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ABSTRACT
Hollowing out the State: Essays on Status Inequality, Fiscal Capacity, and
Right-Wing Voting in India
Pavithra Suryanarayan

What explains variation in fiscal capacity over time and across sub-national units
within the same country? In this dissertation, I argue that incumbent political
elites, anticipating the redistributive consequences of democratization, can hollow out fiscal capacity. Places where such a phenomenon is likely to occur are
those characterized by high levels of social-status inequality arising from historical
inter-group segregation. I examine fiscal capacity in colonial Indian provinces and
demonstrate that an exogenous episode of limited franchise expansion to lowerstatus groups was followed by a period of declining fiscal institutions. I use a novel
historical dataset spanning 43 districts in the provinces of Madras and Bombay between 1914–1925 and qualitative evidence from legislative proceedings in the two
provinces, and find that tax institutions declined in the districts with higher levels
of status inequality, as opposed to inequality in wealth. This decline was more
pronounced in the reform years, as upper-status groups anticipating the ascendance of lower-status groups into politics hollowed out tax institutions. Next, I
examine a case of political mobilization in contemporary India and demonstrate
that an announcement by the Government of India in 1990 to implement affirmative action for lower-status groups was followed by a rise in the right-wing vote
share for the Bharatiya Janata Party after 1990. Using survey data and electoral
data, I finds that both wealthy and poor upper-status Indians voted for the rightwing after 1990 in places where there was greater status inequality in 1931 – a
pattern that did not exist in previous elections. These findings provide evidence
for the claim that when upper-status groups face threats to their social standing,
cross-class solidarities emerge in support of anti-redistribution parties.
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Part I
Chapters

1

1

Overview

Fiscal capacity – the ability of the state to extract direct taxes – is arduous to
build because of the degree of technical and bureaucratic expertise required to
administer such taxes. Scholars have argued that factors that contribute to good
capacity are typically macro-historical in nature, such as war-making, colonialism,
or accidents of geography (Tilly 1992, Centeno 1997, Herbst 2000, Engerman and
Sokollof 2005, Besley and Persson 2011), in part because ramping up capacity in
the short-run is hard (Soifer 2013). Consequently, theories of the origins of fiscal
capacity have tended to underplay the political choices and the role of political
elites in actively building or undermining the bureaucratic capacity of the state.
The theories of the origins of fiscal capacity have implications for how we
think about taxation and democratization in two ways. First, given the widely
held notion that capacity is sticky, most studies of democracy and redistribution
focus on fiscal policy – tax rates, levels of public spending, tax composition, etc.
– and not capacity. Second, it is implicit in these studies that governments will in
fact be able to undertake taxation after democratization.
This project seeks to understand why we see variations in fiscal capacity
over time and across subnational units within the same country. Using evidence
from subnational provinces in Colonial India, this dissertation project argues that
local political elites can respond to democratization by weakening fiscal capacity. They operate under the assumption that if governments are unable to extract
taxes, they will be unable to undertake effective tax-and-transfer policies. Places
2

where such a phenomenon is likely to occur are those characterized by high levels
of social-status inequality arising from historical inter-group segregation. In such
places, upper-status elites can build cross-class coalitions to weaken tax capacity
in order to minimize redistribution to newly enfranchised low-status groups.
In the first two papers of this dissertation I examine a case of limited franchise in Indian history and test my theory of the relationship between social-status
inequality and fiscal capacity. In the third paper I examine an episode of political
mobilization in contemporary India to demonstrate how challenges to social-status
can lead to the emergence of cross-class coalitions amongst upper-status groups
and create anti-redistributive coalitions in support of right-wing parties.

1.1

From 1919 to 1991: Two Cases of Political
Mobilization in India

In 1917 the British Government announced that it would undertake political reforms in the colonial Indian provinces that would give Indians an increasing share
in the administration of their governments. The reforms expanded the franchise to
a small segment of the Indian elite, introduced regular elections in the British Indian provinces, delegated responsibility for taxation and public good provision to
the elected legislators, and established a framework for federalism. In the words
of the authors of the reforms act, the reforms announcement of 1917 was
“... to be the most momentous utterance ever made in India’s chequered history. They pledge the British Government in the clearest
terms to the adoption of a new policy towards three hundred millions
of people” (Report on Indian Constitutional Reforms, page 1, 1919).
This announcement culminated in the Government of India Act of 1919,
popularly known as the Montagu-Chelmsford reforms (or the Montford reforms),
and the first election in November 1920. The elections of 1920 advanced new
groups to take political power and presented a challenge to the upper-castes who
had dominated the British bureaucracy.
3

In 1990, the Prime Minister of India, Vishwanath Pratap Singh, announced
in parliament that he would implement reservations for “Other Backward Castes”
in public-sector jobs based on the recommendations of a government special commission, popularly known as the Mandal commission. The announcement posed
a challenge to upper caste dominance in higher education and the public sector,
and was viewed as a key factor in shaping a realignment of party-systems in the
state and national elections held in 1991 and after.
The three papers of this dissertation study the responses of upper-caste
groups in power during these two episodes of lower-caste ascendance in Indian
politics.

1.2

The Argument

The papers make two central arguments. First, they advance a theory of how
groups behave in societies with hierarchical social divisions in which individuals
are born into ranked social groups and are assigned high or low status at birth.
The papers argue that in such places, the political mobilization of low ranked
groups creates a backlash from socially dominant groups who fear the loss of
privilege. Importantly, the responses of dominant groups in ranked social systems
are different from when only income or ethnic distinctions demarcate groups in a
society.
The papers then examine what forms these responses can take and make
the argument that high-status groups in power, anticipating the rise of lower-status
groups, embark on anti-redistribution strategies. High-status groups weaken the
capacity of the state to tax and limit the resources available to newly empowered
groups (Paper 1 and Paper 2), and build cross-class coalitions that create support
for right-wing parties with anti-redistribution agendas (Paper 3). They do this in
order to limit future redistribution by newly empowered lower-status groups. The
papers focus on three concepts:
Endogenous Fiscal Capacity: The key dependent variable in Paper 1 is
4

Fiscal Capacity, defined as the bureaucratic ability of the state to collect hard to
extract direct taxes. Papers 1 and 2 argue that elites from upper-status groups
can “hollow out” fiscal capacity by weakening the bureaucracy dedicated to the
collection of land taxes in colonial India, the largest sources of revenue in this
period. They demonstrate that this was indeed the case in colonial India following
the franchise announcement. The papers create novel measures of fiscal capacity
focused on tax collection, tax avoidance, and the size of the tax bureaucracy in
this period along with an examination of tax legislations before and after the
announcement to demonstrate upper-caste attempts to weaken taxation.
Status Inequality: The key predictor variable in each of these papers is status inequality, defined as differences in the distribution of acriptive social-status
across ranked groups. While the papers acknowledge that in many places economic strength goes hand in hand with social-status distinctions, they illustrate
the role of status versus income by examining the behavior of the Brahman castes
– the highest ranked caste, but not necessarily the wealthiest castes. In particular,
the papers build measures of status inequality in the Indian districts by using the
differences in the educational attainment of caste-groups from the 1931 census.
These measures rely on the intuition that places with greater differences between
Brahmans and other castes in education were places with greater caste-based status distinctions.
Brahmans as Key Actors: All three papers focus on one particular upperstatus group in the Indian case – the Brahmans. The Brahmans are considered
to be the highest ranking caste in the Indian caste-system. They conventionally
served as priests and advisors to kings. Historically, Brahmans used their ritual
position in the caste hierarchy to gain control of educational institutions, often
relying on social sanctions and segregationist practices to disallow lower castes
access to literacy. The British depended on these educated castes to staff the
colonial bureaucracy, enabling the Brahmans to monopolize government jobs and
to retain their hold on educational resources. The Brahmans, the papers argue,
were most likely to feel threatened by the rise of lower-caste groups into politics
5

in both the colonial and post-colonial era. The papers take pains to demonstrate
that it was not the economic position of Brahmans viz. a viz. newly empowered
groups (who were wealthy land-owning castes in their own right), but instead the
social-status distinctions between Brahmans and other castes that shaped their
behavior.
The main claims and findings of the three papers are summarized below.

1.3

Paper 1– Hollowing out the State: Status
inequality and Fiscal Capacity in Colonial India

Conventional wisdom suggests that democracy should lead to a growth in tax-andtransfer institutions. Theories of democratization assume, however, that newly
enfranchised voters will have at their disposal a state with the wherewithal to tax,
and in turn, that groups in power will maintain tax capacity in the face of future
redistributive threats. This project argues that elites in power can respond to
political liberalization by weakening fiscal capacity. Elites can target fiscal capacity
– the ability of the state to extract hard-to-collect direct taxes – in a number of
ways. They can reduce the size of the bureaucracy engaged in tax collection,
enact legislation that places limits on the tax bureaucracy, and engage in tax noncompliance at the time of democratization. When fiscal institutions are weakened,
newly empowered groups that come into power will have fewer resources at their
disposal to undertake redistributive agendas.
Places where such a phenomenon of bureaucratic “hollowing out” is likely
to occur are those characterized by high levels of status inequality – defined in
this paper as the differences in the distribution of ascriptive social-status amongst
groups in a society. High levels of inter-group status inequality are characteristic
of places with hierarchical social divisions typically as a result of historical systems
of slavery, aristocracy and caste system. In such places, elites can use the threat
of de-segregation and loss of ascriptive social-status to form cross-class coalitions
6

against redistribution.
This paper examines fiscal capacity in colonial Indian provinces before and
after an exogenous announcement by the British Crown in 1917 to introduce limited franchise to Indians. The paper argues that the announcement was followed
by a period of declining fiscal institutions. In particular, it makes the claim that
inter-caste status distinctions between the educated Brahman castes and the traditionally wealthy land-owning Non-Brahman castes were key to shaping politics
in this period and the subsequent development of tax institutions.
The paper uses a newly digitized historical dataset spanning 43 districts
in the provinces of Madras Presidency and Bombay Presidency between 19141925 with data from multiple colonial-era sources including the decennial census,
annual land revenue reports and quinquennial landholding records. The paper
develops novel measures of bureaucratic capacity in land taxation at the level
of the district. First, it measures annual tax collection and tax avoidance between
1914-1925. Second, in order to counter the claim that the state’s ability to monitor
avoidance may itself be a sign of capacity, it measures the change in the size of the
municipal and tax bureaucracy between 1921 to 1931. Next, the paper develops
measures of inter-caste social status distinctions by focusing on the differences
in literacy between Brahman and Non-Brahman castes. Educational differences
between Brahmans and Non-Brahmans are a particularly apt measure of status
inequality in this period because Brahmans used their ritual status as priests in
the caste hierarchy to monopolize education and subsequently access to jobs in
the colonial state.
Using hierarchical regression models, the paper demonstrates that districts
with higher inter-caste differences in education between Brahmans and NonBrahmans were associated with lower tax collections and higher tax avoidance
in the period following the reforms announcement. The districts with higher status inequality and tax avoidance in 1917 were associated with a greater decline in
the size of the fiscal bureaucracy a decade later. The results of the paper provide
evidence for the claims that high-status groups in power, anticipating the rise of
7

lower-status groups in politics, hollow out the fiscal state.

1.4

Paper 2 – The Upper-Status Backlash:
Legislation, Mobilization and Voting Behavior
in the Madras Presidency 1917-1920

Following on the empirical findings of Paper 1, this paper provides qualitative evidence of elite responses to the reforms announcement of 1917 and evidence of
caste-based political mobilization in the Madras Presidency. The paper focuses on
three aspects of contestation between groups with regards to the Indian Constitutional Reforms report - the extent to which Indians should be granted control of
the government, the extent of control over revenue institutions granted to Indians,
and the rules of franchise.
The paper argues that the reforms announcement was associated with an
emergence of divisions between elites along social-status i.e along caste between
the Brahmans and Non-Brahmans in the Madras Presidency. The lower caste elites
believed that democratization would empower upper caste politicians who would
create an exclusionary state that would replicate existing social orders within the
state. Consequently, Non-Brahman legislators in the pre-reforms council voted for
limited democratization, limited transfer of powers to local councils, and greater
control of taxation to remain with the British. In particular, they lobbied for separate electorates in the elections despite being a majority of the population. In
contrast, the Brahman legislators voted for a greater transfer of power, greater
control of taxation, and Brahmans in the Presidency participated in pro-nationalist
political mobilization and angled for single-member simple-plurality rules.
The paper has two parts. Part I describes the scope of the MontaguChelmsford reforms and demonstrates how caste differences between elites presented themselves in institutional choices made in relation to the reforms, particularly – scope of the transferred subjects to Indians, the electoral rules, and land
8

taxation. In doing so it draws on original sources documents like the legislative
debates in the Madras Legislative Council, representations to the Joint Parliamentary Committee in London, and the Southborough Franchise Commission.
In Part II, the paper examines turnout and voting behavior in the first elections in the Madras and Bombay Presidencies. It finds evidence for the claims that
higher levels of Brahman Dominance, a variable that measures social-status differences between Brahmans and other castes using educational differences was associated with lower turnout, lower likelihood of electing a “loyalist” Non-Brahman
legislator, and higher probability of electing a Brahman in the elections of 1920.

1.5

Paper 3 – When do the Poor Vote for the
Right-Wing and Why? Status inequality and the
BJP Vote in the Indian States

In 1990, the Prime Minister of India, V. P. Singh made an announcement in both
houses of parliament to implement affirmative action for lower castes in central
government jobs. The announcement in 1990 led to large-scale protests by upper
castes against the policy and a consolidation of upper-caste support for the rightwing Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) in state and parliamentary elections held in
1991 and beyond. The BJP gained popularity with both wealthy and poor uppercaste voters. The rise to national prominence of a right-wing party presents a
puzzle – what explains the popularity of right-wing parties amongst the poor?
The poor’s support for right-wing parties is surprising because it suggests
that they are voting for parties that work against their material interests. In order to explain this phenomenon, research has emphasized a range of “seconddimension” factors such as religion, ethnic ties, nationalism and time-horizons
that weaken the link between income and vote choice.
Building on these second-dimension theories, this paper argues that in societies with hierarchical divisions that endow groups with ascriptive social-status,
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right-wing parties can build cross-class coalitions by emphasizing the threat to the
social dominance of high-status groups. In these ranked social systems, voters are
likely to value both the psychological benefits of associating with high-status members as well as the material benefits that they can access due to the segregated
and endogamous nature of groups in hierarchical systems. When poor high-status
voters face challenges to their social location, they can be wooed by right-wing
parties with appeals to group status.
Using the Indian states as the illustrative case, the paper examines the response of Brahman voters, the priestly caste that is considered to be the highest
ranking caste in the caste-system. Brahmans have used their ritual status in the
caste hierarchy to historically control access to education. The paper uses newly
digitized data at the level of the sub-district on caste size and caste literacy from
the 1931 census to develop a historical measure of Brahman Dominance in education. The variable is a measure of the over representation of Brahmans amongst
the literate population in the electoral district over its actual population in 1931
and serves as a proxy for the extent of inter-caste status distinctions.
Using ordinary least square models on a dataset of 1089 assembly constituencies in six states, the paper finds that higher Brahman Dominance in the
constituency in 1931 was associated with greater increase in the vote share for
the BJP after 1990, a pattern that did not exist in previous elections. Next, in order to demonstrate the link between status and vote choice, the paper uses survey
data from the 2004 National Elections to study the BJP vote amongst Brahmans
vis. a vis. other caste groups. Using generalized linear logistic linear models, I find
that Brahmans who lived in constituencies with higher levels of Brahman dominance in 1931 were more likely to vote for the BJP compared with both Brahmans
who lived in areas with low Brahman dominance, and compared with other caste
groups. Importantly, poor Brahmans were more likely to vote for the BJP and to
hold anti-redistribution views compared to even wealthy Brahmans in constituencies with higher levels of Brahman dominance in 1931. These regressions further provide evidence for the claims of this paper that anti-redistributive support
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emerge amongst poor upper-status voters in places with high status inequality.

1.6

Contributions

The papers of this dissertation contribute to four distinct areas of study in Comparative Politics: Redistributive Politics, Ethnic Politics, Taxation, and Indian Politics.
In this section I summarize these contributions:
Redistributive Politics: Conventional political economy theories that
claim that an expansion of the electorate is associated with an increase in taxation
because of the preferences of the poorer median-voter are built on the assumption
that income is the key dimension around which voters are organized in a polity as
shown in Figure 1.1 (Meltzer and Richard 1981, Romer 1975). The implications
of these models guide theories of democratization that argue that wealthy elites
will defer democracy if they anticipate taxation (Acemoglu and Robinson 2006,
Boix 2003). The findings of this project suggest that elites in some contexts may
not resist democratization if they can create coalitions using an alternate dimension of hierarchy than simply economic class in a polity. Social status can enable
cross-class coalitions in support of anti-redistribution agendas.
Figure 1.1: Illustration of Class Politics

Ethnic Politics: Theories of ethnic politics typically emphasize the role of
ethnicity in enabling “minimum winning coalitions” or “ethnic head counting” to
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win elections and redistribute state patronage (Posner 2005, Chandra 2004, Bates
1983). These theories are largely agnostic about the internal characteristics of
these groups such as income (Figure 1.2). One limitation of pure patronage based
theories is that any coalition of ethnic groups that a party puts together based on
patronage pay offs could be undercut by another coalition of groups if at least
one group (in the initial coalition) is made better off. Recent research has argued
that more resilient coalitions can emerge if some ethnic groups are wealthy and
others are poor given the alignment of policy-preferences of cooperating groups.
But even these arguments cannot explain what the poor voters in the wealthy
ethnic groups get in return for cooperation with their co-ethnics. The status-based
theory in the project enables us to distinguish between ethnic systems that are
ranked by status and others that are not. It is in these ranked ethnic systems that
cross-class coalitions amongst co-ethnics can lead to durable ethnic coalitions. It
is also in these ethnic systems we see the emergence of cooperating groups who
are similarly endowed in status versus others that are not.
Figure 1.2: Illustration of Ethnic Politics

Unlike the pure income-based politics in Figure 1.1 or patronage-based ethnic politics in Figure 1.2 , the claims of this dissertation can summarized in Figure
1.3. In this figure, the Red ethnic group ranks high on average income while the
Green ethnic group ranks low on income. But in this system there is a seconddimension of hierarchy which endows Green ethnic group with greater social12

status than the Red group. This is the case that best approximates the Brahmans
of the colonial era and serves to explain how status viz. a viz income or ethnicity
shapes behavior.
Figure 1.3: Illustration of Status Politics versus Ethnicity or Class

Taxation: A key contribution of this project is to view fiscal capacity –
the ability to extract direct taxes – as endogenous in the short-term. Studies of
fiscal capacity typically emphasize the difficulty involved in identifying potential
tax payers and shaking them down. The sophisticated bureaucracy involved in
tax collection is therefore viewed as accruing over long periods of time and as a
consequence of macro-historical events such as war-making (Tilly 1992, Centeno
1997). The stickiness of taxation is also implicit in studies of democratization,
as scholars assume that newly empowered voters will in fact have the ability to
extract taxes from the wealthy if they wished to do so. This project provides new
insights into why the connection between democracy and taxation might be weak
by focusing on how elites weaken the fiscal bureaucracy. The findings of this
project speak more broadly to the link between political expansion and taxation
by shifting the focus from Fisal Policy to Fiscal Capacity. The papers add to a
growing body of literature on the critical role of elites in tax development (Mares
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and Queralt 2015, Albertus 2015).
Indian Politics: States in present day India have constitutionally guaranteed broad fiscal powers and control expenditures on most public goods including
rural development, industries, health, education, irrigation and agricultural development. States also play a key role in the implementation of centrally financed
schemes such as the recently enacted National Rural Employment Guarantee Act
(NREGA) and the national food security bill. According to political economists
Rao and Singh (2005), state governments in India were responsible for more than
50% of total state expenditures between 1960-1992. Consequently, studies of
states’ fiscal performance overwhelming tend to focus on the expenditure side
(Bardhan 1988, Nooruddin and Chhibber, Keefer and Khemani 2009).
In contrast to the expenditure powers, economists typically characterize
states’ revenue generation powers as limited. They argue that the center retains
control of more lucrative taxes such as personal income tax, corporation taxes and
customs duties. The states on the other hand collect tax revenues from agricultural
revenue, property, stamp duties on capital transactions, liquor and sales taxes. Few
studies exist of the effects of politics on taxation policies in the states.1
The low level of scholarly interest in the study of provincial taxation in
India possibly owes to the belief that state taxes just don’t matter to the same
extent as central taxes as it is difficult for states to maximize revenues from politically strong agricultural constituents. Yet some states were able to raised 90%
of their revenues through state taxes and over 14% of their total budgets through
property, land, and agricultural taxes as compared to zero in others. Historically
too, states have diverged in their ability to raise taxes with some states like Kerala
and Tamilnadu increasing state tax contributions while those like Haryana and
Madhya Pradesh reducing their intake between 1957–1997.2

1

One notable exception is Stuti Khemani’s (2004) work on political business cycles in taxation
where she finds that politicians tend to target specific interest groups during election years by
reducing specific commodity taxes.
2

These figures are available through the “Handbook of Statistics on Indian Economy” on the
the Reserve Bank of India website www.rbi.org
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A more significant omission in scholarly works has been the near total silence over the political origins of the federal tax structure in India and an examination of what kinds of political, economic and sociological factors might have
resulted in the development of the types of tax institutions we see in the Indian
states today.3 The present federal revenue structure was created through the implementation of the Montford reforms and has remained remarkably unchanged
in the post-independence period. The reforms resulted in a significant devolution
of powers and responsibilities to the provincial councils which would for the first
time contain a considerable number of elected Indian members. The act gave the
councils power over the development and administration of education, health, law
and order policy and more significantly allowed the councils total control over receipts from land revenue, liquor taxes, judicial stamps and registration fees. The
Government of India retained control over personal income tax, company tax,
customs duties, the salt and opium incomes and income provides by the postal,
telegraph and railways services.
The dissertation’s findings suggest that the structure of the caste system at
the provincial-level and the degree of caste-based status inequality in these states
had an important role to play in shaping elite preferences for tax institutions.
Figure 1.4 illustrates the relationship between the size of Brahman caste groups
in the Indian states and the proportion of direct taxes to total taxes collected in
each state. We see that when upper castes are greatly outnumbered, states perform much better than when upper castes outnumber lower castes. This pattern
suggests that competitive dynamics between Brahmans and others has some association with the degree of tax collections at the state-level. While current data
on Indian states gives us a sense how both taxation and caste structures co-vary,
they cannot convincingly tell us whether the caste structures of the state caused
low-capacity tax institutions to emerge in the state. Instead I have relied on a

3

A notable exception is the work by Rao and Singh (2005) on the the political economy of fiscal
federalism in India but their book focuses almost entirely on the intrastate politics and center-state
politics of taxation in the post independence period
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Figure 1.4: Status Inequality and Taxation in Contemporary India
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historical episode of franchise expansion to test my causal theory of the effects of
status politics on tax institutions.
The dissertation also contributes to the large literature on caste in India.
Scholars working on caste and voting have typically examined the mobilization
of lower castes into politics and the effects of political quotas and affirmative
action on lower caste developmental outcomes (Jaffrelot 2005, Chandra 2004,
Chauchard 2014, Jensenius 2015). This paper offers new insights by focusing on
how upper castes responded to challenges to their social dominance.

1.7

Generalizability

The Indian states were an ideal case for testing the claims of this project on the
relationship between status inequality on the one hand and fiscal capacity and
right-wing voting on the other because of the unique feature of the ranked castesystem that endowed Brahmans social-status even if they were not wealthy castes.
One objection a reader might have to the findings of this project is the usefulness
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of the findings to other contexts where high-status and wealthy groups may not
be distinctly identifiable. Figure 1.5 in the left panel show societies where ranked
status-based racial groups overlap with class location such as the United States
or South Africa owing to legacies of slavery and apartheid. In these countries,
the lower-status groups were also poorest. In the right panel are societies with
historical ranked orders such as aristocracy where once again class and status
overlap.
Figure 1.5: Illustration of Societies were Status, Class and Ethnicity Overlap

The projects findings suggest that even in these contexts, the role of status
can explain why cross-class solidarities emerge amongst the upper-status groups.
In both the US and South Africa, while blacks where the poorest groups, there was
variation in the class-location of the upper-status whites. In these cases, we can
argue that the threat from advancement of blacks was associated with an increase
in the willingness of poor whites to vote along with wealthy whites and to go
along with the strategy of minimizing tax collection.
In a paper with Steven White using county-level data from the 11 the former Confederate states between 1850 and 1880, I examine the relationship between slavery and fiscal capacity in three periods: the antebellum era (pre-1860),
the Reconstruction era (1865-77), and the Redemption era (post-1877).4 We use
per capita county taxes collected and age-heaping in census data to study the bu4

The 11 states include Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Texas, Virginia and Tennessee.
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reaucratic ability of the state to extract taxes in this period. We model these on the
proportions of slave population, slaver holders and free blacks in 1860. We find
that in places where the threat of African American emancipation was the greatest, the end of the Civil War was associated with an increase in taxation and better bureaucratic quality under an occupying North. Once Reconstruction ended,
however such areas were more likely to see a weakening of fiscal capacity. Importantly, the change in tax capacity between the Reconstruction and Redemption
eras were associated with contemporary taxation in the American South, indicating that strategies to weaken taxation had long-term effects.
Figure 1.6: Status Inequality and Taxation in the American South after the Civil
War
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Figure 1.6 plots the log of per capita county taxes collected in the counties
of the 11 Confederate states. County taxes comprised largely of property taxes
in the 19th century in the American South and we a major source of revenue in
this period. The graph on the left plots the Log County Taxes Per Capita in the
Reconstruction era against proportion of slaves in each county in the last Census
taken before the American Civil War in 1860. We find that, under an occupying
North in the decade following the end of the war, there is a positive relationship
between taxation and proportion of slaves as predicted by conventional political
economy models. In the Redemption era however, as shown in the graph on
the right panel, there is a negative relationship as white elites undermined tax
18

institutions.
The findings of this study resonate with recent research in American politics
that finds that counties with higher levels of slave holdings in the period prior
to the civil war are associated with higher levels of support for the right-wing
Republican party and higher levels of racial animosity amongst whites (Acharya,
Blackwell and Sen 2014).

1.8

Conclusion

In this project I have argued that an overlooked factor in studies of democratization is fiscal capacity, defined here as the bureaucratic capacity of the state to
engage in direct taxation. I made the claim that elites anticipating democratization could weaken the tax bureaucracy to limit future redistribution. In such
places, an expansion of the electorate was associated with a “hollowing out” of
fiscal capacity.
Political consensus to build and maintain tax institutions is predicated on
elite cooperation. In multi-ethnic societies with high levels of status inequality and
hierarchical social divisions between groups, democratization creates a backlash
from socially dominant groups in power who fear the loss of privilege. Consequently, these elites can create cross-class coalitions in favor of weakening the
fiscal state in order to limit its redistributive potential.
In the first empirical paper, I examined the effects of an exogenous episode
of franchise expansion on the tax bureaucracy in early 20th century British India.
I found that district-level land tax collections, the biggest source of revenue in that
era, began to decline precisely when democratization occurred. I argued that status inequality between the upper-caste Brahmans, who dominated the British state
as well as Indian society, and Non-Brahmans, who despite being large landowning
castes were considered social inferiors, explained where tax institutions declined
and where they remained robust.
Using archival British-era sources, I built a dataset spanning 43 districts
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between 1911-1931 in the Bombay and Madras provinces. I relied on land revenue reports, the decennial caste census, and quinquennial landholding records to
develop measures of bureaucratic quality and tax collection efforts in the Indian
districts. I used differences in the educational endowments between Brahmans
and Non-Brahmans to proxy for status inequality. Using, hierarchical regression
techniques and controlling for a range of alternative explanations I found evidence
for my claims.
In the second empirical paper of the dissertation, I explored the mechanisms through which fiscal retrenchment occurred by examining the roll-call voting behavior of the Brahman legislators who dominated the pre-reform councils
on taxation before and after the reforms. It argued that a fragmented Brahman
elite began to develop into a more cohesive voting block in the legislature and
attempted to weaken revenue institutions while in power in the old nominated
British councils, a trend that continued into the newly elected councils.
In the third empirical paper on how historical social inequality shaped
present-day voting behavior, I demonstrated that an announcement by the Government of India in 1989 to implement affirmative action for lower castes in higher
education was followed by a dramatic rise in the right-wing vote share in state
elections after 1990. It argued that affirmative action policies were a direct challenge to Brahman dominance in education, an important marker of social privilege. Using measures of caste size and caste literacy at the tehsil (sub-district)
level from the 1931 census, I merged demographic data into present-day electoral
constituencies. I found evidence for the claim that greater Brahman dominance in
education in 1931 was associated with greater right-wing voting after 1990, a pattern that did not exist in previous elections. Using survey data, I found that both
wealthy and poor Brahmans tended to vote for the right-wing in constituencies
where Brahmans were dominant in 1931. The paper provided further evidence
for the claims of my dissertation that cross-class solidarities emerged in support
of anti-redistribution parties in places where the social dominance of groups was
threatened.
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While this project has investigated the link between status inequality and
fiscal capacity before and after an expansion of the franchise, it leaves open the
possibility that elites may consider other types of state capacity differently from
fiscal capacity. One extension of this project would be to investigate the relationship between law and order capacity such as investments into the police force and
courts to examine whether similar mechanisms are at play.
The findings of this study have implications for how we understand the relationship between political participation on the one hand and citizen expectations
of fiscal policy on the other. It is possible that in places where the wealthy cannot credibly be taxed, that the wealthy do not participate in politics (Kasara and
Suryanarayan 2015). In such places, parties cannot make appeals to the wealthy
based on fiscal policy resulting in both a lower turnout of the wealthy on election
and lower levels of class-based voting by wealthy and poor voters.
Finally, it is possible that places with weak fiscal capacity are places where
politicians are more likely to make ethnic-based appeals. If this is the case than
the weakening of fiscal capacity might be associated with an increase in ethnic
voting before and after an expansion of the franchise or an increase in the political
mobilization of lower-status ethnic groups.
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2

Hollowing out the State: Status Inequality and Fiscal
Capacity in Colonial India

2.1

Introduction

Studies on the origins of fiscal capacity emphasize the difficulty of building robust
tax institutions. Effective taxation requires a sophisticated infrastructure that can
identify tax-payers and “shake them down”. Because of the extent of bureaucratic
capacity required to undertake taxation, this capacity is viewed as “sticky”, as
accruing over long periods of time, and as a product of macro-historical events
such as war-making or colonialism (Tilly 1992, Centeno 1997).
The stickiness of fiscal capacity is implicit in the studies of democratization
and taxation more broadly. Canonical models in political economy argue that democratization is associated with an increase in taxation because of the preferences
of the now poorer median-voter (Meltzer and Richard 1981, Romer 1975). This
literature assumes that the state has the capacity to tax at the time of democratization, enabling elected politicians to deliver on tax policy. To the extent research
has questioned this assumption, it has shown that the link between democracy
and taxation is weakened when there is low capacity (Soifer 2013).
This paper examines the relationship between democratization and fiscal
capacity and argues that political elites in power can respond to the rise of new
groups to power by limiting the ability of the state to tax citizens in the future.
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Critically, incumbent elites possess an advantage in the understanding of how
complex institutions of taxation function and have the ability to manipulate these
institutions. They can “hollow out” tax institutions in several ways including by
reducing the numbers of bureaucrats involved in the process of identifying tax
payers and enforcing tax laws, by enacting legislation that can limit the power
of the bureaucracy to undertake tax related record keeping, and by flouting tax
payments and starving the state at the time of expected democratization. Consequently, newly enfranchised groups that come into power have at their disposal a
considerably weakened tax bureaucracy.
Using fiscal development in the Indian colonies as the illustrative case, I
demonstrate that an announcement by the British government in 1917 to introduce limited franchise and institutions of self-government in the Indian provinces
was followed by a period of declining land taxation; the single largest source of
revenue in that period. Why did this occur?
Recent work on the relationship between democratization and inequality
has focused on the role of inter-group competition. Ansell and Samuels (2014)
examine the consequences of competition between landed incumbent elites and
rising capitalist elites on the likelihood of redistribution after democratization.
Rising elites may seek limited democratization in order to limit expropriation by
an authoritarian state. Their findings suggest that it is not simple economic inequality but rather inter-sectoral competition that explains support for democratization. Separately, studies of ethnic politics have found that greater levels of
inter-group economic inequality, or ethnic inequality, are associated with lower
levels of public good provision (Baldwin and Huber 2010, Alesina et al 2015).
Building on these findings, this paper argues that in multi-ethnic societies,
elites can be divided along a cleavage called “social-status”. Status distinctions
between groups arise in societies with hierarchical social orders. We observe persistent social-status distinctions between groups in a number of countries with a
history of slavery, aristocracy, colonialism, and the caste-system. Of central importance to “high-status” elites is their rank in the social hierarchy which they
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preserve and perpetuate through their control of segregated institutions. When
low-status elites make claims on institutions, high-status elites experience both a
psychological threat to their dominance in the social order, and a material threat
to benefits from institutions that were critical to maintaining status distinctions in
the first place. While status distinctions and economic inequality between ethnic
groups often go hand in hand, this paper argues that it is the threat to the socialstatus of groups that is salient, and not the economic difference, when it comes
to building shared fiscal institutions. This is because high-status groups fear the
prospect of shared public goods after democratization that will be funded by the
state. Consequently, elites from high-status social groups can create coalitions in
favor of weakening the fiscal bureaucracy in order to limit the size of the state
under the control of newly empowered low-status groups.
The paper tests these claims by examining an episode of limited democratization and fiscal capacity development in 43 districts in two colonial Indian
provinces, the Bombay and Madras presidency, between 1914-1925.1 There are
several advantages to examining the Bombay and Madras provinces over this time
period. First, the franchise reforms occurred around the end of the First World
War in response to demands in the English parliament for greater self-governance
in the colonies and at the behest of British India officials. While Indians had made
increasingly strident demands for greater representation in the colonial-era governments starting the previous decade, the announcement in 1917 to enact the
reforms came suddenly and were seen as largely exogenous to the local politics
of these two provinces. This paper takes advantage of the surprise element of the
announcement to examine attempts by groups in power in the British bureaucracy
to weaken taxation between 1917-1920. This was the period following the first
announcement by the British Crown about impending franchise reforms in India

1

Following independence the two provinces were subsequently split into multiple states and
account for roughly 250 million Indian citizens today. The Bombay Presidency split into Maharashtra, Gujarat and parts of Karnataka and Madhya Pradesh. The Madras Presidency split into
Tamil Nadu, extensive parts of coastal Andhra Pradesh and smaller portions of Kerala, Karnataka
and Orissa.
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and before the first election of 1920, when dominant social groups in positions of
power in the British bureaucracy anticipating the ascendance of “low born” groups
to politics, attempted to weaken tax institutions.
Second, the caste system prevalent in India at the time of the first franchise
was a system of hierarchical social stratification characterized by caste segregation
and which endowed one group in particular, the Brahmans, a dominant position in
society and in the British bureaucracy. While the Brahmans in this period were of
a high-status, they were not the wealthiest castes. In fact, the newly enfranchised
land-owning and capitalist Non-Brahman castes were wealthier than Brahmans in
this period but had been largely excluded from positions in the state. This case
therefore allows me to examine the role the status cleavage played in elite calculations of the incumbent Brahmans and newly mobilizing wealthy Non-Brahmans.
Finally, the two provinces shared many institutional characteristics most
important of which were their land-tenure systems, the degree of administrative
development under the British, and the relatively similar size of land holdings
and land inequality in their districts. This allows us to identify the effects of
varying status inequality on fiscal capacity development while controlling for other
institutional and economic factors.2
The paper uses a newly digitized historical dataset comprising of the 43
districts between 1914–1925. It measures fiscal hollowing out in several ways.
Using British-era annual land revenue documents, I first measure the extent of
tax-collection and tax-avoidance in the districts between 1914-1925 in order to
document short-term fluctuations in taxation in response to the reforms announcement. Second, to counter the potential concern that the ability of the state to
monitor avoidance may itself be a sign of high capacity, I measure the change in
municipal and village level employment of the bureaucracy engaged in tax collection and administration in the Indian districts between 1921 to 1931. I create
2

For instance, the southern and western states that emerged from these provinces are often
seen as better performing than their northern and eastern counterparts largely due to the land
tenure systems in these regions (Banerjee and Iyer 2005). This paper shows that districts within
these provinces developed differing fiscal capacity despite having the same land-tenure systems.
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a comparative static for status inequality using data on the size and education
of caste groups from the 1921 and 1931 censuses. Given the prestige accorded
to high-caste Brahmans as the educated elite and the caste norms that prevented
lower castes from attending schools, I argue that examining educational inequality between Brahmans and Non-Brahmans is a particularly compelling measure of
status inequality in this period.
Using these measures and hierarchical models with district and year random effects, the paper shows that districts with higher levels of status inequality
experienced lower tax collections and higher tax avoidance in the post-reform
era, a trend that does not exist in the period before. Furthermore, Ordinary Least
Square models show that the districts with high status inequality and high tax
avoidance in 1917-1918 are associated with a decline in the tax bureaucracy a
decade later, suggesting that strategies of tax non-compliance had longer term effects on district-level fiscal capacity. Surprisingly, land inequality is not associated
with a decline in the size of the fiscal bureaucracy, contradicting claims by historians who have suggested that the stagnation of land revenue institutions were a
consequence of pressures from agrarian districts.
Studies of ethnic politics that emphasize inter-group inequality have examined the relationship between ethnic inequality and public good provision. By
emphasizing factors that limited revenue generation, this paper provides insights
on how groups can target fiscal capacity instead of fiscal policy in anticipation of
democratization. This paper contributes to a growing body of scholarship on endogenous institutions. Elites facing the prospect of an uncertain future attempt to
set the rules of the game in order to entrench their positions (Boix 1999, Rokkan
1970). Unlike the electoral institutions emphasized by these scholars I examine
elite efforts to engineer fiscal institutions. This paper also contributes to a growing
body of work that has argued that elite cooperation is essential to the expansion
of taxation. Wealthy elites willingly tax themselves in a range of circumstances
including and most notably under the threat of war. Elites might also do this to
provide more public goods (Lizzeri and Persico 2004), in order to defer the threat
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of democratization (Mares and Queralt 2015), and when wealthy elites feel obligated to poor members of their society through a common notion of citizenship
(Lieberman 2003). I examine the converse – under what circumstances do elites
undermine existing levels of tax capacity?

2.2

Explaining Variations in Fiscal Capacity

A central claim in studies of fiscal-capacity is that capacity building is arduous
and occurs very slowly.3 Scholars start from the premise that a strong fiscal bureaucracy is required to administer direct taxation. Direct taxes, however, are
notoriously hard to collect and require the development of a sophisticated tax
infrastructure that can accurately identify potential tax-payers, quantify their tax
burden and effectively “shake them down”. In addition, a strong fiscal state should
also be able to punish tax avoiders to ensure compliance to tax obligations. Because of the extent of professionalization and technical know-how required in
designing a bureaucratic state, this capacity is typically viewed as developing over
long-periods of time. Consequently, the factors cited as explaining variations in
state-capacity are macro-historical such as repeated engagement in international
wars, the consequence of colonial extractive institutions or the accident of geography (Engerman and Sokoloff 2005, Tilly 1992, Centeno 1997, Besley and
Persson 2011, Herbst 2000). Recent scholarship has also demonstrated that building capacity in the short-run is nearly impossible and examples of where this has
occurred are rare (Slater 2010). Consequently, most studies of the relationship
between fiscal capacity and political outcomes, take capacity to be sticky in the
short-run (Levitsky and Way 2010).
An overlooked factor in theories of the origins of fiscal capacity is that elites
in power, facing the threat of democratization, will use tools in their possession
to undermine the redistributive capacity of the state. If the threat of taxation
3

I use state-capacity, bureaucratic-capacity, extractive-capacity and fiscal capacity interchangeably to mean the ability of the state to collect direct taxes
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is paramount, it is possible that a group in power might aim to hollow out the
state in order to prevent future redistribution. While fiscal capacity is sticky and
difficult to build, weakening it may not be so especially if the elites in power have
a disproportionate advantage in both access to the state prior to democratization
and the experience and technical know-how on its bureaucratic functioning.
One reason that theories don’t consider this possibility is that elite political
consensus is often implicit in theories of the development and implementation of
taxation. Scholars have found that in a range of circumstance, wealthy elites willingly implement taxation. Most notably this occurs under the threat of war when
national survival and the larger public good supersedes private interest (Besley
and Persson 2011). More recently, Isabela Mares and Didac Queralt (2015) argue
that elites may willingly tax themselves in contexts of limited franchise and high
land-holding inequality in order to defer the more punitive costs of full democracy.
In turn, elites may also seek the franchise because they anticipate greater support
for public goods such as infrastructure or public health from the new electorate
that could lead to healthier workers and human capital improvements (Lizzeri
and Persico 2004). While these examples delve more on changes in tax policy
from elite calculations rather than fiscal capacity, what they demonstrate is that
the history of taxation in many Western European countries, that inform a great
deal of the taxation literature, is often a story of elite cooperation in maintaining
robust tax institutions for the larger public good. Unlike the Western European
countries that experienced both a gradual increase in state-building and the franchise, in many countries, particularly in the post-colonial context, democratization
was imposed from the outside and occurred in a relatively short span of time. In
such instances, it cannot be assumed that elites anticipating an increase in the
franchise would be willing to support and maintain extractive institutions set up
to serve a more limited group of interests. Instead it examines why elites might
attempt to weaken these institutions in anticipation of electoral politics. In order
to develop a theory of when a phenomenon fiscal “hollowing out” occurs, I rely on
insights gained from studies of democratization and redistribution on what builds
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elite consensus for investing in redistributive institutions.

A Theory of Fiscal Weakening – Status inequality and Political
Consensus on Taxation
Arguments about how future democratization shape elite interests typically focus on the differences in the economic endowments of those in power and those
without. Inequality is expected to factor into wealthy elites’ calculations of future
payoffs under democracy and where they lose economically, they are likely to to
use a range of techniques to defer democratization. When falling levels of inequality or increased asset mobility reduce elite fears, democracy arrives endogenously.
The ensuing electoral politics in these places plays out as a competition between
wealthy and poor voters, with the wealthy supporting parties that advocate lower
taxation and the poor supporting pro-redistribution parties. Both wealthy and
poor voters rely on strong fiscal capacity to make credible class-based appeals.4
In addition, as the previous section notes, many wealthy elites too rely on the
state for non-redistributive functions such as the military or security that can safeguard business interests. Consequently, we are unlikely to see attempts to weaken
capacity in such contexts.
In many societies however, groups of individuals differ from each other not
just on an economic dimension, but also on non-economic dimensions of race, ethnicity, or religion. In such contexts it is conceivable that groups in power maybe
able to use non-economic appeals to build coalitions of wealthy and poor voters,
hence considerably reducing the redistributive threat of the state under democracy. But the extent to which ethnic identity mitigates class threat to elites depends on the extent to which ethnic groups vary in their material endowments.
If both ethnic Group A and ethnic Group B in a society have similar distributions of wealthy and poor voters, ethnic differences may matter less to politics as
4

Relatedly, Kasara and Suryanarayan (2015) argue, there is a positive correlation between the
electoral participation of the wealthy and fiscal capacity because the wealthy are likely to be wooed
by fiscal policy only in places where the threat of taxation is credible.
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class-based parties could easily strip away poor members of both ethnic groups to
demand greater representation and redistribution. Consequently, electoral politics after democratization in such contexts is likely to resemble class politics, and
elites in power are likely to anticipate this in their expectations of future electoral
payoffs,.
If ethnic group identity and economic well-being overlap however, as in
if all members of ethnic Group A are wealthier than members of Group B, then
ethnic and class identity reinforce each other and these overlapping cleavages
could exacerbate inter-group hostility, increase the likelihood of ethnic appeals in
politics, and result in sub-optimal redistributive outcomes (Baldwin and Huber
2010, Huber and Suryanarayan 2016, Alesina et al. 2015). In such a scenario it is
conceivable that elites in power maybe able to undertake fiscal weakening because
they can convince their co-ethnics to accept a future with lower redistribution for
all citizens as those bearing the costs of lower redistribution will be members of
the other Group B. Yet it is not clear even in this context why poorer members of
the wealthy ethnic group cannot be made be made better off with some promise of
future redistribution. More critically, the members of wealthy ethnic groups may
still use the fiscal resources of the state to disproportionately reward their own
ethnic groups.
If neither class politics not ethnic politics is likely to be associated with a
weakening in fiscal capacity, when might groups engage in such a strategy? This
paper argues that in some societies, groups differ from each other not just on a
material dimension or ethnic dimension, but also in terms of their location in a
hierarchical social structure that is assigned at birth. In such societies, there are
two competing ideas of hierarchy that form the basis for redistributing power resources to groups. The first is a hierarchy based purely on material welfare that
divides society into rich and poor groups, both shaping how these groups view
the state and engendering a politics of redistribution along a material dimension
as predicted by conventional tax-and-transfer models. The second is a hierarchy of social-status derived from non-material sources of power such as religious
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superiority, racial superiority, aristocratic or royal privileges, or colonial heritage
that come from specific historical experiences, and which then interfere with the
development of a politics based purely on material payoffs.
Societies with hierarchical social orders are characterized by high levels of
status inequality between groups. In such contexts, memberships into groups are
determined by birth and groups are ranked along a dimension of privilege – closeness to royalty, ritual or religious superiority, the color of one’s skin, etc. The basis
for ranking is often non-material in nature and, as a result, changes in the material
well-being of individuals within groups does not increase or decrease their superiority in the ranked system. Groups follow prescribed norms of interactions with
each other in public and have limited interactions in private (through marriages,
birth or death rituals). Groups also tend not to share public goods such as schools,
parks, water sources or other social services. Finally, individuals often make decisions in a manner that takes account the well-being of a group as a whole rather
than individuals.
In a system where this second dimension exists, following democratization,
poor upper-status individuals side with wealthy upper-status members with whom
they share status privileges in order to limit the scope of the state. They do this
to prevent class-based politics from emerging as a shift in focus from a hierarchy
of status to one based on material contestation between groups fundamentally
challenges the primacy of the status regime. If upper/lower status on the second dimension stops mattering, and wealthy/rich starts to become important then
inter-group status boundaries are erased, and historically important status markers become less valuable. In order to prevent an alternative class-based schema of
hierarchy from establishing itself, upper status groups attempt to weaken the state
to keep it ineffective as a means of social mobility and to retain their status superiority in the non-state arena. More specifically, groups forego material rewards in
one dimension in order to preserve the status rewards in the second dimension of
hierarchy.
What forms do these rewards take? Typically scholars of ethnic, racial or
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even status politics emphasize the psychological benefits poor members of groups
gain from within-group solidarities. Individuals forego tangible material benefits
for the psychological benefits gained from associating themselves with co-ethnics
or by substituting material benefits with expectations of future payoff or social
insurance from religion (Shayo 2009, Scheve and Stasavage 2006, Alesina and La
Ferrara 2005). In addition, scholars also highlight loss-aversion, i.e., the fear poor
upper status individuals experience when lower status groups become wealthy
(McClendon 2012) which leads them to choose suboptimal redistributive outcomes.
In my argument, while poor upper-status individuals do gain psychological
benefits, that is not the main motivation guiding their behavior. Poor upper-status
individuals who comply with overall group strategies also gain access to assets that
are critical to maintaining status superiority and inter-group boundaries. These
might take the form of thick cultural assets, endogamy, group religious rituals, as
well as access to private institutions controlled by wealthy upper-status elites. Poor
upper-status individuals substitute material redistributive rewards from the state
with “status assets” from their community. Consequently, the strategies adopted
by upper status groups can take the form of “hollowing out” without the poorer
members of these status groups feeling a loss of economic redistribution.
Put simply, this second-dimension of hierarchy based on social location is
likely to make it hard for groups to come to a common consensus on the role of
the state and who it serves. “High born” groups are unlikely to accept a scenario
where lower-status groups govern and control institutions. It is in this situation
that groups might actively attempt to weaken the state in anticipation of franchise. The argument here echoes those made by Evan Lieberman (2003) and
Prerna Singh (2010) on the positive effect of nationalism and sub-nationalism in
creating a notion of “we-ness” between wealthy and poor groups that enable better redistributive outcomes. The social hierarchy argument here suggests that this
notion of “we-ness” is possible to create in contexts where groups feel they are
similarly located in the social hierarchy viz. a viz. others, be it amongst whites in
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South Africa or largely middle and backward castes in the state of Kerala in India.
We can observe the efforts of upper status groups to weaken taxation in
specific time periods of democratic liberalization when upper status groups face
threats to their social location. Such periods of democratization are followed by
weakening bureaucratic capacity of the state to tax.

Status inequality in Colonial India
In several of the examples of status societies described above, economic well-being
coincides with status privileges. White plantation owners, European aristocrats,
and colonial settlers were wealthier than the lowest status groups in these contexts. Consequently, any empirical analysis analyzing the impact of status on fiscal
development will find it challenging to untangle the effects of status as opposed
to material considerations at play in shaping the preferences of these groups. The
presence of a status cleavage in many cases also coincides with racial, ethnic,
or tribal differences; suggesting that ethnicity might be the overriding factor in
shaping non-material preferences rather than status differences. The status claims
presented here can be restated as ethnic inequality arguments.
An instructive case where we can isolate the effects of social hierarchy from
material well-being is the Indian caste system. Caste in India is a “hereditary,
endogamous, usually localized group, having a traditional association with an
occupation and a particular position in the hierarchy of castes” (Srinivas 1962,
3). Relations between castes have been governed by notions of ritual pollution
and purity, and caste membership plays a critical role in guiding marriage and
religious customs. Caste categories could refer to the varna system, where caste
groups are categorized into five broad categories of Brahmans (priests), Kshatriya
(warrior), Vaishya (merchant), Shudras (backward castes), and the caste groups
that lie outside the varna system (the former untouchables).
Caste could also refer to thousands of jatis or localized subcastes that are
often smaller in size and where members of any two jatis might be similar in the
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caste hierarchy of status if they belong to the same umbrella category of caste. The
jati of an individual, while guiding decisions relating to who he can marry or what
rituals he might practice, is less restrictive of how he associates with other jatis of
the same caste in spatial or institutional settings. The categorization of castes
therefore presents both a horizontal ethnic dimension where different subcaste
groups could have roughly similar levels of social standing but engage in different
cultural and ritual practices, and a vertical ethnic dimension where location in a
caste increases or decreases a person’s social standing (Horowitz 1985).
One group in particular, the Brahman caste, has been historically viewed
as the head of the caste order. The Brahmans largely derived their power from
advisory roles to kings or as priests, and have long held a monopoly on educational
access in the Indian provinces. These castes in local, village-level settings often
segregated themselves from other groups and maintained exclusive control over
educational institutions, water sources, and temples.
Brahmans and the British State. The British, in many parts of India, from the
very beginning of the colonial era in late 18th century began to rely on the Brahman castes as a skilled labor force to staff the government bureaucracy (Irschick
1969). But while the British acknowledged their usefulness, they were also wary
of the religious and social power the Brahmans wielded in these communities. Eric
Frykenberg (1961), writing about the Brahman patronage network in the Guntur
district in the Madras Presidency, discusses how the British were keenly aware that
the community’s control of the machinery could easily be used to suit the group’s
needs rather than that of the empire. Yet attempts by the British to correct this
social imbalance in the administration were met with active resistance from these
upper caste groups. In fact, the British often accepted pre-existing social orders for
the sake of administrative efficiency in the collection of land revenue taxes. This
unwillingness to upset the higher castes routinized into the British bureaucracy
caste-based hiring practices. As a consequence, highly localized caste hierarchies
were replicated into the state.
Radhakrishnan (1993), writing about Brahman dominance over education
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institutions between 1850-1916, notes that the British administrative machinery
in this period in the Madras and Bombay presidencies took great efforts to incorporate pre-colonial social structures into its colonial framework and was loathe
to upset high caste Hindus. In particular, it repeatedly sided with high caste Hindus in rejecting petitions from middle and lower castes asking to be admitted into
government schools and colleges. In fact, early colonial educational efforts were
almost entirely focused on Brahmans, through the admittance of majority upper
caste students, the hiring of Brahman teachers and the explicit exclusion of lower
castes, Christians and Muslims. This is especially striking as Brahmans formed less
than 10% of the population in the districts in these provinces.
British authorities were often conflicted over being caste-blind in principle (as evinced by a Board of Revenue memo articulating the government’s antidiscrimination stance in 1831) and actually acting on such a notion. The Board for
College and Public Instruction in Madras, responding to a petition by a scheduled
caste student, noted:
The Board...have not felt it right to decide of themselves whether a person of this
class shall be admitted as a scholar, in consequence of the strong repugnance
evinced by the native [Brahman] headmasters to give instruction to Pariahs [depressed or scheduled castes], and the knowledge that Hindoos of caste would consider their prejudices, interfered with, were Pariahs taught in the same classes,
with themselves...5

Education, therefore, became an especially compelling manifestation of
social-status prejudices and status inequality in this period. It was also, to a large
extent, independent of wealth in this era. Nowhere was this more obvious than the
differences in the educational qualifications of upper and middle caste groups. The
Non-Brahman middle castes in both Madras and Bombay were actually wealthy,
land owning castes. Unlike Brahmans who owned land in only some parts of the
provinces and who otherwise made their living through a range of occupations
(including as temple priests, teachers and low-level local government employees),
the middle castes owned considerable amounts of land, engaged in a variety of
5
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trading activities, and were still by and large uneducated in the provinces. The
1921census for instance finds that of the 34,450 adult Brahman males only 11,155
made their living from land in the Madras presidency. By contrast, dominant NonBrahman castes such as Reddis, Kapus and Vellalas were the large land-owning
castes in the province and made their living through land and agriculture exclusively.
Irschick (1969) argues that the high levels of inequality between Brahmans and Non-Brahmans in educational institutions and the subsequent imbalance between the two groups in the state resulted in the political mobilization of
Non-Brahmans around the time of the reforms. Washbrook (1976) examines the
role played by disgruntled, urban educated Non-Brahman elites in spearheading
the anti-Brahman movement. This group had made its way into the echelons of
political power in the capital cities in these provinces, but still found itself without the same social respect, prestige, or opportunities for career advancement as
Brahmans. Despite their material and educational achievements in this era, NonBrahmans were unable to challenge the social position of Brahmans both within
the state and outside of it in their everyday interactions with the upper castes.
Indian law in this period also supported social distinctions. Marriage across
castes had been illegal (Hindu Law, section 89), with court decisions invalidating inter-caste marriages. For instance, the Allahabad high court in the United
Provinces held that a marriage between a Brahman and another caste, even if the
other caste were high-ranking such as a rajput, was not valid (I.L.R., 28, Allahbad, 458). At the time of the franchise committee’s published report in 1918, a
bill to legalize inter-caste marriages was up for debate in the Viceroy’s Imperial
Legislative Council and had been denounced by conservative Hindus. Eating and
drinking with other castes during public occasions was also severely restricted.
Consequently, political activity began to take shape in the provinces with the express intent of transforming the caste composition of the bureaucracy and challenging the caste order.
What the Brahmans feared. By the early 20th century, the overwhelming
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dominance of Brahmans in the administration and their continued ill-treatment
of the lower castes had begun to mobilize Non-Brahmans in Madras and Bombay.
The anti-Brahman movement, which was the most organized and vocal in the
Madras Presidency, was motivated by the beliefs that the Brahmans were neither
interested in sharing their social positions in the British state nor relinquishing
their ritual status in the social life of the provinces.
Table 2.1 shows the number of Brahmans in various government institutions in the Madras Presidency. Out of the 10 non-official members in the nominated legislative council of 1916 convened to advise the Governor and to legislate
on issues in the province, 9 were Brahmans. Similarly, of the 16 deputy collector
positions held by Indians in the Indian Civil Service in the province in 1917, 15
were Brahmans. The community overwhelmingly dominated the provincial bureaucracy despite being less than 10% of the overall population, causing much
unease amongst other caste groups who felt shut out of access to the British state
and political power.
Table 2.1: Proportions of Brahmans in Selected Government Departments in 1917
Department
Brahmans Positions Percent Brahman
Legislative Council
9
10
90
Deputy Collectors
15
16
93.75
Tahsildars
135
230
58.70
Deputy Tahsildars
214
310
69.03
English Head Clerks
16
24
66.67
Sharistadars of District Courts
13
22
59.10
Public Works Department
17
21
80.95
Judicial Department
118
171
69.01
Educational Department
310
390
79.49
Revenue Department
394
679
58.03
Source: Sir Alexander Cardew’s statements in the Franchise Committee Report
and Madras Record Office, Home (Miscellaneous), Ordinary Series, G.O. 1123,
October 23, 1917

Given this context, Lord Montagu’s speech on impending reforms in the English parliament served as a catalyst for rapid political activity in the Madras and
elsewhere. Many British officials, especially in the Madras, expressed concerns
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about democratization in a context where caste played a central role in shaping
social interactions. The British were especially concerned that any reforms would
have the effect of bringing to power Brahmans who would fail to represent the
interests of the lower castes. It is worth reviewing here the statements of Sir
Alexander Cardew, a long time member of the Indian Civil Service in Madras,
made to the Southborough Franchise Committee:
“It may first be asked whether the democratic idea is in accordance with the
prevailing philosophy of the people of India. The fundamental principle of the
modern democratic state is the recognition of the value of the individual and
the belief that, as each individual has but one life, full opportunity should
be accorded to allow each to attain his maximum development in that life.
Neither of these propositions is accepted in the current philosophy of India.
...the position of each individual in this life has been determined for him by his
merit or demerit in previous births; and that therefore his place in the social
organism is irrevocably fixed and cannot be changed. It may therefore be safely
asserted that the root-notions of democracy run counter to all the ideas which
for thousands of years have formed the common stock of popular believe in India.
Thus a man born a Brahman cannot be other than a Brahman and a man born
a Pariah can never be other than a Pariah. Equality of opportunity is impossible
under such conditions and it is neither recognized not desired by Indian public
opinion.
The distinctions of caste do not merely threaten the solidarity of Indian society;
they prevent such solidarity from ever existing.”6

Brahmans were facing a mobilizing, Non-Brahman electorate galvanized
by the twin demands of the eradication of an old caste order through the “SelfRespect Movement” and greater representation in the state bureaucracy. The
Brahmans were therefore expecting newly elected councils, dominated by NonBrahmans, to institute desegregation of schools, drinking wells, temples and other
local institutions as well as to introduce affirmative action policies that would
enable greater employment of Non-Brahmans into the state. The reforms thus
had the effect of consolidating the Brahmans into a cohesive group. Up until
the franchise announcement, Brahmans themselves were internally fragmented
with various subcaste factions in competition with each other for patronage. The
6
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announcement reduced factionalism between Iyer and Iyengar Tamil Brahmans,
between Tamil and Telugu Brahmans, and between social reformers and conservatives in the caste (Washbrook 1976). They quickly developed into a more cohesive
voting block within the existing nominated legislative councils, both in terms of
their political engagement and the set of political strategies they adopted in response to the impending franchise.
More specifically, it is the contention of this paper that upper-caste Brahmans, anticipating the rise of lower castes into political office following the first
elections, attempted to weaken institutions of taxation to limit the extent to which
lower castes could use the state for 1) redistribution and 2) to eliminate caste inequalities. They did this to retain their control and dominance over the ownership
of specific status assets, such as education, critical to maintaining their position in
the caste hierarchy. They were also in a position both as provincial-level elites in
the nominated legislatures and as local revenue officers and lower-level bureaucrats to engage in attempts to weaken the fiscal bureaucracy. In the next section,
I will describe the fiscal reforms that accompanied the franchise, which in turn
influenced where groups focused their strategic actions.

Status inequality and Fiscal Development in Colonial India
The recommendations of the joint report by the Secretary of State, Edwin Montagu, and the Viceroy of India, Lord Chelmsford, in 1918 on the introduction of institutions of self-government in the Indian colonies culminated in the Government
of India (GOI) Act in 1919, the first episode of franchise in November 1920 and
the constitution of majority elected legislative councils in the Indian provinces.7
7

General proposals for franchise were based on residence within a constituency, property qualifications defined as payment of land revenue, land rent in rural areas, local municipal rates in
urban areas, professional tax or income tax. These rules were set aside only for retires and
pensioned Indian Army officers, regardless of whether their ranks were commissioned or noncommissioned. The Franchise Reforms report did not definite the “phraseology” for the regulations
in each province which was left to the legislative councils in the province. Most importantly, the
report did not seek to attain uniformity in the property qualifications in the different provinces,
leaving that once again to provincial officials to decide. Around 1.4% of adult males in the Madras
and 3.3% in the Bombay secured the right to vote in the first elections.
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In addition to introducing the franchise at the national and provincial levels, the Government of India Act also established the present federal structure
of taxation and redistribution. Through a system of dyarchy which involved “dividing the sphere of government in the provinces between two authorities, one
amenable to Parliament and one amenable to an Indian electorate,” the act gave
the newly elected provincial councils power over the development and administration of education, health, and criminal justice policy and more significantly
allowed the councils total control over receipts from land revenue, liquor taxes,
judicial stamps and registration fees. The Government of India retained control
over personal income tax, company tax, customs duties, the salt and opium revenues, and income provided by the postal, telegraph and railway services.
The reforms gave the elected ministers oversight of the existing public services but limited the extent to which ministers could control the appointment,
posting, and promotion of civil servants (chiefly the District Officer). The ministers were, however, given a freer reign in controlling appointments, postings, and
promotions to the lower-level provincial civil services. These changes increased
the stakes of politics as elected politicians now had considerable resources at their
disposal as well as the ability to raise more funds. In addition, they were able to
shape the character of the provincial administrative bureaucracy.
Giving provinces control of land revenue receipts was a significant change,
as previously provinces had been allowed to retain a limited portion of local taxes.
The authors of the reforms hoped that awarding provinces control over revenue
sources would allow them more discretion in their economic development and
“nation-building” activities, as well as give them a freer rein given their “increasing
individuality and assertiveness in the pursuit of their own interests” (Charlesworth
1985, 534). The gross increase in provincial revenue was substantial – approximately 42% – with Madras, United Provinces, and Punjab gaining significantly in
the process.
The land revenue system was one of the most important aspects of the
British government in colonial India. In the Madras and Bombay presidencies, the
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colonial administration relied on the ryotwari system in which land was owned by
or leased to a large number of agriculturalists. This system spawned an extensive
bureaucratic apparatus entrusted with the task of assessing revenue for every field
in the presidencies (Washbrook 1976). The system linked the highest officers
in the provincial capitals to district-level collectors and in turn to village-level
accountants and headmen and resulted in an extensive paper trail every year.
The land revenue system heavily relied on the village magistrate or the village
headman and gave a great deal of discretionary power to this local strongman.
Consequently, it was difficult to secure a steady and honest collection of revenues
without the support of this influential village-level actor (who would eventually
play an important role in democratizing India).
At the time of the reforms, land revenue taxes were roughly 25% of total
government receipts (central and province together). These receipts, however,
began to stagnate over the ensuing decade. By 1935, they were 15% of the total
receipts. Figure 2.1 illustrates the decline in land taxes as a proportion of total
taxes collected nationally.
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Figure 2.1: Annual Land Revenue Contribution to Total Taxation in Colonial India
1898-1937

1900

1910

1920

1930

Year

Note: Proportion of Land Revenue Receipts to Total Tax Receipts between 1898-1937 in British
India. The data comes from the Statistical Abstracts of British India as shown in Charlesworth
(1985, pg 525).
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Some historians attribute this decline to the growing size of personal income tax and corporate receipts in an industrializing economy. Still others argue
that provincial politicians were unwilling to go up against agrarian vote banks
as early as the first Montagu-Chelmsford councils. Sir Leslie Wilson, the Bombay
Governor General, cited by Charlesworth (1985), argued in 1924 that there was
“a very distinct disinclination to approve any form of taxation; the Local Authorities expecting the Government to make large grants-in-aid to avoid local taxation,
and the Legislative Council firmly refusing to pass any taxation which will provide
the necessary money.”
Both of these narratives are incomplete. While growing trade and industry may certainly have led to the marginalization of the agrarian sector, it does
not explain why elected provincial elites with complete control over land revenue
institutions would willingly give up the opportunity to develop and exploit these
sources of revenue if they enabled them to meet growing demand for public spending in the districts. More critically, if the impetus for tax decline came from elected
politicians in the new councils, the decline should have occurred after 1920. Yet,
as the Figure 2.1 shows, the decline began in a much earlier period, coinciding
with the reforms announcement.
In addition, if agrarian pressures were responsible for the decline, the reductions in taxation and growing levels of tax non-compliance should correspond
to measures of agrarian economic strength and inequality. This is because areas
with strong agrarian vote banks were also areas considered to be dominated by a
few strongmen who held large land holdings and who were able to reliably deliver
these votes every election.
Instead of this explanation based on agrarian interests, I argue that franchise expansion in colonial India led to increased tax non-compliance and an eventual decline in fiscal capacity in districts where status differences between caste
groups were particularly pronounced. Upper-status Brahmans, who controlled the
lower-level tax bureaucracy, strategically engaged in lower levels of tax collection
that resulted in a high level of non-compliance and reduced tax receipts in the
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period following the reforms. In particular, these groups attempted to weaken
taxation in the three years following the announcement in 1917 and before the
first election in 1920. The time period between the reforms announcement and
the first elections provided Brahman groups in the provincial legislature and in the
districts a three year window to adopt strategies to limit the size and scope of the
state that lower caste communities would inherit in the provincial legislatures.
Figure 2.2 summarizes these claims. In districts in Colonial India where
status inequality was high as measured using size and educational differences
between Brahmans and Non-Brahmans, we are likely to observe higher levels of
tax avoidance in the period after the reforms announcement. These same districts
are also likely to witness a decline in fiscal capacity in the period following the
reforms. In districts where status inequality was low, we will observe no such
attempt to weaken the fiscal state and fiscal capacity in the ensuing period will
either improve or hold steady.
Figure 2.2: Time-Line of Fiscal Capacity Development in Colonial India

In the next section, I describe the measures I use to test the claims of the
project. Using these newly developed measures of caste and land inequality, a
time-series dataset of tax non-compliance and tax administration, and multilevel
and OLS regression techniques, I examine more systematically the effects of status
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on fiscal capacity before and after franchise while also controlling for a range of
alternative explanations.

2.3

Data and Measurement

The data used in this empirical section comprises a time-series panel dataset spanning 43 districts in the Madras and Bombay Presidencies in the years 1914-1925,
and it derives primarily on British-Era official records. There were nine direct administered British provinces in India at the time of the franchise announcement. I
focus on the Madras and Bombay for several reasons. The two provinces shared
many institutional characteristics; the most important of which were their landtenure systems, the degree of administrative development under the British, and
the relatively similar size of land holdings and land inequality in their districts.
This allows me to identify the effects of inter-caste competition on fiscal capacity
while controlling for other institutional and economic factors.8 The dataset for the
project was created from the following documents:
1. Census of India. 1931. Madras and Bombay. Part 1 and Part 2.
2. Census of India. 1921. Madras and Bombay. Part 1 and Part 2.
3. Report on the Settlement of Land Revenue in the Madras Presidency and Bombay Presidency
1911-1912 to 1931-32 (Madras).
4. Report on the Administration of Income Tax in the Madras Presidency and Bombay
Presidency1911-1912 to 1931-1932 .
5. Report on the Administration of the Madras Presidency (Madras Administration Report)
1911-1912 to 1931-32 (Madras).
6. Madras and Bombay Legislative Council Reports 1911-1912 to 1931-32 .
7. Report on the Prohibition of Excise of Liquor 1911-1931 (Madras).
8

The southern and western states that emerged from these provinces are often seen as better
performing than their northern and eastern counterparts largely due to the land tenure systems
in these regions (Banerjee and Iyer 2005). Because of the Rayatwari system used in these two
provinces, we can be assured that the effects we are observing are not sure to underlying land
related institutional arrangements
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8. Report on English Papers Owned by Natives and Vernacular Papers Examined by Translators
to the Government of Madras 1887-1921 (Madras).

The archival data were collected from documents stored in the Old Madras
Records office in Chennai, British Library archives in London and the Chicago
Library’s collection of the British Museum Archives.

Dependent Variable: Fiscal hollowing out in Colonial India
The key object of study in this paper is the bureaucratic ability of the state to collect and enforce direct taxation before and after the franchise reforms announcement. Scholars have attempted to measure fiscal capacity in a number of ways
such as the share of a government’s revenue from direct taxes because of the
relative difficulty of collecting these taxes (Lieberman 2002) and more recently,
cross-national measures of bureaucratic quality and government effectiveness developed by international agencies such as the Political Risk and Services Group and
the World Bank (Kasara and Suryanarayan 2015, Hendrix 2010). Any measure of
bureaucratic capacity should be able to capture the actual on-the-ground capability of the tax bureaucracy rather than the extent to which a new government
executes fiscal policies or the political and economic factors driving its overall fiscal basket. In addition, any measures should also be able to capture the effect of
strategies adopted to weaken taxation after the franchise announcement.
Consequently, I measure the bureaucratic capacity to extract land taxation
in colonial India in two broad ways - short-term effectiveness of the tax infrastructure measured year on year, and the long-term quality of the tax bureaucracy
measured across a decade. I use data on tax collection rates and incidence of
tax avoidance in the districts as a way to proxy for short-term bureaucratic effectiveness. First, a variable called Tax Collection was used. Annual reports from
District Revenue Collectors (the most senior bureaucratic official in each district
responsible for the administration of land revenue and law and order institutions)
highlight various reasons for the non-collection of taxes in colonial India. When
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the reason was a failed monsoon resulting in low yields, the local revenue officers
granted remissions on the annual tax due. The variable used here accounts for
these remissions and then examines the ratio of actual tax collection to total tax
demand in the district. We can surmise that tax bureaucracy was weaker in years
when collections were lower.9
Current Collections
) between 1914Figure 2.3 presents box plots of the log( T otal
Land T ax Demand

1925. The patterns shows a variation in the rates of tax-collection in the years
after the franchise announcement, particularly in 1918-1920 in the lead up to the
first elections, a pattern that did not exist prior to that period.
Figure 2.3: Tax Collections in the Madras and Bombay Presidencies 1914-1925
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Bombay for every year between 1914-1925. The box-plots demonstrate that all districts have
very high tax-collections between 1914-1917 demonstrated by the mean being close to 1 and low
standard deviation. Districts show greater deviations from the mean collections starting in 1918,
the year after the announcement by Lord Montagu about impending reforms.

When tax collections dipped, the district administration took note of unauthorized tax arrears owed in the district. District Collectors took legal action by
issuing notices to defaulters. Two punitive measures are of interest here as they
9

While the districts in each province faced a standard set of rates of taxation. All parts of
Bombay Presidency had been permanently settled in the late 19th century resulting in a standard
set of tax rates in the districts on annual yields. In the Madras, rates continued to be revised
periodically and were different for dry-lands which relied on monsoon fed irrigation and wetlands that relied on man made sources of water irrigation (or non-monsoon water sources such as
the Kaveri river in the deltaic districts) and hence resulted in multiple crops in a any given year.
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demonstrate the extent of serious defaults in the districts: 1) Distraints - distraint
notices and the subsequent sales of a defaulters’ immovable property, and 2) Forfeitures - forfeiture notices on the defaulters’ movable property. Each of these
variables is measured as the log of the ratio of the notices to total landholdings in
eit N otices Issued
).
the district, for example – log( FTorf
otal Land Holdings

Why is tax-avoidance a convincing measure of hollowing out? I argue that
tax-avoidance would not have been possible without the cooperation of villagelevel tax collecting bureaucrats who were primarily Brahmans in this period and
chose not to enforce collection. Even if landlords in these districts were eager
to avoid tax payment, their tax avoidance would have been enabled by lax and
cooperative bureaucrats. Importantly for the claims of this paper, the variations
in these measures of tax avoidance in the districts should be correlated with differences in inter-caste status inequality, as Brahman bureaucrats in districts with
higher status inequality were more likely to be lax and weaken enforcement in the
post-reform era.
It is possible that districts that tended to report high levels of tax evasion
were also districts that had better monitoring and administrative systems in place
to detect avoidance, in a sense the opposite of my argument. If this were the case,
higher levels of tax avoidance might actually reveal higher rather than lower fiscal
capacity and less hollowing out. To allay this concern, I rely on a long-term measure of change in fiscal capacity by calculating the difference in the numbers of
village-level and municipal-level administrative officers employed by the colonial
state between 1921 and 1931 as tabulated by the occupational census. If elites
were intent on hollowing out the state, an effective way to do so would be to
reduce the number of state employees who were responsible for the documentation and assessment of land taxes in the districts. If the change in the levels of
employment in the period after franchise was correlated with the degree of status
inequality and more critically with the extent of tax avoidance in the year immediately following the reform announcement it would provide considerable support
for the argument presented here.
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Predictor Variables
The key explanatory variable in this paper is the degree of status inequality between groups prevalent in the colonial Indian districts at the time of the franchise
announcement. Typical measures of inequality have tended to examine differences in economic endowments between individuals, such as the commonly used
Gini coefficient or lorenz curve, or more recently economic differences between
ethnic groups (Baldwin and Huber 2010, Huber and Suryanarayan 2016). Status
inequality has typically either been viewed as synonymous with economic inequality or has been measured as class-based distinctions or occupational distinctions.10
An ideal measure of status inequality in a district should be able to draw
on our contextual understanding of the social hierarchical structure of ascriptive
groups. It should also be able to differentiate between geographical units based
on the relative sizes of these groups, and measure which geographic units were
especially unequal or equal based on some manifestation of social distinctions.
I rely on the 1921 census to identify categories of caste-based social hierarchy. According to the 1921 census, the Madras Presidency counted 118 unique
jati or subcaste groups that had a population of over 1 per 1000 residents in
the province as a whole. The 1931 Bombay Presidency provided a district-level
count of around 190 subcaste groups of which 30 were Muslim subcastes (given
the high concentrations of muslims in districts that would become a part of Pakistan in 1947). The census documents also provide us with information on the
categorization of subcastes into status-based caste categories as enumerated by
the British census administrators. The census identifies jati groups as belonging
to Brahman, Hindu Advanced, Hindu Intermediate, Hindu Backward, Muslims,
Hindu Depressed Classes (the former untouchable groups) and Hindu Primitive
(or tribal groups).11

10

See Hollingshead (1975) for an extensive description of sociological measures of status.

11

I relied on the 1921 census for the Madras Presidency and the 1931 census for the Bombay Presidency because these were the more comprehensive caste census performed in these two
districts. I used the caste categories for the subcastes as described in the 1931 census for both.
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The central object of interest in this paper is the extent of status inequality
between Brahman and wealthy landowning Non-Brahman castes and the extent
to which Brahmans were likely to feel a challenge to their social position following
the franchise. As discussed in the previous section, one area in which caste status
mattered was education. Upper caste Brahmans, regardless of their class location,
were able to retain control over institutions of public education and demanded
the exclusion of lower castes on ritual and sacral terms. The reforms announcement threatened their location in the caste system, their domination of the British
bureaucracy as well as segregation practices in the Indian districts. In particular,
it created a contest between the Brahmans and the wealthy, land-owning NonBrahmans, the largest beneficiaries of the franchise, who has until this point been
excluded from key positions in the British bureaucracy and the nominated legislative councils. I use the following variables to estimate Brahman dominance in the
districts:
Group Size: A variable called Brahman Size which is a ratio of Brahman
population in the district to total district population was used to measure the
extent to which Brahmans were numerically dominant in the district. Brahman
group size is expected to have a non-linear relationship to the dependent variables.
If Brahmans were a relatively small proportion of the population, an increase in
the size of Brahmans is likely associated with an increase in the extent of threat
Brahmans felt from the political enfranchisement of lower castes and hence associated with a greater support for fiscal hollowing out. Once this variable crosses
an electoral threshold however, an increase in Brahman size should be associated
with a decreased perception of threat and a greater commitment to preserving fiscal insitutions. In the Madras and Bombay Presidencies Brahmans were between
3.4% to 15.5% of the population and we expect a positive effect of Brahman size
on fiscal hollowing out. Conversely, an increase in Non-Brahman Size is expected
to be associated with a reduced threat to Brahmans and stronger fiscal institutions
as Non-Brahmans were the majority in all districts.
Group Literacy: A variable called Brahman Literacy which is a ratio of
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literate Brahmans to total Brahmans in the district was used to measure the extent
to which literacy was central to the social standing of Brahmans. An increase
in the proportions of literate Brahmans in the district is likely to be associated
with a greater perception of threat to the social standing of Brahmans and to
be associated with greater fiscal hollowing out. Brahman literacy in this period
ranged from 24% to 64%. Conversely, an increase in Non-Brahman Literacy is
associated with lower status inequality and better fiscal institutions.
In addition, to examining the effects of Brahman and Non-Brahman size
and literacy, the analyses also used a measure of the difference in the two, Brahman Size – Non Brahman Size and Brahman Literacy – Non Brahman Literacy. It
is expected that when Brahmans outnumber Non-Brahmans and when they are
much more literate than the Non-Brahmans we are more likely to observe fiscal
weakening.
Post-Reform and Reform-Era dummies: A key component of the claims
of this paper are that fiscal institutions performed well before the franchise announcement and declined once the Crown announced an expansion of the franchise and that the variation across districts in the decline of fiscal institutions
was correlated with the degree of status inequality between Brahmans and NonBrahmans. Therefore, it is important to model the effects of time on the dependent
variable. Two dummies are used: Post-Reform which takes a value of 1 in years
1918 and beyond and a value 0 before 1918, and Reform-Era that takes a value of
1 between 1918-1920 and 0 otherwise. The Post-Reform variable and specifically
its interactions with the measures of status inequality are expected to demonstrate
that years 1918-1925 in the dataset were associated with a greater incidence of
tax avoidance and tax non-compliance and that this increased avoidance was more
pronounced in districts with greater status inequality. The Reform Era dummy and
its interactions with the measures of status inequality demonstrate that the attempts to weaken fiscal institutions using avoidance were even more pronounced
in the period after the announcement and before the first election held in 1920
when Brahman legislators and bureaucrats were still in-charge.
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Control variables: The main alternative explanation for why fiscal institutions declined in the post-franchise era is the extent of political power wielded
by large agrarian landholders (Charlesworth 1985). Landholders paying revenue
taxes were the main beneficiaries of the franchise, and the newly elected legislators were likely to cater to this dominant electoral constituency. Consequently,
landholders may have subverted tax institutions following the reform announcement in anticipation of electoral power. In order to test this argument, I compute
a measure of land inequality as places with higher land inequality were those
where a few powerful landholders held a majority of the arable land. I rely on the
quinquennial Board of Revenue reports between 1910-1930 that provide information on the size of individual land holdings and the numbers of landholders of
each type in the districts. I ordered the landholdings into six size categories and
created Gini-Land coefficients by calculating the total size of landholdings and
weighing them by the number of holders in each district. The lowest Gini-Land
was in the Kolaba district and highest was in the Sholapur district and the variable
had a range of 0.02-0.40 with 0.09 standard deviation.
Figure 2.4 plots the Brahman Literacy measure of status inequality against
the gini coefficient of land inequality in the districts in 1918. As can be seen
from the graph, there is a great deal of variation in the extent of status inequality between the two caste groups in high and low land inequality districts. The
correlation between these two measures of inequality is 0.12.
Another argument shaping fiscal institutions is one that is focused on ethnic fragmentation in a district. On the one hand, greater ethnic fragmentation
might be associated with greater hollowing out if groups are in competition with
each other and if upper castes anticipate threats no only from the newly emancipated wealthy Non-Brahmans but also future threats from backward and depressed castes. On the other hand, higher levels of ethnic fragmentation could
result in lower institutional weakening if groups are highly fragmented, resulting
in lower coordination in their activities against the state. To test this, I control
for district-level jati fragmentation using Fragmentation-Subcaste and status-caste
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Figure 2.4: Status versus Land Inequality
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Note: This graph plots the difference between Brahman and Non-Brahman literacy rates computed
at the district level against Gini-Land for the same districts. The literacy measures were computed
using data from the 1931 census. Gini coefficient for land inequality was computed using the
quinquennial reports of 1920 for the Madras Presidency and 1921 for the Bombay Presidency.

fragmentation Fragmentation-Caste, a measure similar to the ethno-lingustic fragmentation score using the size of subcaste groups and status-caste groups in each
district.
In addition to land inequality and jati and status-caste fragmentation, I also
account for a range of other explanations. It is possible that districts that face a
disproportionate burden of land revenue taxes were more likely to avoid taxes. I
compute per capita land tax burden in the districts Tax Burden Per Holding using
a ratio of total annual land taxes and total annual tax payers. Second, I control
for the population size of the districts. Larger populations might be harder to
administer resulting in more tax avoidance. Finally, the models include a dummy
for the Madras Presidency as Madras had higher levels of non-compliance in all
years under investigation.
52

Estimation Strategy
I have argued that higher levels of status inequality between Brahmans and NonBrahmans at the time of the franchise were associated with lower levels of taxation
due to the strategic action of upper caste groups to weaken taxation and to limit
the redistributive potential of franchise to the lower-castes. Figure 2.5 shows a
scatter plot of Brahman Literacy and Tax Collection and the graphs indeed show no
relationship between the two variables prior to the reforms announcement and a
negative relationship between the two after the Reforms announcement in 1917.
Figure 2.5: Brahman Dominance and Tax Collection rates in the Districts of
Madras and Bombay
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Note: The literacy measures were computed using data from the 1931 census. The measure of
tax collection was calculated with data from the annual Board of Revenue Reports between 19141925.

Does the relationship between inter-caste status inequality and tax collection survive when controlling for other variables in a regression framework? Given
that the data is organized as 43 districts in two provinces between 1914-1925, we
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need to account for potential differences across, time, provinces, and districts in
our data. I use multilevel modeling (MLM) regression specifications, where the
district-year observations are nested into district ‘i’ and year ‘t’ levels (higher-level
variables), and are allowed to enter the model as random errors. Specifically,
these models estimate varying-intercepts where the intercepts are allowed to vary
by district and year. The modeling specification allows us to get around the problem of introducing district or year level fixed effects that decrease the degrees of
freedom of the models, and also allows us to introduce district variables that have
remained static or slow moving over time. The latter point is particularly salient
as a number of the controls such as the province dummy for Madras, population,
ethnic fragmentation and status inequality that are created using the 1921/1931
census remain static over time.12
In the below notation T ax Avoidanceit corresponds to the different measures of tax collection and non-compliance that were collected in a panel data format in district i and year t. In the model, year-district level variables (Tax Burden
Per Holding, Gini-Land, Reform Era Dummy and, the interaction between Reform
Era Dummy and various measures of inequality) enter as fixed predictor of noncompliance in the lower level regression. The random coefficient is modeled as a
function of the pooled estimate of the constant, α, and fixed predictors (Madras
dummy, Population from 1921, Fragmentation-Caste Fragmentation-Subcaste and
measures of status inequality).

12

The results are robust to specifying the models as a Panel Time-Series regressions with robust standard errors clustered at the district as well as tests for serial correlation. The multilevel
technique, however, allows us to generate estimates with greater predictive validity using “partial
pooling” techniques that balance the between “pooled” data estimates (akin to using fixed effects)
and “no pooling” estimates (akin to conducting the analysis within each group — district and year
in this case).
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Tax Avoidanceit = αit + β1 T ax Burden P er Holding + β2 Giniland
+β3 Ref orm Era + β4 P ost Ref orm ∗ Social Inequality + β5 P ost Ref orm ∗ Land Inequality + ω

αit = α + γ1 M adras + γ2 P opulation + γ3 Caste F ragmentation
+γ3 Subcaste F ragmentation + γ5 Social Inequality + i + ηt ;

i ∼ (0, σ ); ηt ∼ (0, ση )

Short-Term Tax Avoidance: Table 2.2 presents the results of multilevel models for the dependent variable Tax Collection. The first four models focus on the
key variables Brahman Size and Brahman Literacy and the effects of the PostReform dummy, while controlling for a variety of alternative explanations. Model
1 includes five control variables – Tax Burden Per Holding, Fragmentation-Caste,
Fragmentation-Subcaste, Population-1921 and a dummy for the Madras province.
These District-Level Controls are not shown in the results tables and a line in the
tables shows their inclusion. All of the continuous variables are standardized to
have a mean of zero and standard deviation of 1 in order to facilitate comparisons
of the coefficients.
In Model 1 the variables land inequality, Brahman literacy and Brahman
size are not significant at conventional thresholds. The only substantively large
and statistically significant variable is Post-Reform that shows that levels of tax
collection declined in the period after 1918.
In Model 2, I include interactions between the status inequality and land
inequality variables and the post-reform dummy. The variables Brahman Size and
Brahman Literacy both have negative coefficients as predicted and the literacy
variable is significant at conventional thresholds. A one standard deviation increase in Brahman literacy is associated with a 2% decline in Tax Collection rates.
The interaction between Gini-Land and the post-reform dummy is also significant
and associated with a decline in tax collection.
In Model 3, controls for the size and literacy of Non-Brahmans and their
interaction with the post-reform dummy are included. While the coefficients on
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the Non-Brahman Size and Non-Brahman Literacy are not significant, the interaction between Non-Brahman Size and the post-reform dummy is negative and
significant at the 10% level. The inclusion of these variables, however, increased
the size of the coefficients on the interaction terms between Brahman size and
Brahman literacy. Both these variables are also significant at 1% level. A one standard deviation increase in Brahman size in the post-reform era is associated with
a 3.8% drop in tax collection and a one standard deviation increase in Brahman
literacy in the post-reform era is associated with a 5.1% drop in tax collection in a
district compared with the pre-reform era. The Gini-Land variable continues to be
significant and substantively large.
In Model 4, the size and literacy variables for Brahmans and Non-Brahmans
are replaced with a variable that measures the difference in size and literacy between the two groups in a district. While the interaction terms between the difference in size in the post-reform period is not significant, the difference in literacy
between the two groups is negative and significant as predicted. A one standard
deviation in the increase in Brahman–Non Brahman Literacy is associated with a
2.4% decline in tax collection in the post reform period.
In Model 5, I refit Model 3 but with one exception – the Post-Reform dummy
is replaced with a Reform-Era dummy that allows us to analyze whether tax collection was particularly different in the three years between 1918-1920 immediately
following the reforms announcement and before the first elections versus all other
years in the sample. The change in the temporal focus is key to the argument that
a concerted attempt to weaken tax institutions occurred right after the announcement when a majority Brahman bureaucracy and nominated legislative council
was still in place to undertake a strategy of hollowing out. The results provide evidence to this effect. The interaction terms of Brahman size and Brahman Literacy
with the Reform-Era dummy are negative and significant with substantively large
coefficients.
In Table 1A and Table 2A in the appendix, I replace the dependent variable
with a measure of bureaucratic action taken against tax avoiders in the districts 56

Distraints and Forfeits. The results remain similar to those of Tax Collection.
Table 2.2: Multilevel Regressions of Tax Collection on Status Inequality

Gini–Land
Brahman Size
Brahman Literacy
Post–Reform

(1)
-0.020
(0.012)
0.007
(0.018)
-0.012
(0.018)
-0.104∗∗∗
(0.030)

Post–Reform x Brahman Size
Post–Reform x Brahman Literacy
Post–Reform x Gini-Land
Non Brahman Size
Non Brahman Literacy
Post–Reform x Non Brahman Size
Post–Reform x Non Brahman Literacy

(2)
0.004
(0.014)
0.020
(0.020)
0.006
(0.020)
-0.104∗∗∗
(0.030)
-0.022
(0.013)
-0.028∗∗
(0.014)
-0.043∗∗∗
(0.011)

(3)
-0.002
(0.017)
0.027
(0.022)
0.027
(0.024)
-0.104∗∗∗
(0.030)
-0.038∗∗∗
(0.014)
-0.051∗∗∗
(0.015)
-0.050∗∗∗
(0.013)
-0.006
(0.025)
-0.043
(0.027)
-0.029∗
(0.016)
0.026
(0.016)

Brahman – Non Brahman Size

(4)
0.006
(0.015)

(5)
-0.016
(0.014)
0.015
(0.021)
0.003
(0.022)

-0.104∗∗∗
(0.030)

-0.045∗∗∗
(0.012)
-0.008
(0.023)
-0.022
(0.025)

-0.004
(0.019)
0.005
(0.019)
0.018
(0.013)
-0.024∗
(0.013)

Brahman – Non Brahman Literacy
Post–Reform x Brahman – Non Brahman Size
Post–Reform x Brahman – Non Brahman Literacy
Reform-Era
Reform-Era x Brahman Size
Reform-Era x Non Brahman Size
Reform-Era x Brahman Literacy
Reform-Era x Non Brahman Literacy
Reform-Era x Gini-Land
District-Level Controls
Yes
Yes
Yes
AIC
-530.793
-523.206
-507.299
BIC
-475.593
-455.268
-422.377
N
516
516
516
Note: Continuous variables are standardized to have a mean of 0 and a std. dev. of 1
∗
p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01

Yes
-527.342
-459.404
516

-0.085∗∗
(0.041)
-0.046∗∗∗
(0.015)
-0.045∗∗∗
(0.017)
-0.049∗∗∗
(0.016)
0.005
(0.017)
-0.043∗∗∗
(0.014)
Yes
-492.337
-407.415
516

Long-Term Fiscal Capacity: Models 6-13 examine the effects of franchise on
the development of the fiscal state a decade after the reforms. In order to do
this, I regress the change in employment levels of municipal and village colonial
administrators between 1921 and 1931 on the status inequality measures. For
this I restrict the data to 43 districts in the year 1918 (the year after the reforms
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announcement).
The results of the OLS regression in Models 6 and 7 show that a one standard deviation increase in Brahman Size in a district is associated with a decrease
in municipal-level administrative employment of 0.363 and 0.385 standard deviations respectively and these coefficients are significant at the 10% level. No
other variable in these models is statistically significant at conventionally thresholds. In Model 8 we replace the key status inequality variables with the difference
in Brahman and non Brahman size and literacy. The model shows that the difference is Brahman and Non-Brahman size is associated with a decrease in the
municipal bureaucracy between 1921 and 1931 and this is significant at 1%. Finally in Model 9 we replace the status inequality variables with the change in the
tax avoidance measured using Distraints between 1917 to 1918. This is to test
whether strategies of “hollowing out” adopted during the Reform Era had longer
term effects on the functioning of the fiscal machinery. The results are robust to
this re-specification. A one standard deviation increase in Distrainst in a district
is associated with a 0.630 standard deviation decrease in municipal employment,
significant at the 1% level.13
While the Brahman size and not the Brahman literacy variables were associated with a decline in municipal bureaucracy, the literacy variable seems to matter
to village-level employment. In Model 10 we observe that a one standard deviation increase in Brahman literacy in a district is associated with a -0.364 standard
deviation decline in the village-level bureaucracy between 1921 to 1931 and this
remains robust to the inclusion of controls in Model 11. In Model 12, the group
difference between Brahman and Non-Brahmans in size and literacy are included
and both these variables are statistically significant and indicate that greater levels
of status inequality was associated with a decline in the village bureaucracy.
Notably, Gini-Land was not associated with a decline in fiscal capacity in the
decade following the franchise. While land inequality was associated with short13

The tax avoidance measure remains statistically significant if we replace the Distraints predictor with Forfeits.
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term tax avoidance in the previous regressions, it did not matter to the longer-term
development of the size of the bureaucratic state.
Finally, in order to test the robustness of the results to the inclusion of all
major caste groups that were ranked by social status – Brahmans, Non-Brahman
middle castes, Depressed Classes and Tribes and Muslims – I have refitted the
models using aggregate measures of Status-Fragmentation and Between Group
Inequality by education between these castes. The results are presented in the
appendix and provide evidence for the claims that greater inequality across all
castes was associated with greater decline in fiscal capacity in the post-reform
period.
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(0.210)
−0.094
(0.198)
0.116
(0.174)
0.326
(0.226)
−0.134
(0.163)
−0.247
(0.507)
0.030
(0.148)
0.313∗
(0.184)
0.038
(0.149)
0.280
(0.372)
-0.539∗∗∗
(0.151)
0.124
(0.149)
(0.604)

0.078
(0.163)
0.242
(0.205)
−0.023
(0.154)

(0.432)

(9)

0.094
0.049
43

(10)
-0.000
(0.149)
-0.209
(0.178)
-0.364∗∗
(0.178)

Dependent variables

(0.234)
R-squared
0.109
0.180
0.416
0.240
adj. R-squared
0.062
0.036
0.312
0.131
N
41
41
41
41
Note: Continuous variables are standardized to have a mean of 0 and a std. dev.of 1
∗
p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01

Distraint - Post Reform

Brahman – Non Brahman Literacy

Brahman – Non Brahman Size

Madras

Gini-Land

Fragmentation-Caste

Village Admin 1921

Brahman Literacy

Brahman Size

(Intercept)

(6)
0.011
(0.151)
-0.363∗
(0.179)
-0.084
(0.178)

Municipal Bureaucracy
(7)
(8)
0.157
-0.146
(0.320)
(0.242)

0.398
0.297
43

(0.148)
−0.024
(0.188)
0.068
(0.138)
0.022
(0.427)

(0.167)

0.417
0.320
43

0.462∗∗∗
(0.147)
-0.112
(0.179)
0.195
(0.149)
0.325
(0.365)
-0.271∗
(0.149)
-0.257∗
(0.147)

Village Bureaucracy
(11)
(12)
−0.012
-0.181
(0.270)
(0.239)
−0.170
(0.178)

Table 2.3: OLS Models of Change in Bureaucratic Employment on Status

−0.060
(0.215)
0.345
0.257
43

(0.150)
−0.091
(0.185)
0.066
(0.142)
0.388
(0.558)

(13)
−0.239
(0.398)

2.4

Conclusion

In this paper, I have argued that elites anticipating democratization could weaken
fiscal institutions to limit future redistribution. I examine fiscal decline in land
revenue in the districts of two colonial Indian provinces between 1914-1925 and
find that in the period following an announcement to introduce the franchise in
the provinces, tax collections declined, tax avoidance grew, and the size of the tax
bureaucracy shrunk in districts with higher levels of status inequality while controlling for a range of alternative explanation including land inequality. The paper
uses novel measures of bureaucratic size and effectiveness to proxy for fiscal capacity. It develops measures of status inequality using the educational differences
of caste groups in India at the time of the franchise.
The quality of a state’s fiscal capacity has implication for democratization
and taxation more broadly. Canonical models in political economy that study
the relationship between the distribution of economic resources in a society and
democracy predict that an expansion of the franchise should likely be associated
with the an increase in taxation because of the now poorer median voter (Meltzer
and Richard 1981, Romer 1975, Lindert 1994, 2004, Persson and Tabellini 2003).
These studies assume that countries possess the underlying levels of fiscal capacity
required to administer direct taxation. This assumption is to some extent unsurprising because many of the theories of democratization were developed with a
focus on regions of the world where state-building preceded the advent of democracy. Recent work by Hilel Soifer (2013), however, demonstrates that extractive
capacity acts as a scope condition for the extent to which median-voter preferences will actually translate into redistribution. If states lack the capacity to tax,
it is likely that an expansion of the franchise will not be accompanied by a growth
in taxation.
The ability of the state to tax also has implications for theories of endogenous democratization that argue that falling levels of inequality and greater asset
mobility will likely reduce elite fears of democracy and consequently lead to de61

mocratization (Boix 2003, Acemoglu and Robinson 2000, 2006). But if the state
lacks the capacity to tax, regardless of high inequality or lower asset mobility,
elites will no longer be threatened by taxation.
The findings of this paper have implications for the studies of democratization. Theories of endogenous democratization emphasize the threat of future
taxation in elite calculation to either accept or defer democracy. This paper suggests that elites could use their knowledge and access to redistributive institutions
to weaken the fiscal bureaucracy and to render it toothless after democratization.
In such a scenario, even in contexts of high asset immobility and high economic
inequality elites may not fear taxation. This is a particularly salient point in postcolonial societies where democracy arrived from the outside giving groups in dominant positions in the colonial bureaucracy an opportunity to “set the rules of the
game.”
The paper’s findings also have implications for research on studies of redistributive politics. The phenomenon of the poor supporting right-wing, antiredistribution parties has long been of interest to scholars because it suggests voters are voting again their economic interests. This study’s findings suggest that the
poor may be receptive to anti-redistributive appeals in places with high status inequality and at particular times when they believe electoral politics poses a threat
to their social dominance. In a separate paper on the phenomenon of right-wing
voting in contemporary India, I find that attempts by the Government of India to
introduce affirmative action in education in 1989 was followed by a rise in the
vote-share for right-wing parties. The increase in the right-wing vote was particularly pronounced in in electoral districts with higher levels Brahman historical
social dominance in 1931. Understanding how social hierarchy versus material
considerations influence voting behavior in multi-ethnic societies is a potentially
fruitful avenue for future research.
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Table 1A: Multilevel Regressions of Distraints on Status Inequality

Brahman Size
Brahman Literacy
Gini-Land
Post–Reform

(1)
0.237
(0.329)
0.085
(0.322)
0.120
(0.135)
0.144
(0.198)

Post–Reform x Brahman Size
Post–Reform x Brahman Literacy
Post–Reform x Gini-Land
Non Brahman Size
Non Brahman Literacy
Post–Reform x Non Brahman Size
Post–Reform x Non Brahman Literacy

(2)
0.060
(0.336)
-0.045
(0.332)
0.037
(0.153)
0.151
(0.197)
0.285∗∗
(0.116)
0.166
(0.119)
0.216∗∗
(0.098)

(3)
-0.161
(0.368)
-0.427
(0.393)
0.028
(0.173)
0.153
(0.197)
0.390∗∗∗
(0.121)
0.284∗∗
(0.134)
0.289∗∗
(0.113)
-0.091
(0.391)
0.626
(0.424)
0.249∗
(0.139)
-0.082
(0.142)

Brahman – Non Brahman Size

(4)

-0.036
(0.164)
0.150
(0.197)

(5)
0.024
(0.363)
-0.217
(0.383)
0.166
(0.147)

0.227∗∗
(0.106)
0.105
(0.378)
0.561
(0.411)

0.275
(0.308)
-0.194
(0.293)
-0.097
(0.112)
0.040
(0.111)

Brahman – Non Brahman Literacy
Post–Reform x Brahman – Non Brahman Size
Post–Reform x Brahman – Non Brahman Literacy
Reform-Era
Reform-Era x Brahman Size
Reform-Era x Non Brahman Size
Reform-Era x Brahman Literacy
Reform-Era x Non Brahman Literacy
Reform-Era x Gini-Land
AIC
1686.009 1689.681 1692.146
BIC
1741.209 1757.618 1777.068
N
516
516
516
Note: Continuous variables are standardized to have a mean of 0 and a std. dev. of 1
∗
p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01
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1693.694
1761.632
516

0.057
(0.220)
0.259∗∗
(0.131)
-0.233
(0.146)
0.060
(0.140)
-0.113
(0.148)
-0.001
(0.118)
1701.018
1785.940
516

Table 2A: Multilevel Regressions of Forfeits on Status Inequality

Brahman Size
Brahman Literacy
Gini-Land
Post–Reform

(1)
0.167
(0.251)
0.127
(0.247)
0.248∗
(0.130)
0.220
(0.257)

Post–Reform x Brahman Size
Post–Reform x Brahman Literacy
Post–Reform x Gini-Land
Non-Brahman Size
Non-Brahman Literacy
Post–Reform x Non-Brahman Size
Post–Reform x Non-Brahman Literacy

(2)
0.060
(0.264)
0.114
(0.263)
0.221
(0.151)
0.222
(0.257)
0.163
(0.126)
0.013
(0.128)
0.054
(0.106)

(3)
-0.005
(0.295)
-0.014
(0.318)
0.185
(0.177)
0.224
(0.257)
0.223∗
(0.131)
0.038
(0.145)
0.145
(0.123)
-0.011
(0.324)
0.236
(0.350)
0.250∗
(0.151)
0.086
(0.154)

Brahman - Non Brahman Size

(4)

0.143
(0.163)
0.223
(0.256)

(5)
0.125
(0.283)
0.050
(0.300)
0.333∗∗
(0.148)

0.089
(0.114)
0.198
(0.302)
0.271
(0.328)

0.150
(0.248)
0.048
(0.240)
-0.121
(0.121)
-0.105
(0.119)

Brahman - Non Brahman Literacy
Post–Reform x Brahman - Non Brahman Size
Post–Reform x Brahman - Non Brahman Literacy
Reform–Era
Reform–Era x Brahman Size
Reform–Era x Non-Brahman Size
Reform–Era x Brahman Literacy
Reform–Era x Non-Brahman Literacy
Reform–Era x Gini-Land
Log-likelihood
-856.222
-858.833
-859.621
Deviance
1712.444 1717.666 1719.241
AIC
1738.444 1749.666 1759.241
BIC
1793.644 1817.604 1844.163
N
516
516
516
Note: Continuous variables are standardized to have a mean of 0 and a std. dev. of 1
∗
p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01
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-859.556
1719.112
1751.112
1819.050
516

-0.109
(0.289)
0.077
(0.141)
-0.122
(0.157)
-0.121
(0.151)
0.115
(0.160)
-0.184
(0.127)
-858.828
1717.657
1757.657
1842.579
516

2.5

Appendix

Alternative Measures of Status
In this section I redo the analysis presented in the Data and Measurement section
of the main paper with alternative measures of status inequality. Instead of focusing on the competition between Brahman and Non-Brahmans, I instead incorporate information about all major status-based caste groups in the two provinces
to create alternative measures of status inequality. It is worth reiterating here
why incorporating all groups into the analysis could give us additional insights
into the phenomenon of fiscal retrenchment that occurred following the franchise
announcement.
One of the objectives of this paper is to quantify the degree of status competition between groups prevalent in a society. An ideal measure of status competition in a district should be able to 1) draw on our contextual understanding of
the social structure of groups to be able to identify privileges arising from membership into a specific group, 2) differentiate between geographical units based
on the relative sizes of status groups, and 3) measure which units were especially
unequal or equal based on some manifestation of status in that location. I created
measures of status competition in three ways for the Indian districts in 1921.
First, I use Fragmentation-Status – a blunt measure of status competition
in a district calculated in a manner similar to the Ethno Linguistic Fragmentation
score. According to the 1921 census, the Madras Presidency counted 118 unique
jati or subcaste groups that had a population of over 1 per 1000 residents in the
province as a whole. The 1931 Bombay Presidency provided a district-level count
of around 190 subcaste groups of which 30 were Muslim subcastes (given the
high concentrations of muslims in districts that would become a part of Pakistan
in 1947). Both census documents also provide us with information on the cate65

Figure 2.6: Group Fragmentation in the Madras and Bombay in 1918
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Note: Group Fragmentation by jati and broad status caste categories. The data for the graph
comes from the 1931 provincial census for the Bombay Presidency and 1921 provincial census for
the Madras Presidency. The broad status caste categories used are – Hindu advanced, Hindu intermediate, Hindu other backward, Hindu depressed classes (or Scheduled Caste groups), Hindu
primitive (or tribal groups), Muslim and others (Christians, Buddhists, Sikhs, Jains and Zoroastrians).

gorization of subcastes into status-based broad caste categories.14 This allowed
me to categorize subcastes into 7 status categories – Brahmans, Hindu advanced,
Hindu intermediate, Hindu backward, Muslims, Hindu depressed classes (the former untouchable groups) and Hindu primitive (or tribal groups).15
I was then able to compute Fragmentation-Status scores by status-caste and
Fragmentation-Subcaste by jati categories for each district in the two provinces.
Figure 2.6 illustrates that status fragmentation varies considerably across the districts, with a low value of 0.44 for Ratnagiri in Bombay and a high of 0.81 for
Guntur in Madras. But despite variations in Fragmentation-Status, most districts
had very high levels of Fragmentation-Subcaste, ranging between 0.7 to 1 (the only
exception is Malabar in the Madras with a score of 0.6).
14

I relied on the 1921 census for the Madras Presidency and the 1931 census for the Bombay
Presidency to compute ELF by jati because these were the more comprehensive caste census performed in these two districts. I used the caste categories for the subcastes as described in the 1931
census for both.
15

I excluded “other religions” which included Christians, Buddhists, Sikhs and Zoroastrians
from these calculations. The results do not change if I added these as another status category.
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Scholars such as Fearon (2003) have criticized the use of the standard fragmentation measure on the grounds that the same groups may be allies in some
contexts and in competition in others. Using the share of groups’ population may
fail to capture why group distinctions matter in some contexts and not others. To
counter this problem, I develop a second measure that quantifies differences in
status between groups by incorporating characteristics that make status markers
more salient in some places. To do this I compute the following:

BGIstatus =

k
k
1 XX
(
pm pn | ȳm − ȳn |),
2ȳ m=1 n=1

(2.1)

where m and n index status groups, pm is the proportion of the population in
status group m, ȳm is the proportion of status assets in society belonging to group
m , ȳ is the mean level of the asset in the society, and there are k status groups in
society.
Based on historical narratives of the colonial era, one area which stands out
in the degree to which caste status mattered was public education. Upper caste
groups, regardless of their class location, were able to retain control over institutions of public education and demanded the exclusion of lower castes on ritual and
sacral terms. I computed a BGIedu using the proportions of status caste groups and
their educational levels using the formula in the equation above. This variable has
a range of 0.13-0.35 with a 0.05 standard deviation. This measure demonstrates
how educational assets were distributed across groups, and hence the extent of
inter-group inequality in accessing education in each district. High BGIedu would
indicated districts in which a few groups captured all the educational assets while
a low BGIedu would indicate districts with more equitable distribution of education.
Some might be skeptical that the Fragmentation-Status and BGIedu measures do not adequately capture the underlying phenomenon, i.e., the extent of
status threat perceived by Brahmans in 1917. I would argue that these measures,
as opposed to simpler measures (such as those involving the size of Brahman
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groups relative to the caste groups next in the status order) are more appropriate.
The reforms announcement threatened the structure of the caste system and practices of segregation in the Indian districts. Even if the newly enfranchised voters
were mostly the landed and capitalist Non-Brahmans (middle castes), elections
were likely to empower the lowest castes and improve the prospects of the Depressed Classes (the former Untouchables). Brahmans were likely to consider the
size and educational prospects of these groups into their expectations about the
future.
Third, in order to demonstrate that Brahmans were the key actors involved
in this era, I create a measure of Brahman subcaste competition FragmentationBrahman. If Brahmans were themselves internally divided in this period, they
would be less likely to be able to undertake cohesive strategies to undermine
the fiscal state. Districts with higher intra-Brahman ethnic fragmentation should
therefore see lower levels of fiscal hollowing out.
In addition, the expectation of the project is that each of these measures
will not be correlated with hollowing out in the pre-reform era. In the Reform Era
between 1917-1920 we should expect that higher Fragmentation-Status, higher
BGIedu and lower Brahman Fragmentation will be correlated with higher levels of
fiscal hollowing out and lower levels of fiscal capacity in the longer term.
Alternative Explanations. The main alternative explanation for why fiscal institutions declined in the post-franchise era is the extent of political power wielded
by large agrarian landholders (Charlesworth 1985). Landholders paying revenue
taxes were the main beneficiaries of the franchise, and the newly elected legislators were likely to cater to this dominant electoral constituency. Consequently,
landholders may have subverted tax institutions in the Reform Era in anticipation
of lower taxation after the first elections. In order to test this argument, I compute
a measure of land inequality. I rely on the quinquennial Board of Revenue reports
between 1910-1930 that provide information on the size of individual land holdings and the numbers of landholders of each type in the districts. I ordered the
landholdings into six size categories and created Gini-Land coefficients by calcu68

lating the total size of landholdings and weighing them by the number of holders
in each district. The lowest Gini-Land was in the Kolaba district and highest was in
the Sholapur district and the variable had a range of 0.02-0.40 with 0.09 standard
deviation.
Figure 2.7 plots the BGIedu measure of status inequality against the gini
coefficient of land inequality in the districts in 1918. As can be seen from the
graph, both high and low land inequality districts have low levels status inequality.
Districts with high levels and low levels of status inequality have intermediate
levels of land inequality. The correlation between these two measures of inequality
is 0.18.
Figure 2.7: Status versus Land Inequality
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Note: This graph plots the BGIedu computed at the district level against Gini-Land for the same
districts. The BGIedu measure was computed using data on relevant status caste groups, caste
size, and caste education in each district from the 1931 census. Gini coefficient for land inequality
was computed using the quinquennial reports of 1920 for the Madras Presidency and 1921 for the
Bombay Presidency.

Another argument shaping fiscal institutions is one that is focused on ethnic
fragmentation in a district. On the one hand, greater ethnic fragmentation might
be associated with greater hollowing out if groups are in competition with each
other. On the other hand, higher levels of ethnic fragmentation could result in
lower institutional weakening if groups are highly fragmented, resulting in lower
coordination in their activities against the state. To test this, I control for district69

level jati fragmentation using Fragmentation-Subcaste, a measure similar the the
ELF score using the size of subcaste groups in each district.
In addition to land inequality and jati fragmentation, I also account for a
range of other explanations. It is possible that districts that face a disproportionate
burden of land revenue taxes were more likely to avoid taxes. I compute per capita
land tax burden in the districts Tax Burden Per Holding using a ratio of total annual
land taxes and total annual tax payers. Second, I control for the population size of
the districts. Larger populations might be harder to administer resulting in more
tax avoidance. Finally, the models include a dummy for the Madras Presidency as
Madras had higher levels of non-compliance in all years under investigation.

Estimation Strategy
Groups strategies of hollowing out: I have argued that higher levels of status inequality lead to lower levels of taxation due to the strategic action of upper status groups. Figure 2.8 shows a scatter plot of BGIedu and the measures of noncompliance and the graphs indeed show a positive correlation between these two
variables in the Reform Era between 1917-1920. Figure 2.9 that plots Gini-Land
against the same measures shows no such relationship between land inequality
and non-compliance in the Reform Era.
Does the relationship between status inequality and non-compliance survive when controlling for other variables in a regression framework? Given that
the data is organized as 43 districts in two provinces between 1914-1925, we
need to account for potential differences across, time, provinces, and districts in
our data. I use multilevel modeling (MLM) regression specifications, where the
district-year observations are nested into district ‘i’ and year ‘t’ levels (higher-level
variables), and are allowed to enter the model as random errors. Specifically,
these models estimate varying-intercepts where the intercepts are allowed to vary
by district and year. The modeling specification allows us to get around the problem of introducing district or year level fixed effects that decrease the degrees of
70
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Figure 2.8: Status Inequality and Tax Non-Compliance in the Districts of Madras
and Bombay
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Figure 2.9: Land Inequality and Tax Non-Compliance in the Districts of Madras
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freedom of the models, and also allows us to introduce district variables that have
remained static or slow moving over time. The latter point is particularly salient
as a number of the controls such as the province dummy for Madras, population,
ethnic fragmentation and status inequality that are created using the 1921/1931
census remain static over time.16
In the below notation T ax Avoidanceit corresponds to the different measures of tax non-compliance that were collected in a panel data format in district
i and year t. In the model, year-district level variables (Tax Burden Per Holding,
Gini-Land, Reform Era Dummy and, the interaction between Reform Era Dummy
and various measures of inequality) enter as fixed predictor of non-compliance in
the lower level regression. The random coefficient is modelled as a function of the
pooled estimate of the constant, α, and fixed predictors (Madras dummy, Population from 1921, Fragmentation-Status Fragmentation-Subcaste and BGIedu ).

Tax Avoidanceit = αit + β1 T ax Burden P er Holding + β2 Giniland
+β3 Ref orm Era + β4 Ref orm Era ∗ Status Inequality + β5 Ref orm Era ∗ Land Inequality + ω

αit = α + γ1 M adras + γ2 P opulation + γ3 Subcaste F ragmentation + γ4 Status Inquality + i + ηt ;
i ∼ (0, σ ); ηt ∼ (0, ση )

Table 2.4 presents the results of multilevel models for the dependent variable Forfeitures.17 The first four models focus on the key variable FragmentationStatus during the Reform Era while controlling for a variety of alternative explanations. Model 1 includes five control variables – Tax Burden Per Holding, GiniLand, Fragmentation-Subcaste, Population-1921 and Madras. All of the contin16
The results are robust to specifying the models as a Panel Time-Series regressions with robust standard errors clustered at the district as well as tests for serial correlation. The multilevel
technique, however, allows us to generate estimates with greater predictive validity using “partial
pooling” techniques that balance the between “pooled” data estimates (akin to using fixed effects)
and “no pooling” estimates (akin to conducting the analysis within each group — district and year
in this case).
17

Note to the reader: A future version of this paper will come with an extended appendix with
results for the other dependent variables including Demands, Distraints and Tax Collection. For sake
of brevity, only the results for Forfeitures are discussed here. Analysis performed on these other
variables show similar results as Forfeitures
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uous variables are standardized to have a mean of zero and standard deviation
of 1 in order to facilitate comparisons of the coefficients. Model 1 shows that
higher per capita tax burdens and higher levels of land inequality tend to increase
the number of forfeiture notices and both these variables are significant at the
5% threshold. The variable Fragmentation-Status is positive but not significant
at conventional thresholds, nor are Fragmentation-Subcaste and Population-1921
in the districts. Model 2 introduces the main explanatory variable, the interaction between Fragmentation-Status and the Reform Era. The Reform Era dummy is
negative at the 1% level and the interaction between Fragmentation-Status and reform dummy is positive and significant at the 1% level providing evidence for the
claims for the paper. This result suggests that the effects of status competition between groups was more pronounced in the Reform Era. In comparison, as Model
3 shows, land inequality was not associated with an increase in non-compliance in
this era and instead has a negative correlation with non-compliance in the Reform
period. In Model 4, I exclude the variables from Model 3 that were not significant
to test the robustness of the specifications. The removal of these predictors does
not affect the coefficients of the main variables of interest.
In Models 5-8, I replace the Fragmentation-Status variable with the BGIedu
measure of status inequality. The results remain similar to those of the fragmentation measure. In order to examine the marginal effects of BGIedu on tax-avoidance
in the Reform vs Non-Reform years I plot Figure 2.10. This figure show that an
increase in BGIedu is associated with an increase in non-compliance in the Reform
period and has no such effect in the Non-Reform era.18

18

In the data, four districts have BGIedu of more than 1.5 standard deviations- Chingleput,
Malabar, and Tanjore (in the Madras Presidency) and Panch Mahals (in the Bombay Presidency).
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∗∗∗

∗∗∗

∗∗∗

−0.50∗∗
(0.22)
−0.32∗∗∗
(0.11)
0.27∗∗
(0.11)

0.65∗∗
(0.29)
0.35∗∗
(0.14)
2.01∗∗∗
(0.59)
0.14
(0.20)

−9.77
(0.39)

(4)
∗∗∗

516
−855.74
1,731.48
1,773.94

0.16
(0.22)

−10.30
(0.50)
−0.35
(0.26)
−0.30
(0.21)
0.85∗∗∗
(0.32)
0.24∗
(0.13)
2.66∗∗∗
(0.82)

(5)
∗∗∗

−0.49∗∗
(0.22)

0.07
(0.22)

−10.19
(0.50)
−0.37
(0.26)
−0.31
(0.21)
0.90∗∗∗
(0.32)
0.23∗
(0.13)
2.75∗∗∗
(0.82)

(6)

516
−851.06
1,728.11
1,783.31

516
−851.15
1,724.29
1,771.00

Note: Continuous variables are standardized to have a mean of 0 and a std. dev. of 1
∗
p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01

516
−854.06
1,732.13
1,783.08

516
−852.08
1,728.16
1,779.12

−0.49∗∗
(0.22)
−0.32∗∗∗
(0.11)
0.28∗∗
(0.11)

−10.19
(0.50)
−0.32
(0.27)
−0.29
(0.21)
0.88∗∗∗
(0.32)
0.34∗∗
(0.14)
2.76∗∗∗
(0.80)
0.04
(0.21)

(3)

Observations
Log Likelihood
Akaike Inf. Crit.
Bayesian Inf. Crit.

0.18∗
(0.11)

−0.49∗∗
(0.22)

−10.18
(0.50)
−0.31
(0.27)
−0.29
(0.21)
0.88∗∗∗
(0.32)
0.23∗
(0.13)
2.74∗∗∗
(0.80)
0.08
(0.21)

(2)

0.27∗∗∗
0.10)
516
−855.85
1,731.70
1,774.16

−10.32
(0.50)
−0.31
(0.27)
−0.29
(0.21)
0.86∗∗∗
(0.32)
0.24∗
(0.13)
2.71∗∗∗
(0.81)
0.14
(0.20)

∗∗∗

Reform Era x BGI-Edu

Reform Era x Fragmentation-Status

Reform Era x Gini-Land

Reform Era

BGI-Edu

Fragmentation-Status

Madras

Gini-Land

Tax Burden Per Holding

Fragmentation-Subcaste

Population-1921

Constant

(1)

Dependent variable: Fofeitures
Fragmentation- Status
BGI-Edu
∗∗∗

516
−849.01
1,724.02
1,779.22

0.34∗∗∗
(0.11)

−0.50∗∗
(0.22)
−0.32∗∗∗
(0.11)

0.05
(0.22)

−10.19
(0.50)
−0.38
(0.26)
−0.31
(0.20)
0.91∗∗∗
(0.32)
0.33∗∗
(0.13)
2.76∗∗∗
(0.81)

(7)

Table 2.4: Multilevel Regression Results of Fragmentation-Status and BGIedu on Forfeitures

516
−849.45
1,720.91
1,767.62

0.33∗∗∗
(0.11)

−0.50∗∗
(0.22)
−0.31∗∗∗
(0.11)

0.10
(0.22)

0.62∗∗
(0.29)
0.35∗∗∗
(0.13)
1.87∗∗∗
(0.63)

−9.69∗∗∗
(0.41)

(8)

Figure 2.10: Marginal Effect of BGIedu on Forfeitures in Reform and Non-Reform
Years
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The plot presents a simulation of the marginal effects of BGIedu in the Reform Era (1917-1920)
and Non-Reform Period on Forfeitures while holding all other variables at their mean values and
the fixed effects coefficient for the Bombay Presdiency. The random effects coefficients are set to
the district of Ahmednagar in the year 1918.

If Brahmans were the group engaging in strategies of hollowing out, an
increase in the ethnic fragmentation of Brahman groups should decrease coordination amongst Brahmans and reduce their ability to engage in such behavior.
Models 9-12 replace the BGIedu variable with Fragmentation-Brahman. The variable is associated with a positive direct effect on non-compliance, but the coefficient on the interaction between Fragmentation-Brahman and the Reform Era is
negative. This result provides evidence for the mechanism through which fiscal
hollowing out occurred, suggesting that the size and fragmentation of Brahman
groups was a key factor in explaining tax non-compliance in the reform period
1917-1920.
Long-Term Fiscal Capacity: Models 13-18 examine the effects of franchise
on the development of the fiscal state a decade after the reforms. In order to do
this I regress the change in employment levels of municipal and village colonial
administrators between 1921 and 1931 on the status measures. For this I restrict
the data to 43 districts in the year 1918 (the year after the reforms announcement).
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Table 2.5: Multilevel Regression Results of Fragmentation-Brahman on Forfeitures
Dependent variable: Forfeitures
Constant
Population-1921
Fragmentation-Subcaste
Tax Burden Per Holding
Gini-Land
Madras
Fragmentation-Brahman

(1)

(2)

(3)

−10.84∗∗∗
(0.54)
−0.46∗
(0.26)
−0.47∗∗
(0.22)
1.05∗∗∗
(0.33)
0.26∗∗
(0.13)
3.65∗∗∗
(0.90)
0.37
(0.23)

−10.75∗∗∗
(0.54)
−0.49∗
(0.26)
−0.49∗∗
(0.21)
1.11∗∗∗
(0.33)
0.27∗∗
(0.12)
3.78∗∗∗
(0.90)
0.48∗∗
(0.23)
−0.49∗∗
(0.22)
−0.30∗∗∗
(0.10)

−10.76∗∗∗
(0.54)
−0.49∗
(0.26)
−0.49∗∗
(0.21)
1.11∗∗∗
(0.33)
0.36∗∗∗
(0.13)
3.79∗∗∗
(0.89)
0.49∗∗
(0.23)
−0.49∗∗
(0.22)
−0.27∗∗∗
(0.10)
−0.32∗∗∗
(0.10)

516
−850.27
1,724.54
1,775.49

516
−848.30
1,722.61
1,777.81

Reform Era
Reform Era x Gini-Land
Reform Era x Fragmentation-Brahman
Observations
Log Likelihood
Akaike Inf. Crit.
Bayesian Inf. Crit.

516
−854.70
1,729.40
1,771.86

Note: Variables are standardized to have a mean of 0 and a std. dev.of 1
∗
p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01
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Dependent variables
Municipal Bureaucracy
Village Bureaucracy
13
14
15
16
17
18
(Intercept)
-0.010
0.014
-0.350
−0.501
-0.548∗∗
−0.510
(0.295)
(0.304)
(0.419)
(0.250)
(0.236)
(0.326)
Tax Burden Per holding
0.336
0.392
0.174
-0.605∗∗∗
(0.216)
(0.223)
(0.253)
(0.176)
(0.167)
(0.191)
Village Admin 1921
-0.266
−0.270
-0.184
0.259
0.239
0.281
(0.205)
(0.211)
(0.227)
(0.172)
(0.163)
(0.178)
Fragmentation-Subcaste
0.222
0.279
0.333∗∗
0.144
0.146
0.186
(0.141)
(0.142)
(0.150)
(0.120)
(0.111)
(0.120)
Population 1921
0.334
0.515
0.444
0.400
0.499∗∗
0.442
(0.265)
(0.271)
(0.289)
(0.222)
(0.210)
(0.227)
Madras
0.033
−0.023
0.507
0.982∗∗
0.888
(0.481)
(0.495)
(0.667)
(0.404)
(0.381)
(0.515)
Gini-Land
0.279
0.229
0.122
0.092
0.109
0.031
(0.148)
(0.149)
(0.154)
(0.128)
(0.119)
(0.125)
Fragmentation-Status
-0.519∗∗∗
−0.198
(0.148)
(0.128)
BGI
-0.330∗∗
(0.162)
(0.128)
Forfeit-Reform Era
-0.455∗∗
−0.083
(0.215)
(0.171)
R-squared
0.450
0.414
0.334
0.578
0.621
0.553
adj. R-squared
0.333
0.290
0.193
0.494
0.545
0.463
N
41
41
41
43
43
43
Note: Continuous variables are standardized to have a mean of 0 and a std. dev.of 1
∗
p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01

Table 2.6: OLS Models of Change in Bureaucratic Employment on Status

The results of the OLS regression in Models 14 and 17 show that a one standard deviation increase in BGIedu is associated with a decrease in municipal-level
administrative employment of 0.502 and a decrease in village-level employment
of 0.330. Gini-Land has no such effects on the bureaucracy. In Model 15 and 18
the same model is fitted using the extent of tax non-compliance in 1918, measured
as Forfeitures in each district. This is to test whether strategies of “hollowing out”
adopted during the Reform Era had longer term effects on the functioning of the
fiscal machinery. The results are robust to this re-specification. A one standard
deviation increase in Forfeitures in a district is associated with a 0.455 standard
deviation decrease in municipal employment, significant at the 1% level and and
0.083 decrease in village employment, though this is not significant at conventional thresholds.
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3

The Upper-Status Backlash: Legislation, Mobilization,
and Voting Behavior in the Madras Presidency
1917-1920

3.1

Introduction

In August 1917, the Secretary of State of India, Edwin Montagu, made an announcement in the English House of Commons that would culminate in the first
episode of limited franchise expansion in the Indian sub-continent. In an attempt
to increase the “association of Indians in every branch of the administration, and
the general development of self-government institutions, with a view to the progressive realization of responsible government in India”, the British Crown instituted a series of political, bureaucratic, and fiscal reforms.
The first draft of the proposed configuration of institutions and powers
appeared on July 8th 1918 in the “Report on Indian Constitutional Reforms” authored by Secretary Montagu and the Viceroy of India, Lord Chelmsford. The
report outlined three key ideas: (1) the principles of federalism on which power
sharing would occur between the imperial government in Delhi and governments
in the provinces, (2) a new system of “dyarchy” through which two different types
of sources of authority would govern the provinces – on the one hand elected Indian legislators and a council of ministers who would be responsible for legislating
and executing laws on “transferred subjects”, and on the other a British Governor
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with an executive council who would be responsible for “reserved subjects”, (3)
and finally, the British government’s ideals on franchise and self-governance in the
provinces.
Following the publication of the report, the British government solicited
opinions from British administrators and the nominated provincial councils on
subjects that should be transferred and those that should stay reserved, the franchise requirements, and electoral rules. In addition, a range of non-governmental
representatives attended the sittings of the Southborough Committee in India and
the Joint Parliamentary committee in London between June and December 1919
to provide feedback on the proposal. These dialogues culminated in the enactment of the Government of India Act in 1919, the first episode of franchise in
November 1920, and the constitution of majority elected legislative councils in
the Indian provinces in January 1921.
This paper examines elite repossess and subsequent political mobilization
in the Madras Presidency, a direct-administered British province in colonial India,
over three aspects of the Indian Constitutional Reforms report - the extent to which
Indians should be granted control of the executive (i.e. transferred versus reserved
subjects), the extent of financial control delegated to elected Indian legislators in
the provinces (taxation and borrowing), and the rules for franchise and types
of electoral institutions. The paper argues that the franchise announcement in
1917 was followed by an emergence of divisions between elites along caste in the
Madras Presidency between Brahmans and Non-Brahmans.
The limited franchise threatened incumbent political elites who had benefitted from the British Crown in the previous half-century. The British, by relying
on specific communities in the provincial administration, had expanded the scope
of local-level caste structures and had replicated them within the British administrative machinery. The upper castes, primarily the Brahmans, who until then held
a position of sacral prominence at the village-level, now controlled vast aspects of
the British bureaucracy and dominated the nominated provincial legislative council in the Madras. Consequently, lower castes, despite being wealthy land-owning
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communities and merchants, were systematically excluded from educational institutions, district, and provincial government positions. They found themselves
shut out of a powerful patronage networks that linked Brahman communities in
the small towns and villages to the capitals of the provinces.
The paper argues that this division between elites along caste status engendered a specific type of elite political mobilization. This was because the lower
castes believed that full democratization would leave them at the mercy of upper caste politicians who would replicate pre-existing social orders and create
an exclusionary state where their interests would dominate. Consequently, they
supported limited democratization, limited transfer of powers to the local council, greater control over taxation by the British and separate electorates for lower
caste voters in order to gain the protection and largess of the British, much in
the same way the upper castes had done in the previous half-century. In contrast,
the paper suggests that pro-nationalist political mobilization took place amongst
the Brahmans of the Madras who espoused more liberal views on the transfer of
power, control of taxation, and single-member simple-plurality rules for elections.
This is a paper in two parts. In Part 1, the paper describes in some detail
the scope of the Motagu-Chelmsford reforms (henceforth the Montford reforms)
as they pertained to taxation and electoral politics in the provinces. Next it describes the pre-reform councils that existed in the provinces of British India between 1909-1920, also known as the Morley-Minto councils, and focuses on the
case of the Madras Presidency to demonstrate how caste differences between elites
shaped institutional choices in the aftermath of the franchise announcements using three original sources - legislative council debates from the pre-reform councils between 1916-1920, the documents sent by Non-Brahman interest groups to
British administrators seeking separate electorates in the new councils, and depositions by Brahman and Non-Brahman representatives to the Joint Parliamentary
Committee in London. In Part II, the paper focus on electoral mobilization and
voting behavior in the Madras Presidency. It uses the 1920 elections returns data
and OLS regressions to examine the effects of inter-caste competition on turnout,
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the likelihood of electing a Brahman legislator, party affiliation and ideology of
legislator. It finds tentative evidence for the claim that inter-caste differences in
electoral representation, education, population size and group control of the bureaucracy between Brahman and Non-Brahman elites shaped voting behavior in
the Madras Presidency.

3.2

Part I: The Montford Reforms and Taxation

The Government of India Act introduced limited franchise at the national and
provincial levels, a framework for fiscal federalism and a sharing of responsibility
for governing between elected Indians and official representatives of the crown.
The act resulted in a significant devolution of powers and responsibilities to the
provincial councils which would for the first time contain a considerable number
of elected Indian members. Provincial governments until the reforms collected
and sent all their revenues to the Imperial council in Delhi and were allocated a
fixed sum of money by the center for expenditures. The act gave provincial governments power over the development and administration of education, health,
law and order policy and more significantly allowed the provinces control over receipts from land revenue, liquor taxes, judicial stamps and registration fees. The
Government of India in Delhi retained control over personal income tax, company tax, customs duties, the salt and opium incomes and income provides by the
postal, telegraph and railways services.
Through a system of dyarchy which involved “dividing the sphere of government in the provinces between two authorities, one amenable to Parliament
and one amenable to an Indian electorate;” (page 7, First Despatch on Indian Constitutional Reforms (FDICR), 1919), the reforms further split control of revenue
between the Governor’s executive council and the elected legislative assembly.
The reforms gave the elected ministers oversight of the existing public services and more critically relegated the Indian Civil Service, which until that point
played a key role in developing policy, to executing policy and advising the coun82

cils. The dyarchy, however, limited the extent to which ministers could control
the appointment, posting and promotions of civil servants (chiefly the District Officer) suggesting the Governor of the Province who reported to the Crown would
be responsible for this area. The ministers were however given control of budget
appropriations to the provincial civil services as well as funding allocations to the
collection of taxes in the provinces.
These changes therefore increased the stakes of politics as elected politicians now had considerable resources at their disposal and the ability to also raise
more funds. Given the substantial contribution of land revenue to total provincial
revenue, it is critical to understand how the reforms enabled the councils to shape
the character of the revenue administration bureaucracy.
Land Revenue: Land revenue taxes were the single largest source of revenue
for the British government in colonial India at the time of the reforms announcement in 1917. In addition to accounting for roughly 25% of government receipts,
the land revenue administrative system was a central aspect of British bureaucratic
government in the provinces. It would not be an over statement to note that in the
presidencies of the Madras and Bombay with ryotwari land revenue systems that
directly taxed owner/occupier farmers a portion of their annual crops, the district administrative system was set up to primarily maximize revenue extraction.
The system linked the highest officers in the provincial capitals to district-level
collectors and in turn to village-level accountants and headmen and resulted in
an extensive paper trail every year. The land revenue system also relied on periodic resettlement surveys to enable the British authorities to revise and update
land revenue assessment rates in the partially settled districts of Madras. The
resettlements required an economic survey of the districts where the districts’s
agricultural land were classified by soil type and irrigation conditions and a rate
increase was imposed accordingly.
The reforms transferred the control of land revenue receipts to the provincial councils. Land revenue however was a reserved subject controlled by the
Governor’s council, while the budget to maintain and update the revenue admin83

istrative machinery were to be drawn from a common budget that would service
both the Governor’s council and the elected ministers. Any additional funds required for land revenue had to be raised through tax legislations that were entirely
controlled by elected ministers. This feature of the reforms that placed the control
of land revenue receipts with the Governor and yet the control of administrative
costs under the new elected council were likely to lead to result in “a state of affairs in which any substantial increase in reserved expenditure, for example the
contingency of having to improve the pay of our police, will be at the mercy of
ministers, although ministers will have no responsibility for the consequences of
refusing the desired provision.” (Page 36, FDICR)
As predicted by the report’s authors, in the very first year of the new Montford council in the Madras Presidency in 1921, attempts were made to postpone
the adoption of land resettlement proposals critical to updating the district machinery. Siva Rao, a Brahman legislator from the district of Bellary introduced the
bill and argued that since the Decentralization Commission’s report in 1909 the
intent had been to let the locals have a say in the how land revenue assessments
were made. The motion was supported by another Brahman legislator from Coimbatore district, Venkatramana Ayyar who claimed that even though assurances had
been made in the past to keep rate increases at under 15%, no such principle was
actually followed.
The attempt to postpone resettlement proposals was met with protests from
the official members. Mohammad Habib-Ul-Lah Sahib, an official in the Governor’s council notes during the debates that:

“Those gentlemen who have any knowledge of these settlement operations
will, I am sure, bear me out when I say that most of the work that is being
done by the settlement party is work intended for the purpose of bringing
up the revenue administration of every district to the modern standard.
It is not therefore quite right to say these settlement parties exist merely
for raising the kist, but they are there for the purpose of doing a lot of
preliminary work which has a very great effect in bringing the Revenue
Administration of the district to up-to-date methods.” (MLC Proceedings
1921)
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C.G. Todhunter, another member of the Governor’s Executive Council
notes:

“Before the House commits itself to this resolution, I do wish to ask them
to consider the financial effects. There are two main sources of revenue
in this presidency. The first is the land revenue and the second is excise.
Anybody who studies newspapers nowadays can see that the increase in
the excise revenue is being checked by a movement of the nature of noncooperation in certain districts. Mr Ramachandra Rao is going to impose
a further check by introducing local option. We must consider the effects
of such action from the point of view of finance... if you pass this resolution and introduce local option, our revenue will stand still.” (MLC
Proceedings 1921)

What is notable is that in the newly elected council where Brahmans were
reduced to a minority (approximately 17% of the total size of the council), Brahman legislators were keen to introduce legislation that would limit the state’s
ability to raise land revenues. It is also remarkable that the same legislators such
as Siva Rao and Ramachandran Rao had been supportive the British state’s efforts
to raise revenues as non-officials in the Morley-Minto councils in the previous
decade.
In the next section, I examine the response of the pre-reform councils to the
terms of the report. I first describe the powers and composition of the pre-from
councils between 1909–1920 and the attitude of non-officials in these councils
towards taxation in the Madras Presidency before the reforms announcement pf
1917 and then after and how these correlated to the caste of the legislators. Next,
I describe in some detail how non-officials in the pre-reform council attempted to
shape the reform rules. In particular, I focus on how the Brahmans in the council
reacted to rules pertaining to land revenue in the Montford report.
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3.3

Response to the report

Pre-Reform Councils and Representation: 1909 – 1920
The British parliament authorized greater representation and voting rights to Indians in the provincial and Imperial councils beginning with Indian Councils Act
of 1909, popularly known as the Morley-Minto reforms.1 These reforms were intended to give landed and commercial elites in the sub-continent an opportunity
to express their views on colonial administration. The reforms provided a seat
to an Indian on the provincial executive council and a slight majority to Indian
non-officials on the legislative councils. The councils comprised of two types of
elected non-official members – one group who were directly elected by special interests such as landholders, planters, university, industry etc. and a second group
that was indirectly elected by territorial representatives of the general population.
The indirectly elected non-officials were typically voted in by municipal and local
boards that either served as electors or chose electoral delegates to make the elections, resulting in constituencies of typically a few hundred persons. In addition
to the elected non-officials, the British officials also nominated representatives to
the position of non-officials. In the Madras, there were eighteen special interest
elected and nominated non-officials and nine territorial representatives.
The non-officials were allowed to raise questions of public interest, debate
issues of finance and administration, frame portions of the annual budget, and
introduce new laws in the provinces. The non-officials however had very little
discretion over executive spending and were limited by three distinct institutional
features of the Morley-Minto councils. First, the official members of the councils,
the British and Indian appointees, voted as a block in the council, rarely asked
questions or moved resolutions, with the effect that the government exercised
strict control over the council proceedings. Second, several of the non-officials
representing special interests were British and almost always voted with the offi1

Named after the Secretary of State of India John Morley and the Viceroy Earl of Minto.
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Table 3.1: Representatives of the Morley-Minto Councils in Madras
Type of electorate
Local Bodies 1
Local Bodies 2
Local Bodies 3
Local Bodies 4
Local Bodies 5
Local Bodies 6
Local Bodies 7
Local Bodies 8
Local Bodies 9
Zamindars 1
Zamindars 2
Ryot Landholders 1
Ryot Landholders 2
Ryot Landholders 3

Electors
359
431
272
263
427
296
324
406
426
135
142
1108
1151
444

Electorate
Bram Non-Bram
136
177
206
163
89
134
90
114
100
232
78
141
62
167
155
180
109
217
69
64
15
120
304
792
426
629
76
351

Caste of Elected Council Non-official
1918
1916
1912
1909
Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Muslim
Bram
Bram
Non-Bram Non-Bram
Non-Bram Non-Bram Non-Bram Non-Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Non-Bram
Bram
Bram
Non-Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Non-Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
...
Bram
Bram
Bram
Non-Bram
Non-Bram Non-Bram Non-Bram Non-Bram
Non-Bram Non-Bram Non-Bram Non-Bram
Non-Bram Non-Bram Non-Bram Non-Bram
Non-Bram Non-Bram Non-Bram
...

Source: Southborough Franchise Committee Report

cials in the council, with the effect that non-officials rarely achieved majorities in
the council. Finally, the introduction of representation to Indians in the councils
was followed by a decline in the Imperial government’s willingness to listen to
criticism of its financial or administrative decisions from provincial governments.
Provincial governments in the past has been encouraged to debate and present
their interests but now had to support the Government of India in Delhi and toe
the Imperial line.
In addition, the Morley-Minto provincial councils faced a representational
deficit. The narrow franchise and indirect elections resulted in the overwhelming
dominance of lawyers, particularly Brahman lawyers, who worked their way up
through the municipal and district bureaucracy between 1909 to 1920. As Table
3.1 shows, the territorial constituencies came to be dominated by Brahman representatives with only one Non-Brahman elected to the local bodies seat by the time
of the reforms report in 1918. In a province where Brahmans constituted between
1 to 9 % of a district’s population (Madras Census 1931), the overwhelming domination of educated Brahmans in the councils was a matter of serious concern to
landed and educated Non-Brahman elites.
The institutional features resulted in a marginalization of non-official opinion in the council and put the non-official support of popular views in conflict
with official discipline. Officials and non-officials clashed over key issues areas of
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Table 3.2: Madras Presidency Contributions to Imperial Revenues
Revenue Source
Land
Excise
Stamps
Income
Forest
Registration
Irrigation
Transfer from Center

Imperial Share
286.54
182.55
70.84
18.74
42
23.58
53.22
–

Province Share
286.54
182.55
70.84
18.74
42
23.58
53.22
29.23

Source: Madras Legislative Council Proceedings 1913-14

financing, administration and caste-based patronage and competition in the two
wealthiest provinces – the Madras and Bombay Presidencies between 1909-1918.
One of the most contested points of difference were between officials and nonofficials and between the center and provinces over the collection, disbursement,
and administration of Land Revenue. The government of Madras had to give up
half of the revenue raised from Land Revenue, Excise, Stamps, Registration and
Income Tax to the center and received far less in return as central disbursements
as shown in the budget allocation of 1913-1914 in Table 3.2.
Legislative Behavior Before the Reforms Announcement in 1917: A review of
legislative council proceedings in the Madras between 1913-1920 show that nonofficials repeatedly raised concerns about the Madras subsidizing other provinces
in the sub-continent and lobbied for better terms with the central government.
In the 1914 budget discussions on a resolution titled “Provincial Financial Settlement”, A.S. Krishna Rao, an elected non-official from the Andhra deltaic region of
the Madras Presidency, asked the governor in council to make a representation to
the Government of India asking for a reconsideration of the provincial financial
statement and for a larger share of the revenues of the province.2 In each of the
budget sessions between 1913-1917, officials raised the issue of center-province
fairness in tax sharing. In addition, members individually attempted to limit taxation from agriculture by contesting irrigation charges (MLC Proceedings, 1914),
2

Madras Legislative Council Proceedings, 1914 Pg 632
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remissions granted (MLC Proceedings, 1914), and periodic resettlement surveys
for the assessment of land revenue (MLC Proceedings, 1915). The lobbying efforts of Brahman non-officials in the council in the city of Madras on behalf of
district-level ryot landlords has been viewed by scholars as a key aspect urbanrural collaboration in the 1909-1917 period.
While non-officials tended to vote as a block and typically in opposition to
officials on matters relating to finance, on several bills the elected non-officials between 1913-1917 also disagreed with each other and demonstrated a willingness
to accept higher taxation and higher expenditures into tax administration. As an
example, two motions in the 1915 budget, one relating to the reduction of budget
allocated to land revenue surveys moved by an non-official, and another advocating the maintenance of a water surcharge for agricultural use moved by a British
official were opposed and supported respectively by non-officials on the grounds
that revenue collection was a complicated matter and should not be interfered
with without more information (MLC Proceedings, 1915).
The Brahman non-officials also disagreed with each other on matters relating to caste such as school desegregation, distribution of waste-lands to depressed
classes, and the abolition of child marriage, a practice particularly prevalent in the
Brahman castes (MLC Proceedings,1914 and 1915). In a resolution proposed by
A. S. Krishna Rao in 1915 for instance, he argued for free and compulsory elementary education in municipal towns and the levying of a municipalities education
tax to pay for it. This received support from both Brahman and Non-Brahman
officials representing territorial and landholding constituents in the Telugu, Tamil,
and Malayalam speaking districts of the Presidency, but was criticized by Brahman representatives of more conservative districts where Brahmans dominated
the educational institutions such as Tanjore. The few Non-Brahman non-officials
representing landholders and special interests frequently refrained from voting
on bills and also missed attendance to the council between 1913-1917. The announcement of the Montagu-Chelmford reforms, however, changed non-official
behavior in the pre-reforms councils between 1918-1920.
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Legislative Behavior After the Reforms Announcement in 1917: The MorleyMinto legislative councils between 1918-1920, that met following the franchise
announcement and before the creation of the newly elected councils of 1921,
were more productive than councils between 1909-1917. The MLC of 1919-1920
for instance introduced and passed more bills in one year than in the entire previous decade combined (Madras Administrative Report 1920). Chief amongst these
were two omnibus legislations – the Madras District Municipalities Act (1920) and
the Madras City Municipal Corporation Act (1919). Together these two large legislative efforts became the model for franchise and power sharing in the Madras
and the blueprint for the rules chosen by the Presidency for provincial elections.
A notable feature of bills in this period is that non-official support for
tax administration and revenue-sharing changed following the reforms announcement in 1917. In the post-announcement councils that met between 1918-1920,
even the support of moderate Brahman non-officials, most notably by M. Ramachandra Rao Pantalu, B. V. Narasimha Ayyar, and A.S. Krishna Rao Pantalu,
legislators who had served multiple terms on the councils, towards tax-related
legislation began to decline.
In the next section, I focus on the response of the Morley-Minto councils to
the specific reforms proposals in 1918 in the Madras Presidency. I also examine
the response of other political actors in the province to the reforms.

Response of the Madras Legislative Councils to the Montford
Report
On July 15th 1918, the Government of India instructed eight provincial legislative councils to give their views on the division of “transferred” and “reserved”
subjects and submit a report by November 1st 1918.3 While the endeavor to introduce self-governing institutions in the colonies to a large extent was driven by
3

Home Department letter no. 950, July 15 1918, from S.R Hignell, Officiating Secretary to the
Government of India.
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pressures from London, local elites played a critical role in providing feedback to
the British Crown on the details of the report’s implementation. Critically the Government of India and local provincial interests decided on questions relating to the
specifics of the electoral rules and voting laws. The Madras and Bombay Presidencies both adopted Proportional Representation voting rules while the remaining
six direct rule provinces adopted Single Member Simple Plurality voting rules. In
addition, the last nominated council between 1918-1919 legislated on the voting
rules including voter eligibility, its stance on women voters and candidates, and
the decisions on minority representation in the councils. In addition, the councils
provided extensive feedback on the “Transfer List” i.e. the administrative matters
which had been transferred to the provincial councils and which would from this
point onward be in the control of the provinces.
Even before the official correspondence, details of the impending reforms
had been released in Madras, and the resulting public opinion across the political spectrum was largely negative. Supporters of the Congress and Home Rule
League were against the reforms unless a full control of all subjects was handed
to elected Indians. The Non-Brahman political organizations, notably the South
Indian Liberal Federation, were unwilling to support the reforms without details
of Non-Brahman representation in the new councils. In contrast to the Home Rule
League, the Non-Brahman association wanted limited transfer of power as they
did not want the rule of the British to be replaced by a rule of Brahmans. The
Non-Brahmans in this period accounted for 26 million residents in the Madras
while Brahmans were around 1.5 million in population.
Even the largely moderate and pro-government non-officials of the Madras
Legislative Council, in a meeting in the middle of August 1918, could not agree
on whether a discussion should take place about the reforms. Many non-official
members were of the view that even a discussion of the reforms proposal was a
tacit approval of the principles in the report. It is important to note before an analysis of the resolutions discussed at the meeting that a number of councilors were
concerned about debating the subjects without knowledge of the electoral rules
91

around the representation of Non-Brahmans in the future councils. In particular,
Non-Brahman councillors were concerned that future councils would resemble the
composition of the current Morley-Minto councils with Brahmans represented in
9 out of 10 of territorial constituencies. In contrast, few of the Brahman councillors raised the issue of future composition as stumbling block to discussion. In
addition, the Non-Brahmans concerned about adequate representation were more
likely to request continued British control of critical of subjects that “vitally affected the well-being of the masses” rather than transferring them to councils that
might be controlled by a majority of Brahmans in the future who were not likely
to work towards Non-Brahman interests.
Table 3.3 lists statements made by non-official Indians in the council in a
discussion on caste-based representation in the new councils with the Governor
of Madras Council on January 22nd 1919 and January 31st 1920. Two issues
were discussed. The first involved a discussion of whether the goal was to set a
minimum number of reserved seats for only Non-Brahman politicians who would
then be elected by a general electorate in the constituencies or to set a number
commensurate with the size of the Non-Brahman population. The second was
whether there should be a cap on the number of Brahmans who could contest in
the Presidency.

92

93
Non-bram

Chakkarai Chettiyar
Madras Presidency Assoc.
Kesava Pillai
Representative

Source: Proceedings of the conference on the question of the reservation of Non-Brahman seats held at Fort St. George on 31st January 1920

Non-bram

Tyagaraya Chettiar
Representative

1) Appealed to Brahmans in the room to a reservation of 36 seats out of 65

Bram

Ranga Achariyar
Non-Official
Venkata Reddi
Representative

Non-bram

Bram

Ramachandra Rao
Non-Official

1) Reservation should be based on population of Non-Brahmans
2) Numerically strong but will be unable to get adequate representation without reservation
3) Goal should be to limit Brahmans to roughly their size of about 11% of electorate
4) Relevant questions is how open seats in order to limit Brahmans to 10 seats
5) With two-thirds of 65 seats as reserved for Non-Brahmans, Brahmans would be limited
1) Non-Brahmans afraid of the Brahmans
2) As a group Non-Brahmans were weak and oppressed
3) Will not accept a reservation of only 50%
1) Reserve more than 50% and not to agree to less than 60%

Bram

Narsimha Ayyar
Official

View
1) Aim to set a minimum of reserved seats to protect Non-Brahman interests
2) Original claim for reserved seats based on superior status, influence and organization of Brahmans
3) Reserved seats should be to protect from Brahman monopoly and not be for proportional demand
1) Sole object of reservation to safeguard from a Brahman monopoly
2) On general liberal principles, desirable to let electorate exercise free choice and limit reservations
3) Experience showed unnecessary to provide any special safeguard to protect Non-Brahmans
4) Limit reservations to 24 seats and expect at least half the open to be won by Non-Brahmans
1) Approach not from point of view of population but as protection to “helpless community”
2) Practical difficulties arise in when distribution of reserved seats across constituencies is considered
3) Two seats at least to each district with reservation of one the seats for Non-Brahmans
4) Lead to a reservation of about 30 seats
1) Reservation of seats a restraint on freedom of choice to the elector and should be limited.

Non-bram

Caste
Bram

Speaker
C.P. Ramaswami Ayyar
Non-Official

Table 3.3: Views on Non-Brahman Representation

Despite this initial resistance, a special meeting of the council was convened
on 22nd and 23rd of October 1918 to discuss the list of subjects. Of the 29 nonofficial members in the 1918 Legislative Council, eight members were absent and
a ninth declared himself unwilling to participate in the discussion without knowledge of the composition of the future councils. Six members submitted resolutions
proposing the transfer of all subjects or all except for law and order functions. Finally, participating members submitted detailed resolutions on nearly all subjects
on the reserved list4 .
The very first subject to be discussed was “Land Revenue” and the resolution was moved by a Brahman legislator, A. S. Krishna Rao, who declared that
the subject, which had been “reserved” for control by the Governor’s Council in
the Presidency should be moved to control by Indian Ministers, especially given
the additional checks on the ministers’ powers in the reforms report. His speech
begins with the following:
“It will be remembered that the subject of Land Revenue Administration is
one of the most important subjects which have been engaging the attention of the Government and of the public for several generations. It is the
subject which affects the welfare and happiness of the bulk of the people
in the Presidency and its scope, as stated in List No. 1, is very wide and
general. it will be remembered that this subject includes the following
matters: ‘Assessment and collections of land revenue, maintenance and
procedure of revenue establishments, maintenance of land records, surveys for revenue purposes, records of rights, special laws regarding land
tenures, relations of landholders and tenants, collection of rent, court of
wards, encumbered and attached estates, famine, land improvement and
agricultural loans, resumption of revenue, free grants, dilution and alluvion, colonization and disposal of Crown lands.”
One of the reasons given for retaining Land Revenue as a reserved subject
was that land revenue could affect the well-being of the masses who may not be
adequately represented in the new councils. A.S. Krishna Rao objected to this and
argued that the writers of the report were mistaken in their notions that educated
persons (to be understood as Brahmans) were not in a position to care for the
4

Home Department letter no. 948, October 19 1918, from C.G. Todhunter, Acting Chief Secretary, Government of Madras to the Secretary to the Government of India, Home Department
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well-being of the ryots (to be understood as uneducated Non-Brahmans and lower
castes). This was because they had not considered the question of transferring the
subject from a “liberal standpoint; and had been carried away by unnecessary and
imaginary fears in the conditions of society here.” Rao was referring to a specific
passage in the report which noted that
“We have shown the political education of the ryot cannot be very rapid,
and may be a very difficult process. Till it is complete he must be exposed
to the risk of oppression by people who are stronger and cleverer than he
is; and until it is clear his interests can safely be left in his own hands or
that the Legislative Councils represent and consider his interests we must
retain power to protect him. So with the depresses classes.”
Rao argued that since legislative precedent in the Morley-Minto councils
had shown that the educated classes had not neglected the less educated countrymen, the ryot, or the depressed classes, there could be no objection to withholding
it from control by an Indian minister (i.e. as a transferred subject).
The resolution on Land Revenue was the most debated resolution in the
special session. The responses are tabulated in Tables 3.4 and 3.5 . The discussions show that the Brahman legislators in the nominated councils were keen to
control Land Revenue Administration. The legislators argued that Indians had
deep knowledge of local conditions, long experience in administration, and were
likely to not neglect it as they would be require revenue for better governance.
As the discussion preceded any knowledge of the electorate for the future
councils or electoral rules, and given the overwhelming dominance of Brahmans
in the council, it is possible that Brahmans felt confident in their electability to the
new councils. In contrast, several of the Non-Brahman legislators did not attend
the meeting. In addition, one argued that in order to discuss the transfer subjects,
they had to first know who would be elected to the councils. The representatives
of chambers of commerce, planters and the church were explicitly against the
proposals for diarchy and felt they were a dangerous development in the province.
Several Brahman legislators assured the gathering that Indians would neither over-tax rural Non-Brahman landholders, nor neglect tax collection to ap95

pease voters. Only one Non-Brahman legislator representing the ryots (or small
land holders), B. Venkatapati Raju, openly argued for a reduction in the Land Revenue Assessment, arguing that the province had been over-taxed in past and that
future councils should feel free to increase taxes if need be or cut taxes if need be.
Other Non-Brahman supporters of the bills included zamindars or estate-holders
who explicitly argued for and received an exception for estates from Indian control
in return for support of the bill.
In summary, no Brahman legislator voted against the bill, while several
Non-Brahmans were absent, silent or against the vote. Those Non-Brahmans supporting the bill were landholders or estate holders and the ones representing territorial constituencies were absent.
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Bram

Ranga Achariyar

Pro

Pro

Pro

Pro

Pro

Pro

Vote
Pro

View
1) Only reason framers are withholding land revenue is size of electorate
2) Madras has a large electorate in local bodies like village and municipalities
3) There is a conflict between landlords and tenants’ rights
4) Landlords are resisting transfer but tenants’ rights will clearly be improved
1) Land Revenue vitally affects the masses and should be entrusted to Indian control
2) Fears of inadequate representation of masses are unfounded as others can safeguard them
1) Payment of land revenue tax will determine the large class of future electorate
2) Territorial constituencies and tax – is it safe to give control to people who pay taxes?
3) Assessment of revenue is key – if Crown controls this, then no reason to withhold admin.
4) Recommend decentralization to village level of collection, maintenance of records and staff
5) Village-level collection and dispute resolution better than highly centralized Executive Govt.
1) If education or excise tax are transferred, so should Land Revenue Admin.
2) Land Revenue needs local knowledge and indians have shown keen interest in it.
3) Control land cess, manage district boards and municipalities, so why not land revenue.
4) Whole or substantial portion should be transferred as a broad franchise is expected.
1) After reforms, local self-government will be under Indian ministers
2) Ministers may require more large revenue which might be obtained from land revenue
3) Important that resettlement of land should be transferred.
1) Land Revenue settlement and collection preceded the British
2) For the previous nine years Indians have done a level best in revenue admin.
3) Fear that an Indian will reduce assessments and introduce permanent settlement
4) Ungrounded fear as ministers are responsible for day to day development
5) No evidence that local municipal councils have foregone revenue, so why would provincial?
No comment

Source: Proceedings of an Adjourned Meeting of the Council of the Governor of Fort St George assembled for the purpose of making Laws and Regulations under
the provision of the Act of Parliament, 5 6 Geo. V . Ch. 61. Madras Legislative Assembly Proceedings October 22nd and 23rd 1918

Bram

Bram

Suryanarayana Rao

Ramachandra Rao

Bram

Rama Ayyangar

Bram

Bram

Siva Rao

Ramanuja Achariyar

Caste
Bram

Speaker
Narasimha Ayyar

Table 3.4: Views of Legislative Brahman Non-Officials on Land Revenue as Transferred Subject
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N-Bram
N-bram
N-bram
N-Bram
Christian
Christian
Christian
Christian
Chirstian
Muslim
Muslim

A. Chettiyar

Raja of Ramnad
C. Mudaliyar

K. M Nayar

Gordon Fraser

Fairless Barber
Francis Spring
Rev J. Alen
Rev G. Pittendrigh

Yaqub Hasan
Ahmad Tambi

Silent
Silent

Anti
Anti
Anti
Anti

Anti

Anti

Pro
Pro

Pro

Vote
Pro

...
...

1) Until Franchise Committee decision is known, no idea what future council will look like
2) Without knowledge of council, we cannot transfer subjects to Indian control
1) Does not agree with principle of divided government - most dangerous
2) Wait for Subjects and Franchise Committee report before discussing transfer of subjects
1) Object to the proposal because of relinquishing control of revenue resettlement
No comment
No comment
No comment

View
1) If necessary, Land Revenue should be reduced or increased
2) Province has had to pay larger proportion than the rest.
3) A reduction of 25 to 30 % might be necessary to save ryots from money lenders
4) Economize expenditure, utilize revenue through efficient management
5) Take more from treasury, less from tax-payer
1) The province is almost entirely agricultural
2) And responsible government must be responsible to those dependent on land
1) Backed an amendment that excluded large landholders/estates
No comment

Source: Proceedings of an Adjourned Meeting of the Council of the Governor of Fort St George assembled for the purpose of making Laws and Regulations under
the provision of the Act of Parliament, 5 6 Geo. V . Ch. 61. Madras Legislative Assembly Proceedings October 22nd and 23rd 1918

Caste
N-Bram

Speaker
Venkatapati Raju

Table 3.5: Views of Legislative Non-Brahman Non-Officials on Land Revenue as Transferred Subject

Another key point of confrontation amongst the Indian non-officials in the
debates on the transfer of subjects was whether “Civil Justice” should be a subject
under the control of Indians. Civil Justice, distinct from Criminal Justice, included
the administration of of village courts, legal practitioners, law reports, local Acts
and the interpretation of local Acts. The Civil Justice in the Madras, according to
one Brahman legislator, had very qualified Indians with a long and distinguished
experience in the field at various levels - high, subordinate and district judges
as well as lawyers. The cases resolved by this division affected the everyday life
of the villagers in the Madras very intimately, including settlements on land and
taxation amongst others.
Non-Brahmans in the council all voted against the transfer of this subject
because as one councillor noted, the key idea seemed to be the appointment and
control of Sub-Judges and District-Munsifs, a procedure dominated by lawyers and
key to patronage. The lawyers of the Madras in this period were almost entirely
Brahman and a comment by B. Venkatapati Raju on the patronage structure inherent in the civil justice bureaucracy underlined the inter-caste tensions between
Brahmans and Non-Brahmans over who staffed the state and who would benefit
from it.
In Part II of the paper, I examine how the announcement of the franchise
mobilized various political factions in the Madras. I then describe the electoral
rules for the franchise and examine the relationship between inter-caste competition between Brahmans and Non-Brahman elites and voting outcomes in the first
elections in 1920.
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Table 3.6: Views of Legislative Non-Officials on Civil Justice as Transferred Subject
Speaker
Ramanuja Achariyar
Ramachandra Rao
Siva Rao
Rama Ayyangar
Suryanarayana Rao
Krishna Rao
Narsimha Ayyar
C. Mudaliyar
Venkatapati Raju
Yaqub Hasan
Ahmad Tambi
Gordon Fraser
Fairless Barber
Rev J. Aelen
Rev G. Pittendrigh
Francis Spring
T. Richmond
K.M. Nayar
A. Chettiyar

Caste
Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
Bram
N-Bram
N-Bram
Muslim
Muslim
Christian
Christian
Christian
Christian
Christian
Christian
N-bram
N-bram

Vote
Pro
Pro
Pro
Pro
Pro
Pro
Pro
Anti
Anti
Anti
Anti
Anti
Anti
Anti
Anti
Anti
Anti
Silent
Silent

Source: Proceedings of an Adjourned Meeting of the Council of the Governor of Fort St George
assembled for the purpose of making Laws and Regulations under the provision of the Act of
Parliament, 5 6 Geo. V . Ch. 61. Madras Legislative Assembly Proceedings October 22nd and
23rd 1918

3.4

Part II: Montford Reforms and Elections of 1920

While the endeavor to introduce self-governing institutions in the colonies to a
large extent was driven by pressures from London, local elites played a critical
role in providing feedback to the British Crown on the details of the report’s implementation. Critically the Government of India and local provincial interests
decided on questions relating to the specifics of the electoral rules and voting
laws. The Madras and Bombay Presidencies both adopted PR voting rules while
the remaining six direct rule provinces adopted Single Member Simple Plurality
voting rules. In addition, the last nominated council between 1918-1919 legislated on the voting rules including voter eligibility, its stance on women voters
and candidates, and the decisions on minority representation in the councils.
Voter and Candidate Qualifications: All male persons over the age of 21
who were subjects of British India or a Native State in India, of sound mind and
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Table 3.7: Eligible electors in each province in the 1920 elections
Province
Madras
Bombay
Bengal
United Provinces
Punjab
Bihar and Orissa
Central Provinces
Assam

Population
39,827,885
19,580,312
45,063,697
47,182,044
19,565,013
32,446,461
12,269,638
6000000

Urban
32,000
149,000
106,000
64,500
77,000
58,500
39,500
.

Rural
510,000
504,000
1,122,000
1,419,000
160,000
517,500
120,000
.

Total Electors
542,000
653,000
1,228,000
1,483,500
237,000
576,000
159,500
300000

Percentage
1.4
3.3
2.7
3.1
1.2
1.8
1.3
5

Southborough Franchise Committee Report

who met the tax qualifications in the province were eligible to vote.5 General
proposals for franchise were based on residence within a constituency, property
qualifications defined as payment of land revenue, land rent in rural areas, local
municipal rates in urban areas, professional tax or income tax. These rules were
set aside only for retires and pensioned Indian Army officers, regardless of whether
their ranks were commissioned or non-commissioned. The Franchise Reforms report did not definite the “phraseology” for the regulations in each province which
was left to the legislative councils in the province. Most importantly, the report
did not seek to attain uniformity in the property qualifications in the different
provinces, leaving that once again to provincial officials to decide. Table 3.7 gives
a breakdown of the proportions of provincial populations eligible to vote in the
first elections. Assam had the highest eligibility at 5% of the total population and
the Punjab the lowest with 1.2%.
Provinces had two types of constituencies – general constituencies in urban
and rural areas and elite constituencies for landholders, chambers of commerce
and university employees. The Franchise Committee also introduced the communal representation of muslims through a separate muslim electorate following
the agreement reached by the Indian National Congress and the All-India Muslim League at a meeting in Lucknow in December 1916. Provisions were also
made for separate communal electorates for the Sikhs in the Punjab and for In-

5

Franchise Committee, page 3, para 7.
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Table 3.8: Types of constituencies in each province in the 1920 elections
Province
Madras
Bombay
Bengal
United Provinces
Punjab
Bihar and Orissa
Central Provinces
Assam

General
61
46
41
57
18
46
40
19

Communal
18
29
37
28
36
18
7
12

Urban Elite
7
9
17
4
3
4
3
6

Landholders
7
3
5
6
4
5
3
2

Nominated
6
6
5
5
6
9
5
5

Officials
19
18
20
18
16
16
12
9

Southborough Franchise Committee Report

dian Christians, Europeans and Anglo-Indians.6 Contesting candidates in muslim
and landholders’ constituencies were required to have a place of residence within
the district. Only in Bombay, the Punjab and the Central Provinces were residency restrictions placed on candidates for all types of constituencies. The rest
were free to field candidates from outside of the district.7 Finally, provinces also
chose to have a certain number of nominated legislators from communities such
as the Depressed Classes (representing the “untouchable” caste, tribals and ethnic
s that might not find adequate representation through popular elections). Table
3.8 gives a breakdown of the different types of constituencies in each province.
Constituency boundaries and electoral rules: The franchise commission recommended that the pre-existing administrative districts in the eight provinces become territories for the new electoral constituencies. It reasoned that the district
was a well recognized unit with generally homogeneous interests and that it provided the most convenient basis for the preparation of electoral rolls and for the
development of the electoral machinery. In addition to the districts, the commission also recommended the formation of urban electoral constituencies in large
cities arguing that cities were endowed with greater wealth and intelligence, their
6
More specifically Indian Christians in Madras, Europeans in Madras, Bombay, Bengal, the
United provinces and Bihar and Orissa and to the Anglo-Indians in Madras and Bengal. These
were the only provinces in which the strength and importance of the communities justified their
special treatment.
7

Bengal, Bombay, Madras and the Punjab held that it would be detrimental to the interests
of a large proportion of the new electorate to admit candidates whose were not resident in the
areas they sought to represent. They argued that the point of elections was to encourage the
candidatures from people with a knowledge of local interests. Of these Madras and Bengal chose
a more lax policy for candidature.
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residents had a larger interest in the political question and already possessed considerable experience with the franchise owning to the establishment of municipal
city governments in the previous decade.
First-past-the-post voting rules were adopted in a majority of the provinces
as the simplest method of elections given the relative inexperience of voters. Only
in the case of the Madras and Bombay Presidencies were exceptions made due
to the insistence of the provincial governments that a simple plurality would be
unsuitable to the local conditions. These two provinces adopted PR voting rules
with the Madras choosing PR with distributive voting and the Bombay, cumulative
voting. Colored ballot boxes were used to represent candidates in order to enable
illiterate voters.

Voter Mobilization and Electoral Dynamics in the Madras
Presidency
The publication of the report and the development of the Act was followed avidly
by political elites working in the Imperial Council in Delhi and the provincial
councils. At every stage, attempts were made by a diverse range of actors to
get favorable concessions under the new regime. These included members of the
Non-Brahman movement in the Madras Presidency, the Home Rule Movement
(most notably Annie Besant), non-official members of the Morley-Minto Councils
and British Governors of several major Indian provinces (including the Bengal,
Bombay and Punjab provinces). The years between 1918 to 1920 were a period
of growing political mobilization of Indian elites in response the ramifications of
the British reforms. As Richard Gordon (1973, 123) notes, “during 1919 most
politicians, both established men and ambitious parvenues, were driven by the
tides of discontent into unchartered waters as they strove to retain or to improve
their position.” Diverse interests articulated differing stances on how to react to
the impending elections in 1920. The Non-Brahman movement in the Madras had
culminated into the Justice Party, and the party was enthusiastically planning to
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contest elections and field, for the first time, a majority of non upper-caste candidates into the legislative council. In the same period, the Congress Party (the
only pan-Indian pro independence party in this period) and the Home Rule Movement planned to boycott the elections as they considered the reforms inadequate
in their present form.
Lord Montagu’s speech in the English parliament served as a catalyst for
rapid political activity in the Madras and elsewhere.

It galvanized the anti-

Brahman movement into a political party, the Justice Party, that vigorously supported the reforms efforts, demanded separate electorates for Non-Brahmans and
showed great loyalty to the British in this era. The Non-Brahman manifesto went
so far as to state the following:
We are not in favor of any measure which, in operation, is designed, or
tends completely, to undermine the influence and authority of the British
Rulers, who alone in the present circumstances of India are able to hold
the scales even between creed and class and to develop that sense of unity
and national solidarity without which India will continue to be a congeries of mutually exclusive and warring groups, without a common purpose and common patriotism. While we dissociate ourselves entirely from
unauthorized Indian Constitution-making, which seems to be a favorite
occupation with a certain class of politicians, we must say we are strongly
in favor of progressive political development of a well-defined policy of
trust in the people, qualifies by prudence, and of timely and liberal concessions in the wake of proved fitness.- The Non-Brahman Manifesto,
1917, Madras Presidency
The reforms announcement had also consolidated the Brahmans in the
provinces. First, it had the effect of drawing the community into the Home-Rule
Movement which was against the limited reforms and sought more comprehensive self-governance for Indians. It is conceivable that at least part of the Brahman
support for the Home-Rule Movement was from the belief that quick and rapid democratization might benefit their community which had the most experience with
political power at that point. Second, until the franchise announcement, Brahmans themselves were internally fragmented with various sub-caste factions in
competition with each other for patronage. The announcement reduced factionalism between Iyer and Iyengar Tamil Brahmans, between Tamil and Telugu Brah104

mans, and between social reformers and conservatives in the caste (Washbrook
1976). Instead, they developed into a more cohesive voting block both within the
Morley-Minto legislative council and in terms of their political engagement with
the Congress and the Home-Rule movement.

3.5

Brahman Dominance and Electoral results

The elections of November 1920, the first episode of franchise in Colonial India,
resulted in the election of 65 territorial legislators in general constituencies to the
Madras Legislative Council in 1921. Of these 65 legislators, 17 were Brahman and
47 were Non-Brahman legislators. The total size of the Madras Legislative Council
including muslim, nominated, ex-officio and special interest representatives was
127, of which only 22 were Brahmans. From nine out of ten nominated officials
in the Morely-Minto councils, the proportion of Brahman legislators in the Madras
had fallen to around 17%.
In this section, I examine the extent to which inter-caste social distinctions
in the districts was associated with electoral outcomes. In particular, the section
tests whether the dominance of Brahmans in a district were associated with lower
turnout, higher likelihood of electing a Brahman legislator, and a lower likelihood
of supporting a legislator from a pro-reform party like the Justice party. It is the
contention of this paper that greater levels of Brahman dominance in a district was
associated with a higher likelihood of electing a Brahman and lower likelihood of
electing a Justice party legislator. The relationship between Brahman dominance
and political participation are less clear. It is possible that greater Brahman dominance was associated with lower turnout at the elections were less contested between the Brahmans and Non-Brahmans. It is also possible that greater Brahman
dominance was associated with a higher turnout as caste became a polarizing and
issue and led to more participation from both Brahmans and Non-Brahmans.
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Data and Measurement
The data for this section was collected from three sources. In order to examine
turnout and vote choice in the 1920 elections, I relied on the electoral returns submitted by the provincial governments to the Imperial council. To create measures
of caste fragmentation and for other demographic controls, I relied on the 1921
and 1931 provincial census. Finally, to calculate measures of economic inequality and economic controls such as per capita tax burden in the provinces I used
annual land revenue reports and the quinquennial reports of land holdings in the
provinces. Finally, the measures of Brahman dominance rely on voting population
data submitted in the Franchise Committee Report by the Madras Presidency.8
Of the eight direct administered provinces, I have so far digitized the data
sources for the Madras and Bombay Presidencies in full. The following analysis
will be restricted to these two provinces. The project will eventually use data from
all eight provinces.
Political Mobilization and Vote Choice: I investigate three voting outcomes.
First, I study the relationship between Brahman dominance and turnout and I do
this by focusing on district-level outcomes in the districts of the Madras Presidency.
Second I created a dummy variable for whether there was a Brahman candidate
elected or not in the multi-member rural districts of Madras. Third, I created a
dummy variable for whether there was a Justice Party candidate elected in the
multimember districts as described by the British officials in their documentation
of candidates in the elections.
Brahman dominance and Caste Fragmentation : I attempt to measure Brahman versus Non-Brahman competition in several ways. First I use a variable called
Brahman Dominance Voters: A measure of the extent to which Brahmans are over
represented in the voting population in relation to their share of the total popula8

The data was culled from the following documents:
1) Census of India. 1931. Madras, Bombay. Part 1 and Part 2 ( 1933). 2) Census of India. 1921.
Madras and Bombay. Part 1 and Part 2 (1933). 3) Report on the Settlement of Land Revenue in the
Madras Presidency and Bombay Presidency 1918-1919 (Madras). 4) Return showing the results
of elections in Madras, Bombay and United Provinces, 1920 5) Franchise Committee Report

106

tion computed as:
Brahman Dominance V oters =

T otal V oting Brahmans
T otal V oters

−

T otal Brahmans
T otal P opulation

In addition I use two variations of this measures. Brahman Dominance
Literate Voters is the over representation of Brahmans as literate voters compared
to their proportion in the voting population:
Brahman Dominance Lit V oters =

T otal Literate Brahmans
T otal Literate V oters

−

T otal Brahman V oters
T otal V oters

and Brahman Dominance English Lit Voters is the over representation of
Brahmans as english literate voters compared to their proportion in the voting
population.
Brahman Dominance Eng Lit V oters =

T otal Eng Literate Brahmans
T otal Eng V oters

−

T otal Brahman V oters
T otal V oters

These variables measure the extent to which Brahman elites were over represented amongst the educated population in the districts and monopolized educational institutions using their caste status. In turn this educational monopoly
had led to Brahmans creating a vast patronage network within the British bureaucracy. Creating a comparative static of Brahman control of educational assets
therefore allows for a way to understand how districts varied in the extent of
Brahman social control.
Alternative Explanations: It is possible that absolute levels of economic inequality also affect political behavior. In places with high levels of inequality, both
the wealthy and less well off may be mobilized to vote. On the other hand, extreme inequality might also dissuade poorer voters or enable the wealthy to buy
electoral support. To control for total inequality, I compute Gini-Land, a gini coefficient of land holdings by district. Agriculture was the most significant economic
sector in this era and the biggest source of employment.
It is also possible that ethnic fragmentation by sub-castes could affect
turnout and vote choice as more fragmentation within and across broad caste
categories could affect umbrella caste-level coordination efforts. According to the
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Figure 3.1: Brahman Dominance and Voting Behavior in the 1920 Elections
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1921 census, the Madras Presidency counted 118 unique jati or sub-caste groups
that had a population of over 1 per 1000 residents in the province as a whole. I relied on the 1921 census for the Madras Presidency to compute ELF by jati because
these were the more comprehensive caste census performed in these two districts.
Finally, given the limited franchise was conditional on the tax qualifications
of voters, it is possible that a district with higher per capita Tax Burden (computed
as the ratio of total land revenue demand in the district and the number of individual land holdings in the district) is more likely to have engaged electors.
Figure 3.1 show the bivariate relationship between Brahman dominance
amongst voters in the districts again turnout and the likelihood of voting for a Loyalist. There is a negative relationship between turnout and Brahman dominance
and there is a lower likelihood of electing a legislator loyal to British interests in
districts with greater Brahman dominance (in this case, a legislator who contested
elections for the Non-Brahman Justice Party).
In the following section, I examine whether this relationship holds within
an Ordinary Least Squares regression framework.
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Results
In Table 3.9 I regress the different electoral outcomes on the measures of intercaste competition in the districts of Madras. The first three models regress total
turnout in multi-member constituencies in the districts on predictor variables. The
next three models regress a dummy that turns to 1 if any of the multi-member
seats elected a Brahman in the districts. The final three models regress a dummy
variable that takes a value of 1 if any of the multi-member seats elected a Justice
Party candidate.
Model 1 Table 3.9 finds no statistically significant relationship between the
variable Brahman Dominance - Voters and turnout. In models 2 and 3, however,
the measures of Brahman dominance in the literate and english literate voting
population are negatively correlated with turnout at conventional thresholds of
significance suggesting that greater Brahman social dominance is associated with
lower levels of overall turnout in the districts. In models 3 to 6, the extent of Brahman dominance in the voting population is not a statistically significant predictor
of voting for a Brahman in the district. On the other hand, in models 7-9 the
Brahman dominance variable have a negative coefficient and significant suggesting that the district’s voters were less likely to vote for a Justice party candidate
when Brahmans were more dominant in the district.
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-0.985***
(0.345)

Turnout
(2)
(3)

-0.501*
(0.255)
Tax Burden Per Capita
-0.068
-0.034
-0.077*
(0.044)
(0.049)
(0.041)
ELF-Jati
-0.733
-0.459
0.015
(0.919)
(0.960)
(0.668)
Land Inequality
-0.929
-0.847
-1.418**
(0.581)
(0.592)
(0.634)
Constant
1.143
0.952
0.861
(0.862)
(0.896)
(0.632)
Adj. R-squared
0.051
0.073
0.146
N
24
24
24
Standard errors in parentheses. * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01.

Bram Dom - English voters

Bram Dom - Lit voters

Bram Dominance -Voters

(1)
0.361
(0.246)

3.470***
(1.274)
7.547
(18.224)
-45.084
(35.791)
-3.263
(19.993)
24

24

-2.044
(10.842)

Brahman
(5)

3.772***
(1.186)
-15.030
(15.808)
-40.537
(28.774)
20.794
(17.573)

(4)
-50.230
(32.753)

24

-1.881
(6.069)
3.531**
(1.392)
9.028
(17.868)
-49.428
(43.634)
-3.051
(20.584)

(6)

24

0.234
(0.492)
13.425
(24.581)
-15.145
(11.228)
-11.956
(20.967)

(7)
5.224
(4.990)

24

0.705
(0.798)
15.237
(15.963)
-10.946
(10.639)
-12.665
(13.680)

-30.149**
(14.980)

Justice Party
(8)

Table 3.9: OLS/Logit regressions of Voting Behavior on status inequality - Madras Only

24

-18.523**
(8.443)
0.428
(0.658)
45.128
(31.093)
-50.526*
(26.000)
-25.062
(20.888)

(9)

Next, I expand on these findings by incorporating data from the districts
of the Bombay Presidency. As fine-grained data on the composition of the voting
population for the Bombay was unavailable, I use data from the census on the
size and literacy of Brahmans in this province. I use two different measures of
status inequality. First, similar to the measures used in the previous section, I
measure Brahman Dominance as the overrepresentation of Brahmans amongst the
literates in a district compared to their population in the district. Next, I create
an alternate measure of domination in education – Between Group Inequality or
BGI – which measures the differences in literacy levels between between all major
caste groups in the caste hierarchy by incorporating information about both size
and education of all ranked caste groups in the districts. I relied on the 1921
census for the Madras Presidency to make a comprehensive list of sub-castes in
the districts of these provinces. I used the caste categories for the subcastes as
described in the 1931 census for both. This allowed me to categorize subcastes
into 7 status categories – Brahmans, Hindu advanced, Hindu intermediate, Hindu
backward, Muslims, Hindu depressed classes (the former untouchable groups)
and Hindu primitive (or tribal groups).

9

These groups were then used to create

the BGI measure.
BGIstatus

k
k
1 XX
pm pn | ȳm − ȳn |),
= (
2ȳ m=1 n=1

(3.1)

where m and n index status groups, pm is the proportion of the population in
status group m, ȳm is the proportion of status assets in society belonging to group
m , ȳ is the mean level of the asset in the society, and there are k status groups in
society. The groups in the analysis are:
Using the same set of controls, I regress the three dependent variables
turnout, election of Brahman legislator in the district, and election of loyalist in
the district on the two measures of status inequality. Table 3.10 show the results.
In models 1 and 2, we find a negative relationship between Brahman dominance
9

I excluded “other religions” which included Christians, Buddhists, Sikhs and Zoroastrians
from these calculations.
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Table 3.10: OLS/Logit regressions of Voting Behavior on status inequality - Madras
and Bombay
Turnout
Brahman
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
9.964*
Brahman Dominance
-0.422
(0.362)
(5.607)
Between Group Inequality
-1.021***
9.039
(0.355)
(5.774)
Tax Burden Per Capita
0.015
-0.004
1.401**
1.577**
(0.043)
(0.033)
(0.663)
(0.624)
ELF-Jati
-0.620** -0.743***
-2.673
-2.948
(0.276)
(0.239)
(3.582)
(3.580)
-10.987** -13.428***
Land Inequality
-0.077
0.175
(0.246)
(0.195)
(4.348)
(3.478)
madras
0.235**
0.213**
3.059*
3.133**
(0.094)
(0.085)
(1.628)
(1.516)
Constant
0.630**
0.964***
-2.484
-3.359
(3.143)
(3.738)
(0.238)
(0.262)
Adj. R-squared
0.253
0.393
N
57
57
57
57
Standard errors in parentheses. * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01.

Loyalist
(5)
(6)
-17.218**
(6.848)
-3.955
(6.045)
0.571
0.393
(0.491)
(0.456)
-6.776*
-3.055
(3.542)
(3.197)
-3.908
-1.097
(3.325)
(2.985)
-0.687
-0.442
(1.398)
(1.282)
6.645**
2.163
(3.342)
(3.558)
57

57

and BGI and the turnout in the district. Of this the BGI variable is significant at
the 1% level. In models 3 and 4, we find a positive relationship between Brahman
dominance and BGI and the election of a Brahman legislator in the district. Finally,
we observe a negative relationship between the two predictors and the likelihood
of electing a loyalist of which the Brahman dominance variable is statistically significant. Together these regressions provide evidence for the claims that greater
status inequality in a district are associated with lower turnout, greater likelihood
of electing a Brahman and lower likelihood of electing a loyalist (typically of a
Non-Brahman caste). These findings are similar to this presented in the previous
table using more fine-grained measures of Brahman voting threat in the Madras
Presidency.

3.6

Conclusion

In the previous chapter, I argued that Brahman political elites, anticipating franchise expansion to lower-caste Non-Brahman groups, attempted to weaken fiscal
institutions in order to limit future redistribution. In particular, they focused on
land tax institutions and franchise institutions as a way to check the power of
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newly empowered lower-caste groups. In this paper, I have described the scope
of the Montagu-Chelmsford reforms and using the Madras Presidency as the illustrative case, demonstrated how incumbent Brahman political elites and ascendant
Non-Brahman political elites differed in their preferences for franchise rules and
post-franchise subjects to be transferred to Indians. The paper showed that Brahman elites were keen to institute first past the post electoral rules and to gain
greater control of government institutions while Non-Brahmans supported proportional representation rules and greater discretion to British authorities over
government institutions. The chapter described in some detail how the Brahman
legislators in the governing councils shifted their opinions on land revenue institutions before and after the announcement of the reforms.
The paper also discussed the changed electoral reality for Brahmans in the
Madras presidency, who went from being the dominant group in the pre-reforms
council to being under 20% of the Montford councils. The paper demonstrated
how the underlying social-status dynamics – inequality between Brahmans and
Non-Brahmans in education amongst voters – was associated with turnout and
vote choice. Districts with greater Brahman Dominance were more likely to elect a
Brahman legislator and less likely to elect a candidate who was pro-British interests.
The findings of this paper suggest two avenues for future research. First, a
greater investigation is required of the choice of PR versus plurality electoral rules
in the Indian provinces. The Madras and Bombay Presidencies were the only two
provinces to adopt PR rules in colonial India and it could be argued that the degree
of status inequality in the districts of these two presidencies shaped the extent to
which legislators in these two provinces lobbied for PR rules with the franchise
commission. Second, the paper also provides evidence of the development of
early partisan loyalty in the Indian states that needs further investigation.
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4

When do the Poor Vote for the Right-Wing and Why?
Status inequality and Voting Behavior in the Indian
States

4.1

Introduction

Conventional political economy models that underpin a vast literature on voting behavior have emphasized the centrality of economic redistribution in politics
(Meltzer and Richard 1981, Romer 1975). Based on the predictions of these models we expect the poor to support pro-redistribution parties and the wealthy to
support anti-tax parties. Recent scholarship in both the developed and developing world has focused on right-wing ascendance and the popularity of right-wing
parties amongst the poor. The poor’s support of right-wing parties is puzzling
as it suggests that voters are choosing parties that work against their economic
interests.
To explain this phenomena, research has focused on non-economic factors such as religion, time-horizons, ethnic affiliations, and nationalism that shape
individual preferences for redistribution (Scheve and Stasavage 2006a, Scheve
and Stasavage 2006b, Benabou and Tirole 2006, Alesina and La Ferrara 2005,
Alesina and Glaeser 2004, Leiberman 2003, Singh 2010, Shayo 2009). Scholars have also studied how electoral competition and heterogenous preferences on
non-economic issues constrain vote choice (Roemer 1998). Cross-national studies
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have focused on the degree to which political institutions and economic factors
either exacerbate or attenuate the link between income and voting (De La O and
Rodden 2008, Huber and Stanig 2009, Iversen and Soskice 2006).
In multi-ethnic contexts, scholars have argued that the coincidence of ethnicity and class in some places can lead to more resilient ethnic coalitions, differing welfare preferences, and an under provision of public goods (Horowitz 1985,
Dunning and Harrison 2010, Baldwin and Huber 2013, Alesina et al. 2015, Huber
and Suryanarayan 2016). It is plausible that in such systems, cross-class coalitions
may emerge if wealthy co-ethnics find a way to compensate poor co-ethnics for
their vote.
This paper argues that appeals by right-wing parties are attractive to voters in contexts of high status inequality–defined in this paper as differences in the
distribution of ascriptive “social-status” in a society, typically owing to legacies of
hierarchical social orders, and distinct from material or economic endowments.
We observe persistent status inequality in a number of countries with a history of
slavery, aristocracy, colonialism, and the caste-system. Of central importance to
“high-status” voters is their rank in the social hierarchy which they preserve and
perpetuate through their control of segregated institutions. When “low-status”
groups start to compete for access to institutions viewed as instrumental to maintaining group social rank, high-ranked groups face threats to their status. In such
an event, poor voters from high-status groups are more susceptible to appeals by
right-wing parties.
Poor voters born into “high-status” groups can be wooed by right-wing parties with appeals to group status. The argument builds on recent work by Moses
Shayo (2009) that argues that poor voters are willing to make trade-offs between
material returns from participating in a class-based coalition for the the psychological gains of associating with a “higher-status” national identity, reducing overall
support for redistribution. But unlike Shayo, this paper emphasizes that poor
high-status voters are likely to consider both the psychological benefits and the
material benefits arising from specific resources the group controls that demarcate
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high-status group boundaries from low-status groups.
Building on studies of ethnic inequality that focus on income differences
between ethnic groups, this paper acknowledges that in many places economic
and social dominance coincide. The paper argues however that it is the shared
social rank of high-status voters that explains why poor voters from high-status
groups are likely to align with wealthy co-members. In particular, the solidarity between poor and wealthy members of high-status groups are more likely to
translate into voting preferences when their social dominance is challenged, and
less likely to be apparent when social hierarchies are aided and perpetuated by a
complicit state and political system.
In order to test these claims, this paper examines the vote for the rightwing Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) in the Indian states. India is a useful case to
theorize about the effects of ascriptive status versus economic endowments on
voting behavior owing to two distinct features of the caste system–hierarchy and
segregation. This paper focuses on the Brahman caste–the group that is typically
viewed as being on the top of the caste hierarchy owing to its ritual status in the
Hindu varna system, and whose members were not typically the wealthiest castes
in many parts of India.1 .The Brahmans were the “priestly” castes and had historically served as priests, teachers, professional classes, and bureaucrats in both the
colonial and post-colonial period. This group controlled access to education and
derived much of its status from its near monopoly of educational institutions.
In order to demonstrate how threats to their social-status shaped the rightwing vote, I examine the electoral effects of an announcement by the Indian Prime
Minister V.P. Singh on August 7th 1990 in both houses of the Indian parliament to
implement quotas in central government jobs to socially backward groups. While
backward caste parties had long sought to improve their representation in government and education institutions, the timing of the announcement had the effect
of consolidating upper-caste Brahman vote in favor of the right-wing BJP.
1

The varna system comprises of Brahmans(priests), Kshatriya (warriors), Vaishyas (merchant
castes) and Shudhras (labor castes).
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The paper examines right-wing vote share in state assembly elections held
before and after the quota announcement. In order to develop measures of status
inequality, it uses newly digitized demographic data on caste and education at
the level of the sub-district (or Taluk) from the 1931 census–the last caste census
conducted in India–in three former direct-administered British provinces - Madras
Presidency, Bombay Presidency and United Provinces. It then merges these subdistricts into 1089 state assembly electoral constituencies across 7 states.2 Status
inequality is measured using a variable called Brahman Dominance which is a
measure of the over representation of Brahmans amongst the literate population
in the electoral district over its actual population in 1931. This measure relies on
the intuition that places where Brahmans were more dominant in education were
places with greater caste-based status distinctions.
The paper finds that places with greater Brahman Dominance in education
in 1931 were associated with a larger increase in right-wing vote share in state
elections held after 1990, a relationship that did not exist in elections held prior
to the threat of affirmative action. Subsequent robustness tests also show that the
relationship between educational dominance and right-wing voting survive when
examining Northern, Southern and Western regions of the country separately as
affirmative action has long been the norm in the South and West. The regressions
are also robust to competing hypotheses on the rise of the right-wing including
the strength of muslim populations in the electoral constituencies as well as the
economic strength of backward castes following the green revolution.
Next, in order to demonstrate the link between status and vote choice,
the paper uses survey data from the 2004 National Elections to study the BJP
vote amongst Brahmans vis. a vis. other caste groups. These individual-level
regressions find that Brahmans who live in constituencies with higher levels of

2

Previous studies have used caste data from the 1931 census at the level of the district. This is
the first study to my knowledge that uses sub-district level data. I thank Francesca Jensenius for
providing me with the state-level elections data as well as the merge codes for merging administrative units into electoral boundaries for the 1971 census, which enabled me to then merge the
1931 data.
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Brahman dominance in 1931 were more likely to vote for the BJP and hold antiredistribution views compared with both Brahmans who live in areas with low
Brahman dominance, and compared with other caste groups. More importantly,
the individual-level regressions show that poor Brahmans were more likely to
vote for the BJP and to hold anti-redistribution views compared to even wealthy
Brahmans in constituencies with higher levels of Brahman dominance in 1931.
These regressions further provide evidence for the claims of this paper that antiredistributive support emerge amongst poor upper-status voters in places with
high status inequality.
The paper contributes to a growing literature on “ranked” ethnic systems
that argue that ethic distinctions in some societies are meaningful only when
groups can be categorized as superior and inferior. Unlike unranked ethnic systems where groups identity and existence is legitimized by mythologies about
themselves, ranked groups need the existence of a hierarchical system of groups
to legitimize themselves (Horowitz 1985, Lee 2015). The findings of this paper
suggest that ethnic mobilization in ranked systems might be associated with a deemphasis of within-group class distinctions, and thus explains why within-group
cross-class solidarities emerge in some ethnic systems and not others. The argument of this paper therefore resonate with recent findings by scholars on American politics. Acharya, Blackwell and Sen (2014) find that counties with higher
levels of slave holdings in the period prior to the civil war are associated with
higher levels of support for the right-wing Republican party and higher levels of
racial animosity amongst whites. The findings of this paper also have implications for recent studies on South Africa that have demonstrated the prevalence
of cross-class solidarities amongst whites in favor of greater redistribution during
apartheid (Leiberman 2003)
This paper also contributes to the large literature on caste in India. Scholars working on caste and voting have typically examined the mobilization of lower
castes into politics and the effects of political quotas and affirmative action on
lower caste developmental outcomes (Jaffrelot 2005, Chandra 2004, Chauchard
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2014, Jensenius 2015). This paper offers new insights by focusing on how upper
castes responded to challenges to their social dominance. It also builds on recent
work on who votes for the Bharatiya Janata Party in India. Thachil (2014) finds
that the BJP was able to reach out to lower-caste, dalit voters without alienating its upper-caste constituency by relying on its external service organizations.
This paper provides evidence for why poor upper-castes vote for the BJP in the
first place, a question similar to Thomas Frank’s (2007) “What’s the matter with
Kansas?” that examined the roots of right-wing voting amongst poor whites in the
United States.

4.2

Status inequality and right-wing Voting

A key implication of conventional tax-and-transfer models is that the wealthy will
support anti-tax parties and the poor will support pro-redistribution parties. In
reality, and across a range of contexts, we find cross-class coalitions in support of
right-wing parties. Explanations for why this occurs tend to focus on institutional
factors that constrain the vote choice of the poor or non-material factors that shape
the redistributive preferences of the poor. Parties often attempt to build coalitions
of voters by using both second-dimension appeals and economic appeals and voters in turn are forced to choose between their economic and non-economic preferences leading to higher levels of right-wing support amongst the poor. Electoral institutions further exacerbate these tendencies with single-member simple-plurality
systems associated with greater right-wing voting amongst the poor. (Roemer
1998, Lee and Roemer 2007, De La O and Rodden 2008).
Focusing on second-dimension explanations, scholars find that in ethnically
or racially heterogeneous contexts, animosity makes redistribution to the poor,
who may disproportionately belong to an ethnic or racial group, unappealing to
voters leading them to support right-wing parties (Alesina and Glaeser 2004).
Scheve and Stasavage (2006) argue that religiosity acts as an alternative to social
insurance and lowers demand for social welfare amongst the religious poor. More
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recent work on ethnically heterogenous societies emphasizes the coincidence of
class and ethnicity. In places where some groups are wealthy and others are poor,
we are likely to observe more ethnic voting as between-group divisions in material
endowments reinforce ethnic differences and create a policy basis for ethnic voting
(Huber and Suryanarayan 2016). If we assume that between-group economic
differences override within-group distinctions, this could explain why some poor
voters tend to support right-wing parties.
Building on these second-dimension claims, this paper argues that a resilient cross-class coalition can evolve in places where there is an alternative form
of hierarchical ordering of society, distinct from material wealth. Hierarchical
social systems or their historical legacies exist in a variety of contexts–slave institutions in North and South America, caste-system in India, apartheid in South
Africa, aristocracy in Europe amongst others. Hierarchical social orders are typically characterized by inter-group spatial segregation, prescribed norms of interactions between groups, and limited sharing of public goods. Typically, “high-status”
groups exert their dominance in both the social sphere and the state. A key difference between this type of hierarchy and class location is that while voters can
transcend their economic location, they cannot seek to improve their social location which is endowed by birth. In turn, any challenges to the social location of
groups does not result in the“redistribution” of social privilege. Instead it undermines the significance of endowed privilege, and its relevance in organizing social
relations. Consequently, when their social location is challenged, voters from highborn groups consider the redistributive implications of voting not only along class
lines but also along this ascriptive dimension of hierarchy.
In particular, they care about redistribution of goods that are most likely to
challenge group segregation and erase inter-group boundaries. Such goods typically tend to be spatial such as schools, shared water sources, public, housing or
parks, but could also include the control of specific occupations and laws that protect endogamy and demarcate the group. Under the threat of integration policies,
while both wealthy and poor upper-status groups members are likely to defend
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their control of these goods, their significance as a source of status is likely to
be greater for poorer, upper-status members. Poor members are therefore more
susceptible to in-group psychological sanctions, the promise of access to private
resources from their wealthy co-group members, and the maintenance of group
social relations through marriage and social relations. In turn, elite groups members are able to use both psychological appeals to status as well as material appeals
by providing some of the publicly available resources through private exchanges
to enable cross-class solidarities.
The argument presented here builds on ethnic inequality arguments and offers two key reasons for why poor co-ethnics in some places might vote along with
wealthy co-ethnics. First, it focuses on both voters’s material and psychological
calculations based on their social status, rather than simply psychological factors
such as animosity or “we-ness” generated by ethnic, racial or religious ties. Typically scholars of ethnic, racial or even status politics (most notably Moses Shayo
2009) emphasize the psychological benefits poor members of groups gain from
within-group solidarities. Individuals forego tangible material benefits for the
psychological benefits gained from associating themselves with co-ethnics, upper
castes, or co-nationals. In addition, scholars also highlight loss-aversion, i.e., the
fear poor upper status individuals experience when lower status groups become
wealthy (McClendon 2012) which leads them to choose suboptimal redistributive
outcomes.
Second, it links those calculations shape their views on redistributive policies. Poor upper-status voters are more likely to be pro-redistribution when their
social location is unchallenged. Conversely, when their social location is threatened, poor voters are less likely to support redistributive agendas that disturb
inter-group relations and in turn recalibrate their redistributive preferences appropriately, making them more susceptible to appeals by right-wing parties. For
instance, poor whites were more broadly supportive of the New Deal in the 1930s
and 1940s in the United States when work relief was directed to citizens without
disturbing the existing racial order. The same voters, however, were more hostile
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to redistributive policy when that policy involved desegregating schools, neighborhoods, swimming pools and parks even if that meant forgoing redistribution
to other poor whites. In the Indian case, upper caste voters were more sympathetic to the statist and redistributive focus of the Congress Party between 1947
and1980s when those policies did not disturb Brahman hegemony in education
and the state. When those policies began to target these “status” goods, however,
an anti-redistribution coalition was able to take shape in support of the BJP. The
argument presented here is most similar to Shayo (2009) who claims that poor
voters in some contexts may oppose redistribution if they gain greater psychological benefits from a “high-status” cross-class national identity than the material
benefits of a class identity. But unlike Shayo who focuses on national identity, I focus on the status endowed by certain sub-national ethnic, racial or descent based
categories.
One implication of the above is that ethnic inequality arguments might be
more salient and cross-class solidarities over “status” more resilient in places with
pre-existing hierarchical social systems. Conversely, when ethnic inequality occurs
in non-hierarchical societies, cross-class solidarities within wealthy ethnic groups
are less resilient.
In Section 3, I examine the rise of right-wing voting in the Indian states
and illustrate how a challenge to the social dominance of upper-status groups was
associated with an increase in the vote share for the BJP.

4.3

Right-Wing Voting in India

For four decades following Indian independence in 1947, the BJP (and its predecessor, the Bharatiya Jana Sangh) was a peripheral player in national Indian
politics. The right-wing party, while a significant state-level player (most notably
in Himachal Pradesh, Gujarat and Madhya Pradesh), had struggled to expand its
voter base in other parts of the country. This changed in the national elections held
in 1991, when BJP emerged as the second largest party in the national parliament
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and gained substantial vote share in many states. The rising electoral fortunes of
the BJP that began in 1991 culminated in a historic victory in 2014 with the party
winning a majority in the parliament, the first party to do so in 30 years.3
Scholars who have studied the rise of the BJP highlight several critical factors that played in the party’s favor. Research has focused on the BJP leadership’s
explicit appeal to hindu voters and the stoking of a hindu-muslim communal divide through a famous religious pilgrimage undertaken to build a temple on a
disputed site in Ayodhya in the state of Uttar Pradesh in 1990 (Jaffrelot 2000,
Hanson 1999). To explain variation in the degree to which voters were radicalized, scholars emphasize latent economic tensions between Hindus and Muslims
(Rudolph and Rudolph 1993), the electoral dividends from creating ethnic violence (Wilkinson 2004), and the role of civic institutions in attenuating religious
tensions (Varshney 2003).
Second, those who examine the importance of caste in Indian politics, most
notably Chandra (2004), argue that the growing strength of backward caste and
scheduled caste parties, within the context of a patronage democracy where elections effectively create a “winner take all” system regards to state employment and
resources, had the effect of creating a resilient caste coalition behind the BJP comprising of upper castes. It is unsurprising from this perspective that an attempt
by backward caste interests to gain favorable affirmative action policies should
have the effect of also increasing caste salience among Brahmans. The collapsing party organization and subsequent electoral fortunes of the catch-all Congress
have increased the migration of upper caste voters from the Congress to BJP.
Third, recent research has found that the BJP also gets votes from lower
caste groups such as the scheduled castes (Thachil 2014), and argues that the
BJP’s reliance on its external allied religious organizations has enabled it to cater
to new constituents without having to change the composition of its primarily
3

Political coalitions of regional and national parties have been the mainstay of Indian politics,
with no party winning a majority since 1984. Even that election was viewed as a special election as
it followed the assassination of Indira Gandhi, resulting in a huge sympathy wave for the Congress
party.
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upper-caste leadership or diluting its socially conservative and economically rightwing economic policy messaging.
Finally, studies of state party systems suggest that the BJP was able to survive as a reliable third party coalition partner in states where it was in competition
with the Congress party or one or more regional parties (Sridharan 2005). These
studies downplay the cleavage role and attribute the rise of the BJP entirely to
competitive dynamics in the indian states.4
This paper departs from these studies to the extent that it emphasizes the
key role of a specific caste group–the Brahmans–and inter-caste conditions of status inequality that shape Brahman perceptions of affirmative action. While the
argument presented here does approximate those made by Chandra about castebased political competition and patronage, it also differs in two ways. First, there
is no prior reason to believe that variations in status inequality might matter to
the extent to which BJP gained vote share as Chandra’s argument hinges on the
the numerical strength of groups and their ability to translate votes into winnable
majorities. Second, lower caste groups had been mobilizing for at least a decade
and a half prior to the announcement on caste-based reservations in 1990. In particular, both farmer parties and lower-caste parties had been in alliance with the
BJP in the 1989 government under Prime Minister V.P. Singh. It was only when
Brahman hegemony in education and government employment were threatened
(key markers of social differences between Brahmans and other castes) did the
Brahman vote consolidate around the BJP. Put differently, it is the argument of
this paper that the growing political and economic strength of lower castes had
no salience to upper castes until they infringed on social markers of caste dominance. The claims of this paper at the very least provide a mechanism through
which ethnic head-counting in patronage democracies may be creating resilient
party loyalties for upper-status ethnic groups.
4

BJP is also viewed as benefitting from the shift to a more liberalized economic model of
development following the balance of payments crisis in 1991. As the economy has reduced local
regulation and opened up to foreign investment, this has created a rightward economic orientation
amongst some voters.
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Mandal Announcement and the BJP Vote. Despite disagreements over why
the BJP rose to prominence, the contention that the 1991 elections were a deflection point is fairly uncontroversial.5 Figure 1 maps the state electoral constituencylevel vote share for the BJP in elections held in 1986-1990 and those held between
1991-1995. We observe a dramatic rise in the BJP vote between the two elections
in several states, most notably Uttar Pradesh, Karnataka and Maharashtra. The
party also grew in traditional strong-holds such as Gujarat, Madhya Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh and Rajasthan.6
The announcement by Prime Minister V.P. Singh in August 1990 to implement the recommendations of a report by the Mandal Commission in 1979 came
as a surprise to many in the country. The Janata Dal let National Front coalition
government that came to power in 1989 in the national elections had made little reference to the implementation of lower caste reservations in its campaign.7
The support the party received from the BJP to form the center coalition could be
viewed as evidence that the BJP at that point did not consider the possibility of
reservations a serious threat. This however changed with the Bihar state elections
in 1990, when reservations for backward castes emerged as a key electoral issue.
The prime minister campaigned on the reservations issues for his party in Bihar,
and subsequently decided to implement the recommendations of the Mandal later
in the year.
The announcement was followed by massive student demonstrations across
the country. It also strained relations between BJP and the Janata Dal government causing the BJP to withdraw support from the coalition in October 1990.
The “Mandal announcement” was followed quickly by another major political
5

For a comprehensive discussion of the role of Mandal in the realignment of party politics
before and after 1990 see Jaffrelot 2000
6

This paper does not include the Shiv Sena in Maharashtra as a right-wing party as the nativist
appeals and support base of the Shiv Sena are viewed as distinct from the tactics, goals and support
base of the BJP. The results discussed in the paper however did not substantively change when I
coded Shiva Sena as a right-wing party.
7

Agrawal and Aggarwal (1991) note that the party manifesto promised substantial reservations
in employment, education, and public offices for socially and educationally backward classes and
that the recommendations of the Mandal commission would be implemented expeditiously.
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Figure 4.1: Right-Wing Vote Share–Before and after Mandal (All-India)

Election 1986–90

Election 1991–95
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development–the decision by top BJP leaders to begin a hindu pilgrimage to garner support for the demolition of a mosque and the building of a temple on a disputed site in Ayodhya in the state of Uttar Pradesh. Some scholars argue that this
initiative could have been an attempt on the part of the BJP to build cross-caste
alliances to compensate for the upper-caste backlash that the Mandal announcement had generated.
Figure 4.2: Right-Wing Vote Share and the Brahman Size in Constituency
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Figure 4.3: Right-Wing Vote Share and the Muslim Size in Constituency
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While there is evidence that the BJP gained vote share in muslim dominated areas and constituencies which the procession targeted on its way to Ayodhya, the BJP separately gained upper-caste support in Brahman dominated areas
suggesting it adopted a two-pronged electoral strategy–caste and religion. Using
data from 7 states, the left panels in Figure 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 plot the density of
right-wing share in the 1087 assembly constituencies before and after the Mandal
announcement by splitting the data into two groups for each figure–high and low
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Figure 4.4: Right-Wing Vote Share and the Middle Caste Size in Constituency
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Brahman size, high and low muslim size, and high and low backward caste size.
In the left panels we observe there is little difference in the right-wing vote share
in state assembly constituencies with high and low proportions of Brahmans, Muslims and Middle Castes in elections held between 1985-89. After the Mandal announcement, in the right panel of Figure 4.2, we see an increase in the density of
constituencies where the BJP managed to secure more than 0.25 of the vote being
disproportionately those with high Brahman proportions (i.e. constituencies with
more than 4.4% Brahmans, this being the median value of the sample). We can
contrast this with areas with high muslim populations. In the right panel of Figure
4.3 we see that both high and low muslim areas saw an increase in right-wing vote
share with places with more Muslims seeing a slightly higher increase. In addition, when we examine the relationship between backward caste proportions and
BJP vote in Figure 4.4, we find the reverse pattern to that observed observed for
Brahman size–the greater the size of the backward caste populations, the lower
the number of constituencies with high levels of BJP vote share.
In Section 4, I examine more systematically the relationship between Brahman dominance in a an electoral constituency and the rise in the right-wing vote
share after Mandal while controlling for a range of alternative explanations in a
regression framework.
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Table 4.1: States and Year of Election in Dataset
State
Andhra Pradesh
Kerala
Tamil Nadu
Karnataka
Gujarat
Maharashtra
Uttar Pradesh

4.4

Colonial Province
Madras
Madras
Madras
Bombay/Madras
Bombay
Bombay
United Provinces

Pre/Post Mandal Election Years
1989 / 1994
1987/ 1991
1989/ 1991
1989, 1994
1990 / 1995
1990 / 1995
1989 / 1991

No. Of Constituencies
180
32
213
69
73
110
416

Data Analysis–State Elections

In the first part of this section, I examine the relationship between historic measures of Brahman social dominance and the rise of the right-wing vote in state
elections help before and after the Mandal announcement in 1990. The dependent variable for the data analysis in this section is the change in the vote share of
the BJP in the state elections held in 1986–1990 and those held in 1991–1995.
Key Predictor Variables: Measures of Brahman social dominance are developed using data from the 1931 Census of India for three British provinces- the
Madras Presidency, the Bombay Presidency and the United Provinces at the level of
the taluk or sub-district. These three provinces split into multiple states spanning
all of Tamil Nadu, Maharashtra, Uttar Pradesh and parts of Kerala, Karnataka,
Gujarat and Andhra Pradesh. The taluk level data were merged into state-level
electoral constituencies using the boundaries set by the 1973 delimitation commission. These boundaries remained unchanged in the elections held for the next
three decades.8 The states, electoral constituencies and the year of elections before and after the Mandal announcement are shown in Table 4.1.
The 1931 census has information on the size and literacy of nine key groups
: Brahmans, Middle Castes, Depressed Classes, Depressed Tribes, Muslims, Christians, Jains, Buddhists and Sikhs. In addition to these groups, the census also
8

I am very grateful to Francesca Jensenius for sharing the merge code for the state electoral
boundaries as well as the state elections data. These codes enabled me to merge the 1931 census
data with the state assembly data for election years between 1985–1995 used in this paper. A more
detailed description of the electoral data used and a discussion of electoral and census boundary
merging can be found in Jensenius (2015).
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provides data on the size and literacy of residents who claims to belong to hindu
revivalist movements in this period in the United Provinces. The following measures were created:
Brahman Dominance: A measure of the extent to which Brahmans are over
represented in the literate population in relation to their share of the total population computed as:
Brahman Dominance =

T otal Literate Brahmans
T otal Literates

−

T otal Brahmans
T otal P opulation

This variable has a minimum value of -0.009 and a maximum value of 0.57
and a median of 0.16.9 This suggests that Brahmans tended to be over represented
in the literate population. The Brahman Dominance variable attempts to measure
the extent of status inequality in a constituency in 1931. The Brahmans had historically derived their power from advisory roles to kings or as priests, and have
long held a monopoly on educational access in the Indian provinces. These castes
in local, village-level settings often segregated themselves from other groups and
maintained exclusive control over educational institutions, water sources, and
temples. Brahman attempts to monopolize and segregate educational institutions
institutions was a well documented phenomenon in colonial India (Frykenberg
1961, Irschick 1969). Brahman preponderance in education was further strengthened by active British policy for the sake of administrative efficiency in revenue
collection. The British in the colonial period were hesitant to upset high caste
Hindus and rejected petitions by backward and scheduled castes to be admitted
to government schools (Radhkrishnan 1993). A measure that captures the Brahman monopoly over literacy therefore is a compelling measure of historical social
dominance of this group.
Brahman Size: A measure of Brahmans in a constituency as a proportion
of total population. It is expected that a constituency where Brahmans are more
numerically dominant, we would expect to see more support for the BJP after af9

Only one assembly constituency in the states of Tamil Nadu, Periyakulam, had a negative
value.
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firmative action politics take shape as these are the constituencies where Brahman
social dominance is likely to be greater. The size variable, however, cannot distinguish between an argument about ethnic head-counting versus one focused on
social dominance. For this we rely on the next measure.
Historical Controls: The regressions include four co-variates from the 1931
census. A variable that controls for the size of the population in 1931 as it is likely
that more densely populated constituencies would have less segregation and less
likelihood of right-wing ascendance in the future; a control for the level of literacy in the constituency as more literate areas were more likely to be associated
with lower-caste economic development, and hence associated with lower levels
of inter-caste educational inequality and a smaller base for right-wing parties; a
variable called Caste Fragmentation which was created using data for all caste
and religious groups in the constituency using the standard formula for ethnolinguistic fractionalization measure. This measure controls for the possible alternative explanation that ethnic competition based on group sizes matter to vote
choice regardless of the number of Brahmans or levels of social dominance in the
constituency. Finally, a variable called Muslim Size to control for historic muslim
proportion of the population as it is likely that areas with greater muslim population were more susceptible to pro-hindu right-wing appeals after 1990.
Contemporary Political Controls: In addition to the historic variables, the
regressions also control for contemporary political covariates in the electoral constituencies. It is possible that local-level competitive dynamics including the prior
mobilization of voters by competitive regional and national parties, the competitiveness of the constituency measured as the margin of victory, the levels of
voter turnout, and whether the constituency was reserved for only Scheduled
Caste/Scheduled Tribe candidates could each have dampened the rise of the rightwing BJP after 1990. The regressions therefore include lagged political controls
Effective Number of Parties (ENP) Lag, Margin of Victory Lag, Turnout Lag, and
Reserved SC/ST.
In Figure 4.5, I plot the relationship between Brahman Dominance and the
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vote share for the BJP in state elections held before the Mandal announcement between 1986–1990 (correlation=0.08) and in those held after the announcement
(correlation=0.26). The two variables are weakly correlated in the period before
the Mandal announcement and then strongly correlated in the elections held after.
Figure 4.5: Right-Wing Vote Share 1991–95 and Brahman Dominance in Education in 1931
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Do these patterns hold in a regression framework? Models 1–5 in Table
4.2 regress the change in the BJP vote share between the two elections on the
key explanatory variables. Model 1 shows a positive and statistically significant
relationship between Brahman Dominance and the change in BJP vote share. A
one standard deviation increase in the Brahman proportion of the population in
1931 is associated with a 4.8% increase in right-wing vote share and the single
variable explains a substantial amount of variation in the data with an R-square
value of 0.11.
Model 2 includes the historical controls–the proportion of Literates in the
population, Muslim Size, Log Population and Caste Fragmentation. As predicted,
the size of the muslim population in the electoral constituency has a positive and
significant effect and the overall levels of literacy have a negative and significant
effect on the BJP vote share. Notably, the Caste Fragmentation variable is not
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Table 4.2: OLS regressions of Change in Right-Wing Vote Share on Brahman Dominance

Brahman Dominance

(1)
0.048***
(0.004)

(2)
0.036***
(0.005)

(3)
0.021***
(0.004)

Literate Middle

(4)
0.020***
(0.004)
-0.004**
(0.002)

Literate Scheduled Caste/Tribe
Literate

-0.027***
(0.004)
0.028***
(0.005)
-0.004
(0.004)
0.033***
(0.005)

Proportion Muslim
Log Population
Ethnic Fragmentation
ENP lag
Margin of Victory Lag
Turnout Lag
right-wing Vote Lag
Reserved SC/ST
Constant

0.098***
(0.004)
0.111
1089

0.099***
(0.004)
0.247
1083

0.003
(0.004)
0.029***
(0.005)
0.001
(0.004)
-0.002
(0.005)
-0.002
(0.004)
0.004
(0.004)
-0.024***
(0.005)
-0.098***
(0.005)
0.007
(0.007)
0.160***
(0.009)
0.606
1083

0.003
(0.004)
0.028***
(0.005)
0.001
(0.004)
-0.003
(0.005)
-0.002
(0.004)
0.004
(0.004)
-0.024***
(0.005)
-0.097***
(0.005)
0.007
(0.007)
0.160***
(0.009)
0.606
1083

Adj. R-squared
N
Fixed Effects
Note: Continuous variables are standardized to have a mean of 0 and a standard
deviation of 1. Standard errors in parentheses. * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01.

(5)
0.021***
(0.004)

-0.008*
(0.004)
0.001
(0.004)
0.027***
(0.005)
0.001
(0.004)
-0.000
(0.005)
-0.001
(0.004)
0.005
(0.004)
-0.024***
(0.005)
-0.097***
(0.005)
0.009
(0.007)
0.157***
(0.009)
0.608
1083

significant at conventional thresholds. The inclusion of these variables, however,
does not affect the statistical significance of the coefficient of the Brahman Dominance variable.
Model 3 includes constituency-level lagged political covariates for the elections as well as state fixed-effects. Amongst the political controls, a lagged control
for the right-wing vote share and the level of turnout in the previous election are
the only variables significant at conventional thresholds. The inclusion of these
variables and state fixed-effects does not affect the significance of the Brahman
Dominance variable, even thought the variable is now substantively smaller in
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size–a one standard deviation increase in the proportion of Brahmans is associated with a 2.1% increase in the BJP vote. In Models 4 and 5, controls for the
literacy of backward castes (referred to as middle castes in the 1931census) and
scheduled castes/tribes are included. The controls for these groups does not affect
the size or the statistical significance of the Brahman measure. The coefficients
of Literate Middle and Literate Dalit are negative and significant at conventional
thresholds. This suggests that an increase in the literacy levels of these castes is
associated with a drop in the BJP vote, which confirms t that places where historical caste-based segregation in education was lower, the BJP did not benefit from
a backlash against reservation policy.
Table 1A in the appendix replicates Models 1–5 using the Brahman Size
predictor with similar results.

Alternative Explanations
Inter-Religious Competition: It is possible that Brahman voters were more likely
to be swayed by the BJP’s pro-hindu rally in 1990 in favor of the demolition of a
mosque on a disputed site in Ayodhya in the state of Uttar Pradesh. This is because
the Brahmans have historically been the priestly castes and likely associated with
greater religious and ritual dogmatism. It is also possible that regardless of caste,
all hindu voters in districts with high Brahman concentrations were more swayed
by religious appeals in the Ayodhya campaign as such districts were more likely to
be associated with religious jingoism. If this is the case, we are likely to observe
a greater association between Brahman dominance and size and the right-wing
vote share in places with higher muslim populations i.e. places with greater interreligious competition.
In Table 4.3, Models 1 and 2 regress the change in BJP vote share on the
dominance and size variables in a subsample of constituencies with high proportions of muslims (above the median value of 0.07). In these models, the Brahman
dominance variable is significant at the 5% threshold, but is substantively smaller
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Table 4.3: Right-Wing Vote Share and Brahman Dominance After Mandal: 19911995

Brahman Dominance
Brahman Size

High Muslim
(1)
(2)
0.009**
(0.003)
0.016
(0.012)

Low Muslim
(3)
(4)
0.023**
(0.007)
0.036***
(0.007)

0.006
(0.005)
0.033
(0.019)
0.194***
(0.027)
0.616
376

0.008
(0.008)
-0.018
(0.022)
0.078***
(0.016)
0.601
707

HYV Adoption
Literate
Muslim Size
Constant

0.003
(0.004)
0.035
(0.021)
0.202***
(0.027)
0.617
376

-0.008
(0.006)
-0.004
(0.018)
0.228***
(0.011)
0.614
711

HYV Adoption
(5)
(6)
0.014**
(0.004)
0.027***
(0.006)
0.011*
0.011*
(0.006)
(0.005)
-0.002
-0.009
(0.005)
(0.005)
0.032*** 0.039***
(0.005)
(0.007)
-0.011
-0.002
(0.016)
(0.017)
0.605
0.611
951
955

Adj. R-squared
N
AC Political Controls
1931 AC Covariates
All models include state fixed effects and robust clustered standard errors
Note: Continuous variables are standardized to have a mean of 0 and std. deviation of 1
Standard errors in parentheses. * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01.

than in previous regressions and Brahman size variable is not significant suggesting that the “muslim threat” did not work through the Brahman mechanism. In
Models 3 and 4, however, where the muslim populations were low, the Brahman dominance and size variables are both positive and significant, suggesting
an independent effect of caste inequality on the right-wing vote after the Mandal
announcement.
Farmer/Backward Caste Mobilization: In the 1960s, a green revolution in
agriculture owing to the adoption of high-yield variety crops, irrigation improvements, and fertilizer use, led to the economic advancement of yeomen farmers,
many of whom belonged to the backwards castes. The income growth of farmers
was associated with a rise in demand for greater representation in political parties
by backward castes. These upwardly mobile economic groups broke ranks with
the Congress party and floated their own parties who made steady gains in state
elections around the country through the 1970s and 1980s.
An alternative explanation for the rise of support for the BJP could be that
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the rise of backward caste parties resulted in upper caste voters breaking ranks
with the Congress party to assert their own caste’s economic and political interests. It is also possible that backward castes were most vocal in their demands for
affirmative action in constituencies where they were growing more affluent, creating potential endogeneity concerns about the timing and consequences of the
Mandal announcement.
In order to control for the economic strength of backward castes, Models
5 and 6 in Table 4.3 include a variable HYV Adoption that measures the extent of
adoption of high-yield variety crops by 1989 in the administrative district. The
variable is a proxy for the extent of agricultural improvements in the district and
hence the economic strength of farmers in the district. The data for this is available from Sanghi et al. (1998) who use annual Indian agricultural surveys.10
The results show a positive and statistically significant relationship between HYV
Adoption and the change in BJP vote share. The inclusion of this variable does not
affect the significance of the Brahman Dominance and Brahman Size variables and
both these variables are substantively larger and more precisely estimated than
the coefficient on high-yield variety adoption.
Replication in the Pre-Mandal Era: Table 4.4 replicates the regressions in
Table 4.3 for the election cycle before the announcement (i.e. state elections held
between 1986-1990). This replication intends to demonstrate that Brahman size
and dominance did not have a positive association with the BJP vote prior to the
Mandal announcement. Models 1 and 2 in Table 4.4 show that the Brahman Size
and Braman Dominance variables are not statistically significant in high muslim
dominated areas in the period before Mandal. Models 3 and 4 show that both
variables have a negative coefficient with the dominance variable significant at
the 10% level in low muslim areas. This suggests that status inequality between
castes was associated with less incidence of BJP voting in the period before Mandal. Models 5 and 6 we find no significance of the HYV Adoption but the Braman
10

HYV crop adoption is most recently used by Dasgupta (2016) as an instrument for lower caste
challenges to Congress party dominance in the Indian states.
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Table 4.4: Right-Wing Vote Share and Brahman Dominance before Mandal: 19861990

Brahman Dominance
Brahman Size

High Muslim
(1)
(2)
-0.002
(0.005)
0.008
(0.013)

Low Muslim
(3)
(4)
-0.008*
(0.004)
-0.003
(0.003)

HYV Adoption
Literate
Muslim Size
Constant

0.009
(0.007)
-0.003
(0.005)
-0.011
(0.010)
0.233
382

0.009
(0.008)
0.001
(0.006)
-0.004
(0.011)
0.234
382

0.006
(0.007)
0.008
(0.010)
0.108***
(0.007)
0.138
706

0.009
(0.008)
0.009
(0.010)
0.034**
(0.011)
0.134
710

HYV Adoption
(5)
(6)
-0.006**
(0.002)
0.002
(0.002)
0.006
0.004
(0.005)
(0.005)
0.010
0.012
(0.008)
(0.009)
-0.000
0.004
(0.004)
(0.005)
-0.017
-0.009
(0.011)
(0.009)
0.143
0.141
956
960

Adj. R-squared
N
AC Political Controls
1931 AC Covariates
All models include state fixed effects and robust clustered standard errors
Note: Continuous variables are standardized to have a mean of 0 and std. deviation of 1
Standard errors in parentheses. * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01.

Dominance is negative and precisely estimated suggesting that status inequality
was negatively correlated with the BJP vote before Mandal. These results provide further evidence that the Mandal announcement polarized voters in Brahman
dominated areas.
Regional Effects: The relationship between social dominance of Brahmans
and the right-wing vote might be stronger in regions of the country where affirmative action politics were a relatively recent phenomenon. The political mobilization of backward castes and the demand for lower caste access to segregated
institutions occurred in the early part of the twentieth century under colonial rule
in the Madras and Bombay Presidencies. In these states, governments after independence had already instituted reservations for lower castes in higher education
and government jobs. In contrast, reservations would arrive much later in the
northern hindi speaking heartland. Scholars argue that a reason for this is the
high numbers of upper castes in the North, compared to the South and West,
which lead to the strength and persistence of caste-based discrimination. If this
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Table 4.5: OLS regressions of Right-Wing Vote Share 1991-95 by 1931 Province

Brahman Dominance
Brahman Size
Literate
Proportion Muslim
Constant

Madras
(1)
(2)
0.020***
(0.006)
0.040***
(0.010)
0.001
-0.007**
(0.002)
(0.003)
0.001
0.005
(0.004)
(0.004)
0.020
0.026*
(0.015)
(0.016)
0.405
0.435
484
488

Bombay
(3)
(4)
0.046***
(0.011)
0.053***
(0.014)
0.010
-0.012
(0.010)
(0.011)
0.009
0.017
(0.018)
(0.019)
0.185*** 0.114***
(0.027)
(0.019)
0.388
0.389
251
252

United Provinces
(5)
(6)
0.019**
(0.008)
0.042***
(0.008)
0.000
-0.022*
(0.013)
(0.012)
0.042*** 0.063***
(0.009)
(0.010)
0.151*** 0.147***
(0.022)
(0.021)
0.502
0.531
416
416

Adj. R-squared
N
AC Political Controls
1931 AC Covariates
All models include state fixed effects
Note: Continuous variables are standardized to have a mean of 0 and std. deviation of 1
Standard errors in parentheses. * p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01.

is the case, the results of our analysis are likely to be driven by the constituencies
in the former United Provinces rather than those from Madras and Bombay in the
sample. Table 4.5 runs the main regressions by each colonial era province. The
results show a robust positive association between Brahman size and dominance
in all three provinces, suggesting that even in states with a prior experience of
affirmative action politics, the Mandal announcement yielded a vote dividend in
areas where Brahmans were dominant. Interestingly, in the Madras and Bombay
the Muslim Size variable is not signifiant suggesting it is the religious cleavage that
disproportionately affected the northern states rather than the caste cleavage.
The analysis of the state-level elections data revealed an association between Brahman strength and dominance and the change in the BJP vote share
following the Mandal announcement suggesting that places with greater historical status inequality were more susceptible to right-wing mobilization. However,
the analysis does not tell us whether Brahmans in those places were more likely
to vote for the BJP, and if they were, whether wealthy and poor Brahmans were
equally susceptible to right-wing appeals. In the next section, I explore how the
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caste and income of voters are correlated with their propensity to vote for the BJP
using survey data from the National Election Study of 2004. More specifically,
I probe the likelihood of a Brahman respondent to vote for the BJP in electoral
constituencies where Brahmans were historically more dominant in size and education.

4.5

Data Analysis: Individual Survey Data

The survey data for this section come from NES 2004 which were conducted after
the national parliamentary elections. NES 2004 was administered in 22 Indian
languages and had 27,189 respondents.11 The survey data was merged with the
electoral data for the seven states in the sample. This resulted in a data set of
3709 respondents in these states. I use this data to explore how historical social
dominance of Brahmans shapes individual-level propensity to vote for the BJP in
the present day.
In top part of Figure 4.6, I plot the proportion of each major caste group–
Brahman, Other Upper Castes (Rajputs, Kayasths, Vaishyas and Bhumihars), Upper Other Backward Castes (this includes peasant castes as well as wealthy backward castes), Lower Other Backward Castes, and Scheduled Castes/Tribes–that
voted for the BJP in 2004. The plot shows that the caste with the highest proportion of its vote to the the BJP were the Brahmans themselves – 0.64 proportion
of the sub-sample. In the bottom panel, I plot the proportion of each caste group
that voted for the BJP in areas with low Brahman dominance in 1931. Every caste
groups now has a smaller proportion of its vote to the BJP, but the caste with the
greatest drop in vote to the BJP are the Brahmans with only 0.29 of the Brahmans
in the sample voting for the party.
The data analysis in this section also explores the interactive effect of income and caste on the likelihood of voting for the BJP. It is possible that is all
Brahmans are wealthy, that the vote for the BJP has a strong class component to
11

For more information on the NES and other surveys by CSDS, please go to http://lokniti.org.
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Figure 4.6: Right-Wing Vote Across Caste Groups By Brahman Dominance 1931
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it as opposed to the social dominance argument presented here. In order to compute the income of respondents in a developing country like India, I use a strategy
commonly adopted in studies of emerging economies that employ various asset
indicators to gauge economic well-being (Filmer and Pritchett 2001, McKenzie
2005). This is because a large proportion of the Indian population is dependent
on agriculture and does not have meaningful and consistent source of cash income. The Indian election survey of 2004 ask individuals if they own particular
items listed below:
• Car/Jeep/Van
• Tractor
• Television/Color Television/Cable Television
• Scooter/Motorcycle/Moped
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• Telephone/Mobile telephone
• Bicycle
• Pumping set
Respondents were given a score of 1 for each asset listed above. To measure a respondent’s “income” I conduct a factor analysis on these assets in each
state. The resulting factor scores describe the degree to which the various assets
distinguish the well-being of citizens, and thus are used to weight the assets which
are aggregated (using the factor weights) to determine an individual’s “income.”
Respondents’ “income,” based on their asset ownership and factor scores, are then
rescaled to their percentile rank (thus ranging from 0 and 100), which gives all
individuals a non-zero “income”.
Figure 4.7: Income Across Caste Groups
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39.1
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Lower OBC
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In Figure 4.7, I use bean plots to show the distribution of income across
respondents in each caste group. We find that the average income of Brahmans,
shown by the horizontal line, is higher than all other caste groups. However, unlike the distribution of income for the Lower Other Backward Castes and Scheduled Castes/Scheduled Tribes, where most respondents are poor with a small number with above mean wealth of the caste, the Brahmans and Upper Caste distributions show that these castes have both wealthy and poor members. Around 22%
of Brahmans surveyed in the NES have an income below the average wealth of an
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SC/ST respondent (income=28). In comparison, only 13% of SC/ST respondents
have an income above the average Brahman income (income=65). The greater
variation in the income of Brahmans allows us to explore whether poor Brahmans
have different voting preferences than the rich Brahmans in the sample.
In order to systematically analyze who votes for the right-wing, I regress the
variable BJP Vote, that takes the value of 1 if the respondent voted for the BJP in
2004 and 0 otherwise, on a set of individual-level and constituency-level controls.
The individual controls include – Female, Age, Education, Income and Caste of
respondents. The constituency controls include Literacy, Caste-Fragmentation and
Brahman Domination in Education in the assembly constituency in 1931.
Table 4.6 shows results of a Generalized Linear Logit Models. All continuous variables in the model are standardized for ease of comparison with the
binary variables. All models also include state fixed effects. The results shown are
a subset of the variables in the analysis with the full results in Table 1A of the Appendix. In Model 1, I find that the caste of the respondent is a key indicator of the
likelihood of voting for the BJP. Compared to the base category of Brahmans, all
other castes are less likely to vote for the BJP. The coefficients on the Upper OBC,
Lower OBC and SC/ST are negative and significant. The results also show that
the interaction between income and caste are not significant for any of the caste
groups other than Upper OBCs. The variable Brahman Dominance is significant
and positively correlated with the BJP vote at the 10% significance level.
Model 2 interacts the Brahman Dominance variable with the caste of the
respondent. The results show a strong positive interaction between the excluded
base category of Brahman with being in a constituency where Brahmans held
historical control in education.
In Figure 4.8, I plot the simulated predicted probability of voting for the
BJP for three types of respondents – Brahman, Upper OBC, and SC/ST. The figure shows that as the Brahman dominance in education grows, a Brahman voter
is more likely to vote for the BJP. At the median value of the variable Brahman
Domination, the predicted probability of a Brahman voting for the BJP is 0.70
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Table 4.6: Logit Regressions on Right-Wing Vote

(Intercept)
Other Upper Caste
Upper OBC
Lower OBC
SC/ST
Income
Other Upper Caste x Income
Upper OBC x Income
Lower OBC x Income
SC/ST x Income
Brahman Dominance

(1)
-2.161∗∗∗
(0.326)
-0.516∗∗
(0.256)
-1.543∗∗∗
(0.224)
-1.364∗∗∗
(0.235)
-2.179∗∗∗
-0.377∗∗
(0.181)
0.661∗∗∗
(0.229)
0.537∗∗∗
(0.195)
0.096
(0.209)
0.355∗
(0.214)
0.103∗
(0.058)

Other Upper Caste x Brahman Dominance
Upper OBC x Brahman Dominance
Lower OBC x Brahman Dominance
SC/ST x Brahman Dominance
Religious
Muslim Size)

All Voters
(2)
(3)
-2.416∗∗∗
-2.379∗∗∗
(0.338)
(0.339)
-0.305
-0.230
(0.272)
(0.275)
-1.271∗∗∗
-1.173∗∗∗
(0.242)
(0.245)
-1.093∗∗∗
-0.999∗∗∗
(0.253)
(0.256)
-1.894∗∗∗
-1.780∗∗∗
-0.454∗∗
-0.458∗∗
(0.195)
(0.195)
0.695∗∗∗
0.692∗∗∗
(0.242)
(0.242)
0.607∗∗∗
0.594∗∗∗
(0.208)
(0.208)
0.167
0.154
(0.221)
(0.222)
0.446∗∗
0.439∗
(0.225)
(0.225)
0.751∗∗∗
0.730∗∗∗
(0.182)
(0.186)
-0.291
-0.276
(0.227)
(0.228)
-0.732∗∗∗
-0.717∗∗∗
(0.194)
(0.195)
-0.736∗∗∗
-0.729∗∗∗
(0.204)
(0.205)
-0.919∗∗∗
-0.901∗∗∗
(0.210)
(0.211)
0.148∗∗∗
(0.053)
-0.028
(0.065)

Other Upper Caste x Religious
Upper OBC x Religious
Lower OBC x Religious
SC/ST x Religious
Other Upper Caste x Muslim Size
Upper OBC x Muslim Size
Lower OBC x Muslim Size
SC/ST x Muslim Size
AIC
BIC
N

3047.156
3183.963
3709

3025.492
3187.174
3709

143

3021.547
3195.665
3709

(4)
-2.493∗∗∗
(0.380)
-0.038
(0.330)
-1.075∗∗∗
(0.300)
-0.904∗∗∗
(0.309)
-1.737∗∗∗
-0.482∗∗
(0.202)
0.734∗∗∗
(0.248)
0.631∗∗∗
(0.215)
0.195
(0.229)
0.439∗
(0.232)
0.709∗∗∗
(0.217)
-0.337
(0.269)
-0.676∗∗∗
(0.227)
-0.688∗∗∗
(0.238)
-0.883∗∗∗
(0.243)
0.314
(0.223)
-0.069
(0.209)
-0.310
(0.263)
-0.266
(0.236)
-0.216
(0.249)
0.098
(0.247)
-0.040
(0.242)
0.148
(0.223)
0.100
(0.240)
-0.067
(0.233)
3025.029
3248.895
3709

Poor
(5)
-2.503∗∗∗
(0.772)
0.308
(0.774)
-0.919
(0.715)
-0.439
(0.720)
-1.450∗∗
-1.322∗∗
(0.574)
1.299∗∗
(0.648)
1.706∗∗∗
(0.588)
1.109
(0.594)
1.413∗∗
(0.590)
2.079∗∗∗
(0.699)
-1.706∗∗
(0.789)
-1.845∗∗∗
(0.703)
-1.828∗∗∗
(0.708)
-2.178∗∗∗
(0.704)
1.090
(0.688)
0.468
(0.712)
-0.804
(0.738)
-1.227∗
(0.697)
-1.247∗
(0.703)
-0.720
(0.697)
-0.915
(0.775)
-0.148
(0.721)
-0.214
(0.725)
-0.570
(0.721)
1421.855
1620.564
1844

Wealthy
(6)
-3.006∗∗∗
(0.483)
0.289
(0.342)
-0.749∗∗
(0.316)
-0.874∗∗
(0.342)
-1.628∗∗∗
-0.224
(0.201)
0.459∗
(0.256)
0.389∗
(0.224)
0.234
(0.256)
-0.105
(0.291)
0.447∗
(0.231)
-0.143
(0.292)
-0.565∗∗
(0.249)
-0.689∗∗
(0.283)
-0.673∗∗
(0.320)
0.259
(0.238)
-0.184
(0.228)
-0.387
(0.291)
-0.058
(0.261)
0.147
(0.293)
0.246
(0.328)
0.077
(0.268)
-0.005
(0.255)
-0.184
(0.310)
-0.016
(0.293)
1608.983
1808.100
1865
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Figure 4.8: Predicted Probability of Voting for BJP by Caste
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Notes: Ten thousand simulated values for all the beta coefficients were generated
using the model’s variance covariance matrix. The values of all the constituencylevel variables were held at their mean except for the binary individual variables.
The reference individual is a man of average age with a median income and education residing in the state of Gujarat.
compared to 0.39 when Brahman Domination in the constituency is 0. In comparison, increasing the level of Brahman over-representation in education in the
constituency has no effect on the vote of Upper Other BackWard Castes, a caste
group similar to the wealth levels of Brahmans, and has a negative effect on the
SC/ST’s likelihood of voting for the BJP.

Alternative Explanations
Religiosity and Right-Wing Voting: One possible explanation for why Brahmans
might be more likely to vote for the BJP, which is a party that makes pro-Hindu
appeals to voters, is that Brahmans as the priestly caste are more likely to be religious. As scholars have noted, there might be two related but different ways in
which religiosity might increase the tendency to vote for a right-wing party. If a
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right-wing party makes both economic and religious appeals, then poor religious
voters may make a trade-off between their economic and religious preferences
and choose a right-wing party even if it is sub-optimal in terms of economic redistribution. Alternatively, some scholars have argued that religious voters tend
to care less about redistributive policies because religiosity acts as an alternative
form of social insurance hence reducing a poor person’s demand for social welfare. In Models 3 and 4, I include two variables that proxy for “religious” voting.
The first is a variable called Religiosity which is a composite score created using
responses to five questions on religious practice. These five questions ask voters about frequency of prayers, attendance at place of worship, participation in
religious services, donations to religious institutions and rituals such as fasting.
Voters were asked to rate the response as “Never,” “On Festivals,” “Weekly,” or
“Daily.” These responses were ranked on a scale of 1 to 4. These five variables
were then used create a factor score of ”Religiosity”.
In addition to a measure of practice and observance, Model 3 and 4 also
include a variable called Muslim Size from the 1931 census that measures the proportions of Muslims in the constituencies in 1931. The BJP has made pro-Hindu
appeals by highlighting historical differences between Muslims and Hindus. If
hindu – muslim cleavages matter, then places with historically high muslim populations are more likely to be associated with the BJP vote and Brahmans in these
places are more likely to vote for the BJP. The results of Model 3 show that there
is a positive and significant effect of Religiosity on the BJP vote while no such relationship is observed for the Muslim Size variable. Model 5 interacts these variable
with the caste of the respondents and we find no statistically significant difference
between the extent to which religiosity and the size of muslim populations matters
to Brahman respondents versus other castes providing evidence that the Brahman
propensity to vote for the BJP is not working through a religious mechanism.
Wealthy versus Poor Brahmans: It is possible that the results are being
driven primarily by wealthy voters in the sample, especially as Brahmans tend
to be on average wealthier than the other castes in the sample. In Models 5 and 6,
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I split the data into two groups–respondents below the median income of 45 in the
sample and respondents above or equal to the median income of 45. In Model 5,
which analyzes the “poorer” respondents in the sample, we see an even stronger
effect of historical Brahman dominance on the Brahman vote. In comparison, the
coefficient of the Brahman dominance variable for the omitted category of Brahmans is not significant, and has a much smaller value in the sample of wealthy
voters.
Anti-Redistribution Views: Next, I explore the extent to which caste and
historical status inequality is associated with how voters view redistribution. I
focus on two questions in the NES:
Question 1: Tell me to what degree you agree with this statement– People
themselves are responsible for their poverty not the government.
Question 2: Tell me to what degree you agree with this statement–There
should not be caste-based reservations in jobs.
These questions has responses ranging from “Strongly Disagree,” “Somewhat Disagree,” “Somewhat Agree,” and “Fully Agree” on a scale of 1 to 4. In
Table 4.7, I present the results of Generalized Linear Models where I treat the responses to these questions as a linear dependent variable. Models 1 to 3 analyze
the question on respondents’ views on government responsibility for poverty.
Two results are striking in these regressions. Income is a strong statistically
significant predictor of responses and all castes, except for Brahmans, are more
likely to be hostile to the poor as the become wealthier. Poor Brahmans are likely
to be more hostile to the poor than are wealthy Brahmans. Second, Brahmans
who live in Brahman dominated districts are more likely to be hostile to the poor.
The introduction of the religiosity and muslim size variables and their interactions
with caste does not change the main findings on caste and income. This provides
evidence that status inequality between castes can enable cross-class solidarities.
In Models 4 to 6, I regress responses to the question on caste reservations in
jobs on the same variables. Once again Brahmans in Brahman dominated districts
express more hostile views towards reservations than other castes. This variable
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Table 4.7: GLM Regressions on Anti-Redistributive Views

(Intercept)
Other Upper Caste
Upper OBC
Lower OBC
SC/ST
Income
Other Upper Caste x Income
Upper OBC x Income
Lower OBC x Income
SC/ST x Income
Brahman Dominance
Other Upper Caste x Brahman Dominance
Upper OBC x Brahman Dominance
Lower OBC x Brahman Dominance
SC/ST x Brahman Dominance
Religious
Muslim Size
Other Upper Caste x Religious
Upper OBC x Religious
Lower OBC x Religious
SC/ST x Religious
Other Upper Caste x Muslim Size
Upper OBC x Muslim Size
Lower OBC x Muslim Size
SC/ST x Muslim Size
AIC
BIC
N

Poverty and Government
(1)
(2)
(3)
2.105∗∗∗
2.089∗∗∗
2.205∗∗∗
(0.150)
(0.151)
(0.178)
0.020
0.023
-0.031
(0.158)
(0.159)
(0.188)
-0.170
-0.169
-0.284∗
(0.132)
(0.134)
(0.163)
-0.330∗∗
-0.330∗∗
-0.443∗∗∗
(0.137)
(0.138)
(0.167)
-0.396∗∗∗
-0.399∗∗∗
-0.508∗∗∗
(0.136)
(0.138)
(0.166)
-0.353∗∗∗
-0.350∗∗∗
-0.332∗∗∗
(0.102)
(0.102)
(0.104)
0.171
0.170
0.162
(0.136)
(0.136)
(0.138)
0.335∗∗∗
0.333∗∗∗
0.313∗∗∗
(0.108)
(0.108)
(0.109)
0.459∗∗∗
0.456∗∗∗
0.450∗∗∗
(0.114)
(0.114)
(0.116)
0.350∗∗∗
0.348∗∗∗
0.324∗∗∗
(0.113)
(0.113)
(0.114)
0.306∗∗∗
0.288∗∗∗
0.306∗∗∗
(0.088)
(0.090)
(0.097)
-0.166
-0.169
-0.237∗
(0.117)
(0.118)
(0.132)
-0.242∗∗∗
-0.238∗∗
-0.251∗∗
(0.093)
(0.093)
(0.101)
-0.222∗∗
-0.219∗∗
-0.222∗∗
(0.098)
(0.098)
(0.106)
-0.457∗∗∗
-0.456∗∗∗
-0.468∗∗∗
-0.015
-0.166
(0.026)
(0.123)
-0.037
-0.006
(0.032)
(0.106)
0.067
(0.149)
0.168
(0.129)
0.097
(0.134)
0.215
(0.131)
-0.095
(0.127)
-0.015
(0.111)
0.001
(0.116)
-0.040
(0.112)
9933.469
9935.654
9944.131
10096.422
10110.677
10167.436
3088
3088
3088
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Caste Reservations in Jobs
(4)
(5)
(6)
2.219∗∗∗
2.240∗∗∗
2.224∗∗∗
(0.159)
(0.159)
(0.185)
-0.239
-0.186
-0.096
(0.169)
(0.169)
(0.196)
-0.136
-0.075
-0.063
(0.141)
(0.142)
(0.169)
-0.144
-0.088
-0.073
(0.146)
(0.147)
(0.173)
-0.538∗∗∗
-0.464∗∗∗
-0.443∗∗
(0.145)
(0.146)
(0.172)
0.129
0.126
0.118
(0.111)
(0.110)
(0.111)
0.003
0.000
0.044
(0.146)
(0.145)
(0.147)
-0.073
-0.073
-0.063
(0.116)
(0.116)
(0.117)
-0.045
-0.053
-0.036
(0.123)
(0.123)
(0.124)
-0.178
-0.181
-0.173
(0.121)
(0.121)
(0.122)
0.169 ∗
0.152
0.181∗
(0.092)
(0.093)
(0.100)
-0.020
-0.013
-0.176
(0.123)
(0.123)
(0.140)
-0.193∗∗
-0.181∗
-0.203∗
(0.097)
(0.097)
(0.104)
-0.118
-0.116
-0.105
(0.102)
(0.102)
(0.110)
-0.183∗
-0.167∗
-0.198∗
∗∗∗
0.099
0.113
(0.028)
(0.127)
-0.025
0.065
(0.034)
(0.111)
0.056
(0.155)
0.003
(0.133)
-0.044
(0.139)
-0.029
(0.135)
-0.274∗∗
(0.136)
-0.081
(0.116)
0.062
(0.123)
-0.114
(0.117)
9809.686
9800.550
9802.330
9971.495
9974.345
10024.069
2960
2960
2960

is significant at the 10% level. The results, however, are weaker than those on
poverty and the role of the government.

4.6

Conclusion

The results of this paper provide new insights into the relationship between social hierarchy, status inequality, and right-wing voting in the Indian states. While
previous research on the phenomenon of caste-based voting in India has typically focused on patronage, clientelism, or ethnic inequality arguments, this paper
argues that inter-group social status difference between castes has been an overlooked factor. Poor voters, born into historically privileged upper-caste groups,
often forgo potential redistributive benefits from the state for the material and
psychological benefits of voting along with upper-caste members.
The paper demonstrated that an announcement in 1990 that challenged
upper caste dominance in government jobs and in education was followed by a
rise in the right-wing vote for the BJP and that the increase in vote share was
greater in places where upper-caste Brahmans dominated education in 1931. Using individual-level survey data from the 2004 election, the paper further demonstrated that both poor and wealthy Brahmans were more likely to vote for the
right-wing BJP in electoral constituencies with greater Brahman dominance in education in 1931. These voters also tended to hold more conservative views on the
role of the state in alleviating poverty and on affirmative action for lower castes.
It is possible that the argument presented here could be viewed as specific
to India, owing to the peculiar structure of the caste system that has resulted in
a specific set of circumstances where voters might be born into status groups that
are socially dominant but not economically so. If this is the case then making
generalizations on the link between status inequality and vote choice based on
findings in India could be limited. In reality, however, we find that status systems
exist in a variety of contexts and shape the vote choice of the poor in idiosyncratic
ways. Recent work by Acharya et al. (2014) for instance finds that present-day
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white voters from counties with higher levels of slave-holdings in the 1860s are
more likely to support a right-wing party and hold racially hostile views. In future
research it is possible to explore the link between historical social distinctions and
vote choice in a range of contexts.
While the paper has demonstrated a link between historical caste dominance and present-day vote choice, it cannot separate the mechanisms through
which status distinctions are maintained and asserted over time. It could be that
historical caste dominance is replicated inter-generationally through segregation
in educational institutions, through group practices of endogamy, and ritualism
that maintains caste boundaries and status. It is also possible that historical educational dominance might be correlated with present-day income dominance as education becomes a means to economic mobility. If this is the case then the patterns
we observe would suggest that groups are defending their economic livelihoods
rather than their status location. In future work, I will explore the mechanisms
through which historical factors shape present-day outcomes.
Finally, the role of social status could also be important in shaping coalitions over redistributive policies and redistributive institutions. There is much to
be gained from studying the relationship between historical social status distinctions and the development of redistributive institutions.
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Appendix
Figure 4.9: Correlation Between Brahman and Muslim Size in 1931
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Table A1: Logit Regressions on Right-Wing Vote

(Intercept)
Other Upper Caste
Upper OBC
Lower OBC
SC/ST
Income
Female
Age
Education
Caste Fragmentation
Literacy 1931
Other Upper Caste x Income
Upper OBC x Income
Lower OBC x Income
SC/ST x Income
Brahman Dominance

(1)
-2.161∗∗∗
(0.326)
-0.516∗∗
(0.256)
-1.543∗∗∗
(0.224)
-1.364∗∗∗
(0.235)
-2.179∗∗∗
(0.241)
-0.377∗∗
(0.181)
0.061
(0.096)
0.020
(0.036)
0.102∗
(0.056)
-0.187∗∗
(0.083)
0.166∗∗
(0.070)
0.661∗∗∗
(0.229)
0.537∗∗∗
(0.195)
0.096
(0.209)
0.355∗
(0.214)
0.103∗
(0.058)

Other Upper Caste x Brahman Dominance
Upper OBC x Brahman Dominance
Lower OBC x Brahman Dominance
SC/ST x Brahman Dominance
Religious
Muslim Size)

All Voters
(2)
(3)
-2.416∗∗∗
-2.379∗∗∗
(0.338)
(0.339)
-0.305
-0.230
(0.272)
(0.275)
-1.271∗∗∗
-1.173∗∗∗
(0.242)
(0.245)
-1.093∗∗∗
-0.999∗∗∗
(0.253)
(0.256)
-1.894∗∗∗
-1.780∗∗∗
(0.257)
(0.260)
-0.454∗∗
-0.458∗∗
(0.195)
(0.195)
0.065
0.030
(0.097)
(0.098)
0.019
0.014
(0.036)
(0.036)
0.090
0.074
(0.057)
(0.057)
-0.170∗∗
-0.151
(0.083)
(0.094)
0.165∗∗
0.154∗∗
(0.068)
(0.069)
0.695∗∗∗
0.692∗∗∗
(0.242)
(0.242)
0.607∗∗∗
0.594∗∗∗
(0.208)
(0.208)
0.167
0.154
(0.221)
(0.222)
0.446∗∗
0.439∗
(0.225)
(0.225)
0.751∗∗∗
0.730∗∗∗
(0.182)
(0.186)
-0.291
-0.276
(0.227)
(0.228)
-0.732∗∗∗
-0.717∗∗∗
(0.194)
(0.195)
-0.736∗∗∗
-0.729∗∗∗
(0.204)
(0.205)
-0.919∗∗∗
-0.901∗∗∗
(0.210)
(0.211)
0.148∗∗∗
(0.053)
-0.028
(0.065)

Other Upper Caste x Religious
Upper OBC x Religious
Lower OBC x Religious
SC/ST x Religious
Other Upper Caste x Muslim Size
Upper OBC x Muslim Size
Lower OBC x Muslim Size
SC/ST x Muslim Size
AIC
BIC
N

3047.156
3183.963
3709

3025.492
3187.174
3709
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3021.547
3195.665
3709

(4)
-2.493∗∗∗
(0.380)
-0.038
(0.330)
-1.075∗∗∗
(0.300)
-0.904∗∗∗
(0.309)
-1.737∗∗∗
(0.313)
-0.482∗∗
(0.202)
0.042
(0.098)
0.014
(0.037)
0.073
(0.057)
-0.147
(0.094)
0.144∗∗
(0.069)
0.734∗∗∗
(0.248)
0.631∗∗∗
(0.215)
0.195
(0.229)
0.439∗
(0.232)
0.709∗∗∗
(0.217)
-0.337
(0.269)
-0.676∗∗∗
(0.227)
-0.688∗∗∗
(0.238)
-0.883∗∗∗
(0.243)
0.314
(0.223)
-0.069
(0.209)
-0.310
(0.263)
-0.266
(0.236)
-0.216
(0.249)
0.098
(0.247)
-0.040
(0.242)
0.148
(0.223)
0.100
(0.240)
-0.067
(0.233)
3025.029
3248.895
3709

Poor
(5)
-2.503∗∗∗
(0.772)
0.308
(0.774)
-0.919
(0.715)
-0.439
(0.720)
-1.450∗∗
(0.714)
-1.322∗∗
(0.574)
0.133
(0.149)
-0.083
(0.055)
-0.051
(0.079)
-0.349∗∗
(0.146)
0.265∗∗∗
(0.095)
1.299∗∗
(0.648)
1.706∗∗∗
(0.588)
1.109
(0.594)
1.413∗∗
(0.590)
2.079∗∗∗
(0.699)
-1.706∗∗
(0.789)
-1.845∗∗∗
(0.703)
-1.828∗∗∗
(0.708)
-2.178∗∗∗
(0.704)
1.090
(0.688)
0.468
(0.712)
-0.804
(0.738)
-1.227∗
(0.697)
-1.247∗
(0.703)
-0.720
(0.697)
-0.915
(0.775)
-0.148
(0.721)
-0.214
(0.725)
-0.570
(0.721)
1421.855
1620.564
1844

Wealthy
(6)
-3.006∗∗∗
(0.483)
0.289
(0.342)
-0.749∗∗
(0.316)
-0.874∗∗
(0.342)
-1.628∗∗∗
(0.384)
-0.224
(0.201)
-0.041
(0.136)
0.082
(0.052)
0.151∗
(0.078)
0.052
(0.134)
0.015
(0.109)
0.459∗
(0.256)
0.389∗
(0.224)
0.234
(0.256)
-0.105
(0.291)
0.447∗
(0.231)
-0.143
(0.292)
-0.565∗∗
(0.249)
-0.689∗∗
(0.283)
-0.673∗∗
(0.320)
0.259
(0.238)
-0.184
(0.228)
-0.387
(0.291)
-0.058
(0.261)
0.147
(0.293)
0.246
(0.328)
0.077
(0.268)
-0.005
(0.255)
-0.184
(0.310)
-0.016
(0.293)
1608.983
1808.100
1865

Table A2: GLM Regressions on Anti-Redistributive Views

(Intercept)
Other Upper Caste
Upper OBC
Lower OBC
SC/ST
Income
Female
Age
Education
Brahman Dominance
Caste Fragmentation
Literacy 1931
Other Upper Caste x Income
Upper OBC x Income
Lower OBC x Income
SC/ST x Income
Other Upper Caste x Brahman Dominance
Upper OBC x Brahman Dominance
Lower OBC x Brahman Dominance
SC/ST x Brahman Dominance
Religious
Muslim Size
Other Upper Caste x Religious
Upper OBC x Religious
Lower OBC x Religious
SC/ST x Religious
Other Upper Caste x Muslim Size
Upper OBC x Muslim Size
Lower OBC x Muslim Size
SC/ST x Muslim Size
AIC
BIC
N

Poverty and Government
(1)
(2)
(3)
2.105∗∗∗
2.089∗∗∗
2.205∗∗∗
(0.150)
(0.151)
(0.178)
0.020
0.023
-0.031
(0.158)
(0.159)
(0.188)
-0.170
-0.169
-0.284∗
(0.132)
(0.134)
(0.163)
-0.330∗∗
-0.330∗∗
-0.443∗∗∗
(0.137)
(0.138)
(0.167)
-0.396∗∗∗
-0.399∗∗∗
-0.508∗∗∗
(0.136)
(0.138)
(0.166)
-0.353∗∗∗
-0.350∗∗∗
-0.332∗∗∗
(0.102)
(0.102)
(0.104)
-0.102∗∗
-0.098∗∗
-0.095∗∗
(0.046)
(0.046)
(0.046)
-0.020
-0.019
-0.017
(0.018)
(0.018)
(0.018)
0.050
0.052∗
0.053∗
(0.028)
(0.028)
(0.028)
0.306∗∗∗
0.288∗∗∗
0.306∗∗∗
(0.088)
(0.090)
(0.097)
-0.070∗
-0.049
-0.047
(0.037)
(0.041)
(0.041)
0.044
0.041
0.038
(0.032)
(0.032)
(0.033)
0.171
0.170
0.162
(0.136)
(0.136)
(0.138)
0.335∗∗∗
0.333∗∗∗
0.313∗∗∗
(0.108)
(0.108)
(0.109)
0.459∗∗∗
0.456∗∗∗
0.450∗∗∗
(0.114)
(0.114)
(0.116)
0.350∗∗∗
0.348∗∗∗
0.324∗∗∗
(0.113)
(0.113)
(0.114)
-0.166
-0.169
-0.237∗
(0.117)
(0.118)
(0.132)
-0.242∗∗∗
-0.238∗∗
-0.251∗∗
(0.093)
(0.093)
(0.101)
-0.222∗∗
-0.219∗∗
-0.222∗∗
(0.098)
(0.098)
(0.106)
-0.457∗∗∗
-0.456∗∗∗
-0.468∗∗∗
(0.098)
(0.098)
(0.105)
-0.015
-0.166
(0.026)
(0.123)
-0.037
-0.006
(0.032)
(0.106)
0.067
(0.149)
0.168
(0.129)
0.097
(0.134)
0.215
(0.131)
-0.095
(0.127)
-0.015
(0.111)
0.001
(0.116)
-0.040
(0.112)
9933.469
9935.654
9944.131
10096.422
10110.677
10167.436
3088
3088
3088
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Caste Reservations in Jobs
(4)
(5)
(6)
2.219∗∗∗
2.240∗∗∗
2.224∗∗∗
(0.159)
(0.159)
(0.185)
-0.239
-0.186
-0.096
(0.169)
(0.169)
(0.196)
-0.136
-0.075
-0.063
(0.141)
(0.142)
(0.169)
-0.144
-0.088
-0.073
(0.146)
(0.147)
(0.173)
-0.538∗∗∗
-0.464∗∗∗
-0.443∗∗
(0.145)
(0.146)
(0.172)
0.129
0.126
0.118
(0.111)
(0.110)
(0.111)
0.050
0.030
0.031
(0.049)
(0.049)
(0.049)
0.030
0.026
0.026
(0.019)
(0.019)
(0.019)
0.059∗∗
0.054∗
0.054∗
(0.030)
(0.030)
(0.030)
0.169 ∗
0.152
0.181∗
(0.092)
(0.093)
(0.100)
0.024
0.031
0.030
(0.040)
(0.044)
(0.044)
0.027
0.023
0.019
(0.034)
(0.035)
(0.035)
0.003
0.000
0.044
(0.146)
(0.145)
(0.147)
-0.073
-0.073
-0.063
(0.116)
(0.116)
(0.117)
-0.045
-0.053
-0.036
(0.123)
(0.123)
(0.124)
-0.178
-0.181
-0.173
(0.121)
(0.121)
(0.122)
-0.020
-0.013
-0.176
(0.123)
(0.123)
(0.140)
-0.193∗∗
-0.181∗
-0.203∗
(0.097)
(0.097)
(0.104)
-0.118
-0.116
-0.105
(0.102)
(0.102)
(0.110)
-0.183∗
-0.167∗
-0.198∗
(0.102)
(0.101)
(0.109)
0.099∗∗∗
0.113
(0.028)
(0.127)
-0.025
0.065
(0.034)
(0.111)
0.056
(0.155)
0.003
(0.133)
-0.044
(0.139)
-0.029
(0.135)
-0.274∗∗
(0.136)
-0.081
(0.116)
0.062
(0.123)
-0.114
(0.117)
9809.686
9800.550
9802.330
9971.495
9974.345
10024.069
2960
2960
2960
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