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27.1 INTRODUCTION

Discourse on boththe democracy and development in I ndiadenotestwo contradictory points
about their assessment, i.e., one, thedemocracy and devel opment have succeeded; and, two,
thesehave failed. This appliesto democracy and devel opment whenthesearedealt with as
interdependent or independentof each other i.e., whether they are compatible or not. This unit
presentsan overview of the assessment of democracy and devel opmentin Indiaastweo distinct
phenomenaa d dsoinreationto eschother. Having discussed briefly theevolution of democracy
andthe model sand Strategiesof developmentin India, thisunit discussesthe democracy inIndia
asboth - procedura and substantive.

'27.2 DEMOCRACY

Following Independencelndia adopted a democratic system of governance. Institutionsof
democracy in Indiainfact begen to grow during thecolonia rule. They evolved through various
Acts d the BritishIndia Governmentand as aresult of thedemand withinIndiaand asection
in England. The provisonsadf democracy found their placein the Government of IndiaActs
of 1909, 1919 and 1935. Following the deliberations within the Constituent Assembly,
democracy wasintroduced in the post-independence Indiain 1950 with cominginto effect
India's Republican Congtitution.

India opted for the parliamentary form of government in order to make the nation-state
(modernity) basad on the principlesdf universa adult franchise and periodicelectionin contrast
to the village-level government in thelight of Gandhian principles.

The assessment of democracy dependson theindicesused to indicate or measureit. There
are mainly two modesof indicesregarding democracy - one related to the inditutional
minimal, procedural democracy; two related to the substantive or effective democracy. The
former views democracy interms of the presenceof the institutions of democracy, politica
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partiesand other associationsor organisations, periodicelections, universal adult franchise,
leadership, etc. Thelatter does not consider the institutional/procedural/electoral democracy
as comprehensiveindicator of the democracy. The electoral democracy, infact, isminimalist,
whichisaso marked by alarge number of factors which are inimical substantive to democracy.
Itisrarely concerned with what happensbeyond elections, in the social space. Alternatively,
the substantivedemocracy viewsthe phenomenon of democracy inthelight of itsdisegregation
and diffusions, redistributivejustice, human capabilities and entitlements(education, health,
infrastructure, etc.), socia capital/associated factors (trust, values, norms), civil society, human
rights and dignities, governance(participation, accountability, efficacy, transparency, etc.) These
are contingent on development as development inturnis contingent upon democracy. The
impetusof the debate on the democracy in Indiahasbeen on the transition, consolidationand
deepening of democracy. The first two issues dominated the debate during the first two
decades of democracy in the post-1ndependence period and the deepening of democracy
became an issue of focusin the recent period. The assertionof various identities/new social
movements - the process of democratisation, have contributed to the project of deepening
democracy. But it is dependent on the participation of variouscommunitiescutting acrossthe
deavages. Sub-sections 27.2.1 and 27.2.2 ded withthe procedurd and substantivedemocracy
inIndia

27.2.1 Procedural Democracy

Theobserversof the procedural democracy largely believethat democracy in Indiahas been
successful. The criteriafor this assessment are - participation and competition. These are
indicated by the frequency of the electionsin India and competitionamong political partiesto
contest elections. The percentageof turn out and tize percentage of votes polled by parties
areindicatorsof participation. The advocatesof thisapproach are buoyant about the success
of the electora politicsin India, which istaken asthe generd pattern of successof democracy.
Those who seesuccess of democracy in terms of elections - participation and competition
follow survey methods to measure democracy. They infer the dominant trendsintheelection
intermsof the turn out and the percentageof vote or use of statistical method — correlation,
coefficient or the regression analysis. They see the multivariable relationship of the turn out
percentageand participationwith the socio-economic datain particular constituencies. On the
groundsthat thisanalysisis based on survey, and takesinto account the socio-economicand
political factors of a particular region, itisaso calledthe ecological analysis. However, some
of the scholars who follow survey-based analysisfedl that survey analysisarefull of errors,
arenot backed by the qualitative data and a so do not provide datafor the period between
dections. During the firgt fifteen yearsfollowing Independence, scholarslikeRajni Kothari, M.
Franda, Paul R Brass, Field and Myron Wiener used the survey method to conduct election
studies. All kinds of factors crime, caste, religion, etc., become effectivein elections. The
survey method has been carried forward by several scholars, and during the past two decades
the psephologists have also used it.

Procedura democracy was meant to contribute to tize nation-building in India. The focus of
studieson demaocracy in India in the earlier decades following independence had been to
examine as to how it helped in the nation-building through the introduction of the universal
adult franchise and periodic elections. It was known as the modernisation theory, The
modernisation theory claimed that the developing countriesunderwent a process of modernisation
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- whose ultimateaim would be stable democracy: it would be accompanied with the socio-
€CoNomiC modernisation - urbanisation, Soread of massmedia, education, wealth and equdity.
It was believedthat the development in Indiawould strengthen democracy and the divisions
based on caste, religions, etc., would disappear.

However, these hopes were belied in the following period. Salig Harrison, apprehended a
dangerous decadein Indiainthe 1960sin theface of recurrent linguistic and ethnic violence.
The violencewhich started in the 1950sitself, was further escalated in the 1960sand 1970s;
the defeat of the Congressin severd statesin the 1967 assembly el ectionsand theimposition
of emergency in the country during 1975-1977 were examples of people'sdiscontentment of
emergency. Unableto meet the challengedemocratically, the political executive responded to
these by authoritarianism, personalisation of the ingtitutionsand imposition. Scholarsresponded
to emergency asan aberration. Some scholarsarecritical of the modernisation thesis. The
predominanced the modernisation goproach cast in the behaviouralist/structural-functional
analysisaccorded priority to the questionwhether Indiawould survive asa nation-stateor not,

27.2.2 Substantive Democracy

The critique of procedural democracy isprovided by the scholars who study the substantive
democracy. In tlieir opinion, it viewsdemocracy in alimited way. Electoral democracy is
minimal democracy. Freeand fair dections, universal adult franchise, political parties, pressure
groups and availability of constitution etc. are not sufficient conditions for democracy, though
they are necessary. Democracy hasto be locatedin the society and taken out of theingtitutional
mode. This alternative view of democracy can be termed as the substantive democracy.
Beetham argued for a"'socid agenda of democratisation™. Democracy hasto be grounded in
the reality of society, gpart from the participation and competitionin.the elections. Fareed
Zakaria, however, criticisesthe substantive democracy in that it views democracy in the
normativeterminology as'good governance”, withawide range of rights; it doesnot consider
the descriptive democracy.

In the past two decades, inIndia, substantivedemocracy has a so found a significant place
in the discourse on democracy. The assessment of substantive democracy is sought to be
madein relaion to theroleof the state (with democracy) on theissues concerningthe nation-
state- secularism, welfarism and developmentin India; and dso theroleof the stateregarding
these issuesin the context of globalisation. NirgaJayal arguesthat there are two types of
argumentsregardingthe relationship betweenthe state and democracy: one, there can be no
democracy without an effective statewhich can exist when thereisastrong civil society-to
counter the authoritarianism of the state. Jayal argues that both state and society are
complimentaryto each other in relation to the setting up of democracy. But in the absence of
the universd criteriadt ditizenship, the particularistic interestscan hijack the project of democracy.
In her opinion Indian Sateis an interventionist state whose thrust has been devel opmental
rather than welfare state.

Civil Society isalso an essential ingredient of substantive democracy. In Indiathereare two
viewpointson the civil society. One, it considersall associations and collectiveactionsascivil
society, irrespectiveof theissuesthey take up; two, only thoseassoci ationswhich take up two
issuesof universal significance, not sectarian, and whose foundationis secular/universal are
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consdered civil society. Recently a new debate has got momentum in our country: the debate
between the communitarians and the libera, therelationship between the individualsadd the
communities; within and between them.

Therise of identity politics- ddits, OBCs, women, tribals, ethnicity, environmental iSSUes, €tc,
- the new social movements — and the inability of the discoursewhich privilegesdemocracy |
with the e ections have necessitated the focus on substantivedernocracy. This has been viewed
both as a challengeto the nation-state and as an increase in the democratic content of the
country with the understandingthat India is becoming more democratic, aposition which
Ashutosh Varshey opted. The most ardent critique of the nation-state perspectiveis provided
in thewritingsof the scholarsrepresentingthe peripheriesof the country like North-East India.
This perspective proposesthe aternativein the form of the" province - state”' . Sanjib Baruah’s
book Indian Against Itself is a representativeof this perspective. This al has happened with
the simultaneous rise of thelarge number of issues - governance, civil society, social capital,
human rights, etc. The existence of all these factors istaken as an indicator of the existence
of democracy in the country. Even here there are opposite views which suggest both the
absenceand presenceof thesefactors.

With the introduction of the 73 and the 74* Congtitutional Amendments, the decentralisation
has been democratised and the scope of democracy has expanded to include the women,
OBCs and dalits at the grassroot level. Prior to thisthe dominant social groupsexclusively
dominated the institutions of the local self-governance. This defeated the very purpose of
democracy. The transfer of 29 subjectsto the locd bodies has added to the democratic
decentralisation, However, democratic decentralisation getsimpeded in the light of thefact that
in severd caseswomen membersof the PRIs (Panchayati Raj | nstitutions) are proxies of the
male membersof their families. Theincreasing role of crime, money, etc., has firther eroded
the credithility of locd level doinocracy. Nevertheless, wherever the public action has coexisted
with institutions of locd s1f government, the ingtitutionsof locd sdf government have functioned
democratically.

Usually the assessment of democracy in India has been done a the national, state or district
level and the functioning of the democracy at these levelshas been independent of each other.
There has been the *'top-bottom™, not the " bottom-up™* approach to democracy inIndia. Atul
Kohli, however, has covered three levels- nation, state and district in his book, Democracy
and Discontent: India’ Crisisd Governability.

Scholarslike O’donnel have underlined the need to see the differences within democracy
(citizenship). Following thistradition, Patrick Heller has “disaggregated” democracy in order
to view the"'its degrees” in India. Comparing Kerala with rest o fthe country, he opinesthat
there is moredemocracy in Kerala than the rest of the country. It is possible due to-the
exigenceof the“robust civil sodiety' and an **effective tate’" there unlikein rest of the country.
Herethe effective/substantive democracy isindicated by the progressin the areasof education,
hedthand distributivejustiee, their extension to the subaltern groups.

InRajni Kothari's opinion the Indian State played significant rolein building democracy in the
first two decades following Independence. It implemented welfare schemesand development
programmes. Though it wasamoderate state then, Indian democracy, during this phase, was
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marked by the accommodation of dl interestsand building consensus. But sincethe 1970s,
especially with the promulgation of emergency in India, the executive concentrated power in
itshands. This eroded the moderateness of thestate. As aresult, the executive resorted 1o
populism, undermining the democratic ingtitutionsand personalising indtitutions. Thestate virtually

started acting against democracy.

Atul Kohli argues that the Indian democracy is facing a crisis of governability. It isindicated
by the growing diuncturebetween weskeninginstitutionsand multiplying demands. Erosion
in the credibility of political parties, |eaders, and the indisciplined political mobilisation of
various social groups, and class conflicts within the society have caused thecrisisof governability
in India. The state elite has played acrucia rolein the politicsof political disorder - crigsof

favourability.

L.I and S.H. Rudolphs have atempted to comprehend the relationship of Indian stateand
political economy with the democracy in India. They analyse the mobilisation of people in
terms Of demand polity, and theroleof the statein terms of command polity. But there iSno
necessary correlation between the type of regime - democratic or authoritarian and type of
polity - command or demand. The nature of polity - whether it is demand or command,
depends on the nature of economy and not the nature of the regime.

The survival of Indian democracy has baffled some observers, for whom it isa*'puzzle” or
“exception” Of the third wold political systems; it has survived diversities on the basisof cedte,
religion, language, etc., which often result in violence. Arend Lijphart explainsthis ‘puzzle’ by
providing a consociationa interpretation. Thetheory of consociationalism is based on the
premise that in amulti-ethnic Society, power isshared among different groups of the society.
The consociationalism in a society is contingent upon four conditions. (1) government of
codition in which al ethnic groups are represented (2) cultural autonomy of groups of
consociation (3) their proportiond representation in politicsand civil servicesand (4) minority
Veto 0N the issuesconcerning the minority rights and autonomy. Lijphart argues that the
successof the Congresssystem, codlition governments, federalism, principles of protective
discrimination, and congtitutional provisions of the religious and cultural rights of minorities, and
minority VEto through politicd pressure areindications of the successof Indian democracy, in
aconsociational way. Indian deinocracy has survived on the principles of “power-sharing
sysdem” - asit prevails in Austria, Netherlands, Switzerland, Lebanon and some other countries
In this system all major groups shared power in aconsociational way. This system prevailed
during thefirst two decadesfollowing Independence. Lijphart, however, concedesthat during
the past few yearswith the decline of the Congresssystem, and attack on the minorities and
the rise of the BJP, the trendshave been in contravention to the consociational theory. Paul
R Brasscriticises the consociationa modd as not applicableto Indiaat all. This isso bath
in the context of modern history and contemporary politics. Though different groupsmight
come together to form aconsociation or aliances, their internal squibblingsawaysposea
threat to consociation.

Z27.3 DEVELOPMENT

Developmentisarecurrent theme inthe discussion on democracy and social change. The concept
has beenused mainly by the sociologistisand politica scientistson the one hand, and by the
economists on the other. The sodologigsand politica scientists Uit asamodernisation paradigm,
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which became popul ar to discussthe political and social changein thedevel oping countries,
liberated from the colonia folk. These changes were considered as development and
modernisation, whichindicated towardsthe processd nation- buildingor nation-statebuilding,
formationof political inditutions(political parties, interest groupsetc.), introductionof universal
adult franchiseand periodic e ection, written or unwritten constitutionand level of urbanisation.
Themodernisation or devel opmenttheories, influencedby behaviourdismweremainty concerned
withthequestionasto how asysemmaintained itself by accommodating vari oussegmentsof the
system. It gaveno spaceto thepossibility of changeor break-downof thesystem asaresult of
thechdlengefrom withinit.

For theeconomists, devel opmentmeant the growthin termsof the per capitaincomeand GNP.
Themodernisationtheory of development, apart from the factorsmentionedabove, hasal so
consderedthe per capitaincomeand GNP indicesdf development.

Amartya Sen hasprovided an dternativemodd of development. For himtheper capitaincome
and the GNP areimportant but not enoughindicesof development. Developmentinthereal
senseof theterm meansdeve opingthe human capabilitiesamongthepeopl eand entitlementsin
termsaf education, hedth, infrastructureand liberty,

27.4 DEMOCRACY AND DEVELOPMENT

Thedebateontherelationship between democracy and devel opment hasded t withtwo questions:
arethey compatabl ewith each other?Or arethey inimicd to each other?Nirgja Jaya asserts
thet thisdebatein I ndiahasbeen “somewhat misconceived" . It hasbasi cally beenengaged by
theeconomists. Deepak Nayyar arguesthat in | ndiathere has beentension between economic
developmentand political democracy. Thereisinclusionof the people, espetially thepoor, inthe
demoacraticprocesseshut they have beenexcluded from the market. Themarket hasseenthe
exclusivepredominanceof'the dite. The statehas been mainly concernedwiththemanagement
o theinterests/conflicts of the dite. During thepost-Independenceperiod, theroleof thestate
visaVvismanagement of theconflicts andtowardstheinterestsof thepeopl e, especidly thepoor
has passed throughthree phases- from 1947-1966,1967-1990, and from 1990 onwards, The
firgt phase was markedby theprominent rolecof thestate, which was abl etoreach the consensus
o variousinterests. I nthe secondpliase, therewasan erosionintheeffectivenessof thestate
and the consensusmodel. Thestate made politica effortsto accommodatetherich peasants,
and resorted to populism and patronage for managing interestsof various classes. Thisphase
dsosaw declineinthepovertyto someextent. Thethird phase knownasthe phaseof liberalisation,
ismarked by theerosion i nthecredibility of thestate, and rising roleof market.|tishappening
alongwith politicsof liberaisation.In Nayyar’s opinionfor thefirsttimein I ndiaeconomicsof
liberaisationand politics of empowermentaremovingintheoppositedirections. Thepeople
havethepalitical rights but cannot participatein the merket asthey lack entitlementsand capabiilities.
Thereisno attempt by thestateto mediateor reconciledifferentinterests. Insuch asituation,
wherethe state cannot play aneffectiveand mediating role, hesuggeststhat thecivil society can
intervene.

Pranab Bardhan arguesthat democracy and developmentareirreconcilable. Therearemain
proprietory classesinIndia-industrial capitdist class, richfarmersand theprofessionasinthe
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public sector. Their interestsarei n conflictand the state playsamediating roleamong them. At
the same timethereisa'* turmoil from below'" — theassertion of variousdisadvantagedgroups. -
There isaconflict between their interestsand those of the propertiedclasses. Thereisasoan
anti-reform streak in the mobilisationof variousgroups. This makestheatmosphere hogtilefor
economic reforms. Thosewho argue about theincompatibilityof democracy and devel opment

. refer to the countries of South East Asia where real development has taken placein the
undemocraticregimes.

Amartya Sen has provided an unequivocal perspectiveon development and democracy. They
arenot incompatiblk. Rather democracy and devel opment are complimentary toeach other,
Democracy ispossible i f peopleinasociety havetheentitlementsand pssses capabilitieswhich
enablethem to bepart of the democratic process. Freedom, whichi san essential ingredient of
democracy, promotesdevel opment intermsof entitlementsand the capab| litiesof people.
Development isalsocontingent upon democracy.

27.5 SUMMARY

Inthis unit, we havediscussed thattherearetwo contradictory view-pointsabout theassessment
of democracy and devel opment in India- these have succeeded and thesehavefailed. The
assessmentof democracy and development i srelated to the meaningsof these phenomena.
Thereare two typesof models of democracy discussed in relationto India: procedura and
subgtantive. The former ismainly concerned withtheingtitutionsand processes of democracy.
Thelatter placesthedemocrati cinstitutionsand processesinthesocieta context - civil society,
rights, etc, Thedominant opinion of thescholars studyingthe procedura democracy considers
that democracy inIndiahas beenasuccess, and those who study the substantivedemocracy do
generdly consider democracy inIndiaasafailure. Developmentisaso viewedintwo ways-
one intermsof modern political ingtitutions; two,intermsofthe avail abilitiesof the entitlements
and capabilitiestothe people. Therearetwo opposi te opi nionseven about the compatibility of
developmentand democracy.

27.6 EXERCISES

1) Explaintheevolutionand growthofdemocracy inindia

2) Discussvariousconceptionsof democracy

3) Evduaetheon-going debateon democracy and devel opment.

4) Explaintheconceptof developmentand itsrelationswithdemocracy.
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