Role of Governor in Centre-State Relations - Legal &

Constitutional Issues

Here’s a comprehensive explanation on the role of the Governor in Centre-State relations in
India, written in a continuous descriptive format:

The Governor occupies a critical position in India’s federal structure, acting as a constitutional
link between the Union government and the state government. While India is a federal polity
with a parliamentary system, its design reflects a quasi-federal framework where the Centre
retains significant powers in the interests of national unity, security, and coordinated
governance. Within this framework, the Governor serves as the representative of the
President and, by extension, the Union government, while also being the constitutional head
of the state. The Governor’s role is therefore complex, balancing the responsibilities of
upholding state autonomy while ensuring that national interests and constitutional provisions
are maintained.

The Governor’s position is enshrined in Articles 153 to 162 of the Constitution of India, which
define the office and its powers. Appointed by the President for a five-year term, the Governor
holds office at the pleasure of the central government. This appointment process has
frequently raised concerns about political neutrality, but constitutionally, it establishes the
Governor as a key interface between the Centre and the state.

One of the primary functions of the Governor is to ensure that governance in the state adheres
to the Constitution. The Governor is responsible for summoning, proroguing, and dissolving
the legislative assembly, and for giving assent to bills passed by the state legislature. In certain
cases, the Governor can reserve bills for the consideration of the President, especially if they
pertain to matters that affect national interests or conflict with central laws. This power
enables the Governor to act as a checkpoint, ensuring that state legislation aligns with
constitutional and national priorities.

In Centre-State relations, the Governor’s discretionary powers become particularly important
during political crises, such as a hung assembly, collapse of coalition governments, or
breakdown of law and order. The Governor is empowered to invite parties to form the
government, assess claims of majority support, and recommend President’s Rule under Article
356 if constitutional machinery fails. Though the imposition of President’s Rule is intended as
a constitutional safeguard, it has been criticized for being misused in certain instances to
dismiss elected governments on political grounds. Judicial pronouncements, including the
landmark S.R. Bommai case, have sought to limit arbitrary use of these powers by insisting on
objective evaluation and floor tests.



The Governor also plays a role in reporting on the governance of the state. If the state
government is unable to function in accordance with constitutional norms, the Governor can
report to the President, recommending extraordinary intervention. This responsibility
reinforces the Governor’s role as a conduit between the state’s executive machinery and the
Union government, especially in matters of national security, economic coordination, or
governance failures.

Beyond constitutional provisions, Governors are expected to facilitate cooperative federalism
by promoting coordination between the Centre and the states. They are often tasked with
implementing centrally sponsored schemes, overseeing disaster management efforts, and
encouraging inter-state cooperation. In times of national emergencies or pandemics,
Governors serve as a critical link ensuring that central directives are implemented efficiently
while also addressing state-specific concerns.

However, the Governor’s role has often been a subject of debate and political controversy.
Critics argue that Governors, being appointees of the Centre, may act in a partisan manner or
prioritize central directives over state autonomy. Instances where Governors have delayed
assent to bills, recommended President’s Rule prematurely, or interfered in state politics have
strained Centre-State relations. Several commissions and committees, such as the Sarkaria
Commission and the Punchhi Commission, have recommended reforms to enhance the
neutrality and accountability of Governors, emphasizing that the office must act in the spirit
of federal cooperation rather than political expediency.

At the same time, supporters contend that the Governor’s powers are essential to maintaining
constitutional integrity and preventing governance breakdowns. In times of insurgency, law
and order challenges, or inter-state disputes, the Governor’s interventions have been seen as
critical in upholding national interests and ensuring governance continuity. The delicate
balance between intervention and restraint continues to shape the office’s relevance in India’s
federal structure.

In practice, the Governor’s role in Centre-State relations reflects the larger tension between
autonomy and unity. States value the principle of self-governance and resist excessive
interference, while the Centre emphasizes the importance of coordinated administration,
especially in matters affecting national security, disaster management, and economic stability.
Navigating this dynamic requires statesmanship, adherence to constitutional propriety, and a
commitment to dialogue rather than confrontation.

The Governor serves as an important constitutional authority and political mediator between
the Centre and the state. The office embodies the complex nature of India’s federalism, where
cooperation and coordination must be balanced with constitutional accountability and
respect for regional aspirations. While the Governor’s discretionary powers are occasionally
contentious, they remain indispensable to maintaining governance structures, ensuring
constitutional compliance, and facilitating communication between different tiers of



government. The continued evolution of Centre-State relations depends on ensuring that the
office of the Governor is exercised with impartiality, sensitivity, and a commitment to fostering
cooperative federalism in the service of national unity and democratic governance.

Legal issues in the Governor’s decision-making role-

The office of the Governor in India plays a pivotal role in Centre-State relations and
constitutional governance. However, the Governor’s decision-making powers, particularly
those exercised in times of political uncertainty, crises, or legislative processes, have raised
several legal issues over the years. These issues stem from ambiguities in constitutional
provisions, the discretionary nature of certain powers, and the potential for political misuse.
Legal experts, commissions, and courts have frequently deliberated on the limits and
safeguards needed to ensure that the Governor’s role supports democratic values, respects
state autonomy, and upholds constitutional governance.

One of the foremost legal issues arises from the Governor’s appointment process. As the
Constitution grants the President the authority to appoint Governors, and the President acts
on the advice of the central government, Governors are often perceived as political
appointees rather than impartial constitutional authorities. This perception has led to
concerns about the neutrality and independence of Governors when acting in situations that
require discretion. Critics argue that the appointment mechanism creates a conflict of interest,
where Governors may be inclined to favor the Centre’s political interests, especially when
state governments are controlled by rival parties.

A second major issue concerns the Governor’s discretionary powers, particularly in inviting
parties to form a government in the event of a hung assembly. The Constitution does not
prescribe a rigid procedure for assessing claims of majority support, granting Governors
significant latitude in determining which party or coalition is best suited to form the
government. This discretion has been criticized for lacking transparency and inviting partisan
decision-making. Several instances in Indian political history have witnessed Governors
inviting the largest party, even without formal support, or delaying invitations, thereby
influencing the political outcome in favor of the ruling party at the Centre. Courts have
intervened in some cases, emphasizing the importance of floor tests in the assembly to
determine actual legislative support, as seen in the landmark S.R. Bommai judgment.

A third legal concern relates to the Governor’s power to recommend President’s Rule under
Article 356. This provision empowers the Governor to report that the constitutional machinery
in the state has broken down, prompting the Centre to assume control over the state
administration. While intended as a safeguard for extraordinary situations, this power has
been subject to frequent misuse. Governors have been accused of submitting biased or
exaggerated reports to justify central intervention and dismiss elected state governments. The
Supreme Court, in the S.R. Bommai case (1994), laid down strict guidelines for the use of



Article 356, emphasizing judicial review, objective assessment, and floor tests to determine
the government’s legitimacy. Despite these safeguards, concerns persist about the potential
for abuse, especially in politically charged environments.

The Governor’s legislative role, particularly in granting or withholding assent to state bills, also
presents legal complexities. Governors are vested with the power to either assent to, withhold
assent, or reserve bills for the President’s consideration. Legal controversies have arisen when
Governors delay or reject bills that enjoy majority support in the state legislature, leading to
guestions about their constitutional obligation to act promptly and fairly. Critics argue that
withholding assent undermines the democratic process, while defenders contend that the
Governor’s role includes ensuring conformity with constitutional principles and national
interest. Judicial interventions in such cases have sought to clarify the limits of gubernatorial
discretion, though the tension between constitutional propriety and political realities persists.

A related issue concerns the Governor’s responsibility in ensuring that state governance
adheres to constitutional norms without encroaching upon elected representatives’ rights.
Governors are required to act as constitutional guardians, but ambiguity remains regarding
the line between advising, guiding, and intervening. Some Governors have been accused of
bypassing elected leadership or interfering in policy matters beyond their mandate. Legal
scholars emphasize that Governors must exercise restraint and uphold the democratic
mandate of state governments, intervening only in cases of constitutional breakdown or
urgent national interests.

Additionally, the question of judicial oversight over the Governor’s actions remains a debated
legal issue. While courts have asserted their authority to review certain decisions—such as
the imposition of President’s Rule or the requirement of a floor test—the Governor’s
discretionary functions are often shielded from judicial scrutiny under the doctrine of political
qguestions. This raises concerns about accountability and the enforceability of constitutional
safeguards, prompting calls for clearer guidelines and mechanisms for oversight.

Another legal issue concerns the Governor’s role in reservation of bills, especially those that
have political, social, or economic implications. Bills concerning land reforms, affirmative
action, or local governance have at times been withheld for central consideration, delaying
policy implementation and creating uncertainty. Critics argue that reserving bills should be
limited to cases where there is a constitutional concern, while supporters insist that
coordination between the Centre and state is essential in matters that transcend regional
interests.

The Governor’s influence on inter-state relations also invites legal scrutiny. Governors are
expected to act impartially in matters affecting border disputes, water-sharing, and regional
conflicts. However, where Governors are perceived as aligned with central policies rather than
regional sensitivities, their interventions can exacerbate tensions rather than resolve them.



Legal experts advocate for a transparent framework for consultation and dispute resolution
that minimizes political bias and prioritizes cooperative federalism.

In light of these concerns, various commissions have recommended reforms to address the
legal ambiguities surrounding the Governor’s decision-making role. The Sarkaria Commission
(1988) and the Punchhi Commission (2010) both emphasized that Governors should be
individuals of integrity, impartiality, and constitutional understanding. They recommended
criteria for appointments, consultation with state governments, and codification of guidelines
to regulate gubernatorial discretion. These recommendations seek to safeguard the office
from political manipulation while preserving its role as a constitutional guardian.

Governor’s role in Centre-State relations, while constitutionally defined, presents significant
legal challenges related to impartiality, discretion, and accountability. The exercise of powers
such as inviting governments, recommending President’s Rule, withholding assent, and
reserving bills has led to controversies that question the balance between constitutional
obligations and political interests. Judicial interventions, commissions’ recommendations, and
democratic norms have attempted to clarify and regulate these powers, yet ambiguities
remain. The continued relevance and credibility of the Governor’s office depend on ensuring
constitutional propriety, safeguarding democratic mandates, and fostering cooperative
federalism. A transparent, accountable, and impartial exercise of gubernatorial functions is
essential for maintaining trust between the Centre and the states, upholding the rule of law,
and ensuring that constitutional governance remains the cornerstone of India’s federal
structure.

Possible Drawbacks in Governors’ Roles-

o Perceived Lack of Impartiality
Governors are appointed by the President on the advice of the central government,
which creates a perception that they may favor the Centre’s political interests over
state governance. This has resulted in controversies where Governors delayed
government formation, recommended President’s Rule without justification, or
withheld assent to state bills, thereby straining Centre-State relations.

e Ambiguity in Discretionary Powers
The Constitution grants Governors broad discretion in decision-making, especially
during political crises like hung assemblies or breakdowns in governance. The
absence of detailed procedures or objective criteria for assessing claims of majority
or recommending interventions has led to uncertainty and allegations of partisan
interference.

e Misuse of Article 356
The Governor’s report recommending President’s Rule has historically been exploited
to dismiss elected state governments. Although judicial guidelines like the S.R.
Bommai case have imposed restrictions, Governors’ discretionary reports remain



vulnerable to political misuse, undermining state autonomy and constitutional
morality.

o Delays and Bottlenecks in Legislative Processes
Governors’ power to withhold assent or reserve bills for presidential consideration
has occasionally stalled critical legislation. This lack of transparency and
accountability disrupts governance and delays reforms, especially on issues affecting
local development and welfare.

¢ Limited Accountability and Judicial Oversight
Many gubernatorial decisions, particularly those involving discretion, are shielded
from judicial review under political question doctrines. The absence of formal
mechanisms to scrutinize or challenge decisions has led to opacity and weakened
democratic checks and balances.

e Interference in State Affairs
In certain cases, Governors have been accused of overstepping their constitutional
boundaries by interfering in policy matters beyond their mandate. Such actions
create friction with elected governments and compromise the legitimacy of the
office.

e Concerns Over Neutrality in Inter-State Disputes
Governors are expected to mediate inter-state disputes impartially, but their
perceived alignment with central policies has, at times, intensified conflicts rather
than resolved them, particularly in areas like border disputes, water-sharing, and
regional tensions.

How These Drawbacks Can Be Contained

¢ Reforming the Appointment Process
Governors should be selected based on integrity, constitutional understanding, and
impartiality, with consultation from state governments. A transparent selection
mechanism would strengthen legitimacy and trust.

¢ Codifying Guidelines for Discretionary Powers
Clear procedures for inviting government formation, conducting floor tests, and
recommending President’s Rule should be established. Written documentation of
legislative support and objective criteria would prevent arbitrary actions.

e Ensuring Judicial Oversight
The Governor’s discretionary decisions, especially those related to Article 356 and
legislative assent, should be subject to judicial review within defined timelines.



Courts must be empowered to ensure accountability while respecting constitutional
mandates.

Mandating Timely Action on Bills

Governors should be required to act within a specified time frame when assenting to
or reserving bills, with written justifications for any delay. Such rules would enhance
transparency and allow legislative processes to proceed without undue interference.

Strengthening Cooperative Federalism

Structured dialogue platforms like the Inter-State Council and zonal councils should
be used to resolve disputes and coordinate policy-making, reducing reliance on
gubernatorial discretion and fostering collaboration between states and the Centre.

Encouraging Public Engagement and Oversight

Civil society, media, and parliamentary debates should be promoted as tools for
ensuring transparency in gubernatorial actions. Public awareness initiatives would
empower citizens to hold Governors accountable.

Establishing Ethical Guidelines and Codes of Conduct

Political consensus on constitutional morality, ethical governance, and respect for
state autonomy should guide gubernatorial conduct. Codes of conduct and bipartisan
consultations would reinforce neutrality and ensure that Governors act in good faith.

Promoting Cooperative Rather Than Adversarial Governance

Governors should view their role as facilitators of governance rather than enforcers
of central directives. Encouraging dialogue, mutual respect, and participatory
decision-making would strengthen the federal structure and public trust.

These measures, when implemented together, would mitigate the drawbacks in the

Governor’s decision-making role and reinforce the democratic and cooperative framework

envisioned in India’s Constitution. The goal is to transform the office into a neutral,

accountable, and constitutionally grounded institution that supports both national interests

and state aspirations.

Significant Advantages-

Constitutional Safeguard and Stability

The Governor’s role acts as a constitutional safeguard during times of political
instability or governance breakdown. By ensuring that constitutional provisions are
followed, the Governor helps maintain continuity of administration and prevents
arbitrary actions that could derail democratic processes.

Ensuring Compliance with National Laws
As the link between the Centre and the state, the Governor ensures that state



policies and legislation are consistent with the Constitution and national laws. This
helps prevent regional deviations that could threaten legal uniformity or undermine
fundamental rights.

Crisis Management and Emergency Intervention

In cases of natural disasters, security threats, or administrative breakdowns, the
Governor’s discretionary powers allow for rapid coordination between the Union and
state governments. Their role ensures that necessary interventions can be made
without bureaucratic delays.

Facilitating Government Formation During Political Uncertainty

When election results are fragmented or coalitions are unstable, the Governor’s
discretion in inviting parties to form the government helps prevent prolonged
political deadlock. Through impartial assessment, Governors can assist in forming
functional governments and restoring normalcy.

Upholding Constitutional Morality

The Governor’s role in reserving bills, advising the state, and monitoring governance
enables adherence to constitutional values. This is especially important in instances

where state actions could contravene national priorities, fundamental rights, or the

rule of law.

Promotion of Cooperative Federalism

Governors, by acting as intermediaries, encourage communication and coordination
between the Centre and the states. Their role in implementing centrally sponsored
schemes, disaster management, and developmental initiatives fosters cooperation
and shared governance.

Judicial and Legislative Oversight Support

By reserving bills for presidential consideration or referring matters to higher
constitutional authorities, Governors create opportunities for judicial review and
parliamentary scrutiny. This reinforces checks and balances within the federal
structure.

Protection of Minority Rights and Vulnerable Sections

Governors are constitutionally empowered to ensure that legislation does not
infringe upon the rights of marginalized groups or minorities. This oversight helps
safeguard inclusive governance and prevent discriminatory practices.

Encouragement of Transparency and Accountability

The Governor’s role in reporting governance failures and ensuring procedural
fairness compels both state and central governments to act responsibly. Their
oversight promotes adherence to due process and discourages arbitrary decision-
making.



¢ Neutral Arbiter in Inter-State Disputes
Governors are often expected to mediate or facilitate resolution in disputes involving
water-sharing, boundary conflicts, or law and order coordination. Their position
allows them to encourage dialogue while ensuring that constitutional frameworks
guide dispute resolution.

¢ Support for Developmental Initiatives
Acting as a bridge between state and central governments, Governors help in
channeling funds, implementing welfare programs, and advancing infrastructure
projects. Their role ensures that national priorities, such as education, healthcare,
and economic development, reach local communities.

o Balancing Regional Aspirations with National Interests
Governors provide a constitutional platform where state-specific concerns can be
communicated to the Centre. By facilitating consultation, they help harmonize
regional aspirations with broader national development goals, promoting unity
without uniformity.

e Encouragement of Democratic Norms
The Governor’s role in ensuring floor tests, guiding legislative processes, and
maintaining order in assembly proceedings reinforces democratic principles. Their
involvement helps prevent unconstitutional maneuvers and upholds the legitimacy of
elected governments.

In summary, while the Governor’s role presents challenges, it also provides significant
advantages that contribute to the stability, integrity, and coherence of India’s federal
democracy. Through constitutional oversight, crisis management, cooperative governance,
and protection of rights, the Governor helps ensure that Centre-State relations remain
functional, accountable, and aligned with national and democratic interests. When exercised
impartially and responsibly, this role becomes a pillar of balanced governance and
constitutional fidelity.



