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Abstract

The position of Governor plays a very important role in India’s constitutional framework, with the goal of maintaining a
balance between the Union and State governments and protecting democratic principles, federalism, and constitutional
morality. However, political controversies, judicial interventions, and accusations of partisanship have raised serious concerns
about the misuse of gubernatorial powers. This research analyzes key constitutional provisions like Articles 163, 200 and 356,
whose ambiguities sometimes encourage discretionary overreach.

Using Doctrinal and case-study methodology, this research analyzes landmark judgments such as S.R. Bommai case,
Shamsher Singhcase, and Nabam Rebia case, as well as recent political situations in Maharashtra, Karnataka, Rajasthan, Tamil
Nadu, and Kerala. The study reveals that interference in government formation, legislative delays, and trends like
recommendations for President’s Rule weaken cooperative federalism and democratic legitimacy.

This research suggests that clear codification of discretionary powers, transparency in the Governor appointment process,
accountability mechanisms based on judicial oversight, and adopting permanent constitutional conventions are very necessary.
Restoring the neutrality and public trust of the Governor’s office is essential to strengthen India’s constitutional balance and

federal ethos.
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Introduction

The office of the Governor holds a unique and complex
place in India’s constitutional framework. Established as a
vital link between the Union and State governments, the
Governor’s role was envisioned as non-partisan and neutral,
serving to safeguard constitutional propriety and federal
balance. However, over the decades, the office has been at
the centre of numerous controversies and allegations of
political bias, raising significant questions about its misuse
and relevance in contemporary governance. This paper
seeks to examine these issues in depth, focusing on
instances where the powers vested in Governors have been
misused, often at the cost of federal principles and
democratic values.

The framers of the Indian Constitution, while adopting a
federal structure, recognized the need for a mechanism to
mediate between the Union and the States, ensuring stability
and uniformity in governance. The Governor was thus
conceived as a constitutional head, with powers to work on
the suggestion of the minister’s council while maintaining
the discretion to address extraordinary situations. And that
arrangement was inspired by the British model of
parliamentary governance but adapted to suit India's federal
and diverse polity. Despite its noble intent, the role of the
Governor has evolved into an institution in Indian politics.
The ambiguity surrounding the discretionary powers under
Article 163, combined with the growing influence of party
politics, has often led to accusations of partisanship.
Historical incidents, such as the dismissal of State
governments and delays in approving legislation, highlight
how the Governor’s office has occasionally been misused as
a tool to advance political objectives rather than uphold
constitutional propriety.

Research Objectives

This research aims to critically analyse the role of the
Governor, focusing on instances of misuse of constitutional
powers. It seeks to explore the constitutional provisions
governing the Governor’s actions, identify the legal and
political implications of their misuse, and examine the
broader impact on federalism and democratic governance.
By studying both landmark cases in Indian constitutional
history and recent high-profile incidents, this paper aims to
provide a balanced and comprehensive analysis of the issue.

Methodology

The research adopts a case study approach, combining
doctrinal analysis with an examination of judicial
precedents, legislative developments, and constitutional
debates. The study delves into landmark cases such as S.R.
Bommai case of 1994 and Shamsher Singh case of 1974 [4
to understand the judiciary's role in regulating and defining
the Governor’s powers. It also analyses recent controversies,
including the Maharashtra political crisis (2019-2022) and
the Tamil Nadu Governor's delays in assenting to bills
(2023), to assess the contemporary relevance of these issues.
This multidimensional approach ensures a holistic
understanding of the subject

Significance of the Study

The issue of gubernatorial misuse is not merely a
constitutional or legal problem but one that strikes at the
heart of India’s democratic and federal structure. By deeply
analysing these issues and providing concrete resolutions,
this paper aims to contribute to the ongoing debate on
constitutional reform as well as governance in India. It
underscores the importance of restoring the neutrality and
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integrity of the Governor’s office to ensure its alignment
with the principles of democracy, federalism, and
constitutional morality.

The Role and Constitutional Framework of Governors
in India

The Governor occupies a unique and pivotal position within
India’s constitutional framework. As the constitutional head
of a State, the Governor acts as a medium between the
Union and State governments, embodying the dual role of a
ceremonial figurehead and a discretionary authority. The
design of the Governor's office reflects the framers' intent to
maintain a delicate balance between federalism and
unitarianism. However, ambiguities in the Constitution,
coupled with evolving political dynamics, have frequently
led to conflicts regarding the role and powers of Governors.

Constitutional Provisions and Governor’s Powers

The Indian Constitution explicitly outlines the powers,
responsibilities, and functioning of the Governor through
Articles 153 to 167, supplemented by related provisions in
Part VI. Article 153 mandates that each State have a
Governor, either individually or shared with another State.
As the constitutional head of the State, the Governor works
on the advice of the council of ministers headed by the CM
under Article 163(1). However, the discretionary powers
under Article 163(2) provide Governors with a degree of
autonomy, allowing them to act independently in certain
situations where the Constitution requires them to exercise
discretion.

Significant powers of the Governor include the authority to
summon, prorogue, or dissolve the State legislature (Article
174), grant or withhold assent to bills (Article 200), and
recommend President’s Rule under Article 356.
Additionally, the Governor has an important role in
appointments, such as selecting the Chief Minister,
nominating members to the Legislative Council, and making
appointments in the absence of an elected government.
While these provisions were crafted to enable the Governor
to uphold constitutional propriety, their potential for misuse
is significant, particularly in politically sensitive contexts.

The Doctrine of Discretionary Powers

These Powers forms the cornerstone of the Governor’s
autonomy. However, this doctrine is fraught with
interpretational challenges, as the Constitution does not
exhaustively define the situations in which discretion may
be exercised. Judicial pronouncements, such as in Samsher
Singh and Anr. v. State of Punjab (1974), have clarified that
the Governor’s discretion is limited to exceptional
circumstances, such as an absence of a clear legislative
majority or constitutional crises.

Despite these judicial guidelines, ambiguities persist,
leading to differing interpretations of the Governor’s role in
contentious political scenarios.

The Supreme Court in Nabam Rebia and Etc. v. Deputy
Speaker and Ors (2016) ™ further emphasized that the
Governor’s discretion should not override democratic
principles or undermine the council of ministers. By
restricting the Governor’s actions to constitutional necessity,
the Court underscored the principle that discretionary
powers must be exercised sparingly and with the utmost
regard for constitutional propriety.
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“B R Ambedkar stated that The Governor under the
Constitution has no function which he can discharge by
himself; no functions at all. While he has no functions, he
has certain duties to perform, and the House will do well to
bear in mind this distinction.”

Balancing Federalism and Unitarianism

The Governor’s office is instrumental in maintaining the
balance between India’s federal structure and its unitary
tendencies. While the Constitution envisages a strong
central government, the Governor is supposed to act as an
impartial mediator between the Union and the States. This
dual responsibility often places Governors at the intersection
of competing political interests, making their neutrality
crucial for maintaining cooperative federalism.

Instances such as the President’s Rule under Article 356
demonstrate how Governors can influence the federal
balance. The misuse of Article 356 to remove State
governments, as observed in cases like S.R. Bommai v.
Union of India (1994), has been a recurring point of
contention. In this landmark case, the SC provided
guidelines to restrict the unlawful use of Article 356,
reaffirming the federal structure of governance and the
Governor’s role as a constitutional guardian rather than an
agent of politics.

The Doctrine of Constitutional Morality

The Supreme Court marked the need to identifying the
“moral values of the Constitution” based on a notion of
“constitutional culture”. It was further held that
“constitutional morality places responsibilities and duties on
individuals who occupy constitutional institutions and
offices”. Governors must mark whether his or her actions
shows constitutional morality or not.

The doctrine of constitutional morality provides a normative
framework for the Governor’s actions. Rooted in principles
of neutrality, integrity, and adherence to constitutional
values, this doctrine serves as a guiding light for Governors
navigating complex political scenarios. Dr. B.R. Ambedkar,
in the Constituent Assembly debates, underscored the
importance of constitutional morality in upholding
democratic governance, emphasizing that individuals in
positions of power must prioritize the Constitution over
personal or political biases.

In practice, however, Governors have frequently deviated
from these principles, leading to accusations of partisanship
and misuse of power. It is well settled that “Article 356 is an
extreme power and is to be used as a last resort in cases
where it is manifest that there is an impasse and the
constitutional machinery in a State has collapsed”. For
instance, delays in assenting to State legislation or
controversies over summoning Assemblies have often been
perceived as politically motivated actions rather than
constitutionally mandated ones.

Analysis of Landmark and Recent Cases

The office of the Governor in India has been central to
various constitutional and political crises, often raising
questions about the scope and propriety of gubernatorial
powers. These controversies have necessitated judicial
scrutiny and provided critical insights into the challenges
posed by the discretionary powers conferred upon
Governors under the Indian Constitution.
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1. Landmark Cases in Indian Constitutional History
One of the earliest and most defining cases in the history of
gubernatorial powers is S.R. Bommai case of 1994. The
case came from the dismissal of several State governments
under Article 356 during the late 20th century, often on
grounds that were seen as politically motivated. The SC, in
its landmark case, provided guidelines that curtailed the
arbitrary President’s Rule based on the Governor’s report.
By asserting that such reports are to be gone through
judicial review, the Court emphasized that the floor of the
assembly—not the Governor’s subjective opinion—is the
appropriate  forum to determine the majority of a
government. This judgment not only strengthened India’s
federal structure but also underscored the constitutional
limitations on the Governor's discretionary powers.
Similarly, the case of Shamsher Singh case of 1974 [
clarified the boundaries of gubernatorial discretion. The SC
ruled that the Governor is primarily a constitutional head,
bound by the advice of the council of ministers, except in
specific instances explicitly provided by the Constitution.
This decision reaffirmed the parliamentary system of
governance in India and curtailed any notions of an
expansive or independent role for the Governor.

Another significant case is Rameshwar Prasad v. Union of
India SC 2006 B, which dealt with the dissolution of the
Bihar Assembly on the Governor’s recommendation, citing
fears of horse-trading. The Supreme Court declared this
action unconstitutional, emphasizing that such fears must be
substantiated with concrete evidence. The judgment
highlighted the need for Governors to exercise their
discretion judiciously, in adherence to constitutional
principles rather than political pressures.

The 2016 case of “Nabam Rebia v. Deputy Speaker” further
illustrated the potential for misuse of gubernatorial powers.
Here, the Governor of Arunachal Pradesh said a legislative
session against the advice of the Chief Minister and council
of ministers, exacerbating the State’s political crisis. The
Supreme Court ruled that such actions violated
constitutional norms, reiterating that the Governor cannot
act as an independent political actor. The Court’s
interpretation of Article 163 clarified that discretion must
operate within the constitutional framework, ensuring the
neutrality of the office.

2. Recent High-Profile Cases

In recent years, controversies involving Governors have
taken central stage, reflecting the evolving political
landscape and the continued challenges in defining the
limits of gubernatorial authority.

One of the most contentious episodes was the Maharashtra
political crisis (2019-2022). Following a fractured electoral
mandate, the Governor imposed President’s Rule after a
prolonged deadlock, only to revoke it abruptly to facilitate
the swearing-in of Devendra Fadnavis as Chief Minister in
an overnight ceremony. This action, widely criticized as
partisan, was eventually reviewed by the Supreme Court,
which emphasized the need for transparency and adherence
to constitutional norms. The crisis highlighted the delicate
balance Governors must maintain in post-election scenarios
and the risks of undermining democratic processes.

The Tamil Nadu Governor’s confrontation with the State
legislature in 2023 also exemplified the challenges of
federalism. By delaying assent to several bills, including
one seeking an exemption from the NEET, the Governor
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raised concerns about overreach. Critics argued that these
delays undermined legislative authority and disrupted the
constitutional balance between the State and the Union. The
episode reignited debates about the absence of explicit
timelines for gubernatorial assent under Article 200 and the
potential for such ambiguities to be exploited.

Similarly, the Kerala Governor’s actions in 2022-2023,
involving allegations of interference in university
appointments, drew sharp criticism for overstepping
constitutional boundaries. The Governor cited corruption
and procedural lapses to justify his actions, but legal experts
and academics argued that such interventions encroached
upon the autonomy of State institutions. This controversy
underscored the potential misuse of gubernatorial powers in
areas beyond their traditional remit.

Another significant incident was the Rajasthan political
crisis of 2020, where the Governor delayed summoning the
Assembly during a period of intense political instability.
The delay, which the ruling party perceived as an attempt to
destabilize the government, was ultimately addressed by the
judiciary, which reiterated that summoning the legislature is
not a discretionary matter except under extraordinary
circumstances. This case reaffirmed the principle that
Governors must respect democratic processes and act in
accordance with constitutional propriety.

Finally, the Karnataka government formation crisis of 2018
presented another instance of controversy. In the wake of a
hung assembly, the Governor asked the largest party, the
BJP, to form the government, even it was lacking a
majority. The subsequent Supreme Court-mandated floor
test exposed the fragility of the Governor’s decision and
underscored the judiciary’s role in safeguarding democratic
norms.

An analysis of these cases reveals recurring patterns of
controversy. The Governor’s office, envisioned as a neutral
arbiter, has often been accused of partisanship, particularly
in politically sensitive situations. The reliance on judicial
intervention to resolve such disputes underscores the
systemic challenges in delineating the limits of
gubernatorial discretion. The judiciary, through landmark
judgments, has sought to uphold the Constitution’s
principles, emphasizing the importance of neutrality,
transparency, and adherence to democratic processes.
However, the frequency of such intervention’s points to the
need for clearer constitutional guidelines to prevent misuse.

Constitutional and Legal Analysis

The constitutional framework of India establishes the office
of the Governor as a critical link between the Union and the
States, embodying the principles of federalism while
ensuring the smooth functioning of democratic processes.
However, the frequent controversies surrounding
gubernatorial actions necessitate a deeper exploration of the
constitutional and legal dimensions of their powers.

1. Doctrine of Discretionary Powers: A Constitutional

Perspective

The Indian Constitution confers upon Governors certain
discretionary powers, most notably under Article 163. While
the Governor is ordinarily bound by the advice of the
council of ministers, the discretionary powers are meant to
address exceptional circumstances. However, the absence of
a precise definition of "discretion" has led to varying
interpretations and, at times, abuse.



International Journal of Law

The doctrine of discretionary powers was critically analysed
in Shamsher Singh case of 1974 2 where the SC ruled that
the Governor is bound by ministers’s advice in all matters
except those explicitly outlined in the Constitution. The
judgment established that discretionary powers are not a
carte blanche but must be exercised within the constraints of
constitutional morality and propriety. This principle was
further reinforced in Nabam Rebia v. Deputy Speaker
(2016) ™, where the Court restricted the Governor's ability
to act independently, emphasizing adherence to
constitutional norms.

Despite these judicial clarifications, the scope of discretion
remains a contentious issue. For instance, during the
Maharashtra political crisis (2019-2022), the Governor’s
decision to invite a specific party to form the government
and the subsequent overnight swearing-in ceremony raised
questions about the limits of discretion in post-election
scenarios. The Supreme Court’s intervention in this case
highlighted the need for greater transparency in the exercise
of such powers.

2. Misuse of Article 356: A Historical and Legal
Analysis
Article 356, which provide the President to upheld
President’s Rule based on the Governor’s report, has been a
focal point of debate since its inception. The provision,
intended as a safeguard for constitutional governance, has
frequently been misused to dismiss State governments on
political grounds. Dr. B.R. Ambedkar, the Chairman of the
Drafting Committee, believed that Article 356 should only
be used in the most exceptional circumstances of “rarest of
the rare cases."
The misuse of Article 356 was most notably scrutinized in
S.R. Bommai case. The judgment established that
President’s Rule must be based on objective material and
that the Governor’s report is subject to judicial review. The
Court’s guidelines, emphasizing that the assembly floor is
the appropriate forum to test a government’s majority,
curtailed the illegal use of Article 356 and reinforced the
federal structure.
However, subsequent instances, such as the Bihar Assembly
dissolution in 2005, demonstrated the persistent challenges
in ensuring compliance with these principles. In more recent
times, controversies such as the imposition and revocation
of President’s Rule during the Maharashtra political crisis
have reignited concerns about the misuse of gubernatorial
powers. These instances underscore the need for
institutional safeguards to prevent the arbitrary invocation of
Article 356.
3. Judicial Oversight: The Role of Courts as
Constitutional Guardians
The judiciary has played an important act in addressing the
misuse of gubernatorial powers, often stepping in to ensure
adherence to constitutional principles. Landmark judgments
such as Rameshwar Prasad v. Union of India (2006) [ and
Nabam Rebia v. Deputy Speaker (2016) ! demonstrate the
judiciary’s commitment to upholding the Constitution and
curbing executive overreach.
However, the increasing reliance on judicial intervention
raises questions about the systemic issues within India’s
constitutional framework. The frequency of such disputes
suggests that the judiciary is often required to compensate
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for ambiguities in constitutional provisions and the lack of
accountability mechanisms for Governors.

For example, the Tamil Nadu Governor’s delays in
assenting to State bills in 2023 brought the judiciary into a
debate over the constitutional propriety of such actions.
While courts have provided much-needed clarity, the
reliance on judicial oversight highlights the limitations of
existing constitutional mechanisms in addressing these
issues pre-emptively.

4. Ambiguities in Constitutional Provisions: Enablers
of Misuse
One of the key factors contributing to the misuse of
gubernatorial powers is the ambiguity in constitutional
provisions. Articles such as 163, 200, and 356, while
granting significant authority to the Governor, lack detailed
guidelines for their application, leaving room for subjective
interpretations.

Implications of Gubernatorial Actions

The Governor's actions, particularly those perceived as
arbitrary or politically motivated, have profound
implications for the functioning of India's democracy, the
federal structure, and public trust in constitutional
institutions.

The position of the Governor as the link between the Union
and State governments is crucial for India’s quasi-federal
system. However, instances of overreach or partisanship by
Governors can disrupt the delicate balance between federal
and State powers.

One of the most significant impacts of gubernatorial actions
has been the perception of central dominance over States.
Article 356, which allows the imposition of President’s Rule
based on the Governor’s report, has been repeatedly
criticized for undermining State autonomy. Cases like S.R.
Bommai case highlighted how the illegal of Article 356
often stemmed from politically motivated reports by
Governors.

Recent incidents, such as the Tamil Nadu Governor’s delays
in assenting to State legislation (2023), have further strained
centre-State relations. By withholding assent, the Governor
disrupted the legislative agenda of an elected State
government, raising questions about the role of Governors
as impartial facilitators.

Controversial actions by Governors can erode the spirit of
cooperative  federalism, which relies on trust and
collaboration between the Union and the States. For
instance, the Kerala Governor’s interference in university
appointments (2022-2023) was widely perceived as an
encroachment on State autonomy in managing its
institutions. Such actions not only disrupt governance but
also foster distrust between different levels of government.
Gubernatorial actions that prioritize political agendas over
constitutional propriety can undermine the principles of
democracy, particularly the sanctity of electoral mandates
and the autonomy of State governments. In several
instances, Governors have been accused of interfering in the
government formation process to favour specific political
parties. The Karnataka government formation controversy
(2018) and the Maharashtra political crisis (2019-2022) are
prime examples. In both cases, the Governor’s decisions
were seen as partisan, leading to protracted legal battles and
public outcry.
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Such actions undermine the people’s mandate, as Governors
are perceived to overstep their role as constitutional heads.
This can weaken public trust in the electoral process and
democratic institutions. The increasing politicization of the
Governor’s office has contributed to a growing sense of
cynicism among the public regarding the neutrality of
constitutional authorities. Instances like the Rajasthan
political crisis (2020), where the Governor delayed
summoning the Assembly, reinforce perceptions of
partisanship, eroding public confidence in the fairness of
governance.

Recommendations

The role of Governors in India, as envisaged in the
Constitution, is to function as neutral arbiters and custodians
of constitutional propriety. However, controversies arising
from the misuse of gubernatorial powers have highlighted
systemic flaws in the framework governing this office.

The ambiguities surrounding the discretionary powers of
Governors under Articles 163 and 356 have often led to
their misuse. Codifying these powers through legislative
action is essential to delineate their scope and prevent
arbitrary actions. The absence of clear guidelines allows
Governors to interpret their discretionary powers
expansively, often in ways that conflict with constitutional
principles.

For instance, in S.R. Bommai case, the SC addressed the
misuse/illegal use of Article 356 by emphasizing federalism
and placing restrictions on the imposition of President’s
Rule. However, subsequent instances of overreach, such as
the Bihar Assembly dissolution in 2005, illustrate
requirement for a comprehensive framework. Codifying
these powers would provide clarity and ensure that
Governors exercise discretion only in constitutionally
justified circumstances, such as deadlocks in government
formation or crises that threaten constitutional governance.
This codification should incorporate judicial precedents to
ensure adherence to constitutional principles. For example,
the guidelines provided in Rameshwar Prasad case of 2006
Bl regarding the Governor’s discretion in government
formation can serve as a foundational reference.

The appointment of Governors has often been criticized for
being politically motivated, undermining their neutrality. To
address this, a transparent and merit-based selection process
is necessary. The current practice, where the central
executive exercises unilateral control over appointments,
often results in individuals with political affiliations being
appointed, thereby eroding the credibility of the office.
Establishing a  bipartisan ~ committee  comprising
representatives from the central and State governments, as
well as legal and constitutional experts, would ensure a fair
vetting process. Such a committee could assess candidates
based on their understanding of constitutional law, public
service experience, and proven impartiality. In addition,
fixed tenures for Governors would reduce the perception of
political bias and provide stability. Any premature removal
should require parliamentary approval, akin to the
impeachment process for the President, ensuring that
Governors cannot be arbitrarily dismissed for political
reasons.

To enhance accountability, the actions of Governors must be
subject to systematic parliamentary oversight. Requiring
Governors to submit annual reports to Parliament detailing
their discretionary actions would promote transparency.
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These reports should include justifications for key decisions,
such as recommending President’s Rule, withholding assent
to State bills, or summoning or dissolving Assemblies. This
would allow elected representatives to scrutinize
gubernatorial actions, reducing the likelihood of misuse.
The judicial wing has played a important function in
interpreting gubernatorial powers, often stepping in to
rectify misuse. However, the inconsistent application of
judicial principles has led to uncertainty. Institutionalizing
these precedents through statutory codification would
provide Governors with clear guidelines for their actions.
For example, the decision in Shamsher Singh case of 1974
21 clarified that the Governor, as a constitutional head, is
bound by the advice and suggestions of the minister’s
council in most case. Similarly, the Supreme Court’s
directive in Nabam Rebia v. Deputy Speaker (2016) [,
limiting the Governor’s discretion in summoning or
dissolving Assemblies, should be codified to prevent future
misuse. To ensure that Governors are well-versed in these
principles, mandatory orientation programs should be
introduced. These programs would familiarize Governors
with constitutional morality, federal principles, and judicial
precedents, reinforcing their commitment to neutrality.
Public transparency is essential to restore trust in the
Governor’s office. A digital platform tracking State bills
awaiting gubernatorial assent would prevent undue delays
and increase public awareness of the Governor’s actions.
Additionally, all discretionary decisions should be
accompanied by written explanations that are made publicly
accessible, subject to reasonable restrictions on sensitive
information.

Federal democracies such as Canada and Australia offer
valuable lessons for India. In these countries, Governors-
General function primarily as ceremonial heads, adhering to
well-established  constitutional conventions. Adopting
similar conventions in India, such as mandating Governors
to mandate the advice of the minister’s council in all but the
most exceptional cases, would reduce ambiguities. India
could also benefit from the U.S. model, where States
operate without a centrally appointed representative. While
this approach may not be entirely compatible with India’s
constitutional structure, it underscores the importance of
reducing the Governor’s discretionary powers to strengthen
State autonomy.

Conclusion

This study underscores the duality of the Governor’s role, as
both a ceremonial head and a discretionary authority, and
how this duality has been exploited at various junctures in
Indian history. Landmark cases, such as S.R. Bommai case
1994 and Shamsher Singh case in, illustrate the judiciary’s
efforts to curb the misuse of gubernatorial powers,
particularly under Article 356. However, recent incidents,
including the Maharashtra political crisis (2019-2022) and
the Tamil Nadu Governor's controversies over State
legislation (2023), indicate that these judicial interventions
have not been sufficient to prevent new forms of misuse.
These systemic issues such as delays in assenting to bills,
interference in State administration, and the politicization of
the Governor’s office, erodes the public trust. These issues
are exacerbated by the lack of codification of the
Governor’s  discretionary powers, leaving room for
subjective and politically motivated interpretations.
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The Governor’s office occupies a unique position in India’s
constitutional framework, tasked with upholding democratic
principles federalism, and accountability while navigating
the complexities of federal governance. However, its
potential as a neutral arbiter has been overshadowed by
controversies and conflicts. Reforms aimed at codifying
discretionary ~ powers,  depoliticizing  appointments,
enhancing accountability, and institutionalizing judicial
precedents are imperative to restore the credibility and
neutrality of this office.

The success of these reforms will depend on the political
will of the central and State governments, the vigilance of
civil society, and the continued oversight of the judiciary.
By addressing the systemic flaws in the institution of the
Governor, India can strengthen its federal framework and
reaffirm its commitment to constitutional governance. This
ongoing trend is antithetical to the vision of cooperative
federalism enshrined in the Constitution.
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