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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTIOH

ineguslity snd hiersrchy sre interrelsted ss unegusal
sccess Lo resources which nltimstely lesds Lo  hiersrchisl
relstions in terms of high and low socisl positions, power
snd privileges. To understisnd this crucial and sensitive
sspect of our socisl life msinly two spprosches hsve been
in vogue: (1) clsss sapprosch, snd (2) elite approsch.
These spprosches sre slthough not exclusive, vyet they
differ in = bro&d Sense . The c¢lass spprosch plsces
emphssis on economicslly determined socigl snd politiesl
power, wheress the elite approsch anslyses pdlitical power
in terms of its walti-factor deterwinstion. Anslysis of
the forces snd mesns of production occupies a  centrsl
plsce in Lthe class spproach ss different clssses such 3s
bourgeoionse, middle classes snd the working classes sre
trested s8s power bloes in the economic formstion of
society. Family background, cultursl heritsge, educstion,
ethnicity, csste etc. ss factors determining politicsl
power are also considered (along with economic factor) in
the elite spprosch. To hsve s brosd understsnding about
power elite, namely, legislstive elites in the stastes of
Rsjssthsn and UYttsr Pradesh it is propecsed to exsmine the

elite spprosch without underestimsating the significance of



the class spprosch.

Since this dissertstion is restricted to the snslysis
of selected litersture on the theme, no claim is made here
either for s comprehensive or for s depth snslysis of the
subiect. The dissertation is decided into four chspters
comprising of : (1) the c¢onceptusl freamework, (2)
legislative elites in Rajassthan, (3) legislative elites in
Uttsr Pradesh, sand (4) s compsrstive snslysis of the
elites in the two statesp The obvious reason for selecting
the states of Rajasthsn snd UYttar Pradesh is the marked
difference between the historicity of the two  states.
Rajssthsn wes psrt of the Indisn Indis, chsracterised by
fendslism hsving princely states, jsgirs and bhoms. Uttsr
Pradesh wss psrt of British Indis charscterised by
Zamindari and Ryotwari systems of land tenure. Some of
these points of historicsal snd cultursl significance would
be reflected in our snslysis of the two states. How far
these historically distinet situstions hsve determined the
nature sand chsarscter of the process of power elite

formetion in genersl snd of the legislstive elite in

particulsr?
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The Concept of Elites

For an wunderstanding of the study of ‘“elites’” in
Indis one requires & full knowledge of the way in which
the concept of elites wss formulated, developed snd used
in the social sciences. It is clesr to us that a single

definition for such s key word 8s “elite’ is insdequste.

Regsrding the concept of "Elites’, two quite distinct
traditions of enguiry hsve persisted. In the older
trasdition - elites are trested as exemplers: fulfilling
some historic wmission, meeting s cracisl need, possessing
superior tsalents, snd thus exhibit gualities which set
them spsrt from others, nesmely nonelites. Whether they
stabilize the older order or transfer it to s new one -

they are seen as pattern setters.1

The clsssicsl elite theorists such ss Pareto, Michels
and Moscs ecsn be ss8id to be the founders of this
tradition.?2 These theorists were concerned mainly with
the theories which considered the power-holders or

decision mskers st the mscro level ss power elites.

In the recent approsch, elites sre routinely
understood to be incumbents; those who sare collectively

the 1influentisl figures in the governsnce of 3 sector of



society, sn institutionsl structure, & geographic locality
or trsnslocsl community. Unlike The mscro-elite studies,
the community power structure studies exsmine the details
of the power structure snd pinpoint the exact nature of
elites within thst structure. Studies by Lynd, Wsrner,
Bshl, Hunter s8nd Miller sasnd Schulye fall 1in this
category;3 These studies Have genersally exsmined the power

structure of Americsn towns snd cities.

The clsssical model of elite theory s8s propounded by
Pareto, Moscs snd Michels is based not on their view of an
informed populsce holding lesders .accountable through
elections, but on the understanding of a deceived snd
apsthetic public unsble to secure informstion sbout elite
decigions s8nd having virtuslly no input into those
decisions.? The fundementsl notion of the elite model,
then, is the unrestrsined power of the ruling few over the
messes. The dominant relstionship of elites to mssses ss
prevslent in s8ll societies explains elites, even those who
sre nominslly democcrstic in their funectioning. Generslly
regardless of the nsature of society, a8 smsall group

comprising of e£lites, slwsys holds the bulk of power.

Psreto’s definition of elites is clesar: the highest

achievers in sny sres of humsn sctivity, whether it be



politiecs, arts, business sand so on are elites.5 The
distinction between such top schievers snd the rest of the
society, thst 1is5 the msasses is, sccording Lo Psreto,
subject to empiricsl verificstion snd requires no esoteric
scientific formunls to discern. Top schievers are obvious

a

in 81l societies. Psreto defines e¢lites "ss 8 c¢lass of
people who  hsave highest indices in their branch of
activity snd to thst class gives the nsme of elite."s This
definition of Psreto emphssizes the ineqnslity of
individusl endouwments in every sphere of social life aﬁd
a5 the stsrting point for s definition of the ‘governing
elite’. For the particulsr investigstion with which we sre
engsged,s study of the socisl equilibrium, it will help if
we further divide that class into two classes, a governing
elite, comprising individusls who directly or indirectly
plsy somne considersble psrt in the government asnd 3 non-
governing elite, comprising the rest--. So we get two
strats in 3 populstion: (1) A lower stratum, the non-elite
with whose possible influence on the government we sre
ot concerned herewith; snd then (2) s higher strstum, the
elites who sre divided into two: (8) 8 governing elite;

and (b)) 8 non-governing elite.7

Psreto further ssys thst elites govern the mssses
through '"force snd frsud” - that is by means of coercion

snd through guile or cunning.8 This corresponds to the two



groups of political leaders, whom Psreto cslls "lions snd
foxes”. Those who fall into each gronp are endowed with
certsin psychologicsl proclivities, which Psreto 1lsbels
"residues".g Here we see 8 fundamentsl psychologicsl

orientation in Psreto’s thesis.

Mosca 's explsnstion however is more sociologicsl in
the sense that he ewmphasises on structural and
orgsnisstionsl factors 85 well &8s personsl
characterisiics.lg For Mosecs, the power of the ruling
cless results from its being sn orgsnised minority
confronting sn unorgsnised wmsiority. Moscs writes: "Among
the constasnt facts and tendenoies_that are to be found in
8ll politiesl orgsnisers, one is obvions that it 1is
spparent Lo the most csasusl eye. In all societies thst sre
very mesgrely developed snd have bsrely s&attsined the
dswning of civilizstion down to the most sadvanced and
powerful snocieties - two classes of people sppesr - 8
clsss that rules snd 3 class that is ruled. The first
cless, slways the less numerons, performs 81l politicsl
functions, monopolises power snd enjoys the sdvsntsges
thst power brings, wheress the second, the more numerous
class, 1is directed snd contrqlled by the first, in =

msrniner thst 1is now more or less lsegsl now more or less

srbitrsry snd violent...."11

Mosce explsins the rule of the minority over the



nsjority by the fsct thst the former is orgsnised. Here we
find thst Moscs s anslysis of elites is comparsble with
Merx’'s concept of the "ruling classs’, which refers to the

rule of the minority over the exploited majority.

Both Moscs snd Psreto, therefore, were concerned with
elites in the sense 6f groups of people who either
exercised directly or were in 2 position to influence very
strongly the exercise of politicsl power. Michels bssed
his sanslysis of elites on his study of the Germsn Scecisl
Democrstic Psrty. Michels strikes squarely st the
seemingly unsvoidsable emergence of elite rule crested by
the structure of modern socisl organisation.lz Unlike the
snslysis of Psreto snd Moscs, Hichels’'s snslysis is
founded wmost basicslly on the key sociologiecsl vsriasbles
of socisl orgsnisstion snd division of lsbour rasther thsn
on psychologicsl fsctors or innste human tendencies.
Although Hichel’'s focus of snalysis is the Germsn Socisl
Democrstic Party, in genersl it is spplicable to all kinds
of orgsnisstions. In short, it is s theory thst fits the
orgsnisational form of politics 1in wmodern societies.

Michels shows that if the tendency to oligsrchy casn be

discerned in 8 psarty which practices democratic
principles, it is unsvoidsble in sny 1lsrge, complex
organisstion. it 1is simply not possible to lesve the

decision-making power in the hands of s lsrge nuwmber of



people. The only wsy is to give this crucisl power of

decision-msking in the hands of the few.

When orgsnisations scquire 8 cerisin dimension,
division of 1labour emerges even smong the lesdership

d s8re held by the

)

groups. Positions which sre crest
persons with specisal expertise, snd they become
indispenssble to the functioning of the orgsnisstion.
Becsuse of +their specislized hknowledge sand expertise,
elites become ensbled Lo perpetuste themselves in high
positions. Furthermore, leadership groups csn control the
trsining snd recruitment process of the future lesders
snd thereby create s self reproducing clsss. Thus the gsp
between lesders snd masses becomes incressingly wider,
Michels further points out that the desire to retain power
mskes the elite conservative, even though they might hsve
posed 8s revolutionsries in the initisl stsges. “The
revolutionsries of todsy become the resctionsries of

tonorrow"'13

A Critique of Clsssicsl Elitist Theorv

The clsssicsl theory 1is 3 theorv of ststus quo
becsuse it very explicitly ststes thst no mstter whatever
changes tske plsce in society, polity and economy, there

is slwsys =8 minority of lesders who control politicsl

power. Secondly, these theorists have no faith in the



concept of equslity becsuse they believe thst elites
govern becsuse of the superiority of their sbilities, and
nusses sre riled becsuse of their inferior cspsbilities.
In other words, they believe in Plsto’'s dictum thst some

people sre born to rule snd others sre born to be ruled.

The clsssicsl theorists believe in chsnde 35 £lite is
not ststic snd there is slwsys s "circulstion of elites’
in which some e€lites slide downwards snd others go
upwsrds. Psreto sums up this process in  hisg fsmous
phrase: “"history is graveysrd of sristocracies” .
Bottomore rsises s very pertinent gquestion whether the
‘circulstion of elites refers to 8 process in which
individusls circulste between the elite snd the non-elite,
or %o s process 1in which one elite 1is replaced by
another.14 Bottomore finds both notions in Pareto’s
work, although the former predominstes. Bottomore
observes thst when Psreto discusses the decay snd renewsl
of sristocrscies, he observes thst the governing class 1is

restored not only in numbers, but the more importsnt thing

is chsnge 1in quslity by fsmilies rising from the lower

classes.l5

Psreto refers sgain snd agsin to this phenomenon
nsing similsr expressions. Psreto sssigns the causes for

the rise and fsll of elites sometimes by relsting it to



the process of the times and st times by relasting it to
psychology by ssying thst elites decline when their
guslity deteriorstes and there is the rise of new elites
becsuse of the scguisition of the psychologicsal
dispositions of the elites by some people from smong the

ordinsry people.

Similsrly Moscs slso tslks sbout chsnges in the elite
structure by introducing s sub-elite in his depiction of
societsl power comprising of 5, group made of

ntellectusls, c¢civil servsnts, msnsgers etc. Some of

P

these sub-elites sre co-opted 85 elites.

The elite theorists talk of circulstion of elites but
in their ultimste snslysis, power remsins concentrsted in

the hands of 3 few.

The Plurslists hsve to soften the rough sges of the
classicsl theory by bringing in a number of changes in the
elite theory,though retasining its essence. The Plurslist
elite theorists believe thst in the West, there 1is no
single comprehensive elite structure but rsther s complex
system of specislized elites linked to the socisal order
snd to esch other 1in 8 variety of ways. Indeed so
numeronus snd vsried they are thst they seldom possess

enongh common festures snd sffinities to svoid wmarked

19



differences snd tfendencies. Leading srtists, business
usgnastes, politicisns and screen stars are sll influentisl
but in sepsrste spheres snd with quiet different
responsibilities, sources of power snd patterns of
selection snd rewsrd. This plurality of elites reflects
snd promotes the plurslistic charscter of modern societfies
in genersl. Lssswell snd Lerner thus define elites s8s
the “influentisls’™ in sny scaciety.}'8 There is, however,
sn importsnt fsctor thst differntistes these various
elifes apart.from their different skills snd talents: Some
of them have more socisl weight than others begsuse their
sctivities hsve grester social significance. Suzanne
Keller uses the concept of gtrategic eliteg to refer to
tﬁose elites who clsim or sre sssigned responsibilities
for snd hsve influence over fLhe society sz 3 whole .17
These elites sre found in contrassti with gedmentsl elites
who hsve msiocor responsibilities in subdomsins of the

society. Strstegic elites sre those who hasve Lthe largest

most comprehensive scope snd impact.ls

Plurslists, define power ss sn sctive psrticipstion
in decision-making, Persons sre said to have power only
when they psrticipste directly 1in psarticulsr decision
making . Plurslist scholsrs obiect fto the presumption
thast people who ocecupy institutionsl positions, snd who

hsve formsl snthority over economic, governmentsl]l or

11



socisl sffsirs necesssrily hsave politiesl POWETS.
Plurslists differentiste between the "potentisl” for power
snd "sctusl” power. Robert Dshl writes: "suppdse 8 set of
individusls in s politicsl system has the following
property, there is s high probsbility that if they sgree
on 3 key politicsl slternstive snd if‘they 311 sct in some
specified way, then thst slternstive will be chosen. We
may s»y of such s group thst it has a high potentisl for
control. .. But 8 potentisl for control is not there
except in 8 peculisrly Hobbesisn World, equivslent to
actusl control”. Plurslists contend that the potentisl
for power 1is notrpouer itself. Power occurs in individual
intersctions. Top institutionsl office-holders may or msy
not exercise power, their "power’  depends upon their

sctive psriicipstion in particulsr decisions.l'9

Plurslist recognise thst sn elite few, rsther thsn
the masses, rule over Americs, and that it is difficult,
msy be impossible, to see how it could be otherwise in
large politicesl systems. However, the pluralists resssert
the essentially democrstic chsracter of western society

especislly America by arguing in the following msnner:

1) While individusls do not psrticipaste directly in
decision-msking, they can join organised droups s8nd

mske their influence felt through group psrticipstion.

12



2)

3)

4)

6)

There is competition between leadership groups that
helps s8snd protects the individusls countervailing
centres of powers, «who check esch other snd gusrd
sgsinst sbuse of power.

Individusls esn choose from smongst the competing
groups in elections.

Lesdership groups sre not closed. New groups csn be

formed snd they c¢sn sgsin access t0o the politicsl

5]

vstem.

is polysrchy’ chsrscterised by multiple

-3

Q

h

3]

r
lesdership groups in society. These consist of lesders

decisions, snd

~h

who exercise power over some soris o
they necesssarily do not exercise pbwer over other sorts
of decision.

Public policy msy not slwsys be s majority preference,
but it is the roungh equilibrinm of group influence, snd
therefore, it is tsken 85 3 ressonsble spproximstion of

society’'s preferences.

esrlier formulstions lsck this

ot

It 1is clesr +tha
plurslist sssumption, snd this is the main difference
between the classicsl writers snd the plurslists. Moscs
and Psreto both presumed thst s ruling clsss effectively
monopolized the commsnd posts of 8 society. Niéhels
insisted thst his “iron law of oligarchy’  wsas inevitsble,
as in any orgsnisstion sn inner circle of participsnts’

~

13



wonld tske over and run it for their own selfish ends,
By contrsst Lasswell’s formulstion in the 1838°'s wsas
radically plurslistic in nsture. Elites sre those who get
the most of whsat there is to get in sny institutionslized
sector of soeciety snd not only in the governing
institntions snd aﬁcillary processes of orgenised
. politircsl 1ife. At every functionsl stsge of a3 decision-
making process indeed in wmsny relevasnt srenss somne
partiéipants are found who have sequesteréd
disproportionaste shsres of those vslunes, whether money,
esteem, power or some other valusble condition of life
which people seek snd struggle for. Such people sre
elites st thst Stﬁge snd in thst context. For Lasswell, s
situstion is fully egslitsrisn, if it extends elite-status
to every psrticipsnt, however, it is sn empiricsl question

snd not 8 conceptusl one.29

Lsssuell observes thst the socisl formstions,
clesses, communities, movements from which elites derive
their power sre not fixed.21 Elites c¢an usefully be
studied by ssking which communities they represent or
dominate, of which clssses they sre exponents, or a
product of, which interests they reflect or foreshadow,
which personsality fypes they sre prone to recruit or to
shunt sside, which circumstsnces of ftime snd plsce seem to

provide mission snd challenges for thenm.

14



Remocrascv and Elite Theory

Elite theorists whether they sre the clsssicsl
thinkers like Pareto, Mosecs snd Michels or the plurslists
like Lssswell, Dshl, e€tec. have generslly undermined the
classicsl theory of democracy. The clsssicsl theory of
democrscy wss bssed on the notion of freedom for tfhe
bourgeoisie, with its emphssis on individuslism, The
elite theory, on the other hsnd, emphssizes on inequality

in the bourgeoisie society.

15
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CHAPTER II
},P,gja}g' tive Elites in Baissthan

The question that this study seeks to snswer ig: Whst
is the nsture of the legislstive elite in post-independent
Rajssthsn? How is the legislative elite of Rajasthan

other ststes snd why 1s it so?

™h

different from thst o
Whether politicsl power in Rajssthan hss passed into the
hsnds of those who were deprived of it esrlier? In order
to snswer these gnestions the focus of this chspter will
be on the study of the socio-economic basckgronnd of the
legislators. The study is based on secondsry sonrces. We

will wmsinly rely on svsilable published litersture,

documents sand records.

Historical Background
It 1s very importsnt for this study to focus on the
preindependence polity, economy snd society of Rsjssthsn
becsuse it will help us to study the nsture of chsnges
thst heve tsken plsce due to the introduction of fsr
resching institutionsl changes such ss democrsatisstion of
politicasl governsnce, sbolition of jégirdari system .and

development programumes.

Rsissthen virtuslly remained outside the British

influence snd control ss the British did not disturb the
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then existing power configurstion in the various princely
states of Bajssthsn. In other words, Rajassthan was ruled.
by wvsrious Rajput clans who had carved out different
regions for their politicsl control. The dominant position
of +the Rsiputs c¢sn be gsuged frow the fset thst out of
the twenty two princely ststes, nineteen were ruled by
Rsjputs, two by Jsts snd one wss s muslim stste. Resjssthsn
in its preindependence dsys -wss under the politicsl
control of the Rsjput princes snd Jsgirdsrs who conld

rightly be c¢slled sscriptively as the power elite.

The Rsjpunts did not form a strong unified power
elite. In fsct the princely states were segmentsry in
nsture. The rsjput elite were divided on the bssis of
regionsalism. The vsrions princely stastes did not have very
cordisl relstions smongst themselves. The differences
which were 38 festure of preindependence Rsissthsn hsve
continued Lo exist. Jodhpur, Jsipur, Udsipur, Biksner snd
Kots continue to have differences st the politicsl level.
In fsct lesders from one region or former princely state
csnnot see eye Lo eye with other regions Igbsl Nsrsin and
P.S. Msthur rightly ewmphssize this regionslisn in
Rsissthsn politics which was sn offshoot of feudslism in
Rsjssthsn. Narsin sand Mathur observe: "Even though the
socisl bsse of poiitioal dominstion hss undergone 8 ses

chsnge, regiocnsl loyslties hsve yet to bresk onut of the
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mounlds evolved over seversl centuries."2

Bolitical Activity in the Princely States,

The princes did not rule in a democrstic msnner.
Though they were not despotic, vet some form of protests
started tsking plsce in the varions princely ststes of
Rsissthan during the esrly yesrs of this century.
Initislly these protests movements took plsce in those
princeiy ststes which were in more intimste contesct with
the British snd these wmnovements were confined to some

urbsn sress.

The politicsl movement in Rsjssthsn csn be divided
into two estegories - (1) The Prsis Msndsls, and (2) the
Kissn Ssbhsas. The Prsjs Handsls restriclted their
activities slmost exclusively to some nrbsn sress snd the
persons who led the Prajs Mandsls had an urbsn bschground.
Not only were the lesders urbsn bssed, they were also
exclusively recruited from csstes of high ritusl status,
These elites hsd western educstion snd they were fsmiliar
with the social reform movements tsking plsce ountside
Rsissthsn snd were slso in close contact with  the
nationslists movemen£ in British Indis. The Prajs Msndsls
were regionsl in chsrascter ss the lesders of the Prsis
msndsls in the princely states confined their politicsl

sctivities to their respective
DISs '
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have 8 common strategy for the whole of RAissthasn. These
regionsl differences could be seen in the post-independent
polity of Rsjasthsn. Richsrd Sisson writes: “Lesders of
the Prais Msndsls were recruited slmost exclusively from
smong Brshmsn, Hshsjsn snd Ksyssth castes, 81l of which
enjoy & posiiion of high ritusl and socisal status.”3
Sisson observes thst the lesdership of the Prsjs Masndsls
was not representsative to s grest extent. There were
seversl socisl groups such ss the lower castes which went
unrepresented 1in the lesdership of these movements. Even
the Rajputs hsd limited representstion. The Reiputs
generslly did not sssociste themselves with the Prajs
Msndsls. They ssw these Msndsls as orgsnisstions following

sn snti-RBsjput policy. Muslims snd pesssnt castes slso did

not sssociste with the Prsis Msndsls.

The peassanf castes such as the Jsts were more sctive
in the Kissn Ssbhass. Sigson writes sbout the 1limitstions
of the political wmovement in the princely stste. "The new
politicsl elite st the time of independence hsd not been
able to wmobilize mAass wmovements although in soune
sgitations 1lsrge number of people had temporsrily becone
involved. The elite structure was limited not only in
number but s8lso in the sres srd social scope of its
recruitment. Protest wss primsrily an urbsn phenomenon,

and the politicsl elite was recruited from smong those who



hed been mobile snd who hsd come in contscet with a world
of socisl action that extended beyond the confines of the

trsditionsl society in which they lived."5 The Prsjs

v

Msndsls were esger to hsve much closer relstionship with
the Congress and this obJjective of the Msndals was
reslised only in the 1848°'s. In fset the Congdress wss

formed in Rasjssthsn only in 1946, and it incorporsted the

lesdership of the various Prsis Msndsls.

The other movement in Rsissthsn wss the one launched
by the various Kisan Ssbhas. The Kisan Ssbha’'s social base
constituted m&inly of the pesssnt caste, nsmely the Jats.
The originasl sim of the Kigsan Sabhss wss to bring sbout
socisal reforms smong the Jat pessantry. The Kisan Sabhas
WEre slso limited in their territorisl extension.
Different Kisan Sabhas operated in different princely
states. The Kissn Ssbhas freguently c¢lashed with the
Bajput Jasgirdsrs. Sometimes the conflict took 3 violent
turn. The Jat peasants wanted security of 1lsnd tenures,
whereas the jsgirdsrs spprehensive c¢f lsnd reforms evicted
tensnts, frequently without asny reason. The leadership of
the Kisan Sabhas mainly came from the modersately educated
Jats. A segment of the pfe—independence Jst elites
rejected active involvement in the Prsia Msndsls snd lster
declined overtures to enter the Congress party. The resson

for tfthe rejection of the Congress by the Jat elite was
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thset the urbsn elite dominsted the Congress party snd they

would not understand the problems of the pesssntry.

So we find thst immedistesly sfier independence
Congress 1in Rsjssthan hsd s very insecure social bhase
becsuse two msjor segments of Rsjssthsn society the
Rsiputs and the Jats did not have sufficient

representation in the Congress psrty.
Economv in Rajiasthan

Sixty percent of totsl land of Rajssthasn is covered
by desert, hence it is not very fertile. Lsnd is not only
ragriculturally infertile, but it is s8lso deficient 1in
minersls which sre necesssry for the stste’s industrisl
development. So one csn ssy thst the economy of Rsissthsan
is gquite bsckwsrd. The result of this econonic
bsckwsrdness is thst in Rsjssthasn the “sgrarisn gquestion’
is not very importsnt, ss it is in other stastes such as
Bihar snd Uttsr Pradesh. Ksnts Ahujs and Vidysssgsr point
ount that in Bsissthan lsndless lsbourers snd sbsentee
lsndlords sre more or less sbsent, because of the sbsence
of these tftwo conflicting rursl segments.s Polities 1in
rursl Rsjssthsn is more or less conflict free. Land is nof
s source of tension a5 it is in some other ststes such as

Bihsr U.P. and West Bengsl. So in Rajssthsn’'s political

situstion economic issues have net crested tensions and
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divides.

Reissthsn is much more seculsr in certsin respects
than some other states like Gujsrst and Uttsr Pradesh.
However, like other ststes of Indis, society in Rsissthsn
it slso ridden with orthodoxy sand csste-divides, but with
8 difference. Bsissthsn did not sdhere strictly to the
Brshminical model as the Kshatriyas ruled in 18 princely

ststes out of & totsl of 22 states.

This mesns that Brahmsnical norms were not quite
effective 55 5 cultursl model for the people Lo emuzlste.
People generslly tried to follow the lesd given by the
princes and isgirdars in the cultural sphere. The result
of this lack of emphssis on Brahminicsl norms wss that
society in Rsajssthsan was less rigid snd more seculsr so
fsr 8s 1inter csste snd inter community relstions were
concerned, caste snd religion hasve played comparstively s

lesser role in Rsjssthan polities. Caste sand communal

Q

violence is s recent phenomenon in Rsissthsan.
Political Sif L in t-Ind jent Raiast)

The stste of Bsissthan was one of the two ststes to
hsve democratic decentrslisation from October 2, 1859,

After the first genersl elections of 1952, the impact of
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feudalism and its sllied institutions begsn dwindling

fast. It hss/hsd Chief Ministers drswn from different
castes snd commanities including brshmin, Raiput,
Vaishyvas, Kaysstha, Muslim snd Scheduled casste. There

heve hsrdly been sny casste viclence or ‘csste wars ss
often reported from Bihsr snd some other ststes. Communszl
riots, bsrring s few in recent yesrs, hsave not occurred in
Bsjssthsn. One rarély hesrs sbout oppression of the
poor/agricultupal lsbour by the rich lsnd-ouwners. The
post independent soecisl formstion in Bsissthan does not
bear the shadow of feudslism of the pre-1947 period. Let
us now hsve 8 look st the politicsl situstion as it hss
emerged sfter Independence.

Table : 1

Caste Background of Members of Rajasthan Vidhan Sabha
{In Percentage)

Caste % First Second Third
Populstion Assembly Assembly Assembly
1952-57 1957-62 1362-87
N= 126 N= 168 N= 178
Brahmsn 8 17 15 17
Rajput 5 44 19 | 20
Mshajan 7 9 11 11
Pesssnt 18 11 18 18
Jat g 11 11 i8
Other g 7 2
Peasant :
Crastes

Table 1 Contd.



Caste % First Second Third

Populstion Assembly Assembly Assembly
Scheduled 14 11 i8 16
Caste
Scheduled 11 4 13 13
Tribe »

Qthers 18 4 8 5
Totsl 198 111 118 118

Other pesasant castes comprise of Sirvi, Vishnoi Gujjsrs
Ahir: Qther include Muslims, Sikhs snd Ksyssthss compiled

from Richard Sission snd L.L.S. Harder, 1872, 1legislstive

Government snd Politiesl Integration - Pattern of
Politicsl linksges in an Indian state, Berkeley,
Californis. The sbove data not only indicstes the

percentage of the different castes in regsrd to the total
population of the stste but slso the csste of the
legislators 1in percentage with regard to the totsl
membership of the sssembly. However, caste bsckground of
811 the wmembers c¢onld not be sscertsined. Hence the
discrepsancy between the total strength of the Assembly and
the numbers given in the sbove fable. We find that in
Rsiasthsn no csste can be called ss the "dominant csaste in
terms of its numerical strength to the totsl population.
Infact s8ll major csstes have numericsl psrity with esch
other. The Brshmins comprises of only 8 per cent of the
total populstion, the Rsiputs sare 6 per cent snd the Jats

sre sbout 9 per cent. Scheduled castes mske up 18% of the
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totsl populstion, but they csnnot be tasken ss 3 monolithic

;te ostedory consists of

h

entity a5 the scheduled o3
numerons ocastes such 85 Regars, Bslsis, Methers etc. No
caste constitutes wmore than 10% of the fotsl populstion.
Infsct we csn say thst 8 number of castes sre at psr with
esch other.  These figures sbout csste composition sre
drawn from the census of 1831, and since then s 1ot of

changes hsve sccured due to sczle emigrsition, psrticulsrly

of the upper castes.

In the first legislstive assembly we notice that the
Rsjputs hsve cornered s disproportinste shsasre of the ftotsl
sests, they constitute only 6% of the total populstion but
hsd 44% of the totsl sssembly sests. Csn we csll this ss
continustion of the dominsnce by the Rsiputs elite? Rajput
elite did not decline considersbly even sfter the
sbolition of the jsgirdars snd the princely stastes infsact
it shows the adaptive cspsbility of the Rsjipunt elite to
the demsnds of democrscy snd competitive politics snd slso-
the survival of the politiecal trsditions of the exprincely

states in the post-independence period.

lection of number of ex-princes snd jsgirdsrs to

-3
b
@
D

the legislative sssembly hsd grest significsnce 85 s csste
fsctor in politicsl mobilizstion. The BRsiputs constituting

only B% of the total populstion of the state mansged to



get the electorsl support of a8 number of csastes. This
shows thst caste ss s factor in politicsl mobilization did
not play a big role ss it plsys in other states. Igbsl
Narsin snd P.C. Msthur observe that the psasrticipstion of
the expriences in the electorsl process snd the massive
nsndste they received in the first sssembly election had s

seculsriving influence on the polity of Rajasthan.7 The

wss minimized. The legislstive

)]

role of csste in election
elite in the first sssembly did not use caste ss =8 tool
for gsrnering of votes, However, the exprinces =snd
isgirdsrs hsd enough sympathy and support in the 1952
elections, being rulers till then. this slso reflected
people’s lsck of conscionsness regsrding the new politicsl
system. In subsequent elections the number of Rsjput M.L.

A’'s declined considersbly.

In the first sssembly election the congress was
defested in the Jodhpur region becsuse of the campsigning
done by the ex~ruler Hsnumsnt Singh. The Congress lost 31
nof the 35 sests in this division. iﬂearly 811 independents
supported by Hsnumasnt Singh won. ¥e can notice the
continuity of the sbility of the exprinces to exercise
influence over their former citizens. The congress party
had given tickets to only two persons belonging to the
Rajput caste for the first sssembly elections,

incompsrison to 57 Rsjiput candidstes fielded by different
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psrties and groups. In other words, in the first sssembly

congress hsdhsrdly sny Rsjput M. L.A.

The congress reslised thst its continustion in power
would be unstsble until it incorporsted the Raiputs in its
ranks to brosden the socisl bsse of the party. IR 19584,
Chief Minister Jainsrsin Vyss mansged to induct 22 Rsjput
MLA's into the Congress, most of whom were lesding
isgirdsrs. The Jsts resented this move of the Congress,
but the joining of Rsjput MLA s certsainly brosdened the
socinl bsse of the congress. According to Richsrd Sisson
the sttitude of sccommodstion of the Rsjputs within the
cangress fold msde politicsl competition much wmore open in
socisl terms.8 The congress tried to induce the ex-rulers
to ionin it, but smong the ex-priences s certsin snimosity
remasined towsrds the congress ss it wss seen in the 1987
elections when the congress was routed in the Jaipur
region becsuse of the efforts of Msharsani Gaystri Devi of
Jsipur: So the integrstion of the Rsjputs remsined
incomplete. Infsect, we notice thst congress elite mansged
vto repain in msjority in the sssembly only becsnse the
Rajput legislstors belonging to different regions could
not come todether and unitedly confront the congress in

the electorsl battle.

The following psttern emerge from the sbove

snalysis:
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(1)

(32

The socisl bsse of the Congress elite was not firm
from the first sssembly.

The preindependence Rsiput elite did not g0 into
oblivion sfter 1independence, 1infsct the Rsiput
legislative elite becsme the wmsin opposition to the
Congress.

The socisl basse of the legislative elite does not

entirely rest on the mobilizstion of their
cestemen, 88 we can see thst although the Rsiputs
constitute only 6% of the states populstion, they
always hsd nesrly 28% representstion in the stsate
legislistive assembly. Though the Rsiputs hsd
msXimum representstion in the first sssembly thsat
is 44% of totsl membership, it csme doun to 280% by
1887. After 1967 elections, there hss been further
decline in the representstion of Rsjputs in the

Stste Assembly.

Not only the Raiputs but the Jats slso had s
grester shsre 1in the legislative sssembly thsn

first sssembly the Jsats

D

their populstion. In th
hsd 11% representstion in the assembly though they
sccounted for only 9% of the total popnlation of
the state. In the third sssembly they sccounted for
16% of the total assembly membership. This lesds to

the conclusion thst other pessant castes such s8s
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Gujsrs snd Ahirs did

™~
~

~

not have adequsate

representstion in the assembly.

Table 2
Ceste of Legislstive Elites in the Seventh Assembly
1880-85
S.No. Caste Groups Number & Percentage of
Castes (¥ in brsckets)
(1) Higher Csstes 53 (27)
(Brahamin, Jsin,
Ksyssths, Mshsisn)
{2 Feudsl Rsipnut 23 (11)
Aristocrstic
(Rsipnt, Bswst, Dhshsr)
(3) Pesssnt Castes 58 (25)
(Jst, Vishnoi, Gujiar,
¥sli, Yadav, Bagri, Sikh)
(4} Scheduled Castes, Scheduled 88 (31)
Tribe snd other Bschkwsrd
Casstes, (Kumbsar, Pstus, Kslsl)
(5) Muslims 12 (5)
(B) Others -
(7) Not known 3 (1)
Totsl 200 (188)
uroe R.C. Swarnkar, 1988, Politicsl Elites A
sociological study of legislsators in Rejssthsan,
Jaipur, Rswst Publishing, p.79.
In the seventh sssembly which lested from 188@ to

1983 - we find thst the legislstive elite of Rsjssthsn sre
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of s plurslistic nsture. No caste group is sble to
establish & position of predomiﬁahce in the sssembly. All
the ocsste groups sre equslly bslsneced. Rajputs who
dominsted the first sssembly by covering 44% of the total

s, could get only 11% in the seventh
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8Ss
sssembly. Peésant Castes such ss Jsats, Vishnoies, Gujisrs,
Yasdavs, who hsd 11% representation in the first sassembly
now have sround 25% representstion in the seventh
sssembly. We observe that for asny politiecsl psrty to get
into power, it must hsve the representation of 3511 the
msjor elite groups. In the 1958°'s when the Rsiput
legislistive elite did not support the congress, the
position of the congress governments was slways
precarious. Similsrly the Bhartiys Jants Psrty. which came
into power in 1889 chsnged its poliecy by incorporsting the
Jats its fold. For the first time the BJP had a2 few .Jsat

H.L.A's in its entire history.

Caste Profile of Chief Ministers : The top politiecsl
elites of Rajasthan ‘have been drswn from s number of
csstes, thus indiesting the plurslity of social bsse for
politiecs]l mobilizstion. The caste background of different
Chief Ministers shows the pluenlity of legislative elite
in Rsjasthsn. Hirs Lsal Shsstri, Jsi Nsrsysn Vayss, Tikks
Rem Pstiwsl snd Hsrideo Joshi were Brshamins; Shivcharan

Msthur wss 5 Ksyssths; Basrkstullah Khan wss s Muslim;

o
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Bhsiron Singh Shekhwst is s Rajput; and Heerszlsl Deopurs
wns B Maheswsri Bsnis; Jsgansth Psahsdis belonged to 3
Scheduled Csste. Mohsnlsal Sukhsdis wss 3 Vaishys. Thus,
Chief Minister of Bsjasthsn hsve belonged to different
Caste Strata but it is strange thst not one Chief Minister
belonged to the Jat Caste even though the Jsts are smong
the 3-4 numericslly prepondersnt csstes. The Jsts sre not
only nomericslly strong but they hsve slso improved their
economic position in the last forty yesrs. 1Igbsl Narsin
and P.C. Msthur write : "It csn be ssid that a genersl
preindice seemns to prevsil smong the political elite of
Rsijasthsn regarding the unsuitability of Jists ss5 politiesl
rulers, even though several jasts hsve occupied key posts
in the council of Hinisters 85 well as state level
committees of the Congress Party. Nsmes like FKumbhs Ranm
Arys, HNsthursm Mirdhs and Parss Rsm Msderns sre indeed
spoken of with grest deference whenever the administrative
performsnce of individusl Ministers is discussed. But the
fact remsins thst most urban educsted members of the
sdministrative and politicsl elite still view the jats ss
roungh-1lswn sgriculturslists unfamilisr with middle class
grsces snd the niceties of social intercourse. Such
sttitudes of urban niceties sre gunite likely to be swept
swsy by the emergent economic momenftum of rursl ‘middle

csstes’ like the jsts, msking Rajssthsns politicsl pyrsmid
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even more plurslistic in the future. "9 It is true thst
Jats, unlike their counterpsrts in Hsrsyns and U.P., hsave
not become sssertive in Rsjasthsn politics. One of the
ressons for oversll backwsrdness among the Jats in
Rejssthasn 1is thst «c¢spitalist wmode of production in
sgriculture in Rajasthsn has not emerged like Harysns &nd
Western Uttsr Pradesh. Historiecslly too, the Jats of
Rsjssthsn were basckwsrd as they were generslly tensntes-at-

will snd not ryots like the Jsts of Hsrysns snd U.P.

Rzissthsn hss got sn sdverse sex rvstio smong 81l the
states of the Indisn Union. Only 42% of the total state
populstion consists of women. this adverse sex rstio could
be sttributed to the role assigned to women in 8 feudsl
society. Women did not hsve much freedom in the Bajiasthan
society, they did not perform any_public role. Politics

was B tsboo for women.

S.Ro. Legislstive Assembly Totsl

1. 1852-57 162 158 2 1.0
2. 1857-62 178 167 8 5.9
3. 1862-87 176 168 8 4.5
4. 1867-72 184 177 7 4.9
5. 1872~-77 184 173 11 6.9
6. 1877-80 202 192 8 4.9
7. 1882-85 200 181 9 4.5
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e nmsy observe thst legislstive elites in Rsjissthsn sre
predomninantly msles. The wmnmber of women asamnongst +the
1egi§1ative elites hss been saround 4% of the tfotsl
sssembly membership. The sbove tsble indicates that the
position of women in Rsisthen is still sn untensble one.
The legislstive elites of the state sre wmore or less
exclusively consists dominated by ®msle members. The
maxXximum  number of women legislstive elites were found in
the fifth sssembly. When they constituted 6% of the totsl
legislative elite. The lower psrticipstion of women in
pnliltics snd their low representstion in the rsnks of
legislative elite is perhsps due to the lower ststus of
women 1in Raissthan. Only 25% of women in Rsissthsn sfter

independence hsve been educsted.

ststes which hsve 8 low

[y ]

Bsaissthsn 1is swmong th
literacy rate, but it is surprising that the members of
the legislstive sssembly were guite highly educated snd
literste. Infasct literscy smong the legislstive elites is
compsarsable with the legislative elites of sny other HNorth

Indisn State.

Table to be followed
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Table : 4
Smnd;ﬁm&hmnhbssgnhlx
in percentage)

S.No. Educationsl Level Second Third Fourth
Assembly Assembly Assembly

Literste 11 5 3
2. Primsry 8 8 11
3. Hiddle 18 21 12
4. High School 16 15 23
5 College 19 25 25
6 Law 28 26 25
Source : Shsashi Lsts Puri, 1978, HNew Delhi, Abinav

Publicstions, p.47

The sabove data clesrly indicates that the wmembers of
Rsjsthsn sssembly sre wmore educsted compsred to the
literscy rate of the stste’ s populstion they represent. In
the second sssembly 114 of the legislistors hsd no formsl
edncstion. This was reduced to 5% in the third snd to =
bare 3% in the fourth elections. In the second sssembly
63% of the members oé the assembly hsd education higher
thsn high school level, in the third sssembly those who
hsd educstion sbove high school incressed to 66%, snd 1in

the founrth sssembly the totsl percentsge wss 74%.

From the sbove dsts we msy conclude that the

legislstive elites of Rsjssthen sre not only educated but
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they slso come from well off sections of society.
Lsts Puri observed thst the msjority of members who were
non-mstriculstes were from the scheduled casstes snd tribes

and were elected from reserved seats.le

Conclusion
We observed thst the legislative elites in Rsjssthsn
85 observed in some other ststes sre divided on s regionsl
basis. The legislstive elites in Rsjssthsn sre brosdly
divided on the bssis of regionsl 1oyalities\for exsmple 1in
the Congress Party the contest for the lesdership of the
legislstive wing hss slwsys been between the leaders
belonging to the Jodhpur, Jsipur snd Udsipur regions. The
reasons for this division smong the legislstive elite on
regionsl grounds is the historiesl fset of rivalry between
these regions perpetusting from the pre-1947 period till

Lodsy. People of Rsissthan were bound by regionsl

loyslties. For e.g. the first twe Chief Ministers of

’Rajasthan Psndit Hirslsl Shsstri snd Jsi Narsin Vyas could

not see eye to eye becanse of regionsl sentiments.

(2. The second festure observed in the polity of
Raissthan 1s the survivsl of the preindependence
feudsl elite, though in much trsnsformed form. The
Rsiput elite was sble to rule itself to the
demsnds of democrstic polity. Infact 1in the

initisl VESYS sfter independence Lt he main
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3)

4).

5).

opposition to the congress in the sssembly canme
from Rsjiput M.L.A's snd the instsbility of the
different congress governments wss csused by the
ex-feudal elements. However these patterns hsd
become extremely wesk in the post-19B67 period.

The nsture of legislaiive elité in Rajssthsn can be
ssid fto be more seculsr compsred to ihe elite in
other ststes. Polities to 3 large extent did not
revolve sround caste, The Raipnuts though
constituting only 6% of the stste  populstion, have
also mansged to get 12 to 15% of sests in the state
sssembly.

We find thst though the pesssnt csstes such as the
Jats hsve increasingly playved sn importsnt reole 1in
Rejasthan politics, but no Jat has becone Chief
Minister so far. The reason for this 1is the
counterbslsnce established by the other cases such
ss Brahmins sand Rajputs.

The legislative elite in Rajasthsn generally comes

from the relstively well off sections of society.
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CHPATER III

Legislative Elites in Uttar Pradesh

Utiar Pradesh is politically the most important stste
of the Indisn Union. It becsme the nerve centre of Indisn
politics during the colonisl period s8s msny congress
statearts such as Jswshsrlsl Nehru, Madsn HMohan Malviyvas
etc. hailed from U.P. it was not only the centre of the
snti-colonisl struggle, hut it slso provided 3 nurturing
ground to the sepsrstist movement. After independence it
retsined 1its importsnce in Indisn politics ss it slone
provided for sround 18% of the country’s populatidn and
sround 16% of the totsl Lok Sabhs sests. The sheer size of
this stste msde it the fulcrum 3 on which the gdovernment
5t the centre depended. The importsnce of U.P. can be
gaunged from the fset thst seven Prime Ministers of Indis
belonged Lo this stste, only two csme from other states.
Similarly it.was Uttar Pradesh which set the trends for
nstional politics, for exswmple, it wss U.P. which gsve
jolt to the congress hegemony in 1967-1877 snd 1989,

psrlismentasry elections.

The focus of this chspter is on the legislstive
elites in Uttsr Prsdesh with psrticulsr eméhasis on this

socio-economic basckground. Anslysis of the so0cio-economic



profile of the legislstures msy help us in understsnding
the relstionship between the patterns of politicsl

dominsnce snd socio-economic formstion in Uttsr Prasdesh.
Uttar Pradesh during the Colonial Rule

& brief description of the colonisl history of Uttsr
Prsdesh m3y help us in the understsnding of the patierns

of dominsnce sinece independernce in the stste.

The pstterns of lsnd tenure which emerged sfter the

distinet in esch region.1 estern U .P.

@D

1857 revolt wer
hsd ryvots/pesssnt proprietors hsving full control over the
l1snds they cultivsted, resulted into more repid
introduction of commercisl CrOpS.2 On  the contrary

esstern U.P. hsd zsmindsri svstem which paved the way for

h

oD

emergence of sbsentee lsnd lords who perpetusted

o+

vaslues sand norms adhering to sscriptive ststus, and took
no interest in cowmmercisl sgriculture. In the esastern

d elites consisted masinly of the upper

g
Y

region, the land
csstes snuch ss the Rejiputs. Bhumihsrs, Brshmins snd the
muslims. The British after the revolt of 1857 changed
their sttitude towsrds the lsndlords by msking them their
sllies. The British restored the lands of the Taluagdsrs
snd Zsmindsrs who were dispossessed safter the revolt. So
the lsnded sristocracy in U.P. sided with the British and

oppnsed the nstinnalist wmovement led by the congress. The
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tensnts generslly belonged to the lower csstes sand they
hsd no security of tenure. They were the grestest
sufferers during the colonisl period, snd to same extent

even sfter independence. The congress did not hsve =

-

lesr cut policy sbonut the ‘pesssnt question’ becsuse of

)

he social bsasckground of its upper csaste lesdership. Gysn

ot

lements in the

<P

Psndey observes thst the most sctive
congress during the civil disobedience movement were drswn
from the rank? of the smsll Zsmindsrs Psttidsrs and upper
tensnts snd from s variety of upper csastes and subcaste52
The psrticipation of the Muslims in the v#rious congress
programes Wss very low giving credence to the chsrge thst
it wss bssicslly 8 psrty of the Hindus. So religion

i)

plsyed sn importsnt role in Lthe politics of U.P.

The economic dispsrities in U.P. were reinforced by
csste ineguslities. There wrs 38 strong correlstion
etween lsndownership and membership in the upper csstes,
he Brshmsns snd the Bsiputs hsd msximum possible power 1in
he

socisl snd the economic spheres before independence,

ot

Under the Zamindsri system, the inequslities of status snd
power inherent in the caste system corresponded more or
less to 1inequslities in accessmto and distribation of
msterisl resources, Before independence the Thakurs
formed the bulk of the Zsmindsrs in the stste, In J.P. 3s

s whole Thakurs and brshmins owned 57 per cent of the land
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while the intermediste castes owned 32 per cent snd the
scheduled castes owned s mere. @9 per cent and MHaslim

Zamindsrs owned about 11 per cent.s.

The sbolition of Zsmindsri in 1952 gsve 8 perceptible
blow to the lsndowning elite in the staste. Principslly the
U.P. Zsmindsri Abolition sct wss tasrgeted sgsinst the
shsentee lsndlords who psid fixed revenue to the British
snd collected rents more or 1less srbitrsrily from their
tensnts. Zamindari Abolition wss effective in removing
the control of these intermedisries on 1and‘4 But the
lsndlords were givern 1libersl compensstion by the

government snd the 1lsnd tsken from them was not
redistributed.

Politicsl lesders in U.P. before independence msinly
cszme from the rituslly high csstes s=uch 8s Brshmins,
Baniyss snd Ksyssthas. The question thst arises before us
ig whether this dominance by the high csste hss conftinued
sfter 1ndependence or not? And whst were the chsallenges
which the fLrsadiftionsl elite. fsced in the changed

circumnstance?

Tsble to be.followed
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Table : 1

Caste Cstedory Specific Castes Percentage of
Totsl Populstion
A. Upper Csstes Brshmsn 8.2
Thakurs 7.2
Bsnis 2.5
Kayasths 1.9
Totsl of Sub-group-4 —-—ééié——-
B. Middle Csstes Jst 1.6
Bhumihsr 2.4
Tysgi 2.1
Total of Sub-gronp-B —_—éti-m_
C. Bsckusrd Csstes Yadsv 8.7
Kurmi : 3.5
Lodh 2.2
Koeri 2.8
Gujar 8.7
Ramsr 2.3
Gsdsris 2.8
Teli 2.9
Bsrhsi 1.5
Kschi 1.3

Tsble Contd. .
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Casste Castegory Specific Castes Percentage of
Totsl Populstion

Reust 1.1
Murso 1.3
Nai 1.8
Others 18.7
Total of Sub-group-c¢ ——‘*;ij;~-*
D. Scheduled Csstes Chsmsr 12.7
Pssis 2.9
Dhobi 1.8
Bhangi 1.8
Others 2.8
Totsl of Sub-group-¢ _—éijé —————
E. Muslims , Shaikh 3.2
Psthan 2.2
Julshs 2.9
Syed a.7
Moghul 2.1
Others 6.8
Totsl of Sub-group-E 15.0

Source : 1931 Census- United Provinces st Agrs snd Awsdh
snd slso reported in Zoys Hassn, op cit.

The 1lsst census enumersting caste snd community was

47



conducted in 1931, snd it shows that in Uttsr Pradesh no
caste is large enough to exercise s perpondering influence

sheer force of its numbers. The ssme situstion we

4]

by the

hsve found in the csse of Rsjssthan. The upper castes

onstituted 20 per cent of the totsl populstion and the

Q

backwsrd casstes 41.7 per cent the scheduled csstes 21 per
cent =and the Muslims were 15 per cent. But then the
gronpings of the csstes into “higher’ snd “baschkusrd’
castegories does not give the csstes 50 drouped 8

homogenons chsrscter. For exsmple, Jats snd Bhuwmihsrs
have been gronped under the category of middle csstes, but
Bhumihsrs consider themselves to be higher thsn the Jsts.
Similsrly the scheduled castes cstegory csnnot be tsken ss
8. homogenous unit. inter-caste heterogeneity slsc csn not
be sccounted for by wsy of such s brosd cstegorissastion.

Hence, we wonld mention below some specific castes hsving

politiecsl clout in post-independent Uttsr Pradesh.

Tsble to be followed
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Table : 2
M@m&m&dﬂgmmmL&W

Caste 1952 1957 1962 1967 1969 1974 1984
Brshman 27 21 21 21.48 19.85 16.25 23
Thshur 14 17 20 13.92 16.23 15.59 28
Bsnis, Ksyssths, 15 14 12 4.95 3.76 6.95 7
Khstla ' »
Jst, Bhumihsr, 5 5] 5 7.895 4.34 6£.95 5
Tyag1

Ahir, Kurmi, 5 18 18 16.51 17.64 23.26 13
Lodh snd Gugar '

Qther Bschkwsrd 3 2 3 12.74 9.17 5.1@ 5
Cegtes

Scheduled Csste 20 21 22 19.81 28.84 16.31 20
Huslims 12 g 7 5.686 8.23 9.6 18
Totsl 106 180 1908 148 124 100 190

Source: Zoys Hsssn, gp. cit.
The sbove ta3ble  clesrly brings out the fset that the

legislstive elite mosinly csme from the upper csstes. In

p)

the first Assembly the upper csstes, who msde up for only

28% of the ststic totsl populstion had fiftysix per cent
seats in the sssembly. The striking fsct thst comes tfo
our notice is the under-representstion of the bsckwsrd
castes such 85 Lthe RKurmis Ysdsvs, Lodhs etec. The basckward
castes sccounted for forty one per cent of the ststes
populstion, but they hsd 8 nine per cent representstion in
the sssembly. The scheduled castes sccounted for twenty

per cent membership of the sssembly. Perhaps the

scheduled csste representstion wss higher becsuse of the
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reservstion of sests for them.

In 1887 the upper csstes legislstive elite fsced s
grsve chasllenge to their dominsnce for the first time.
The chsllenge csme from the bschkwsrd cgsstes such s8s  the

Ysdsvs snd Lodhs. The bsckwsrd csstes hsd just thirteen

per cent representstion in the third sssembly, but in 1987
elections the bsckusrd c¢sstes rsnged to 29 per cent
representation in the sassembly by sheer caste-bssed

mobilizstion and srticulstion of snti-congress sentiment.

The fact thsat comes to our notice is thst in 1887 the

congress in Uttsr Pradesh for the first time could not

D
%]

msnsge s meiority in the sssembly. The losing of congres
msiority snd the substsntisl strength gsined by the
bsckwsrd cestes in the legislstive sssembly lesds us to
the conclusion thst the hegemony of the upper csastes 1in
the congress in Uittar Prsdesh was not only weskened, but s

new politicsl force emerged, nsmely, the nnified bsckwsrd

csstes (AJGAR). Brosd political mobilisation of the
pesssnt csstes sgsinst the entrenched castes taking
sdvesntage  of numerical repondersnce spesks of the

sctuslisstion of Indis’'s democrstic polity.

In 19687 Chsrsn Singh left the congress snd along with
his supporters joined forces with the opposition. Chsrsn

Singh becsme the first Chief Minister who did not belong



to the higher csstes snch s Brshmsn, Ksyssths, Bsnis snd

Rajput. The coslition wministry differed from its

predecessors in one respect. Bschwsrd csstes which hsd

only ‘s nominsl representstion in the congress winisters

got 29.63% representstion in the coslition ministry 5 out

of 27 ministers in the csbinet of Chsran Singh 8 belonged
h

= ministry formed by

W
ot

to the bsckusrd csstes. Wheres
C.B. Gupts did not hsve even one minister belonding to the
backwsrd csstes. The question then why d4id the bsachwsrd
csstes nunder the lesdership of Chsrsn Singh lesve the
congress snd whst were their maljor grievsnces sgsinst the

congress?

Chsrsn Singh left the congress snd formed the Jsns

Congress in 1867, becsuse he felt thst the congress was
cstering to the nurbsn interests st the cost of the rarsl

populsce. Thoungh Chsren Sing aspired to be ¢s8lled the
1eadér of the rursl popunlsce, he wss msinly representing
the interests of the rich pesssntry (Kulsks). Infact,
Chsrsn Singh vehemently opposed fixing of ceiling on
lsndholdings sas it could sffect sdversely wmsinly the
substsntisl landowners. Such 8 situstion wa8s not
wsrrsnted in Rsissthsn as lsnd has never been ss ScBree s
it is in U.P. However, Chsran Singh was generally
sccepted ss lesder of pesssnts i1n Bsissthsn ss well. The

pnliticsl psrties formed snd led by him hsd their orgsns
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in Rsjssthsn.

The cocngress psrty in U.P. sppesled to nesrly sll

sections of ociety for electorsl wmobilizstion in 1its

o
-

4]

fsvour bt Lthe hsrdcore gronps which formed the socisl

bsse of the psrty were the Brshmsns, the scheduled csstes

tastes

4]

snd the Muslims who sceounted for sronnd 44% of the
populstion, sand s1ll of them were not so united in favour
of the congress psrty, 8s the baschkwsrd csstes were united

sgninst the congress snd its uapper csste/clsss lesdership.

Thus, we find thst the lesdership of the congress

castes such ss brshmans,

Q
ot
~
D
W
"
e
v
~

pesrty wWwes resitricted t

he middle znd the bschkwsrd

Pad

Bsnis snd Thshkurs, wheress

:95tes were under-represented. Such s situstion prompted

Y
wu

the bsckusrd csstes to rely sround Charsn Singh.

Table to be followed



Table : 3

Hembers of the Legislative Assembly
(1952-68
Caste 1952-57 1857-62 19682-67 1967-68

No of % of No. of % of No. of 4 of No. of % of
Members Totsl Members Totsl Members Totsl Members Total

Reo. of No. »f No. of No.of
MLA s MLA s MLA s MLA s
Brahmin 98 24 .82 51 21.33 55 22.18 44 23.53
Bhumihsr 5 1.54 8 2.80 9 3.81 4 2.14
Kshstrivs 38 g.17 35 12.24 41 16.47 38 17.85
Vaishysa 27 5.92 18 6.29 23 9.24 1@ 5.38
Ksyssths 23 5.90 19 5.64 9 3.81 3 1.60
Dther Higher 4 1.83 7 2.45 9 3.81 3 1.6@
Caste
Bsckwusrd 25 5 .88 25 8.74 15 5.02 11 5.88°
Caste
Scheduled 79 28.28 58 23.77 54 21.89 41 21.93
Cssgtes '
Mot Known 48 12 .31 11 3.85 8 3.21 19 12.18
Totsl No 347 88.898 252 88.11 223 89.58 169 9@ .38
of Hindus
Sikhs 1 @3.25 1 ?.35 - - - -
Muslims 42 18,77 32 11.18 24 g9.864 17 9.89
Christisns - - 1 a.38 2 2.89 1 2.53
Totsl 380 194 .88 2886 1892 .00 249 103 .00 187 140 .99

Source: Sarsswsti, Sriwvsstsvas - “lUttsr Prsdesh: Politics
of Neglected and Development” in Igbsl Narsain, Ed-
Stste Politiecs in Indis, gp, cit.
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The sbove dsts clesrly shows the caste profile of congress

2 13888. in the first

legislative elite from 1852 1«

)

o)

sesembly the congress party hsd 398 legislatures in the
sssembly, out of 392 members, 194 belonged to the higher

sstes, thst 1is, fifty per cent of the CONEYres:

O

legislstors belonged to the upper csstes such ss brshmins,
Rsjputs, EKsyssthss, Bsniss etc. The bsckwsrd csstes hsd
just 26 legislstors out of s totsl of 398, they were
under-represented, snd were just 68.86% of the congress
membership in the sssembly. The scheduled caste members
sccounted for sround 284 of the congress strength in  the
sssembly. Muslims sccounted for sround 18% of the

congress strength in the sssembly.

Hot only the dominance of the upper castes could be
seen in the congress legislative wing, bnt slse in the
csbinets which were formed. The six U.P. cshinets formed
between 1952 snd 1874 were nlsc dominated by Brahmins,
Rajiputs snd Vsishyss. In the Ssmpurnsansnd,C.B. Gupts snd
Suchets Kriplsni Ministries, nesrly hslf of the ministers
belonged %o the upper csstes. Ysdsvs snd Kurmis found no
place until 19876‘ In the C.B. Gupts Ministry formed 1in
1667 afiter the sssembly elections, out of 8 totsl of
thirteen wministers in the cabinet eleven belonged to the
upper casstes snd one esch belonged to the scheduled castes

snd Huslims.7 The Chsran Singh ministsry formed in 1867,



incontrast to the earlier C.B. Gupts Ministry hsd nine
ministers belonging to the bschusrd csstes, the bschwsrd
csstes got  this much representstion in  the council of
ninisters for the first time. We csn say thst there were
sufficient grounds for the backwsrd castes Lo sppose the
congress s85 their politicsl sspirstions could not be met

by the congress.

The sbolition of Zsmindsri system snd introduction of

green revolntion immensely helped the middle caste’'s

]

pesssntry economicslly. The bachwsrd pesssnt cecsstes in

pasrticulsr hsve been benefitted economicslly wmore thsn

ection of the pesssntry which

4]

othef groups. It 1s this
felt thst it did not have the politicsl power commensurste
with its economic power snd numericsl strength. The Jsts
in western U.P. who had s legscy of enjoying pesssant
proprietorship gsined msximum due Lo green revolution.
However, .Jsis sre not included in the cstegory of backwsrd
mastes. Chsrsn Singh who wss considered Lo be the lesder
of the rursl peoéle, in sctuslity espoused the «asuse of
the rich pesssntry. The Jsts snd the other bsackuwsrd

csstes took seriously their politicsl msrginslisstion snd

Iy

viewed 1t 85 8 discriminstion perpetusted by the congr

psrty. Chsrsn Singh was the first congress politicisn to



recognize the politicsl potential of wmobilizing the
discontent of the bschward csstes, most of whom belonged
to the sgriculiursl classes. Charan Singh wsnted
reservstion in the public services for the bsckwsrd

lesses . In fact it wss Charsn Singh who daring his

)

short spsn of Prime Ministership of the country,
encoursged the bsasckwsrd c¢lssses to articulste their
problems relsted to socisl snd educstionsl backwsrdness.
The dominaﬁt group within the congress wss not receptive
to meany of the idess expressed by Chsrsn Singh. In 1856
when Chsrsn Singh presided over the Backwsrd classes
conference, his psrticipstion wss opposed by the then

dominsnt congress stste lesdership.

In 18967 elections to the stste sssembly the wmiddle
castes snd the bsckwerd castes mansaged to get 33% of the
sssembly sests wheress in the 1962 elections they hsd just
185 representstion. The bsckwsrd csstes reslized thst they
could get better representstion in the politicsl set up if
they organised Lhemselves in politicsl terms. Since the
backwsrd csstes knew thst the dowminsnt congress lesdership
was not resdy to shsre power uwith them they orgsnised
themselves s8s opposition groups infeormslly within the
congress psrty snd formslly outside 1it. It is evident thst
the representstion of the bsckwsrd csstes in the csbinet

in Uttar Prsdesh hss been substsntisl in non-congress
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governments, wheress in congress governments they did not
have sny significsnt representstion. Infsct, sll non-
congress chief Ministers hsve come from the bsckward

sstes. Charsn Singh, Rsm Nsresh Yadsv, and Molasyam Singh

Iy

Ysdav, Kslyan Singh, the present Chief Minister who
belongs to B.J.P. is sn exception. It proves that the
bschkusrd csstes, have felt neglected in the congress psrty
wheress in the non-congress psrties they were sble to have
sccess to positions of power snd suthority. The socislist

rst to reslize the politiesl potentisl

e

parties were the f
of g2iving positions to the members of these caste groups,
which gsve these parties the repuotstion of being chsmpions

of the baschkwsrd castes‘s

It wss the Bhsrtiys Krsnti Dzl lsunched by Chsrsan
Singh in 1969 which tried to srticulste the discontent of
'the riech snd middle pesssnts in the apper Dosb. The
formstion of +the Bhsratiys Krsnti Dsl offered +the rich
pesssnt proprietors sn orgsnisationsl slternstive for
ssserting their politicsl interests which they believed
hsd been hitherto neglected by the congress. In the 1989
sssembly elections, Bhsrstiys Kranti Dsl secured largest
number of sests after the congress party. Thuzs in  the
1969 elections in U.P. the Bhsrstiys Krsnti Dsl
capitalized on the discontent thst hsd been developing

particulsrly 1in the western psrt of the stste smong the
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middle snd rich peasants,g Psul Brsss considers thst the
rise of Bhsrtiys Krsnti Dnl wss not st the expense of
other psrties such ss the Jsn Ssngh., In fsct the votes

which the Bhsrativs EKrsnti Dsl got had hitherto gone to

the independents.

3.P. wss the centre of sepsrstist polities in the

[y]

pre-independence dsys. The congress psrty did not hsve
miach of the Muslim support becsuse it wss bssically seen
8s espoussl of the interests of the wmsiority commanity.

But sfter independence the congress psarty mede 8

deliberste sttemnpt to cultivate the Muslim community, snd

the congress was sucecessful to 8 grest extent in
nobilising Muslims in its fsvounr. The wmuslim support
provided the congress psrty politicsl stebility. Muslim

mewbers hsad 18% representstion in the first sssembly of

U.P. snd this trend persisted in the subseguent sssemblies

too. But the representstion of the Muslim legislative’
.P.

lite in the U csbinet wss slways sround five per

Y]

ent.. most of the Muslim wmembers of the sssembly elites

Iy)

came from the lsnded clssses such ss the ex-Zsmindsri or
from the Muslim clergy. THe lesdership of the muslims

generslly remsined in the hsnds of the conservstive

sections.
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Jttsr Prsdesh is one .of the most economicslly
backward states in Indis. The msin occupstion of the
people of the stste 1is sgricultare. Most of the
legislstors hsve reported sgrienlture ss their m8in
oceupshion. In the first sssembly out of the 3980 members,
15 congress members reported sgriculture ss  their wmsin
ocecupstion. Among congress members legislstors hsving
business ss their wmsin occupstion sccounted for 54
members, lsw wsse supported by 886 members, snd tesching by

29 M.L.A s.

In the second, third sand fourth assemblies,
sgricnlture scecounted for sbout 48% of 511 the congress
legislatoré. Lsw which scconnted for 22% in the first
sssembly declined to 18% in the fourth sssembly. The
occupstion/profession which scquired prominence wss that
of whole time politicsl weorkers. In the first sssembly
only 3.98% congress wmembers supported ss full time

professionsl politicisns, but in the fourth sssembly, the

professionsl politicisns scecounted for 21%.

Even in s psrty like Jsn Ssngh which 1is generslly

1sss, one cs&n

]

considered to be the psrty of the business

obhserve prepondersnee of M. L.A's hsving sgricnlture ss

their msin occupstion. In the 1957-62 sssembly out of the
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total number of H.L.A.s the party hsd reported thst 17 of
them hsd sgriculture ss their msin source of livelihood.
In the 1982-67 assembly out of s total of 49 Jan Sangh
M.L.A’s 10 reported sgriculture as their msin occupstion,
wheress M.L.A s belonging to business clsss sccounted for
only 18%. In the 1967-58 assembly 53 ont of the totsl of

89 M.L.A's reported sgriculture of which saccounted for

53.53% of 81l the Jsn Sangh M.L.A's.

Psul Brsss observes that in sctnslity only 24 per
cent of M.L.A's from 1852 to 1962 de:ived their principal
income from cultivstion. Msny of the MN.L.A's whose
fsthers were cultivetors did not themselves prsctise
agriculture. According to Psul Brass pesssnts have been
under-representsted in relstion to the former lsnd lords,
big fsrmers snd professionsl groups, Brsasss further
observes thst the wmiddle sdricultursl castes hsve been
relstively 1less represented thsn persons from upper

astes.11 Revertheless, it is clesr thst s lsrge number

]

lected from smong the

Iv]

of legislstors in UJ.P. have been

peasants.

Ssrsswati Sirivsstava’'s study of polities 1in Utisr

Prasdesh shows thst more snd more educsted persons were
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getting elected 3s HM.L.A's. A glsnce 8t the educstionsi
gnslifications of the congress M.L.A's brings out the fact
that the psrty wss sending incressingly more educsted
persons 35 its representatives in the sssembly. In the
first sssembly, there was only one congress M.L.A who hsad
8 Ph.D. degree, but in 1987-68 the number of congress
M.L.A's who had 3 Ph.D degree srose to 3. In the first
assembly post-gradustes accounted for 4.62% of the totsl
congress siLrength in the asssembly, wheress in 1867-88 the
per centsge of post-gradustes was 11.7 per cent. The
percentsge of grasduste M. L.A's in the cognress psrty wss
19.498 in 1952-57, but in 1967-68 24.87 per cent of

Congress H.L.A s were educsted upto graduation‘12

Ssraswsti Sirivasstsvs shows in her study thst more
snd more educsted people are entering the J.P. sssembly.
We find thst the legislstive elite of U,P. hss 5 higher
percent of educsted people smong its members, thsn the

percentsge of educated populstion they represent.
Conclusion
The following trends could be discerned from the

shove snslysis regsrding the socisl bsckground of the

legislstive elite in Uttar Prasdesh.:

Iv]

1. In the 1initisl vyesrs sfter independece the U.P.

legislsture wss dominsted by the upper csste M. L. As
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2)

3).

4).

such as the Brshsmsnss, Ksyasthss, Rejputs and

Baniss. But in the laste 1888°s snd esrly 1870°'s the

upper caste legislastors fsced chsllenges to their

hegemony from the middle peassnt csstes such as
the Jsts., Ahirs, Gujisrs, Ysadsvs, etc. The
representation of the Kayssthas and Bsniss
decressed considersbly in the U.P. legislsture in
subsequent sssembly elections.
The number of legislstive elites who hsve reported
their mein oceupstion s8s sgriculture has
declined. Most of the educsted legislators in the
first two sssemblies were engsged in the legsl
profession, but with the passsge of time, the
number of assembly members engsged in the legsl
profession hss slso declined. The percentage of
professionsl politicisns hss incressed 1in the
sssembly over the years.
Women sre under-represented in the U.P. sassembly.
The number of women legislstors hss slwsys been
sround 5% of the totsl assewbly sests. most of the
women members sre in some wsy connected with some
politicsl family. Women who hsve no politicsl
uébringing sre hsrdly sctive in U.P. polities
Among the Muslim legislative elite, there 1is s
prepondersnce of the landed clsse snd the clergy.

The Muslims members comprise of nesrly 12 per cent
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of the totsl sssembly membership. HMHuslims were one
of the pillsrs for congress dominsnce in U.P. for s
long time. But with the shift in the support of
Muslims to the Congress party in 19880 the other
politicsl parties hsve improved their support-bsse
in the last decsde. Even the scheduled csstes snd
scheduled fribes hsve not remsined sympathetic to
the congress party now for gquite sometime. It is
surprising thst there hss not been even one muslim
Chief Minister in U.P. However, Rsissthsn had st

lesst one wuslim Chief Minister. Rsijssthsn hsd

@

even hsd s scheduled c¢sste Chief Minister.

Finslly, we msy however, conclude thst democrati-

zstion of polity hss ocecurred in U.P. such 1independence

%]

csusing 8 bresk in the dominsnce of the upper csste
More sand more communities which esrlier remsined under-

represented hsve been incressing their shsre the power

gsme .
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