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புல்லறிவாண்மை

அருமறை செோரும் அைிவிலோன் செய்யும்
செருமிறை தோசே தேக்கு. 

அறிவற்றவன் அரிய புத்திைதிமயயும் ஏற்றுக் க ாள்ளான்; அதனால் 
அவன் தனக்குத் தானன கெரும் துன்ெத்மதச் கெய்து க ாள்வான்.
— ொலைன் ொப்மெயா

7th







Topic: Centre’s Stand – ‘Right to Vote’ vs ‘Freedom of Voting’

Source: The Hindu

Relevance: GS Paper 2 - Polity, Fundamental Rights, Electoral Reforms

Linked Topics:

Article 19(1)(a), Representation of the People Act, 1951, NOTA, Electoral Laws, 

PUCL Case (2003)

Context:

The Centre, in its affidavit before the Supreme Court, distinguished between the right

to vote and the freedom of voting. It stated that while the right to vote is merely a

statutory right under the Representation of the People Act (RPA), the act of voting

(expression of choice, including NOTA) is a part of the fundamental right to freedom

of speech and expression under Article 19(1)(a).

Curiosity Question:

Can a citizen’s freedom to express dissent through NOTA be denied when an

election goes uncontested?

Analytical Overview:

• The case challenges Section 53(2) of the RPA, 1951, and Rule 11 with Forms 21 

& 21B of the Conduct of Election Rules, 1961, which allow a candidate to be 

declared elected without polling when seats equal candidates.

• Petitioners argue this provision curtails voters’ freedom to express dissatisfaction 

through NOTA.

• The Centre’s affidavit draws from PUCL v. Union of India (2003), affirming that:

• The right to vote is statutory.

• The freedom of voting—the act of expressing choice—is a fundamental 

right under Article 19(1)(a).



• However, the Centre clarified that this “freedom of voting” arises only if a poll 

occurs; no poll means no occasion for expression.

• Thus, uncontested elections do not violate freedom of expression, as the right to 

vote itself is not fundamental.

Constitutional / Policy Linkages:

• Article 19(1)(a) – Freedom of Speech and Expression

• Representation of the People Act, 1951 – Sections 53(1), 53(2), 62

• Conduct of Elections Rules, 1961 – Rule 11, Forms 21 & 21B

• PUCL v. Union of India (2003) – Recognized NOTA as an element of freedom of

expression

Way Forward / Recommendations:

• Clarify statutory provisions to ensure voter choice and transparency even in 

uncontested polls.

• Consider legal reforms to institutionalize NOTA’s significance beyond symbolic 

expression.

• Promote voter awareness on electoral rights and participation.

Prelims Pointers:

• Section 53(2), RPA 1951 – Provides for uncontested elections without polling.

• NOTA introduced in 2013 following PUCL v. Union of India (2003) ruling.

• Right to vote = Statutory; Freedom of voting = Fundamental under Article 19(1)(a).

Mains Keywords: Right to Vote, Freedom of Expression, NOTA, Electoral Reforms, 

Representation of the People Act, PUCL Case, Uncontested Elections



Mains Practice Question:

Examine the constitutional distinction between the “right to vote” and the “freedom of

voting”. In this context, discuss whether uncontested elections undermine the

principles of democracy and freedom of expression.

One Line Takeaway:

While voting is a statutory right, expressing that vote—positive or negative—is part

of the citizen’s fundamental right to freedom of expression, but only when an actual

poll is held.





Topic: Universal Basic Income (UBI) as a New Welfare Model

Source: The Hindu

Relevance:

GS Paper 3- Economy, Governance, Welfare Schemes, Inclusive Growth

Linked Topics:

Inequality in India, Social Justice, DBT, Automation, Poverty Alleviation, Gig

Economy, Fiscal Policy

Context:

As India faces widening inequality, automation-led job loss, and fragmented welfare

systems, the idea of a Universal Basic Income (UBI) — periodic, unconditional

cash transfers to all citizens — is gaining renewed policy attention. The article

argues that UBI can rebuild India’s welfare architecture on the principles of

universality, dignity, and economic security.

Curiosity Question:

Can a Universal Basic Income become the foundation of a new social contract

between the state and its citizens in 21st-century India?

Analytical Overview:

• Rationale:

• India’s welfare delivery suffers from inefficiency, leakage, and exclusion.

• Growing inequality — top 1% owns 40% of wealth — calls for 

redistributive reforms.

• GDP growth hasn’t translated into equitable well-being; India ranks 126th 

in the 2023 World Happiness Report.

• Merits of UBI:

• Provides income security to all citizens, especially amid automation and 

AI-driven job displacement.



• Simplifies welfare delivery using Aadhaar and DBT infrastructure.

• Strengthens dignity and autonomy by removing bureaucratic filters and 

stigma of poverty-based schemes.

• Reduces populist politics and transactional “freebie” culture by ensuring a 

baseline economic right.

• Recognizes unpaid labour, especially women’s care work.

• Empirical Evidence:

• Pilot projects (e.g., SEWA in Madhya Pradesh, 2011–13) improved 

nutrition, school attendance, and income.

• International examples (Finland, Kenya, Iran) showed better mental 

health and food security without reducing work participation.

• Fiscal and Practical Concerns:

• Estimated cost of ₹7,620 per person/year ≈ 5% of GDP.

• May require tax reforms, subsidy rationalisation, or phased rollout.

• Risk of resource dilution if rich also benefit; hence, a phased or targeted 

rollout may precede universal implementation.

• Digital gaps in rural and tribal areas must be bridged for inclusivity.

• Transformative Potential:

• Reorients citizen-state relationship from paternalism to rights-based 

citizenship.

• Makes democracy more resilient by ensuring basic income security and 

reducing dependence on populist giveaways.

Constitutional / Policy Linkages:

• Article 21 – Right to Life with Dignity

• Directive Principles: Article 38 (social order), Article 41 (right to work and 

assistance)

• SDG 1 – No Poverty, SDG 10 – Reduced Inequalities

• NITI Aayog’s Economic Survey (2016–17) chapter on UBI



Way Forward / Recommendations:

• Pilot UBI for vulnerable groups (women, elderly, disabled) before universal rollout.

• Combine with reforms in taxation, subsidy management, and financial inclusion.

• Maintain essential welfare schemes (PDS, MGNREGA) alongside UBI initially.

• Ensure technological and banking access for last-mile inclusion.

Prelims Pointers:

• UBI = Periodic, unconditional cash transfer to all citizens.

• India’s Gini (wealth inequality) ≈ 75 (World Inequality Database, 2023).

• SEWA UBI Pilot (2011–13) – Madhya Pradesh.

• GDP ≠ measure of welfare or happiness (Stiglitz critique).

Mains Keywords: Universal Basic Income, Inequality, DBT, Fiscal Policy, Social

Justice, Automation, Redistribution, Welfare Architecture

Mains Practice Question:

Discuss the feasibility and implications of introducing a Universal Basic Income in

India. Can it replace existing welfare schemes and address the challenges of

inequality and automation?

One Line Takeaway:

A Universal Basic Income can reshape India’s welfare state from fragmented

populism to universal dignity — the question is no longer affordability, but the cost of

inaction.





Topic: Surrogacy for Second Child and the Scope of Reproductive Rights

Source: The Hindu

Relevance:

GS Paper 2 – Governance, Social Justice, Rights of Women, Health Policy

Linked Topics:

Surrogacy (Regulation) Act 2021, ART Act 2021, Right to Privacy, Reproductive

Autonomy, Fundamental Rights, Ethics in Reproduction

Context:

The Supreme Court has decided to examine whether prohibiting married couples

facing secondary infertility from using surrogacy to have a second child violates their

reproductive rights. The issue arose from a petition challenging Section 4(iii)(C)(II) of

the Surrogacy (Regulation) Act, 2021, which allows surrogacy only if a couple has

no surviving child, except in cases of disability or life-threatening illness.

Curiosity Question:

Should the law on surrogacy differentiate between primary and secondary infertility,

or should reproductive choice remain an individual’s fundamental right?

Analytical Overview:

• Current Legal Position:

• The Surrogacy (Regulation) Act, 2021 restricts surrogacy to couples 

without a surviving child.

• The Act allows exceptions only when an existing child is 

mentally/physically challenged or suffers from a life-threatening disorder.

• Surrogacy is permitted only for altruistic purposes (non-commercial).

• Petitioners’ Argument:

• The law unfairly excludes couples suffering from secondary infertility.



• Infertility, whether primary or secondary, should qualify under ART and 

Surrogacy Acts.

• Restricting access violates Article 21 (right to privacy and reproductive 

autonomy).

• Government’s Stand:

• Surrogacy is not a fundamental right as it involves another woman’s body.

• The restriction serves a reasonable regulatory purpose — preventing 

exploitation and commercialisation.

• Judicial Context:

• The Court had earlier relaxed the age limit for surrogacy where embryos 

were frozen before the Act came into force.

• This indicates a flexible, case-based approach by the judiciary toward 

reproductive laws.

• Ethical & Policy Concerns:

• The intent of the Act was to prevent commercial surrogacy and 

exploitation of poor women, not to restrict reproductive choice.

• India has no law limiting family size; differentiating between first and 

second child is inconsistent with broader rights-based norms.

• A liberal interpretation can ensure both — protection of women’s rights 

and access to reproductive technology for genuine cases.

Constitutional / Policy Linkages:

• Article 21: Right to life includes right to privacy, dignity, and reproductive 

autonomy (as affirmed in K.S. Puttaswamy v. Union of India and Suchita

Srivastava v. Chandigarh Administration).

• Article 14: Equality before law – prohibition on arbitrary classification (primary vs. 

secondary infertility).

• Directive Principles: Article 39(e) – Protection of women’s health.



• Related Acts: ART (Assisted Reproductive Technology) Act, 2021; Surrogacy 

(Regulation) Rules, 2022.

Way Forward / Recommendations:

• Revisit the Act to remove arbitrary distinctions between primary and secondary 

infertility.

• Balance reproductive rights with ethical safeguards against commercial 

exploitation.

• Establish a transparent, regulated framework for altruistic surrogacy with medical 

oversight.

• Include single parents and non-traditional families in future reforms to reflect 

evolving social realities.

Prelims Pointers:

• Surrogacy (Regulation) Act, 2021: bans commercial surrogacy; allows altruistic 

surrogacy for Indian couples.

• Secondary infertility – inability to conceive or carry pregnancy after a previous 

natural birth.

• ART Act 2021 – regulates assisted reproductive technology services.

Mains Keywords: Surrogacy Act 2021, Secondary Infertility, Reproductive Rights,

Article 21, Altruistic Surrogacy, Privacy, Gender Justice

Mains Practice Question:

Examine the constitutional and ethical dimensions of the restrictions imposed by the

Surrogacy (Regulation) Act, 2021. Should reproductive autonomy extend to couples

facing secondary infertility?

One Line Takeaway:

Restricting surrogacy to childless couples ignores genuine medical needs; a rights-

based, compassionate interpretation can align the law with reproductive justice.





Topic: Reforming India’s Election Nomination Process

Source: The Hindu

Relevance:

GS Paper 2 – Governance, Electoral Reforms, Representation of People Act, Role

of Election Commission of India

Linked Topics:

Electoral Integrity, Democratic Participation, Bureaucratic Discretion, Right to

Contest, Digital Governance

Context:

The article highlights how India’s election nomination process, governed by the

Representation of the People Act, 1951, has become excessively procedural, often

leading to arbitrary rejection of nominations. It argues that Returning Officers (ROs)

exercise wide discretion under Section 36 of the Act, and lack of procedural

safeguards has turned what should be a democratic filter into a bureaucratic barrier.

Curiosity Question:

Can India’s democracy truly be called participatory when procedural technicalities

prevent eligible citizens from even contesting elections?

Analytical Overview:

India’s nomination scrutiny process gives disproportionate power to Returning

Officers to reject nominations for “defects of a substantial character.” However, what

constitutes “substantial” remains undefined. Since Article 329(b) bars judicial

interference during elections, rejections are rarely reviewed before polling,

effectively excluding candidates without remedy. Many nominations are rejected

over trivial issues — blank affidavit columns, missing signatures, minor delays, or

missing certificates. Ironically, the current system punishes incomplete honesty



(minor omissions) more severely than deliberate dishonesty (false declarations), as 

seen in Resurgence India v. Election Commission (2013). Judicial reforms meant for 

transparency have instead multiplied technical traps.

Comparative Insight:

Other democracies treat election officers as facilitators. The U.K., Canada,

Germany, and Australia provide time to rectify nomination errors before rejection. In

India, however, even after a “defect-free” checklist, nominations can still be

invalidated during scrutiny, exposing systemic opacity.

Major Issues Identified:

• Discretion without accountability: ROs have unchecked power during scrutiny.

• Procedural traps: Oath, notarisation, and certificate requirements act as veto

points.

• Lack of transparency: No public data on rejection patterns.

• Judicial non-interference: Article 329(b) prevents pre-poll redress.

• Administrative bias: Technical compliance overrides democratic legitimacy.

Reform Suggestions:

• Shift the RO’s role from discretionary gatekeeper to democratic facilitator.

• Legally guarantee a 48-hour correction window for technical errors.

• Classify deficiencies into: (1) Technical – fixable, not grounds for rejection; (2) 

Authenticity-related – require verification; (3) Legal/constitutional – immediate 

disqualification.

• Mandate reasoned rejection orders specifying violated provisions and evidence.

• Build a digital-by-default nomination system linked to the electoral roll for 

automatic verification, online affidavit filing, oath submission, proposer validation, 

and public dashboards showing application progress and reasons for rejection.



Constitutional / Policy Linkages:

• Article 19(1)(a) & (c): Freedom of expression and association – includes right to 

political participation.

• Article 21: Right to life and personal liberty extends to right to contest.

• Article 324: Powers of the Election Commission to ensure free and fair elections.

• Article 329(b): Bars judicial interference during election process.

• Representation of the People Act, 1951 (Sections 33–36): Governs 

nomination and scrutiny.

Way Forward / Recommendations:

Reform must focus on making elections citizen-friendly rather than bureaucratically

controlled. A fair system must presume eligibility unless clear statutory

disqualification exists. The Election Commission should operationalize digital

nomination platforms, ensure procedural uniformity across constituencies, and

publish data on rejection grounds for transparency and accountability.

Prelims Pointers:

• Returning Officer (RO): Statutory authority under RP Act to scrutinize and

accept/reject nominations.

• Article 329(b): Courts cannot intervene in election matters before polling.

• Resurgence India v. Election Commission (2013): False declaration ≠ invalid

nomination; incomplete declaration = invalid.

• Form 26: Mandatory affidavit declaring assets, liabilities, and criminal cases.

Mains Keywords: Electoral Reform, RP Act 1951, Returning Officer Discretion, 

Electoral Transparency, Digital Governance, Democratic Participation, Procedural 

Justice



Mains Practice Question:

“Excessive proceduralism in India’s election nomination process undermines the 

democratic right to contest.” Discuss with reference to the Representation of the 

People Act, 1951 and recent cases of arbitrary nomination rejections.

One Line Takeaway:

Democracy begins at nomination — India needs reforms that make the process

inclusive, transparent, and facilitative, not exclusionary.


