
Question: Is state funding of elections possible in India? What are its pros and 

cons? (250 words) 

Answer: 

The debate on state funding on election has recently been revived particularly 

with the Election Commission informing the Government that it is not in favour 

of state funding of elections. The Election commission is of the view that it 

would not be able to prohibit or check candidates‟ expenditure over and above 

the state‟s provision. 

  

About State funding of elections 

The state funding of polls was recommended by the Indrajit Gupta 

Committee in 1998. The committee had suggested that state funding would 

ensure a level playing field for poorer political parties and argued that such a 

move would be in public interest. 

The committee had recommended some limitations, saying that state funds 

should only be given to recognised national and State parties and 

that funding should be given in kind, including free facilities provided to these 

parties and their candidates. The panel admitted that the economic situation of 

the country only suited partial and not full state funding of elections 

  

Merits of state funding 

i) Poll campaigning or contesting election is getting more and more expensive. 

Incidentally, Lok Sabha Election, 2019 was the most expensive in the world. In 

a poverty ridden society like India, the ordinary people cannot donate or 

contribute the fund necessary for political parties to remain relevant, competent 

or competitive. Thus, corporate or smoggy finance pervades in with all its 

attested anomalies. With state funding, the muti-party system is expected to 

stabilise and flourish and the redistributive interventions can be accelerated. 

 

ii) State funding would diminish the dependence on so called „black money‟, 

 



iii) The state funding would curb corruption as by impacting transparency in 

party financing—income, expenditure, accounting, auditing etc. 

 

iv) The internal democracy among political parties can be hastened when parties 

are to depend on public money. 

 

Despite having some positive offshoot, the proposal is more unlikely to curtail 

the menace of corruption and it has too many systemic and other grey areas 

like the following; 

i) Political parties are free association of people that strive for capturing state 

power. Given their nature and rationale, parties must fend for themselves. 

Members of the association must arrange the necessary fund and they must not 

expect dole from public fund. At the same time political parties must not be the 

party in taking any decision on public funding. 

 

ii) Public money- raised from taxation- is not only scarce, it must be used or 

expended only on public welfare or common good. 

 

iii) Some people may be apolitical or may be averse to one of few political 

parties. Yet when their money is doled to such party/parties it can only be 

repulsive or revolting. 

 

iv) When political parties do not have to depend on contribution from members, 

the danger is that the hiatus between parties and people - that is already abysmal 

- may eventually evaporate. 

 

v) Political parties would then cede their autonomy and may end up as being 

organ of the state. 

 



vi) The international experience evinces that both partial and total public 

funding has not reduced the election expense of political parties; nor reduced 

corruption or freed them from financial burden. 

 

vii) Definite dilemma relates to what should be the modalities or framework for 

allocating the public fund. 

 

A few government reports have looked at state funding of elections in the past, 

including: 

  

1. Indrajit Gupta Committee on State Funding of Elections (1998) 
2. Law Commission Report on Reform of the Electoral Laws (1999) 
3. National Commission to Review the Working of the Constitution (2001) 
4. Second Administrative Reforms Commission (2008) 

   

The 1999 Law Commission of India report concluded that total state funding 

of elections is “desirable” so long as political parties are prohibited from taking 

funds from other sources. The Commission concurred with the Indrajit 

Gupta Committee that only partial state funding was possible given the 

economic conditions of the country at that time. Additionally, it strongly 

recommended that the appropriate regulatory framework be put in 

place with regard to political parties (provisions ensuring 

internal  democracy,  internal structures and maintenance of accounts, their 

auditing and submission to Election Commission) before state funding of 

elections is attempted. 

  

“Ethics in Governance”, a report of the Second Administrative Reforms 

Commission (2008) also recommended partial state funding of elections for 

the purpose of reducing “illegitimate and unnecessary funding” of elections 

expenses. 

  

The National Commission to Review the Working of the Constitution, 

2001, did not endorse state funding of elections but concurred with the 1999 



Law Commission report that the appropriate framework for regulation of 

political parties would need to be implemented before state funding is 

considered. 

 

Therefore, the success of state funding depends on a strong regulatory 

framework, stringent punishments, a quick and effective judicial system, an 

alert and demanding electorate, a broad consensus on political ethics—all of 

which we woefully lack. 

 


