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I. INTRODUCTION

Traditionally, Indian society has been characterized as a caste society.  Caste (jati) remains the most widely used unit of social analysis.  In the past one hundred years, caste has been frequently used as virtually the sole criterion in the framing of public policy aimed at mitigation of “long-standing” socio-economic deprivation.  The policies basically create quotas for administratively designated caste groups, namely “scheduled castes” and “other backward” castes, among people’s representatives, in institutions of higher education and in employment.  Since 1990, the use of caste in politics and public policy has conspicuously increased.  However, the relation between caste and economic forces has never been studied at the macro level, though a huge amount is published on caste.  As a result, a great deal of confusion exists regarding some major issues facing the Indian society; mutually contradictory views abound.  On one hand the leading theorists of caste have maintained that caste and economy are unrelated. On the other, public policy is formulated on the basis of a fervor that caste is the embodiment of the fundamental socio-economic inequalities such that the ritual rank of a caste measures the degree of its access to resources.  
This is the first attempt to study the relationship between the rank of a caste (jati) in the ritual hierarchy and its relative economic status at the macro level.  It investigates this link in Uttar Pradesh, arguably the most important state of India.  It utilizes hitherto unused collection of quantitative data. It proposes a novel index of economic status, based on commonsense and evidence, in order to use the indirect evidence on economic conditions of castes.  The work participation rate of a group is used as an inverse indicator of its economic status.  The index is a methodological innovation which may have a wider application.  Matrices of ritual and economic status of castes are constructed at three points of time during the early decades of the twentieth century.  A close and complex relation between the ritual and economic hierarchies as well as political power is revealed.  Ritual ranking and economic status of castes are neither identical nor independent.  Clearly, the evidence does not sustain caste-based public policy that is supposed to alleviate deprivation.  While the policy is politically expedient it cannot achieve its stated objective.  A better understanding of some other aspects of the socio-economic history of the region is obtained.  We begin by reviewing the literature and then go on to briefly outline the design of our paper.  
The premier theorist of caste, Louis Dumont
, identifies ritual hierarchy as the essence of caste and claims that the hierarchy is based on the ideas and observances of ritual “purity” and “impurity”
, independent of the distribution of economic and political power:  “In the caste system the politico-economic aspects are relatively secondary and isolated”.
 The “distribution of power, economic and political … is distinct from, and subordinate to hierarchy”.
 Thus, he observes a “disjunction of” economic and political power and religious\ritual status in Indian society.
 Critics of Dumont point out that there is no unique ritual hierarchy.  Field studies discover contesting, multiple ritual hierarchies; many castes deny the low position accorded to them by the Brahmans and actually claim high rank.
  

  Nicholas B. Dirks emphasizes the impact of colonialism on the caste system
 and argues that until “the emergence of British colonial rule”, “the political domain was not encompassed by the religious domain” and “caste structure, ritual form, and political process were all dependent on relations of power”.
  According to Dirks, British rule separated the institution of caste from economic and political power, passed the preeminent position to the apolitical priest and helped to establish the Brahmanical order of ritual precedence in Indian society. Bernard Cohn and Susan Bayly have argued that British rule rigidified the caste system and the ritual hierarchy.
 In contrast, M. N. Srinivas has highlighted the weakening effects of British rule on the existing caste hierarchy.
 

The alleged centrality of the ritual hierarchy in the caste system led many officials and scholars, one of the earliest being G. S. Ghurye, to believe that caste must replace class as the fundamental explanatory framework in modern India.
 In contrast, the Marxists generally view caste in either of the following two ways:  Some argue that caste is a part of the superstructure, which reflects the class relations underlying the organization of production in India.  Others identify the caste division with a class division.  According to them, caste is the form class takes in India.
 D. D. Kosambi has held that the identification of caste with class suffers from “the total absence of all historical perspective”.
 Partha Chatterjee has argued in “subaltern studies” that the Marxist generalizations are not supported by empirical evidence.


While diametrically opposite views exist on the subject, “the study of the relation between caste and economy has not received adequate attention”.
 In fact, no investigation of the interconnections between ritual and economic status of castes was ever attempted at the macro-level.  The existing studies are basically at the small sample or village level and typically tend to aggregate castes into large groups.  Consider some of the best-known field studies.  
In one of the earliest studies, Ramkrishna Mukherjee showed that the caste hierarchy in rural Bengal, reflecting the pre-British economic structure, continued to be closely associated with the economic structure that emerged under British rule.  The “domination of the usurping castes in society … remained in force, and so in this new situation also both the producing castes and the service castes remained under their control”.
   In a very widely cited work, F. G. Bailey found “a high degree of coincidence between politico-economic rank and the ritual ranking of a caste” in an Orissa village in early 1950s.  “But the correlation is not perfect, since at each end of the scale, there is a peculiar rigidity in the system of caste… For caste groups in between the two extremes, their ritual rank tends to follow their economic rank in the village community”.
  In a well-known study of a village in Tamil Nadu during the early 1960s, Andre Beteille found that “the processes of economic change and political modernization have led the productive system and the organization of power to acquire an increasing degree of autonomy”.  He concluded, “there is a certain amount of divergence between the hierarchy of castes and that of class”.
  As is to be expected in a large country where the pace of change has been anything but uniform with respect to regions and groups within a region, the findings of the village studies differ.  Hence, contesting views about the relationship between caste and economic forces continue to thrive.


In the twentieth century the use of caste in social and political mobilization grew visibly, concomitantly with the weakening of the Brahminical ritual hierarchy.  Such phenomena first occurred in south India, during the early decades of that century.
  Though Dumont did not explain these phenomena, he was convinced that economic changes play no role in it.
  In fact, he questioned “the applicability to traditional India of the very category of economics”.
 Lloyd and Susanne Rudolph argued that the “backward caste movements” in the south arose as a reaction to the great ritual oppression by Brahmans; such movements did not arise (till the mid-1960s) in north India because the caste system was less oppressive there.
  However, the anti-Brahman movements were organized by those castes ranking immediately below the Brahman, and not by the most oppressed castes or the lowest in the ritual hierarchy.  Besides, socio-political assertion of some “backward” and dalit (earlier known as untouchable) castes in northern India has occurred forcefully during the last two decades, that is, after a lag of about half a century in comparison with the southern states.  Hebsur asserted that the major and upper backward castes of U.P. have been too much in the grip of the process of “sanskritization” (ritual emulation of the upper castes), which hindered their political mobilization.
 But sanskritization is neither an alternative nor a constraint for political mobilization.  In fact, M.N. Srinivas coined the phrase in the context of south India where sanskritization did not evidently hinder backward caste movements and it has not prevented their recent political rise in U.P.  Thus, the ritual hierarchy-based explanations of these phenomena are clearly inadequate.


Political rise of lower castes has also led to research on the processes of formation of caste identities.  Bernard Cohn was one of the first to argue that the collection, selection and classification of information on caste in colonial census actually created new group identities.  The new forums provided by British rule facilitated the articulation of the new identities.
 Arjun Appadurai emphasized that caste consciousness, which was localized in pre-colonial times, became abstract, geographically wide spread and politicized because of the very logic of colonial census enumerations.
 On the contrary, Norbert Peabody argued that the role of colonialism has been overemphasized.  Caste statistics was collected earlier and it crept into the colonial census also because of the agentive roles of certain native groups in the colonial encounter.
 Sumit Guha highlighted the continuity of caste and religious enumerations, group identities and strategies of identity formation from pre-colonial to colonial times.  Communities and their consciousness survived into the colonial period and used the new opportunities to further their interests.
 However, while the censuses are uniformly conducted all over the country at the same point of time, assertion of identities by castes, even castes sharing the same/similar ritual/administrative rank, are differentiated over time and space.  Thus, the census operations or other administrative initiatives of the state by themselves do not adequately explain the rise of a particular caste or assertion of its identity.
As politics is pervaded by caste considerations and use of caste in formulation of public policy is growing, academic debates on caste have focused mainly on three issues, namely, the construction of the ritual hierarchy of castes, the formation of caste identities and the colonial impact on the ritual hierarchy and identity formation.  In the ever-growing literature caste is being depicted as an essentially non-economic phenomenon.  Thus, status rankings and social dynamics in India are supposed to be largely unrelated to economic forces.  Consequently many important phenomena like the spatially and temporally differentiated socio-political rise of the lower castes and the collapse of a unique ritual hierarchy cannot be satisfactorily explained.  While a lot of discussion concerns the process and the nuances of classification and enumeration of castes during the period of colonial rule, the huge amount of economic information on caste available in the same censuses remains essentially neglected. 

This paper is a pioneering empirical exercise that aims to ascertain the relation between the caste system and the economy, at the macro-level during the early decades of the last century, in the northern region of India, known as the cradle of Hinduism and caste.  An analysis of this relation may help in understanding the economic, political and social history of the region.  It may also throw light on the appropriateness of the use of caste as an indicator of deprivation, and hence, on its use as a criterion in public policy.  An attempt will be made here to explore the link between the position of a caste (jati) in the ritual hierarchy and its place in the economic hierarchy in Uttar Pradesh (hereafter U.P.).  
U.P. is the most populated and politically crucial state of India.  In 1901, the area of the state (known as the United Provinces of Agra and Oudh before Independence) was 112,253 square miles of which 107,164 square miles were under direct British rule.  Its population was 47,691,782.  In size, it was slightly smaller than Italy and nearly double of England and Wales, and in population, larger than each of Italy, France and England and Wales.  The state was characterized by a great deal of ecological diversity:  Across districts the density of population varied between 85 and 890 per mile in 1911.  The rainfall varied between 24.5 and 88.4 inches per annum.  The net cropped area as a proportion of total area varied between 7.2 and 77.8 per cent, with an average of 53.  The area under irrigation as a proportion of gross cropped area varied between 3 and 55.5 per cent with an average of 28.  The province was divided into eight natural divisions corresponding to “geographical, geological, agricultural, linguistic and ethnological regions”.
  

The economic status of castes can be studied at the macro-level only during the period from 1901 to 1931, due to constraints on availability of relevant data.  The most useful of sources are the decennial census reports which contain detailed information on social and ritual aspects of caste, the number of persons enumerated in each caste, the number of literates and the occupations of workers belonging to a large number of castes, at the macro-level.
  This study treats each caste separately and uses hitherto unused aggregate quantitative data.  In the absence of more direct data, a new index of economic status is proposed here in order to make use of the available indirect evidence. 

In the second section, the construction of the ritual hierarchy of castes in the census, its shortcomings and the issue of rigidity/flexibility of the ritual hierarchy are analyzed.  In the third section, the nature and reliability of the quantitative information on socio-economic aspects of caste available in the census, the principal source, are discussed.  In the following section, an appropriate index of economic status of a caste is developed to use the available data.  In the fifth section, the connections between the ritual hierarchy and the economic position of castes are analyzed, for each census year, using this index.  In the final section, the associations between political power, economic status and ritual rank of castes are sketched.  The main findings are summarized, the limitations of the study are pointed out and some implications for an understanding of the socio-political history of the region are drawn. 

II. RITUAL HIERARCHY OF CASTES  

In the census, caste was defined as “an endogamous group or collection of some groups bearing a common name and having the same traditional occupation, who are so linked together by these and other ties, such as the tradition of a common origin and the possession of the same tutelary deity, and the same social status, ceremonial observances and family priests, that they regard themselves, and are regarded by others, as forming a single homogeneous community”.
  This definition is consistent with common sense and the prevailing public opinion.  At the beginning of the twentieth century “the most prominent characteristics of caste” were endogamy and commensality.  In fact, marriage within the section to which a person belonged by birth and outside a sub-caste was prohibited.  Caste imposed restrictions on inter-dining and exchange of food and drinks.  The rules and restrictions observed by a caste reflected and determined its position in the hierarchy of castes.  Traditionally, the “high castes” practiced child marriage and dowry while the “low castes” paid bride price and allowed widow remarriage.  The nature of traditional occupation of a caste was another determinant of its position in the ritual hierarchy.
  


In 1901, the census superintendent of each province/state was directed by the Census Commissioner of India to draw up “the order of social precedence of castes recognized by public opinion”.
  The scheme adopted in U.P. was to form groups of castes of approximately equal status, to rank the groups and to arrange the castes within a group in an order.  The model suggested earlier by H.H. Risley for Bengal was used “with necessary modifications to suit” U.P.  In addition, W. Crooke’s work entitled The Tribes And Castes Of The North Western Province & Oudh
 was utilized and supplementary enquiries were made.  At the district level, “representative committees” were formed which considered the scheme and discussed which caste should be placed in which group and in what order.  Regarding some castes there were serious differences between district committees. In certain districts some castes were put in a higher order, but not in others.  Such disparities were, however, infrequent and were resolved by accepting the majority view, or that of the committees of those districts where the concerned caste was concentrated.
   


Thus, the 1901 census of U.P. constructed an ordering of Hindus, classifying and ranking about two hundred castes into twelve groups.  The first six groups comprised the “twice-born” castes and the castes allied to, or claiming allegiance to, them and also certain castes, which were considered to be of high social standing although their claim to be twice-born was not universally accepted. The Brahman (priest) caste constituted the topmost group.  The second group comprised of Bhuinhar, Taga, Bhat, and all other castes, which were allied to Brahman.  Rajput (military and landholding) and Khattri constituted the third group. The fourth group contained Kayasth (writer).  The fifth group comprised of high-ranking castes among the Vaishya (trader), the most prominent being Agarwal.  The sixth group consisted of trading castes, which were considered inferior to those in group five.  In 1901, the top six groups formed approximately 26 per cent of the U.P. Hindu population.  The seventh group consisted of Jat (land holders and cultivators), Halwai (sweetmeat makers), and other castes about which opinion was divided regarding their inclusion in any group allied to twice-born castes or among Shudras.  This group formed about 2 per cent of the Hindu population. 

The Shudra castes were placed in groups VIII, IX and X depending on whether twice-born castes took food or water from them.  The eighth group comprised the major castes of peasants, herdsmen becoming peasants, artisans dealing in precious metals and brass, garland makers, florists, market gardeners, betel leaf growers, carpenters, blacksmiths, barbers and some other castes of village servants.  This group was the largest, comprising one-third of the Hindu population.  Group IX consisted of castes of boatmen, fishermen, shepherds, goat-keepers, blanket-makers, grain-parchers, tailors and potters, forming a total of 7 per cent of the Hindu population.  Group X comprised castes of distillers and sellers of country liquor, oil pressers and sellers, cultivators of low social status, long distance carriers of grain, makers of salt and salt-peter and artisans of low status, forming a total of approximately 6 per cent of the Hindu population.  The “lowest” in the social hierarchy, the “untouchables”, whose touch allegedly defiled a member of a twice-born caste, were classified in groups XI and XII.  Group XI included castes comprising people who did not eat beef.  It consisted of washer men, weavers (“degraded by their occupation”), laborers, pig-keepers and butchers, and makers of country liquor (tari), forming a total of 8.5 per cent of the Hindus.  In the bottom-most group were placed the castes comprising beef and vermin eaters.  This group comprised workers in hide, landless laborers who ate rats, sweepers, scavengers and those who handled dead animals, forming together more than 16 per cent of the Hindus. Twenty castes, forming approximately one per cent of the Hindu population, could not be fitted into any of the twelve groups.


This scheme of social precedence for the entire province, prepared during the census of 1901, remains the only complete social ranking of Hindu castes for this period.
  So much “acrimonious discussion and ill-feeling” was generated in the process of preparing the scheme that the question was never reopened in the censuses.  We are not aware of the existence of any other ranking with which the rankings of 1901 could be compared. However, the scheme of 1901 had some limitations. The most obvious was that it made no distinction between the Dom of the U.P. hills and the Dom of the plains. This was clearly a mistake. The former was a collection of castes whose traditional occupations (mainly artisan) differed from that of the latter (scavengers).
  The latter were considered untouchables, the former were not.


While some scholars have stressed that British rule rigidified the caste system,
 others have argued that there is always a process of change underneath an apparent rigidity.  Kosambi, Silverberg and others have shown that over time new castes come into existence, ritual ranking of castes change and individuals get admitted to higher castes or degraded.
  In fact, all such trends were recorded in U.P. during the latter half of British rule.
  The prominent cases were the following:  The castes of Bharbhunja and Halwai formed around occupations.  The castes of Jat, Kayastha and Khattri succeeded in raising their ritual ranks.
  In a large number of castes of low but diverse ritual status, for example, Barhai, Chamar, Dhanuk and Kurmi, the prosperous sections aspired for higher social ranks.  They gave up their old rituals and adopted the practices of the “twice-born” castes.
  Some prosperous groups actually broke away from the parent castes and formed new castes.  Thus the castes of Sainthwar
 (in Gorakhpur) and Jatav
 (in west U.P.) emerged out of Kurmi and Chamar respectively.  Well-to-do individuals belonging to the castes of Kalwar and Kurmi entered the castes of Vaishya and Rajput respectively.
 The attitude of the higher castes towards untouchables slowly changed and untouchability declined.  
The census came to be regarded as an opportunity to press for claims of higher ritual rank.  In 1901 and in 1911 individuals made such claims since only a few caste associations existed then.  By 1921, however, many caste associations had been formed by the advanced, educated sections of the respective castes to press such claims.  The number of claims multiplied over years.  The associations displayed great determination and persistence, published treatises and employed eminent counsels to plead their cases.  By 1931, all except the most backward had formed well-organized associations, which “bombarded” the census commissioner “with requests for new caste names” and higher ranks.  There was hardly a major caste other than Brahman, Rajput, high-ranking Vaishyas and some of the most downtrodden (for example, Pasi and Bhangi), which did not advance a claim to a higher ritual status.
  On the other hand, sections of urbanized untouchable population tried to altogether deny caste hierarchy.
 


Interestingly, many castes not considered untouchables in the census of 1901 appeared among the “untouchable and depressed” castes listed in the census of 1931 and more castes were classified later among the “scheduled castes” designated by the government: The census of 1931 classified sixty-five castes in U.P. as untouchable and depressed, including twenty-one castes that had not been considered untouchable in the census of 1901.  Later, the list of scheduled castes included five castes, which were not considered for inclusion in the long list of the untouchable and depressed castes in the census of 1931.
  Clearly, in order to avail of new privileges/benefits to be bestowed by the state, many castes wished to and some succeeded in getting classified in the designated categories of the “downtrodden”, even though they did not possess/claim the relevant status in the immediate past. Thus the state was actively creating new administrative categories of castes. Furthermore, getting classified as “downtrodden” occurred simultaneously with claims of high ritual status, and without any contradiction. 
III. RELIABILITY OF CENSUS DATA ON CASTE
For the public, caste was supposed to be the most important subject in census.  In spite of this (and also because of this) caste returns in the census were subject to several errors. Ignorance and carelessness led to reporting of gotra, sub-caste, title or occupation in place of caste.  Spellings of some caste names, for example, Ahir and Ahar, Barai and Barhai, Kori and Koeri, were very similar, leading to confusion. Some castes were so closely allied to others that individuals categorized themselves differently from one census to the next.  In some cases, identity of names of sub-castes and sameness of occupation caused confusion. The fluidity in the caste system, and lower caste claims to higher status caused both intentional and unintentional errors, with many individuals deliberately misreporting their castes.
  

The census officials were aware of these problems and they tried to keep the statistics as reliable as possible. From 1911, a detailed caste index, giving a variety of relevant information on castes with their sub-castes, chief occupations and location, was provided to officials. In the 1921 census, “enumerators were instructed to enter the name by which a man’s caste is known to his neighbors”.  Claims to use new caste names were generally resisted by the enumerators, most of whom were aware of local circumstances.  In the case individuals actually reported new names, they were restored to their old names.  In 1931, when many castes wanted to adopt new names, the old name was entered under the new title on the enumeration slip. Thus, there was a persistent effort to minimize confusion and retain original caste names. Although deliberate misreporting was not always detected, the census statistics on caste for the period from 1911 to 1931 were considered to be reasonably accurate by the census superintendents.


Which caste enumerations are likely to have been more than marginally affected by error? The number of Kalwars steadily declined over the censuses and the population of Bhat was seriously affected by misreporting. In 1901 and 1911 the figures for Dom included Dom of the hills, who were re-designated “Hill Depressed Classes” in 1921 and Silpakars in 1931. The number of Hindu Bhangis fluctuated throughout, because some individuals returned themselves as Muslim in one census and Hindu in the next. In 1931 the entire Dhanuk caste was erroneously merged with Bhangi. Over the censuses the share of Rajput in the Hindu population rose slowly while that of Kurmi fell. Other castes were not significantly affected by errors.
 

 The Census Reports of 1911, 1921 and 1931 provided information on the number of workers and dependents and the actual occupations of workers belonging to each of a large number of castes in U.P., in tables entitled “Occupation by selected castes, tribes or races”.
  These data have certain limitations.  The number of castes covered varied over the censuses.  One (Kori, weaver) of the twenty-five castes, which had a share of at least one per cent each in the Hindu population of U.P., and many smaller castes were never covered.  In the tables on occupations of castes, figures for each caste usually included persons of all religions who reported that caste.
  For most of the castes, non-Hindus constituted a negligible section.  But for artisan and service castes and a few other castes, the Mohammadan branch was sizable.
 Jains and Aryas constituted more than 30 per cent of the population of trading castes like Agarwal.  While in the tables on occupations of castes for 1921 and 1931 the population coverage of a caste was either complete or nearly complete, in 1911 the population coverage varied a great deal across castes.
  The figures for each caste given in the tables on occupations of castes were as reported.  Hence, these include some errors due to misreporting.  A comparison of these with the figures provided in the table on caste population (for example, Table XIII of 1911), prepared after classification of incorrect entries, showed a difference, but usually of around only 0.1 per cent.
  The merits and shortcomings of the census occupational data were thoroughly discussed in the context of the debate on “deindustrialization”
 and the experts agreed that the occupation data since 1911 are generally reliable.  For U.P., in 1921, the occupation data was incomplete for the districts of Mirzapur and Jaunpur and the Benaras state.  Otherwise, the data can be accepted as fairly reliable.
  After 1931 the census virtually stopped paying attention to castes.  A proposal to include caste in the census of 2001 was shot down on the claim, made by the politicians as well as the loyal academia, that it would aggravate caste conflicts!

IV. AN INDEX OF ECONOMIC STATUS

A caste comprised a variety of classes in terms of economic status, since workers belonging to each caste were distributed over a large number of occupations,
 and the economic status of workers or families varied within each occupation.  Detailed enquiries relating to the material conditions of the population in the 1880s revealed that in east U.P. the high castes, traditionally considered wealthy, contained sections which were seriously in debt, and often suffered from insufficient food and clothing.  In fact, these sections were worse off than landless laborers.  The same enquiries showed that in west U.P., the untouchable Chamar caste, traditionally considered landless, comprised families cultivating landholdings of ten acres or more.  The cultivators, the single largest occupational group, forming between 56 and 64 per cent of all workers in U.P. during the period from 1911 to 1931, and consisting of all castes, were extremely heterogeneous in terms of size of holdings and economic status. 
 Partial caste distributions of ownership of land and area cultivated at the district level, available in the land revenue settlement reports, show considerable variations in the average positions of castes over both space and time.

In order to compare the position of a caste in the ritual hierarchy with its place in the economic hierarchy, we have to find the average economic status of the members of a caste.  Ideally, this would require information on incomes and assets of members of each caste.  However, there is virtually no information on incomes and non-land assets of castes at the macro level.  Besides, caste distributions of land for a district were usually incomplete; many major castes were not covered at all, while for most other castes information was available only for some districts. Thus, if we were to confine ourselves to the conventional indices of economic position, we would have to abandon this exercise.  In order to continue, an appropriate alternative index has to be devised so that the available information can be used to throw light on the questions under investigation.

It is proposed here to use the work participation rate of a caste, defined as the percentage of workers in its population, as an inverse indicator of its average economic position. The underlying logic is simple and based on empirical considerations.  In a traditional agrarian economy, characterized by very low rates of literacy and lack of modern industry and professions, like the economy of U.P.
 (and of India) during the period under study, work is looked down upon.  Ideologically, leisure and unearned income are glorified while labor is considered degrading.  In such a society higher rates of work participation among the poor and lower rates among the well-to-do are observed.  In well-to-do families, typically, children and women do not “work”.  On the other hand, among the poor, they have to work together with adult males in order to survive.


There can be, of course, problems with this index.  It is possible that among the poor in the high castes, women, children and even able-bodied adult males do not always work because they traditionally look down upon physical labor.  Likewise, the well-to-do families belonging to the lower castes may not necessarily withhold their women and children from work.  In fact, the enquiries relating to the material conditions of the population in the late 1880s and the District Land Revenue Settlement Reports of late nineteenth century and early twentieth century noted such situations.
  However, the enquiries of the 1880s and the Settlement Reports also noticed a gradual change in the situation:  Members of high castes were ploughing and performing other physical labor under economic pressure.
  The census reports of the twentieth century showed increasing work participation of upper caste females and low female work participation rates for many castes of low ritual rank (see below). 



The female work participation rate was found to be inversely correlated with the ritual rank of a caste.
  Whether this is primarily due to sociological factors, or is due to economic reasons needs to be investigated.  In 1911, Brahman (I), Bhuinhar (II) and Rajput (III) showed higher rates of female work participation than Kayastha (IV), Agarwal (V), Jat (VII), Sonar (VIII), Gujar (VIII) and Kisan (VIII) castes (ritual rank of caste in brackets).  Over the censuses of 1911, 1921 and 1931, the proportion of females in the workforce increased for high castes, for example, Brahman, Taga, Rajput and Kayastha, in spite of a decline in the ratio of females to males in all age groups in the population of these castes.  In fact, for Rajput the number of female workers per 1000 male workers rose from 186 in 1911 to 243 in 1921 and to 307 in 1931.  This was the sharpest increase observed among all castes. For two-thirds of the major castes the share of females in the workforce fluctuated noticeably over the censuses of 1911, 1921 and 1931.  During this period, the proportion of females in the workforce of ten major castes, with ritual ranks VIII, IX and X, actually declined.
  Consider sixteen castes with the ritual rank of VIII for which data are available.  In 1911, their female work participation rates ranged from 8.5 per cent for Gujar to 60.3 per cent for Koeri.  The average was 31.2 per cent and the standard deviation was 16.2 per cent. Consider seven untouchable castes, in groups XI and XII.  In 1911, their female work participation rates ranged from 21 per cent to 59 per cent.  In 1911, the highest rates of female work participation were reported for Kewat (64 per cent), Bhar (61 per cent) and Koeri (60 per cent), none of which was untouchable. Thus, the observed high degree of association between the female work participation rate and ritual rank could be due to an underlying high correlation between ritual and economic status
  (see below).


The appropriateness of the work participation rate as an inverse index of class status in this context can also be judged from two other sets of observations.  The census provided the ratio of workers to dependents for a number of occupations.  An occupation is not homogeneous in terms of the economic status of its practitioners.  However, to the extent that occupations can be ranked in terms of average economic positions of their practitioners, there exists an inverse relation between the economic condition and the ratio of workers to dependents in an occupation.  Both in 1911 and 1921, the highest percentage of dependents was observed for practitioners of law, reputedly the profession with the highest average income. The lowest proportions of dependents were reported for herdsmen, a large percentage of whom were boys and girls below the age of fifteen, and for flour-grinders who were mostly old women, barely capable of supporting themselves.  Next to them were the procurers and sellers of grass etc., (hired) agricultural laborers, grain-parchers, scavengers and betel sellers.  It was well known that these occupations were manned by the property-less and the weakest.  The percentage of females among workers in these occupations was large.  In 1911, the highest percentage of women in the workforce, i.e., twenty females for each male, was observed for flour-grinders, rice-pounders and huskers.  Among betel sellers, traders in fuel, scavengers and grain-parchers, female workers far outnumbered males at a time when there were more than two male workers for each female working in U.P. Among agricultural laborers, there were eighty-four female workers for every hundred male workers.
  It is also seen that the proportion of workers among agricultural laborer households was significantly higher than that among the families of (peasant) cultivators.  Besides, the share of females among workers belonging to the agricultural laborer households was more than double that for cultivators.
  


The work participation rates also vary over space reflecting the relative economic conditions of districts or regions.  From the 1870s, west U.P. is known to be significantly more prosperous than central and east U.P., particularly with respect to agriculture.
  In the 1920s, the average size of agricultural holdings was estimated to be 6.7 acres in west, 4.7acres in east, and 4.3 acres in central U.P.  Calculations showed that the cultivators of an average holding in west U.P. were left with a considerable surplus after meeting subsistence requirements and all dues.  On the other hand, an average cultivator in east and central U.P. just managed to break even.
 It is found that over the forty-eight districts and two princely states of U.P. in 1911, the work participation rate for (a) all occupations taken together, and (b) agricultural occupations both varied between 29 per cent and 66 per cent.  On the basis of the average work participation rate in a district, the province, excluding four districts and one princely state in “Himalaya west” region (forming the new state of Uttaranchal), could be neatly divided into two separate areas.  The western part comprised one princely state and nineteen districts, with work participation rates below 44 per cent in agriculture and below 47 per cent for all occupations. The eastern part consisted of the remaining twenty-five districts, with work participation rates above 48 per cent in agriculture and above 50 per cent for all occupations taken together.
  Furthermore, the percentages of females among workers were significantly higher in the poorer eastern districts compared to the prosperous western districts.
  

Thus, the female work participation rate and the total work participation rate appear to be strongly influenced by economic forces, though sociological factors play some role. Using the work participation rate as an inverse indicator of economic status in a society like U.P., for the period under study is therefore based on sound empirical and logical foundations.  However, the statistical measures of the strength of the relationship between ritual and economic rankings would be overestimated to an unknown degree, because of sociological factors.

V. CASTE AND ECONOMIC STATUS 

By arranging the work participation rates of castes in ascending order and using class intervals of roughly equal length (facilitated by convenient cut-off points), twelve economic groups are designated in each census year to match the number of ritual groups of 1901.  In 1911, among forty-two Hindu castes, the work participation rate varied between 36.64 per cent (for Kayastha) and 66.61 per cent (for Kewat) (see Table 1).  Construction of classes turns out to be easy.  The class intervals are 34.64 to 38.0 for class 1, 38.5 to 41.0 for class 2, 41.3 to 43.5 for class 3, 44.0 to 46.0 for class 4, 46.5 to 48.5 for class 5, 49.0 to 51.0 for class 6, 52.0 to 53.0 for class 7, 53.5 to 55.5 for class 8, 55.9 to 58.0 for class 9, 58.9 to 60.5 for class 10, 60.9 to 62.0 for class 11 and 63.76 to 66.61 for class 12.  In 1921, 29 castes were covered in the census table on occupations of castes.  In spite of an increase in the work participation rate for the province by two percentage points between the censuses of 1911 and 1921, because of the influenza epidemic, the work participation rates of castes generally remained stable.  For 19 castes, the difference was less than 1 percentage point (see Table IV. 1).  In fact, the exact class intervals of 1911 can be used to make 12 classes for 1921.


In the table on occupations of castes in the census of 1931, information is available for 34 castes, each with a share of at least 0.09 per cent of the Hindu population.  Five of these were covered for the first time.  In addition, all Vaishya castes were combined into one and Dhanuk was included in Bhangi.  The work participation rates of castes varied between 31.7 per cent and 60 per cent (see Table 1).  For 12 classes to be made, the class intervals were taken as 31.7 to 35.0 for class 1, 37.5 to 38.5 for class 2, 40.0 to 42.0 for class 3, 42.4 to 44.0 for class 4, 44.7 to 46.0 for class 5, 46.7 to 48.0 for class 6, 49.0 to 50.0 for class 7, 50.1 to 52.0 for class 8, 52.5 to 54.0 for class 9, 54.1 to 56.0 for class 10, 56.5 to 58.0 for class 11 and 58.1 to 60.0 for class 12.  Bhangi including Dhanuk fell in class 10.  In 1911, when separate data for the two were available, Bhangi was in class 11 and Dhanuk in class 7.  If they were taken together, they would have fallen in class 10.  Hence, it may not be unreasonable to put Bhangi, the larger caste, in class 11 in 1931. The small caste of Khattri, containing a large section of prosperous merchants, moneylenders and landlords, was the richest caste; it was covered for the first time in 1931 (see Figure 3).

Table 1: Ritual Rank, Work Participation Rate (wpr) and Economic Status (class) of Castes in U.P. during early Twentieth Century

Part A:  Major Castes1

	Caste 
	Ritual Rank (1901)
	1911
	1921


	1931
	% share of caste in total Hindu population in 1911

	
	
	wpr
	class
	wpr
	class
	wpr
	class
	

	1. Brahman
	I
	41.91
	3
	43.04
	3
	41.50
	3
	11.45

	2. Bhuinhar
	II
	39.77
	2
	
	
	38.41
	2
	0.33

	3. Taga
	II
	39.85
	2
	
	
	37.55
	2
	0.25

	4. Rajput
	III
	42.21
	3
	45.28
	4
	46.71
	6
	8.42

	5. Kayastha
	IV
	34.64
	1
	38.00
	1
	34.72
	1
	1.16

	6. Agarwal
	V
	37.94
	1
	37.10
	1
	
	
	0.63

	7. Kandu
	VI
	53.95
	8
	
	
	
	
	0.36

	8. Jat
	VII
	39.97
	2
	40.82
	2
	41.25
	3
	1.74

	9. Barhai
	VIII
	44.03
	4
	45.43
	4
	42.45
	4
	1.24

	10. Lohar
	VIII
	48.21
	5
	48.25
	5
	45.81
	5
	1.23

	11. Nai
	VIII
	52.66
	7
	52.37
	7
	49.43
	7
	1.66

	12. Kachhi
	VIII
	54.26
	8
	54.99
	8
	52.602
	9
	1.79

	13. Kahar
	VIII
	55.39
	8
	54.59
	8
	53.43
	9
	2.71

	14. Murao
	VIII
	55.05
	8
	
	
	
	
	1.66

	15. Lodha
	VIII
	53.83
	8
	54.33
	8
	51.14
	8
	2.73

	16. Kurmi
	VIII
	56.11
	9
	55.90
	9
	55.40
	10
	4.64

	17. Ahir (Yadav)
	VIII
	59.27
	10
	54.17
	8
	55.70
	10
	9.54

	18. Koeri
	VIII
	64.97
	12
	64.94
	12
	59.41
	12
	1.09

	19. Gadariya
	IX
	54.37
	8
	54.52
	8
	50.60
	8
	2.41

	20. Kumhar
	IX
	56.53
	9
	57.53
	9
	53.00
	9
	1.76

	21. Kewat
	IX
	66.61
	12
	
	
	59.45
	12
	1.09

	22. Teli
	X
	57.21
	9
	55.91
	9
	51.38
	8
	1.80

	23. Luniya
	X
	60.90
	11
	60.97
	11
	58.12
	12
	1.00

	24. Bhar
	X
	64.03
	12
	
	
	
	
	1.00

	25. Dhobi
	XI
	56.89
	9
	57.86
	9
	55.97
	10
	1.53

	26. Pasi
	XI
	59.58
	10
	59.98
	10
	56.75
	11
	3.22

	27. Chamar
	XII
	57.14
	9
	57.22
	9
	55.99
	10
	14.93

	28. Bhangi
	XII
	61.21
	11
	61.61
	11
	55.053
	113
	1.00


Continued …

Table 1, Part B:  Other Castes

	Caste 
	Ritual Rank (1901)
	1911
	1921


	1931
	% share of caste in total Hindu population in 1911

	
	
	wpr
	class
	wpr
	class
	wpr
	class
	

	1. Barai
	VIII
	60.94
	11
	
	
	
	
	0.34

	2. Bharbhunja
	IX
	58.90
	10
	60.40
	10
	
	
	0.71

	3. Bhat
	II
	47.72
	5
	49.44
	6
	42.65
	4
	0.29

	4. Dhanuk
	XI
	52.00
	7
	
	
	
	
	0.32

	5. Dusadh
	XI
	63.76
	12
	
	
	
	
	0.17

	6. Gujar
	VIII
	40.69
	2
	40.97
	2
	43.71
	4
	0.72

	7. Halwai
	VII
	45.11
	4
	46.52
	5
	44.84
	5
	0.14

	8. Kalwar
	X
	50.33
	6
	50.35
	6
	45.24
	5
	0.70

	9. Khatik
	XI
	44.04
	4
	44.25
	4
	47.25
	6
	0.45

	10. Kisan
	VIII
	41.31
	3
	
	
	
	
	0.87

	11. Mali
	VIII
	41.46
	3
	
	
	
	
	0.44

	12. Mallah
	IX
	57.65
	9
	
	
	
	
	0.60

	13. Sonar
	VIII
	39.82
	2
	36.14
	1
	40.92
	3
	0.64

	14. Tamboli
	VIII
	50.98
	6
	
	
	
	
	0.17

	15. Bahelia
	IX
	
	
	
	
	45.62
	5
	

	16. Nat
	IX
	
	
	
	
	54.14
	10
	

	17. Vaishya
	V and VI
	
	
	
	
	40.67
	3
	2.74

	18. Arakh
	X
	
	
	
	
	54.38
	10
	0.21

	19. Khattri
	III
	
	
	
	
	31.71
	1
	

	20. Sainthwar
	VIII
	
	
	
	
	50.12
	8
	0.29


Notes: 1. Apart from the 24 castes here with at least one per cent share in Hindu population of U. P., Taga and Bhuinhar, powerful landlord and cultivator castes respectively of west and east U.P., Agarwal, the most important trading caste (in group V), and Kandu, the most numerous caste in group VI are added even though their share in population was less than one per cent each.
2. Kachhi in 1931 was combined with related castes of Mali, Murao, Rain and Saini.

            3. Since Bhangi in 1931 included Dhanuk, the economic rank of Bhangi is estimated to be 11.

Sources: Ritual ranks were obtained from Census of India, 1901, v XVI, pt I, 218-34, 248-53.


    Work participation rates were calculated from the figures obtained from Census of India, 1911, v XV, pt II, Table XVI, Census of India, 1921, v XVI, pt II, Table XXI and Census of India, 1931, v XVIII, pt II, Table XI.


   Percentage shares of castes in Hindu population in 1911 were calculated from Census of India, 1911, v XV, pt II, Table XIII.

Figure 1: Matrix of Ritual Rank and Economic Status, U.P., 1911
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 (Total number of castes is forty-two.  Twenty-eight major castes are underlined.)

Source: Table 1 

Figure 2: Matrix of Ritual Rank and Economic Status, U.P., 1921
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(Total number of castes is twenty-nine.  Twenty-two major castes are underlined.) 
Source: Table 1   

Figure 3: Matrix of Ritual Rank and Economic Status, U.P., 1931
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(Total number of castes is thirty-six.  Twenty-five major castes are underlined.)

Source: Table 1 
  
Generally, the “twice-born” castes occupied the top ranks of the economic hierarchy.  There were twenty four castes, each with at least one per cent share in the Hindu population, for which data is available in any one of the three censuses.  We define major castes as those with at least one per cent share in the Hindu population of the province and/or those which had considerable social and economic importance though their population was smaller.  Thus, four other castes, namely, Taga and Bhuinhar, powerful landlord and cultivator castes respectively of west and east U.P., Agarwal, the most important trading caste (in group V), and Kandu, the most numerous caste in group VI are included in the list of major castes.  A remarkable dissimilarity between major and minor castes is noticed.  In fact, a stable and high degree of direct association is observed between the ritual and economic status of major castes (see Figures 1, 2 and 3).  The coefficients of correlation between the two ranks are 0.79 in 1911 for 28, 0.76 in 1921 for 22 and 0.78 in 1931 for 25 major castes.  All coefficients are significant at 0.01 levels (two-tailed).  

Actually, the apparent stability conceals a great deal of movement and instability.  In 1911, the coefficient of correlation between the rankings of forty-two castes, that is, excluding Dom and five very small trading castes, in ritual and economic scales was 0.61.  In 1921, it was 0.57 for twenty-nine castes.  For 1931, considering the ritual rank of Vaishya as 5.5 and the economic rank of Bhangi as 11, the coefficient of correlation between the ritual and economic ranks of thirty-six castes (excluding castes with very small population) was 0.69.  All coefficients are significant at 0.01 levels (two-tailed).  The castes of Kayastha, Khattri and Jat, which occupied the highest economic ranks, had succeeded in raising their ritual status, as noticed earlier.  The newly formed caste of Sainthwar had a class rank higher than its parent caste, in 1931.  In fact, the economic ranks of smaller castes tended to deviate more from their respective ritual ranks, than the major castes.  A possible explanation is that within a caste, the economic conditions of different sections usually tend to move in opposite directions.  It appears reasonable that in a large caste, these are more likely to balance each other than in a small caste.  Thus, not only did larger castes show greater closeness between their economic and ritual ranks, but also, over time, their economic rankings were more stable, with the exception of Rajput.  

There was a great deal of heterogeneity in the economic status of castes sharing a common ritual rank, particularly in the lower half of the ritual hierarchy.  The ritual group VIII, constituting the bulk of the population of the backward castes of modern U.P., containing the principal artisan and many cultivator castes, showed the greatest differentiation.  In 1911, the sixteen castes in this group were distributed over eleven classes.  Ritual group XI showed the next greatest economic heterogeneity.  Thus, the castes which came to be known as scheduled castes and later as “dalits” of modern U.P were also highly differentiated in terms of their average economic status at the beginning of the twentieth century.

Ritual disadvantage did not coincide with economic deprivation.  Neither all the untouchable castes were among the poorest, nor all the poorest were untouchables.  None of the most numerous castes among untouchables, namely, Chamar, Pasi and Dhobi figured in the two lowest economic classes.  In 1911, from ritual groups XI and XII only Dusadh and Bhangi were placed in the two lowest classes along with five other castes.  Dusadh and Bhangi had a combined share of approximately 1.3 per cent in the Hindu population of U.P. while the five others, who were not untouchables, had a share of over 4 per cent (see Fig. 1 and Table 1).  Notice, the average economic position of Chamar, the most numerous caste of U.P., was no lower than Ahir and Kurmi, the most numerous among the Shudra castes.  Of the seven castes in the two lowest economic classes, five (Koeri, Kewat, Bhar, Barai and Dusadh) were entirely, and one (Luniya) was almost entirely (90 per cent of population), from east U.P. 

A difference between the economic status of castes in east and west U.P. is noticed to the extent castes can be separated according to their geographical location.
 Among castes in the same ritual group, those belonging to west U.P. generally had a higher economic position than those belonging to east U.P.
 Economic factors like state investment in irrigation in west U.P. benefited the agricultural and related castes, namely, Jat, Gujar, Mali and Kisan.  Among the untouchables, the two castes with the highest economic status, namely, Khatik and Dhanuk, were predominantly (75 per cent of population) from west U.P.  Besides, the western section of Chamar was prosperous, having benefited from cultivation, trade and manufacturing of leather.  Thus, some of the Shudra and untouchable castes had attained prosperity by the end of the nineteenth century, without any special policy or legislation directed towards their betterment.  The prosperity of the Sonar (goldsmith) caste was well known and an all India phenomenon.  The castes of Barhai (carpenter) and Lohar (blacksmith) were prosperous due to demand for their skills and the consequent high wages.
 However, the economic ranks of Kumhar (potter) and Teli (oil-presser) were low because their trades were facing stiff competition from imports.

During the second decade of the twentieth century two important events occurred - the First World War and the influenza epidemic of 1918-19. However, there was virtually no change in the relative economic status of castes, except the Rajput, which declined by one rank, and Sonar, which rose by one.
  In contrast, the events of the 1920s had clearly visible consequences.   Droughts and pests seriously hit agriculture in 1928-29, 1929-30 and 1930-31, accompanied by the global depression of agricultural prices from 1928-29.  In fourteen months, between November 1929 and January 1931, average prices fell by no less than 70 per cent.  Low output and rock bottom prices compelled the indebted sections of agriculturists, most notably Rajputs, to part with a considerable area of land.  As a result, there was an increase in the number and proportion of landless agricultural laborers in the workforce of U.P.
 Land passed into the hands of the wealthier sections of agriculturists and to non-cultivating owners, who were usually the creditors of the dispossessed.  Between 1921 and 1931
, out of a total of thirteen castes which showed a decline in their class position, eight (Rajput, Ahir, Jat, Kachhi, Kurmi, Luniya, Pasi and Gujar) were largely dependent on ordinary cultivation and three (Chamar, Dhobi and Kahar) were split equally over cultivation and labor.  The remaining two castes also seemed to have suffered due to the depression:  Khatik, a large section of which depended on cultivation, sale of fruits and vegetables, and agricultural and general labor lost its class status by two positions. The decline in the economic status of the Sonar caste by two positions could be linked to a fall in the demand for ornaments because of the agricultural depression.  Also related to the depression appears to be the improvement in class status of Kalwar and Teli, sections of which were traders and moneylenders. Thus, the depression was perhaps the most important cause of the changes in economic positions of castes between 1921 and 1931.  Also, intra-caste heterogeneity would have increased in the process, for smaller landholders and cultivators went to the wall.  Notice, among all the castes ranked in the top half of the ritual scale, only Rajput, the traditional landlord caste, showed a fall in class rank, from three to six within two decades. 

VI. CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS
The caste system remains fundamental to Indian society, polity and public policy, and receives enormous attention from scholars.  Yet a great deal of confusion exists about some central issues concerning the system.  Till now, empirical studies, conducted at the micro-level, have failed to throw much light on these questions, as their inferences tend to contradict each other in a large, diverse country.  This paper seeks to break through by analyzing the relation between the socio-political aspects of caste and the economic process at the macro-level, in the most important state of India.  It deals with more than forty castes, in a large region characterized by great socio-economic diversity.  

In order to use the relevant quantitative data, so far neglected, available in the census, an appropriate index of economic status is devised, on the basis of empirical evidence and commonsense.  In the absence of any other useful data, direct or indirect, on income or wealth, the work participation rate is used as an inverse indicator of the economic position of a caste.  It will be apt to test how good this proxy is, by comparing it with other good alternatives or even better with direct evidence on income and assets, in a similar socio-economic context.  If that is done, this innovative index may be useful to social scientists in similar contexts.  Obviously, our findings are crucially dependent upon the construction and use of this index.

This study discovers a high and stable correlation between the ritual rank and the average economic status of the (twenty-eight) major castes during the early decades of the twentieth century, even when more than seventy per cent of the workers were not following their traditional caste occupations.
 In fact, the apparent stability conceals a great deal of movement and instability.  Generally, the economic positions of the numerically smaller castes tended to deviate more from their ritual ranks, compared to the larger ones.  Some of the (ritually) middle and low ranking castes, mainly from west U.P., were very high in the scale of affluence.  Most of the poorest castes did not belong to the lowest ranks of the ritual hierarchy.  Thus, economic mobility did not hinge upon ritual rank or caste based public policy, which did not exist then.  On the one hand, castes achieving significant economic prosperity succeeded in raising their ritual ranks, usually after a time lag.  On the other, a caste with an economic position lower than its ritual rank was not evidently pushed down the ritual hierarchy.  Consequently, high degrees of heterogeneity are observed in the average economic status of castes with a common ritual rank, particularly among the “backward” and “scheduled castes”.  In fact, a great deal of economic heterogeneity is also observed within castes.  
Close connections between the hierarchies of ritual, economic and political power in U.P. are evident.  In the first elected provincial government in 1937, when franchise was based on property and education, one-third of the fifteen ministers, including the Prime Minister (as the Chief Minister was then designated), belonged to the Brahman caste.  It is remarkable that during the period from 1911 to 1931, the caste of Brahman, numerically the second largest, had the highest economic status among those (nine) castes with at least two percent share in population (see Table 1).  Furthermore, the numerically small upper castes of Kayastha and Agarwal (Bania), which shared the highest economic rank among castes of all sizes, had two members each while the fourth largest caste, Rajput, whose economic position was visibly weakening, had only one member in the ministry.
 In the ministry formed after the first general elections of 1952, 28 per cent, including the Chief Minister, were Brahman, while 12 per cent each were Rajput, Kayastha and Bania.  Thus, during the first half of the twentieth century, in the most important state of India, the priestly caste of Brahman occupied higher positions, both in the economic and political hierarchies, than Rajput, the traditional martial and ruling caste.
Brahmans dominated the political structure of the state for long.  During the period from 1937 to 1976, the Brahmans had the largest share, among all castes, in 12 out of the total of 16 ministries.  Their share ranged from 10.7 to 38.5 per cent, in 8 ministries between 20 and 30 per cent.  During the same period, the share of the Rajputs was between 4.5 and 17.9 per cent, exceeding 12 per cent only from 1970.
 The caste of Jat in west U.P. provided the first non-upper (twice-born) caste Chief Minister of U.P. (in 1967), who later became the first non-upper caste Prime Minister of India.  During the period from1911 to 1931, this caste along with the much smaller castes of Sonar and Gujar actually occupied the highest economic position among all the non-upper castes.  In fact, its economic status was higher than those of Brahman and Rajput.
The heterogeneity in the economic status of castes sharing a common ritual rank and the emergence of substantial elite among the “lower” castes, have had crucial implications for the ritual hierarchy and the political process.  The consensus on the ritual hierarchy has weakened as the elite of a low caste claims a high ritual rank for itself and does not concede a higher rank to any other caste.  The better off among the larger “backward” and “dalit” castes, particularly Ahir-Yadav and Chamar-Jatav, have risen in politics and acquired greater power over time, supplementing and even displacing members of upper castes.  Since December 1989 the state has had a Chief Minister from the backward castes five times and from a “dalit” (formerly untouchable) caste four times, out of a total of eleven occasions.  

  While politics in the state is increasingly caste oriented, the caste coalitions and hence the governments are highly unstable.  All the governments headed by members of the backward and dalit castes have been short-lived.  The first and second such governments, both headed by Charan Singh (1967-68 and 1970), the third, headed by R.N. Yadav (1977-79) and eight more, formed between 1989 and 2007, three led by Mulayam Singh Yadav, two headed by Kalyan Singh, and three led by Mayawati, have each collapsed in less than 27 months, except once.  The fragility of caste politics is partly rooted in the intra-caste and inter-caste economic heterogeneity, characterizing the politically created categories like “other backward classes” and “scheduled castes”, evident during the first three decades of the twentieth century.  The diverse needs and aspirations of economically heterogeneous groups cannot produce stable coalitions.  Thus, a clear understanding of the complex phenomenon of caste politics is obtained, by focusing on the interrelations between various social processes at the macro-level.  In the process, the crucial role of economic forces in the caste system is illuminated.

  The public policy oriented towards alleviation of long-term deprivation not only uses caste as the sole criterion but simply provides single quotas for administratively designated large caste groups, like the backward castes (OBCs) and scheduled castes (SCs), among people’s representatives, in institutions of higher education and in employment.  If only the averages for the three administrative categories of castes, namely, high, backward and scheduled, are used, it would appear that caste rank is a very good indicator of deprivation.  In 1911, the average work participation rate was 42 per cent for the high castes, 54 per cent for the OBCs and 57.5 per cent for the SCs in U.P., and the average literacy (in Hindi) rate was about 11 per cent for the high castes, only one per cent for the OBCs and an even more miserable 0.13 per cent for the SCs.
  Typically, such aggregate statistics, available in the National Sample Surveys and other government documents, are marshaled in support of caste-based public policy.
 Thus, the state treats the three categories of castes as essentially homogeneous groups.  
  Evidently, at the beginning of the twentieth century, caste rank was not a good indicator of material deprivation.  It is highly unlikely that the heterogeneity within a caste and between castes sharing the same administrative rank would have diminished over time, while observed economic inequalities have been very high.  Clearly, the caste-based public policy lacks empirical foundation.  However, the Indian state is actually conveying the benefits to the privileged by treating the rich and the poor belonging to the caste categories as equals.  Thus the ruling coalition co-opts the elite of the lower castes, strengthens itself and weakens the depressed groups.  At the same time the policy and its regular extensions, by persistently focusing on caste, keep the poor divided along caste lines.  Thus caste quotas are extremely useful as a tool of governance.  It is hypocritical to argue that this policy does anything to eliminate acute, long standing deprivation.  
This paper studies U.P. where the economic conditions were rather steady during the period and the basic structure of its economy was traditional.  Key indicators like literacy rates and occupational distribution did not undergo any major change.  Hence some of the conclusions, such as the stability of the relation between ritual and economic status of the major castes, hold only in this specific context.  Given the extreme regional diversities spanning the country and the clear differences in the patterns of socio-economic change over space, a detailed macro analysis of the other regions of India is necessary to explain many other interesting phenomena related to caste, for example, an explicit temporal and spatial pattern of the political rise of lower castes and collapse of ritual hierarchies.  Since analogous information is available in the censuses for all regions of the country for this period, similar exercises can be performed for those regions as well.  Such investigations will also facilitate a more complete understanding of the dynamic interconnections between caste, economic status and political power.  

NOTES

� 	“The most coherent and powerful theory of caste developed in the anthropology of India is undoubtedly Dumont’s.”  C. J. Fuller, ed., Caste Today (Delhi, 1996), Introduction, 4.


� 	“Since the 1950s, the concepts of purity and impurity have been seen as central to caste not only in indicating the rank of a jati in the local hierarchy but also in several other areas”.  M. N. Srinivas, ed., Caste, Its Twentieth Century Avatar (Viking India, 1996) Introduction, ix.


� 	Louis Dumont, Homo Hierarchicus: The Caste System and Its Implications (1966; English translation, Delhi, 1970), 235. 


� 	Ibid., 251.  


� 	Ibid., 252.  


� 	For example, see Gerald D. Berreman, Hindus of the Himalayas (Berkeley, University of California Press, 1963) and Dipankar Gupta, “Continuous Hierarchies and Discrete Castes” (in three parts), Economic and Political Weekly 19 (1984): 1955-8, 2003-5, 2049-53.


� 	Nicholas B. Dirks, Castes of Mind, Colonialism and the Making of Modern India (Princeton, 2001).  


� 	Nicholas B. Dirks, The Hollow Crown, Ethnohistory of an Indian Kingdom (Cambridge, 1987), 4-5.


� 	Bernard S. Cohn, “Notes on the History of the Study of Indian Society and Culture”, in Milton Singer and Bernard S. Cohn, eds., Structure and Change in Indian Society (Chicago, 1968), and his “Is There a New Indian History?  Society and Social Change Under the Raj”, in his An Anthropologist Among the Historians and Other Essays (New Delhi, 1987), ch. 8, and Susan Bayly, Caste, Society and Politics in India (Cambridge, Indian edition, 2000), 263.  


� 	  M. N. Srinivas, “The Indian Village: myth and reality”, in his The dominant caste and 


other essays (New Delhi, 1987).


� 	In fact, some census officials of early twentieth century and scholars have argued that caste is determined by birth and hence inflexible while class depends on wealth and therefore flexible.  Thus, they argued, caste and class are independent.  For example see, E. A. Gait, Census of India 1911, v I, pt I, 365.  One of the early scholars to argue on the same lines, during the first half of the twentieth century, was G. S. Ghurye. See his, Caste, Class and Occupation (Bombay, 1961), 1-5. 


� 	Paul Rosas was one of those to identify caste with class.  Paul Rosas, “Caste and Class in India”, Science and Society 7 (1943): 141-167.  On the treatment of caste by Marx and Marxists and their inadequacies, see Tom Bottommore, “Caste” in Tom Bottommore, ed., A Dictionary of Marxist Thought (Blackwell, 1983), 67-8.   


� 	D.D. Kosambi, “Caste and Class in India”, Science and Society 8 (1944): 243-9.  


� 	Partha Chatterjee, “Caste and Subaltern Consciousness”, in Ranajit Guha, ed., Subaltern Studies VI (Delhi, 1989), 174-5.  


� 	Srinivas, ed., Caste, Introduction, x.


� 	Ramkrishna Mukherjee, The Dynamics of a Rural Society: A Study of the Economic Structure in Bengal Villages (Berlin, 1957), 102 and 94-101.


� 	F.G. Bailey, Caste and the Economic Frontier, A Village in Highland Orissa (1957, rpt. edn, OUP India, 1964), 266-267.


� 	Andre Beteille, Caste, Class and Power, Changing Patterns of Stratification in a Tanjore Village (Bombay, 1966), 225, 191.


� 	Eugene F. Irschik, Politics and Social Conflict in South India, The Non-Brahman Movement, 1916-1929 (Bombay, 1969) and James Manor, Political Change in an Indian State, Mysore 1917-1955 (New Delhi, 1977).


� 	Considering the “changes occurring within Indian society from 1780 to the present day” … “we must face the fact that the anticipated links between techno-economic change and social change did not operate”.  Dumont, Homo Hierarchicus, 217-218. 


� 	Dumont, Homo Hierarchicus, 164.


� 	The argument also includes this: In the south, there is a great ritual distance between the Brahman and the rest.  In the north, the ritual hierarchy is more gradual and continuous.  In the north the high castes constitute a much larger proportion of the population than in the south.  See Lloyd I. Rudolph and Susanne Hoeber Rudolph, Modernity of Tradition, Political Development in India (New Delhi, 1967), 78-9. 


� 	  R. K. Hebsur, “Uttar Pradesh: Belated And Imperfect Mobilization Of The Backwards”, ch. V, in vol. IV of Report of the Backward Classes Commission, Government of India (New Delhi, 1980), second part, 178, 182.


� 	Bernard S. Cohn, “The Census, Social Structure and Objectification in South Asia”, in his An Anthropologist Among the Historians and Other Essays (New Delhi, 1987), ch. 10.


� 	Arjun Appadurai, “Number in the Colonial Imagination” in C. A. Breckenridge and Peter van der Veer, eds., Orientalism and the Postcolonial Predicament: Persectives on South Asia (Philadelphia, 1993): 314-39.


� 	Norbert Peabody, “Cents, Sense, Census: Human Inventories in Late Precolonial and Early Colonial India”, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 43 (2001): 819-850.


� 	Sumit Guha, “The Politics of Identity and Enumeration in India c. 1600-1900”, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 45 (2003): 148-167.


� 	Census of India 1901, v XVI, pt I, 9, 30; Census of India 1911, v XV, pt I, 33, S.T. I.  Since independence U.P. elects nearly one-fifth of the peoples representatives of the country.


� 	Scholars have argued that the caste system itself was affected by the censuses, which heightened caste feelings.  See G. S. Ghurye, Caste and Race in India (1932; reprint edn., Bombay, 1969), 270-305.  M. N. Srinivas, Social Change in Modern India (1966; reprint edn., New Delhi, 1977), 94-100.


� 	Census of India 1911, v I, pt I, 367.  Also see Census of India1901, v I, pt I, 517; v XVI, pt I, 208.


� 	Census of India 1901, v XVI, pt I, 212-213.  Census of India1911, v I, pt I, 366. 


� 	Census of India 1901, v XVI, pt I, 216. For a discussion on the evolution of caste as a category and on the changing classification of castes in the censuses of U.P. see Rashmi Pant, “The cognitive status of caste in colonial ethnography: A review of some literature on the North West Provinces and Oudh”, Indian Economic and Social History Review 24 (1987): 145-162.


� 	 4 vols. (Calcutta, 1896).  In this paper, all page references are to the 1974 reprint by Cosmo Publications, Delhi, under the title The Tribes and Castes of the North Western India, 4 vols.


� 	Census of India 1901, v XVI, pt I, 216, 227-32.


� 	Census of India 1901, v XVI, pt I, 216-53.


� 	Relative rankings of castes vary even within a province.  Hence, Bernard S. Cohn is correct in pointing out that the British may have created the “notion of social precedence on a provincial level”.  Bernard S. Cohn, “Notes on the History of the Study of Indian Society and Culture”, in Milton Singer and Bernard S. Cohn, eds., Structure and Change in Indian Society (Chicago, 1968), 18.


� 	Census of India 1911, v XV, pt I, 323, 356, pt II, Table XVI.   Census of India 1921, v XVI, pt I, 152, Appendix C.


� 	For example, see Cohn, “Notes on the History” cited above and “Is There a New Indian History?  Society and Social Change Under the Raj”, in his An Anthropologist Among the Historians and Other Essays (New Delhi, 1987), ch. 8, and Susan Bayly, Caste, Society and Politics in India (Cambridge, Indian edition, 2000), 263.  In contrast, M. N. Srinivas highlighted the weakening effects of British rule on the existing caste hierarchy.  M. N. Srinivas, “The Indian Village: myth and reality”, in his The dominant caste and other essays (New Delhi, 1987).


� 	D.D. Kosambi, “Caste and Class in India”, Science and Society 8 (1944): 243-9, and James Silverberg, ed., Social Mobility in the Caste System in India, An Interdisciplinary Symposium (The Hague, 1968).


�  	Partapgarh District Settlement Report 1877, 58-59.  Government of India, Rev. and Agrl. Dept., Famine Branch, December 1888, A Proceedings, Nos. 1-24, File No. 6, Reports on the condition of the lower classes of the population in India, Proceeding No. 14, From the Government of the N.W.P. and Oudh, No. 1040 S-I.16 dated 25 July 1888 (hereafter cited as 1888 Report on the lower classes of the population), Enclosures, 114.  Crooke, The Tribes and Castes, v 1, Introduction, ch. I.  Census of India 1901, v XVI, pt I, 213 -14, 222, 226, 228-32.  Census of India 1911, v I, pt I, 371-79; v XV, pt I, 323, 349-50, 357, 376-7, 413.  Census of India 1921, v XVI, pt I, 153.  Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 536-9, 627, 629-30, 634-6.    


� 	In 1874, British Courts held Kayasthas of upper India to be Shudras.  In 1891, Kayastha was not counted among Hindu high castes in Gorakhpur, in spite of owning the fifth largest share in the total district area.  Gorakhpur District Settlement Report 1891, 85A, 86A, 87A, App IV/7a.  Also see Ghazipur District Settlement Report 1886, 113, 117.  But in the census of1901 it was considered close to Rajput.  In 1901 the Superintendent of census in U.P. had initially classified Khattri as Vaishya.  The numerically small but materially very powerful caste held a protest meeting in Bareilly and got the Census Commissioner of India to direct all the provincial superintendents of census to include Khattri under the heading of Kshattriya.  Census of India 1901, v I, pt I, 539.  On the caste of Jat see Nonica Datta, Forming an Identity: A Social History of the Jats (Delhi, 1999). 


� 	1888 Report on the lower classes of the population, Enclosures, 24.  Census of India 1901, v XVI, pt I, 213 -14, 232.  Census of India 1911, v XV, pt I, 376.  Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 538, 629.    


� 	The caste of Sainthwar was first enumerated in the census of 1911, almost entirely in Gorakhpur district.  In the settlement of 1919 nearly all land-owning families, who had earlier reported as Kurmi, were enumerated as Sainthwar.  See Gorakhpur District Settlement Report (Tahsils Padrauna, Hata and Deoria) 1919, 41 and Gorakhpur District Settlement Report (western portion) 1919, 8.  


� 	The Jatavs belonged to western U.P.  Many of them became prosperous in the leather trade and manufacturing in the cities of Agra and Aligarh.  The Jatavs of western U.P. were also more educated and had more land compared to the Chamars in the rest of the state.  George Weston Briggs, The Chamars (London, 1920), Mohinder Singh, The Depressed Classes, Their Economic and Social Conditions (Bombay, 1947) and Owen M. Lynch, The Politics of Untouchability, social mobility and social change in a city of India (New York, 1969).  


� 	In 1911 Kalwar and Kurmi had high ranks among all castes, in terms of the number of income tax payers.  Census of India 1911, v XV, pt I, 416.


� 	Census of India 1901, v XVI, pt I, 223-30, 243.  Census of India 1911, v XV, pt I, 323.  Census of India 1921, v XVI, pt I, 151-52.  Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 528-32, 538.  F.G. Bailey, “Closed Social Stratification in India”, European Journal of Sociology 4 (1963): 122.  Imtiaz Ahmed, “Caste Mobility Movements in North India”, Indian Economic and Social History Review 8 (1971): 164-191.  Lucy Carroll, “Colonial Perceptions of Indian Society and the Emergence of Caste(s) Associations”, Journal of Asian Studies 37 (1978): 233-250. 


� 	Nandini Gooptu argues that in the cities of Allahabad, Benaras, Kanpur and Lucknow, migrant untouchable groups which found employment in menial jobs, and in the leather and shoe industry, strove towards caste equality through religious resurgence and tried to bypass the caste system through the Adi Hindu movement during the 1920s and 1930s.  Nandini Gooptu, “Caste and labor: untouchable social movements in urban Uttar Pradesh”, in Peter Robb, ed., Dalit Movements and the Meanings of Labor in India (Delhi, 1993), ch. 10.  These migrants seem to be poorer and less educated than the Chamars of Agra and Aligarh who became Jatavs.


� 	The census of 1931 classified sixty-five U.P. castes as untouchable and depressed, including twenty-one castes that had not been considered untouchable in the census of 1901.  Census of India 1901, v XVI, pt I, 248-53.  Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 634-638.  Later, the list of scheduled castes included five castes, which were not even included in the long list of the untouchable and depressed in 1931.  Census of India 1951, Paper No. 2 of 1960, Table 1, and Census of India 1981, Series 1, India, Paper 2 of 1984, 116.


� 	 Census of India, 1901, v XVI, pt I, 224, 228, 230, 235-6.  Census of India, 1911, v XV, pt I, 321-2, 359-60.  Census of India, 1921, v XVI, pt I, 151-3.  Census of India, 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 534, 536-8. 


� 	Census of India 1911, v XV, pt I, 323, 331-2.  Census of India 1921, v XVI, pt I, 151-2.  Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 532.  For a discussion on types of errors affecting the census data on caste, see Frank F. Conlon, “The Census of India as a Source for the Historical Study of Religion and Caste”, in N. Gerald Barrier, ed., The Census in British India, new perspectives (New Delhi, 1981), ch. 5.


 � 	Census of India 1901, v XVI, pt I, 236, 247.  Census of India 1911, v XV, pt I, 323, 356, 359-60.  Census of India 1921, v XVI, pt I, 152-3.  Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 528, 534, 536-8.


� 	Census of India 1911, v XV, pt II, Table XVI.   Census of India 1921, v XVI, pt II, Table XXI.   Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt II, Table XI.  There was a change in definitions in 1931 and a distinction was made between earners, working dependents and non-working dependents. Total of earners and working dependents would correspond to the workers of 1921 and 1911.


� 	However, in 1921, for Bharbhunja, Bhat, Chamar, Halwai, Jat and Kahar, only Hindus were included and for Ahir, Barhai, Gujar and Kayastha, Aryas were excluded.  See Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 536, footnotes to 619.


� 	In 1911, the Mohammadan population, as a proportion of the Hindu population, was 59 per cent for Halwai, 35 per cent for Nai, 32 per cent for Teli, 19 per cent for Barhai, 17 per cent for Lohar and Dhobi, 28 per cent for Taga, 25 per cent for Bhat and Gujar, 6 per cent for Rajput and 5 per cent for Bhangi.  These percentages are calculated from Census of India 1911, v XVI, pt II, Table XIII.  During the period from 1901 to 1931, Hindus comprised about 85 per cent of U.P.’s total population.  The Muslims constituted more than 14 per cent and all other religions less than one per cent.  See Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 495.


� 	In 1911, out of 48 castes, only Brahman and Rajput were fully covered.  Of the 28 major castes, 24 had a sample size of at least 90 per cent of the population.  Murao had approximately 70 per cent, Ahir and Kurmi about 60 per cent and Kewat only 25 per cent.  In 1921, 29 castes were covered.  For 14 of them, the entire population was covered.  For 13 others almost the entire population was covered.  Only in case of Bhat and Halwai, were sizable sections, comprising all non-Hindus, not covered.  In 1931, out of 36 castes, excluding those with negligible (less than 0.09 per cent of Hindu) population, 14 were covered in full and for the rest only an insignificant part of the population was omitted.


� 	Census of India 1911, v XV, pt II, 153, 775 and Table XIII – Caste, Tribe, Race or Nationality.  Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt II, 437, 749 and Table XVII – Race, Tribe or Caste.


� 	For a discussion on reliability of these data, see Daniel and Alice Thorner, “De-industrialization in India”, in their Land and Labor in India (Bombay, 1962), 71-76.


� 	Census of India 1911, v XV, pt I, 380.  Census of India 1921, v XVI, pt I, 157-58.  Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 380.


� 	For instance, see Census of India 1911, v XV, pt II, Table XVI.


� 	1888 Report on the lower classes of the population, Enclosures, 31-100, 109-17, and 134-36.  Bahraich District Settlement Report 1939, Appendix XIII, 48.


� 	Bernard S. Cohn, “Structural Change in Indian Rural Society 1596-1885”, in Robert Eric Frykenberg, ed., Land Control and Social Structure in Indian History (1969; second edn, Delhi, 1979), 69-91.  Eric Stokes, “The structure of land holding in Uttar Pradesh, 1860-1948”, in his, The Peasant and the Raj, Studies in agrarian society and peasant rebellion in colonial India (Cambridge and New Delhi, 1978), 205-227.  Imtiaz Ahmed and N. C. Saxena, “Caste, Land and Political Power in Uttar Pradesh”, in K. L. Sharma, ed., Caste and Class in India (Jaipur and New Delhi, 1994), 171-208. 


� 	In 1911, 51.32 per cent of the U.P. population reported as workers. Of the workers 1.4 per cent were rent receivers, 56.4 per cent cultivators, 12 per cent agricultural laborers, 3 per cent in hunting, fishing and pastoral occupation, 0.8 per cent in transport, 4 per cent in trade, 0.65 per cent in “public force”, 0.35 per cent in public administration, one per cent in professions and liberal arts, 2.2 per cent in domestic service, 3.7 per cent in general labor, 0.2 per cent in mines, 1.27 per cent in begging and prostitution etc. and 12.5 per cent in industry.  Workers in industry were largely employed in indigenous handicrafts.  In 1921 less than one hundred thousand were employed in the modern industrial sector.  The average literacy rate in U.P. was less than 4 per cent.  Census of India 1921, v XVI, pt I, 113, 163, 186.  Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 384, 434-7.  


� 	These arguments find strong support in Thorstein Veblen, The Theory Of The Leisure Class, An Economic Study of Institutions (1899; rpt. edn, London, 1912), particularly ch. 3. 


� 	1888 Report on the lower classes of the population, Enclosures, 134-6, 156.  Bareilly District Settlement Report 1874, 51.  Pratapgarh District Settlement Report 1898, 51-52. Bahraich District Settlement Report 1901, 5.  Jhansi District Settlement Report 1907, 9.   In Mainpuri, Brahmans ploughed while Rajputs did not.  Mainpuri District Settlement Report 1906, 10.   In Muzaffarnagar, in 1921, Jat women worked in the fields as much as men.  Muzaffarpur District Settlement Report 1921, 7.


� 	1888 Report on the lower classes of the population, Enclosures, vii.  Saharanpur District Settlement Report 1891, 19-20.  Muzaffarnagar District Settlement Report 1921, 8. Lucknow District Settlement Report 1930, 4.  Hardoi District Settlement Report 1932, 13. Meerut District Settlement Report 1940, 15-16.  Pratapgarh District Settlement Report 1898, 51-52. Pratapgarh District Settlement Report 1930, 3.  Bahraich District Settlement Report 1939, 12-13.  Fyzabad District Settlement Report 1942, 5.  Gonda District Settlement Report 1944, 6.


� 	In 1911, for forty-two castes, the coefficient of correlation was –0.64 and for twenty-eight major castes, it was –0.79.  In 1921, for twenty-nine castes, it was –0.63 and for twenty-two major castes, it was  –0.76.


� 	Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 407.


� 	The male work participation rate varied much less between castes than the female work participation rate.  In 1911, the minimum was 59.3 per cent for Kayastha and the maximum was 70.3 per cent for Kurmi.  The degree of association between caste rank and the male work participation rate was low, -0.37 for 28 major castes and -0.25 for 42 castes in 1911 and -0.18 for 22 major castes and -0.13 for 29 castes in 1921.


� 	Census of India 1911, v XV, pt I, 388, 401-02, 422-23. Census of India 1921, v XVI, pt I, 169.


� 	Census of India 1911, v XV, pt I, 402. 


� 	Ian Stone, Canal Irrigation in British India, Perspectives on Technological change in a Peasant Economy (Cambridge, 1984), 278-79.  Also see Census of India 1901, v XVI, pt I, 10. 


� 	Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 45.


� 	The district wise work participation rates are calculated from the figures given in Census of India 1911, v XV, pt II, Table XV.  In 1911, the work participation rates in the district of Garhwal and the princely state of Tehri-Garhwal (in the natural division of “Himalaya west”) were close to those for the districts of west U.P. plains while the work participation rates in the districts of Nainital, Dehra Dun and Almora of Himalaya west were close to those for east U.P.  In 1921, however, Garhwal and Tehri-Garhwal appeared in the poorer eastern zone due to more than doubling of their work participation rates, perhaps due to a change in the census enumeration procedures. In these districts about half of those who reported as dependents in 1911 reported as workers in 1921. Between 1911 and 1921, the influenza epidemic of 1918, which was far more severe in west U.P. than in east U.P., caused declines in population and moderate to sharp increases in the work participation rates in more than half of the districts of western U.P.  On the other hand, the work participation rates declined in six eastern districts.  Nevertheless, work participation rates in districts of western U.P. continued to remain lower than those in the eastern districts. See Census of India 1921, v XVI, pt I, 18.  District wise work participation rates for 1921 are calculated from Census of India 1921, v XVI, pt II, Table XVII.


� 	Joseph E. Schwartzberg failed to understand the great disparities in the participation rates of females in the work force between eastern and western U.P. in 1961 and called it a partial mystery!  He attributed similar differences between U.P. and the neighboring states of M.P. and Rajasthan to administrative fiat!  Joseph E. Schwartzberg, “Sources and Types of Census Error”, in Barrier, ed., The Census in British India, 52-54.


� 	The regional spread of castes can be judged from the district wise population data of castes provided in Census of India 1911, v XV, pt II, Table XIII.  Unlike many other Indian provinces no single caste numerically dominates any district of U.P.  Large castes are more or less evenly spread.  In most districts there are more than twenty castes with more than one per cent share in the population.  See Joseph E. Schwartzberg, “Caste Regions of the North Indian Plain”, in Singer and Cohn, eds., Structure and Change in Indian Society, ch. 4.


� 	“Generally speaking in any caste which is spread over the whole province, the branches of a higher social standing and the wealthier branches are found in the west, the poorer and lower branches are found in the east.  Similarly, among castes, the higher are found to the westwards and the lower to the eastwards”.  Census of India 1911, v XV, pt I, 21.


� 	Census of India 1911, v XV, pt I, 401, 412.  Opening “up of the country and large public works have done a great deal for … classes of artisans, particularly masons, blacksmiths and carpenters.  The wages of such people have gone up by leaps and bounds since employment opened on public works … their pay has about doubled within the last generation, and large numbers of men from other castes have been attracted to this kind of more remunerative labor”.  1888 Report on the lower classes of the population, Enclosures, 24.


� 	In spite of an increase in the overall work participation rate for the province by 2 percentage points between 1911 and 1921, because of the influenza epidemic, the work participation rates of castes covered remained quite stable:  For nineteen castes, the difference was less than one percentage point (see Table 1).  In fact, the exact class intervals of 1911 can be used to make 12 classes for 1921.  The class ranks of 24 of 29 castes remained unchanged.  The observed changes in the class status of Ahir, Bhat and Halwai between 1911 and 1921 may be attributed to the differences in the composition of their samples at the two points of time.  In case of Ahir, the whole population was covered in 1921 whereas less than 60 per cent of its population was covered in 1911.  The population not covered in 1911 was largely from the prosperous western districts.  This may explain the rise in the class status of Ahir in 1921.  In 1911, more than 40 per cent of Bhat and Halwai population belonging to all religions were excluded from the census table on occupations of castes.  In 1921, only Hindus were included; sizeable Mohammadan sections were excluded.  Further, there was a sharp decline in the number of Hindu Bhats between 1911 and 1921.


� 	The share of agricultural laborers increased from 10.1 per cent in 1921 to 14.15 per cent in 1931 and that of unspecified laborers from 1.95 per cent to 2.4 per cent.  In terms of absolute numbers, the combined figure for agricultural and unspecified laborers increased by more than one million.  Census of India 1931, v XVIII, pt I, 28, 38-40, 47, 434-7.


� 	In 1931 all Vaishya castes were combined into one and Dhanuk was included in Bhangi.  In 1911 when separate data for the two castes were available, Bhangi was in class 11 and Dhanuk was in 7. If they were combined, they would have been in 10, as in 1931.  Hence, the true rank of Bahngi was 11 in 1931.  The ritual rank of Vaishya is taken as 5.5 for calculation of correlation.


� 	This percentage is calculated from Census of India 1911, v XV, pt II, Table XVI.  In the caste system, the influence of economic forces is commonly expected to work through traditional, hereditary occupations.


� 	Two were from the scheduled castes and three were Muslims.  See Report of the Most Backward Classes Commission, U.P. Government, (In Hindi) (Lucknow, 1977), 91.  The fact that rich Rajputs were landlords most of whom were not involved in the nationalist politics also contributed to their low presence among the ministers. 


� 	See Report of the Most Backward Classes Commission, U.P. Government, (In Hindi) (Lucknow, 1977), 91-101.  Zoya Hasan, Quest for Power, Oppositional Movements and Post-Congress Politics in U.P.  (Delhi, 1998), Appendix Tables 4.12 and 4.13.  Cristophe Jaffrelot, India’s Silent Revolution, The Rise of the Low Castes in North Indian Politics (Delhi, 2002), 355, 362-3.


� 	Literacy rates were obtained from Census of India, 1911, v XV, pt II, Table IX.


� 	For example, see, S. K Thorat and R. S. Deshpande, “Caste System and Economic Inequality: Economic Theory and Evidence” in Ghanshyam Shah, ed., Dalit Identity and Politics (New Delhi and London, 2001), particularly pp 57-70.





1

