercise should not lead to harassment to
votersand citizens

“are should be raken thar genuine
voters/citizens, particularly old, sick, PwD
{persons with disabilities), poor and other
vulnerable groups donot feel harassed and
are facilitared,” Sandhu had written, How-
ever, this, ECsourcessaid, was anobserva
tion, and eventually the SIR order was
unanimaus.

Since then, as The Indian Express has
reported, ECs Sandhu and Vivek Joshi have
recorded their objections on files several
times, wherther it relates to the functioning
of the poll commission’s I'T infrastructure
or the insertion of a new declaration inthe
voter enrolment form (Form &).

‘What has the Election Commission
said on the matter?

Inapressstatement on Wednesday, the
Election Commission sought to differenti-
ate between observations. which it said
were standard and a part of the internal
checks and balances, and decisions of the
Commission.

“Any operational gueries or inputs
raised by Commission members during
draft stages are part of standard adminis-

i d ingvoter
rights. The suggestions given by the Com-
missioners were for further improving the
elactoral processes, Differing views and ob-
servationsareanormal partof deliberation
inany institution. They are a part of the
decision-making process before a final
decision is taken, Not only the three Com
missioners, but every officer of the Com-
m 1 is fully authorized 1o give his sug-
gestions to the Commission for improving
the electoral system,” the poll panel said.

The ElectionCommission hassaid that
all decisions taken in‘recent months have
been the sutcome of *unanimous deci-
sionis”. Itcited therecentelections in Bihar,
Kerala, Tamil Nadu, Puducherry, Assam
anid Wesr Bengal, saying lhat lhese polls

d "wide- ing ad ive
and DpPI’ﬂtiDl‘lal machinery and many
Ci ission approvals andi it




