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BENGAL AFTER MAMATA BANERJEE 

There are electoral defeats, and then there are political moments that behave like 

punctuation marks in history. The fall of Mamata Banerjee, if it indeed comes to pass in 

the emphatic manner suggested by a BJP sweep, does not merely conclude a tenure. It 

disrupts a carefully constructed grammar of power that has, for over a decade, fused 

populism with personality, welfare with symbolism, and governance with an 

unmistakably centralised moral authority. 

Banerjee’s political project was never meant to be transient. It was conceived as a 

corrective to the ideological fatigue of the Left, particularly the inertia that had come to 

define the late years of the Communist Party of India (Marxist). In dismantling that edifice 

in 2011, she did not just win an election. She rewrote the operating code of Bengal politics, 

replacing doctrinaire rigidity with emotional immediacy, and substituting organisational 

discipline with a more fluid, personality-driven mobilisation. The Trinamool Congress, 

under her stewardship, became less a party and more an extension of her political 

instinct. 

The BJP’s victory, therefore, raises a more complex question than a mere transfer of 

power. Has Bengal rejected Banerjee, or has it merely outgrown the political idiom she 

represented? There is a difference, and it is not semantic. Rejection implies repudiation. 

Outgrowing suggests evolution, even if abrupt and uncomfortable. 

One must resist the temptation to read this moment as a simple anti-incumbency wave. 

Bengal has historically demonstrated a capacity for prolonged political loyalty, often 

bordering on ideological fidelity. The Left ruled for 34 years not because it faced no 

opposition, but because it embedded itself within the everyday rhythms of governance 

and society. Banerjee, in her own way, replicated aspects of that embedment through 

welfare schemes, grassroots networks, and a constant performative presence that blurred 

the line between leader and state. 

What appears to have shifted is the axis of aspiration. The BJP’s campaign, anchored in 

the national leadership of Narendra Modi, offered a competing narrative. It was less 

about dismantling Banerjee’s welfare architecture and more about reframing it within a 

larger discourse of national integration, development, and identity. That narrative found 

resonance not necessarily because it was new, but because it was positioned as inevitable. 



The question, then, is what becomes of Banerjee’s political capital. Leaders of her mould 

do not simply recede into irrelevance. They recalibrate. The possibility of her reinventing 

herself as a combative opposition figure at the national level cannot be discounted. In 

fact, such a role may liberate her from the administrative burdens that often diluted her 

political sharpness. It would also allow her to reposition the Trinamool Congress as a 

vehicle of resistance rather than governance. 

At the state level, however, the challenge is existential. The Trinamool’s organisational 

structure has long been criticised for its dependence on proximity to power. Without the 

adhesive of governance, factionalism may not just surface but intensify. The BJP, which 

has absorbed a significant number of defectors over the years, may paradoxically benefit 

from the very instability it helped create. 

There is also the question of narrative ownership. Banerjee’s greatest strength lay in her 

ability to define the terms of political engagement. Whether it was portraying herself as 

the “outsider within” or casting the BJP as an alien force in Bengal’s cultural landscape, 

she controlled the storyline. A defeat disrupts that control and the BJP now inherits not 

just administrative authority but also the burden of narrative construction. 

That burden is heavier than it appears. Bengal is not easily governed through templates 

imported from elsewhere. Its political consciousness is layered, often contradictory, and 

deeply resistant to overt homogenisation. Any attempt by the BJP to impose a uniform 

ideological framework will have to contend with this embedded complexity. 

This is where the idea of reinvention becomes critical. For Banerjee, reinvention is not 

optional, it is imperative. The contours of that reinvention will determine whether this 

moment is remembered as the end of an era or the beginning of a more contested, plural 

political phase. 

History rarely offers clean conclusions. It prefers transitions that are messy, contested, 

and incomplete. Bengal, at this juncture, appears poised for precisely such a transition. 
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FROM CADRE RAJ TO COMMAND GOVERNANCE 

Political power in West Bengal has never been a matter of mere electoral arithmetic. It has 

historically rested on an intricate lattice of localised control, ideological conditioning, and 

an almost ritualistic loyalty to the party structure. What is often described as ‘cadre raj’ is 

not a pejorative shorthand. It is, in fact, a deeply embedded administrative ecosystem, 

perfected over decades by the Communist Party of India (Marxist) and later adapted, 

albeit in altered form, by the Trinamool Congress under Mamata Banerjee. 

The BJP’s arrival at the helm disrupts this ecosystem in a fundamental way. Unlike its 

predecessors in Bengal, the party does not organically emerge from the state’s socio-

political soil. Its strength lies in a centralised, high-command structure, one that draws 

strategic direction, messaging, and often even leadership cues from New Delhi, under the 

overarching influence of Narendra Modi and the party’s national apparatus. The question 

is not whether this model has worked elsewhere. It demonstrably has. The question is 

whether Bengal will allow itself to be governed through it without resistance or 

distortion. 

Cadre-based systems thrive on proximity and sustained by a network of local actors who 

operate as intermediaries between the state and the citizen. These actors are not merely 

political workers. They are, in many cases, informal administrators, dispute resolvers, 

welfare gatekeepers, and, crucially, narrative carriers. Their authority is derived less from 

formal designation and more from embedded presence. 

Command governance, by contrast, privileges hierarchy over proximity. It relies on 

vertical lines of authority, standardised policy implementation, and a degree of 

administrative uniformity that often leaves little room for local improvisation. This is 

where friction becomes inevitable. The BJP’s challenge is not just to replace one system 

with another, but to do so without dismantling the functional aspects of the existing 

machinery. 

There is also the uncomfortable reality of personnel. The BJP’s organisational expansion 

in Bengal has been significantly aided by defectors from rival parties, particularly the 

Trinamool Congress. While this has provided the party with immediate access to local 

networks, it has also imported the very culture it seeks to replace. The risk is not 

hypothetical. A cadre system does not dissolve simply because the party flag changes. It 



mutates, often retaining its behavioural patterns while adopting a new ideological 

vocabulary. 

The role of the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh becomes critical in this context. Unlike the 

BJP’s electoral machinery, the RSS operates through long-term social embedding. Its 

grassroots presence, though historically limited in Bengal, has expanded in recent years.  

The RSS offers a parallel model of cadre development, one that is ideologically driven 

and less dependent on immediate political patronage. Whether this network can integrate 

with, or override, the inherited structures from the Trinamool era will significantly shape 

the BJP’s governance trajectory. 

Administrative bureaucracy presents another layer of complexity. Bengal’s civil service 

has functioned within a political culture where local party structures often exert 

considerable influence. A shift to command governance would, in theory, empower the 

bureaucracy by reducing political interference at the micro level. In practice, however, 

such transitions are rarely seamless. Bureaucrats accustomed to navigating a 

decentralised power structure may find themselves recalibrating to a system that 

demands strict adherence to central directives. 

The BJP’s governance experiment in Bengal will also be judged by its ability to deliver 

without over-centralising. There is a fine line between decisive leadership and 

administrative overreach. Policies crafted with national priorities in mind may not always 

align with Bengal’s specific socio-economic realities. The danger lies in assuming that 

electoral endorsement translates into cultural acceptance of a new governance model. 

It is equally important to recognise that cadre raj, for all its criticisms, provided a form of 

political accessibility. Citizens knew where to go, whom to approach, and how to 

navigate the system, even if it was imperfect or, at times, coercive. Command governance 

must find a way to replicate that accessibility without reproducing the excesses of the 

past.  

Digital interfaces, direct benefit transfers, and centralised grievance redressal 

mechanisms offer one pathway, but they cannot entirely substitute the human interface 

that has long defined Bengal’s political culture. 

The BJP is not merely inheriting a state. It is inheriting a method of governance that has 

been internalised by both the administrators and the governed. Rewiring that method 



requires more than policy shifts. It demands a reconfiguration of political behaviour, 

institutional incentives, and public expectation. 

The outcome will not be determined in the secretariats of Kolkata or the corridors of Delhi 

alone. It will unfold in the districts, the panchayats, and the neighbourhood committees 

where power has traditionally been negotiated, contested, and, at times, quietly enforced. 

Whether the BJP can transition from an electoral victor to a system builder will define not 

just its tenure in Bengal, but the durability of its model beyond it. 
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THE RSS FOOTPRINT 

In the aftermath of a BJP victory in West Bengal, the instinctive narrative will be to locate 

causality in the visible. Campaign optics, leadership charisma, and the electoral 

machinery of the party will dominate early analyses. Such readings, while not entirely 

misplaced, risk overlooking a quieter, more methodical force that has, over the years, 

attempted to recalibrate Bengal’s socio-political terrain from beneath the surface. The role 

of the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh demands scrutiny not as a rhetorical device, but as 

a structural variable. 

The RSS has historically struggled to find deep resonance in Bengal. The state’s 

intellectual traditions, shaped by a syncretic cultural ethos and a long engagement with 

Leftist thought, have often resisted overt ideological homogenisation. Unlike in parts of 

northern and western India, where the Sangh’s organisational model found early 

acceptance, Bengal presented a more sceptical landscape.  

The RSS, therefore, did not arrive as an immediate political force. It embedded itself 

incrementally, often through cultural, educational, and social initiatives that operated 

outside the glare of electoral politics. 

This long gestation period complicates any attempt to quantify its influence. Electoral 

outcomes are, by nature, episodic. The RSS functions in generational time. Its strategy in 

Bengal appears to have been less about immediate political dividends and more about 

cultivating a network of disciplined volunteers who could, over time, reshape local 

narratives and social alignments.  

Shakhas, service activities, and community engagement programmes became 

instruments not of direct political mobilisation, but of gradual ideological familiarisation. 

The process was subtle yet cumulative, creating generations of individuals who may not 

have formally entered politics, but had already absorbed a shared vocabulary of 

nationalism, discipline, cultural identity, and civic participation. 

The BJP’s ascent provides the first real opportunity to test the efficacy of this approach. It 

is tempting to describe the RSS as the ‘silent architect’ of the party’s success. That 

characterisation, however, risks overstating coherence in what is, in reality, a complex 

interplay of factors.  



The BJP's growth in Bengal has also been fuelled by defections, anti-incumbency against 

Mamata Banerjee, and the national appeal of Narendra Modi. To attribute the victory 

solely, or even primarily, to the RSS would be analytically imprecise. 

A more measured assessment would recognise the Sangh as an enabling infrastructure 

rather than a decisive driver. Its presence provided the BJP with a skeletal framework in 

regions where the party lacked historical depth. It offered organisational continuity, 

ideological training, and a degree of grassroots discipline that electoral campaigns alone 

cannot manufacture. In districts where the BJP’s political apparatus was thin, RSS 

networks often functioned as logistical and motivational support systems. 

There is, however, a counter-argument that merits equal attention. Critics contend that 

the RSS’s influence in Bengal remains overstated, amplified more by political rhetoric 

than by demonstrable ground realities. They point to the limited penetration of shakhas 

in comparison to states where the Sangh has historically been dominant.  

They also highlight the BJP’s reliance on leaders and workers who were not products of 

the RSS ecosystem, suggesting that the party’s expansion owes as much to opportunistic 

political realignment as to ideological consolidation. Both perspectives contain elements 

of truth. The RSS in Bengal is neither the omnipotent force its proponents suggest nor the 

marginal player its critics portray. It occupies a liminal space, significant but not singular, 

influential yet not determinative. 

The more consequential question lies ahead. Electoral success transforms the context in 

which the RSS operates. A movement that has traditionally functioned at the periphery 

of state power now finds itself adjacent to it. This proximity introduces both opportunity 

and risk. On one hand, governance provides a platform to translate long-held ideological 

positions into policy frameworks. On the other, it subjects those positions to the 

constraints and compromises inherent in administration. 

The relationship between the RSS and the BJP, often described as symbiotic, may also 

undergo recalibration in Bengal. The party, now tasked with governance, will have to 

balance ideological commitments with pragmatic considerations. The Sangh, for its part, 

will need to decide whether to remain a background influence or to assert a more visible 

role in shaping policy and political direction. 



Bengal’s response to this dynamic will be critical. The state’s political culture has 

historically been wary of external imposition, whether ideological or administrative. Any 

perception that governance is being steered by forces outside the formal political 

structure could generate resistance, both within the bureaucracy and among the 

electorate. 

The RSS’s footprint in Bengal is best understood not through the lens of immediate 

electoral impact, but as part of a longer, evolving process of ideological negotiation. The 

BJP’s victory may well be a milestone in that process. It is unlikely to be its culmination. 
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THE HINDU CONSOLIDATION QUESTION 

West Bengal has long occupied a peculiar space in India’s political imagination. It is a 

state where identity, though deeply felt, has rarely been articulated through overt 

majoritarian frameworks. The cultural memory of the Bengal Renaissance, the intellectual 

inheritance of figures like Rabindranath Tagore, and the lived realities of a linguistically 

and religiously interwoven society have together produced a form of syncretism that 

resists easy categorisation. 

Against this backdrop, the BJP’s electoral success raises a question that is as sensitive as 

it is significant. Has Bengal witnessed a durable consolidation of Hindu identity, or is this 

merely a contingent alignment shaped by immediate political currents? 

The BJP’s political grammar, anchored in a broader articulation of cultural nationalism, 

has often sought to foreground religious identity as a unifying axis. In states where caste 

or regional fractures dominate, this approach has yielded measurable success. Bengal, 

however, has historically privileged linguistic and cultural identity over religious 

demarcation. The BJP’s ability to recalibrate this hierarchy, even partially, suggests a 

shift that demands careful scrutiny. 

It would be reductive to interpret this shift as a straightforward embrace of ideological 

majoritarianism. Electoral behaviour is rarely that linear. What appears instead is a 

layering of anxieties and aspirations, some of which have been deftly channelled into a 

narrative of Hindu consolidation. Issues such as border security, migration, and the 

perceived uneven distribution of state resources have been reframed within a larger 

discourse of identity, often intersecting with debates surrounding the Citizenship 

Amendment Act. These concerns, while not new, have acquired sharper political salience 

in recent years. 

The role of political messaging in this transformation cannot be understated. The BJP’s 

campaign, drawing on the national visibility of Narendra Modi, positioned identity not 

as an abstract ideological construct but as a lived experience tied to security, dignity, and 

belonging. This reframing allowed the party to penetrate constituencies that had 

previously remained outside its ideological reach. 

At the same time, the limitations of this consolidation must be acknowledged. Bengal’s 

Muslim population, which constitutes a significant electoral bloc, has historically voted 



in patterns that reflect both strategic calculation and community cohesion. The BJP’s rise 

has, in many ways, intensified this cohesion rather than fragmented it. What emerges, 

therefore, is not a simple consolidation of one identity, but a parallel consolidation across 

communities, each responding to the other’s perceived political trajectory. 

This dual consolidation introduces a degree of polarisation that Bengal has, until now, 

managed to contain. The state’s political culture has certainly witnessed conflict, often 

violent, but it has rarely been framed in explicitly communal terms at a systemic level. 

The current moment tests that equilibrium. Whether the BJP’s governance approach 

amplifies or tempers these identity-driven narratives will significantly shape the state’s 

social fabric. 

There is also a deeper, more structural question at play. Can a political project rooted in 

cultural nationalism adapt itself to a region where cultural identity has historically been 

plural, layered, and resistant to singular definition? The answer lies not in electoral 

outcomes alone, but in the everyday practices of governance, education, and public 

discourse that will follow. 

The response of opposition forces, particularly those aligned with Mamata Banerjee, will 

be equally consequential. Identity politics is rarely a one-sided affair. It evolves through 

contestation, counter-narratives, and the strategic deployment of symbolism. The manner 

in which the opposition chooses to engage with, resist, or reinterpret the BJP’s identity 

framework will determine whether the current moment hardens into a long-term 

realignment or dissipates as a phase of political experimentation. 

It is tempting to seek definitive answers in the immediacy of electoral change. Bengal, 

however, has always resisted such neat conclusions. Its political history is marked by 

cycles of continuity and disruption, often unfolding in ways that defy predictive 

certainty. The question of Hindu consolidation, therefore, must be approached not as a 

settled fact, but as an evolving process, one that will be shaped as much by governance 

as by ideology. 

In this context, the BJP’s victory does not resolve the identity question in Bengal. It merely 

reopens it, under altered conditions and with higher stakes. 

 

xxx 



THE POLITICAL ECLIPSE OF THE LEFT 

The decline of the Left in West Bengal is often narrated as a story that concluded in 2011, 

when Mamata Banerjee dismantled what was then the world’s longest-running 

democratically elected communist government. That telling, while convenient, is 

incomplete. The BJP’s ascendancy in the state does not merely confirm the Left’s electoral 

marginalisation. It seals its political eclipse, transforming what was once a formidable 

ideological force into a peripheral presence in the very geography it once defined. 

To understand this eclipse, one must move beyond the immediacy of electoral defeat and 

examine the structural fatigue that set in long before the ballots turned. The Left Front, 

led by the Communist Party of India (Marxist), built its dominance on a disciplined cadre 

base, land reforms that reconfigured rural power structures, and an ideological clarity 

that resonated with large sections of Bengal’s electorate. For decades, it did not merely 

govern but embedded itself into the social and administrative fabric of the state. 

The paradox of such deep embedment is that it eventually breeds inertia. What begins as 

ideological conviction can, over time, ossify into doctrinaire rigidity. The Left’s inability 

to recalibrate its economic and political messaging in response to a changing electorate 

proved to be its first major fault line. Industrial stagnation, exemplified by controversies 

such as the Singur land acquisition controversy and the unrest in Nandigram, exposed a 

leadership struggling to reconcile its pro-labour legacy with the imperatives of modern 

economic development. 

These episodes did more than dent the Left’s credibility. They fractured the moral 

authority it had long claimed as its political capital. The perception that a government 

rooted in workers’ rights could deploy state machinery against its own agrarian base 

created a rupture that the opposition, particularly Banerjee, exploited with precision. 

However, the Left’s decline did not arrest with its loss of power. What followed was a 

more insidious erosion. Organisationally, the cadre base that had once been its greatest 

strength began to dissipate. Some migrated to the Trinamool Congress, seeking relevance 

within a new power structure. Others, disillusioned and politically orphaned, became 

susceptible to the BJP’s expanding footprint, particularly in regions where anti-

incumbency sentiment against the Trinamool was strong. 



Ideologically, the Left found itself stranded. Its traditional vocabulary, centred on class 

struggle, land rights, and state intervention, struggled to compete with the more 

immediate and emotionally resonant narratives of identity, nationalism, and welfare 

populism.  

The BJP, under the national leadership of Narendra Modi, offered a narrative that was 

both aspirational and assertive, while the Trinamool, led by Banerjee, retained its grip 

through targeted welfare schemes and grassroots mobilisation. The Left, caught between 

these two poles, appeared increasingly irrelevant. 

There is also the question of leadership. The generational transition within the Left has 

been neither seamless nor convincing. Veteran leaders, once the face of ideological 

steadfastness, struggled to connect with a younger electorate that is less anchored in the 

historical memory of class struggle more attuned to contemporary issues of employment, 

mobility, and identity. The absence of charismatic, mass-based leadership further 

compounded the party’s decline. 

The BJP’s victory, therefore, is not just a triumph over the incumbent. It is an occupation 

of political space vacated by the Left. In many constituencies, the BJP’s rise has been 

facilitated by a direct transfer of the Left’s erstwhile vote base, particularly among 

segments that once prioritised stability and organisational discipline over ideological 

purity. 

However, to declare the Left entirely obsolete would be premature as political ideologies 

rarely vanish. They retreat, recalibrate, and, at times, re-emerge in altered forms. The 

conditions that once sustained the Left - economic inequality, labour insecurity, and 

agrarian distress - have not disappeared. If anything, they have acquired new dimensions 

in a rapidly changing economy. 

The challenge for the Left is existential. It must decide whether to persist with its 

traditional ideological framework or to undertake a more fundamental reimagining of its 

political identity. This is not merely a question of strategy. It is a question of relevance in 

a state where the electorate has demonstrably moved on. 

Bengal’s political history has seldom been shaped by sudden ruptures. It has moved 

instead through long ideological cycles, where transitions emerge slowly, consolidate 

deeply and unravel over decades. The Left’s ascent was neither accidental nor immediate. 



It was built patiently through labour movements, peasant mobilisation, intellectual 

dominance, and institutional penetration. Its eventual decline followed an equally 

prolonged trajectory, marked by erosion from within long before electoral defeat made it 

visible. 

For now, however, the verdict is unambiguous. The fortress has not merely fallen. Its 

architecture, networks, and political spaces have been occupied, reinterpreted and 

repurposed by a rival force that once stood far outside Bengal’s ideological mainstream. 
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FEDERALISM, FRICTION AND THE NEW POWER EQUATION 

A BJP victory in West Bengal does not merely alter the state’s internal political hierarchy. 

It recalibrates the federal equation between Kolkata and New Delhi in ways that are both 

immediate and structural. For over a decade, the relationship between the Centre and the 

state, under Mamata Banerjee, was defined by friction as much as by constitutional 

formality. Administrative cooperation often existed alongside political confrontation, 

producing a governance dynamic that was as adversarial as it was functional. 

With the BJP now in power in the state, that adversarial template stands to be replaced, 

at least superficially, by alignment. The presence of the same party at both ends of the 

federal spectrum, under the leadership of Narendra Modi, suggests the possibility of 

smoother coordination, expedited clearances, and a more seamless flow of fiscal and 

administrative resources. Still, to assume that this alignment will automatically translate 

into harmonious governance would be to underestimate the complexities of India’s 

federal structure. 

Federalism in India has never been a static arrangement. It is a negotiated balance, 

constantly recalibrated through political practice rather than constitutional text alone. 

States, even when governed by parties aligned with the Centre, have historically guarded 

their autonomy, particularly in areas of administrative control and resource allocation. 

West Bengal, with its distinct political culture and strong sense of regional identity, is 

unlikely to abandon this instinct entirely. 

The BJP, therefore, faces a dual challenge. On one hand, it must leverage its alignment 

with the Centre to deliver tangible governance outcomes, particularly in areas such as 

infrastructure, industrial investment, and welfare delivery. On the other, it must ensure 

that this alignment does not devolve into an impression of over-centralisation, where 

state-level decision-making appears subordinate to directives from New Delhi. 

This balance becomes particularly delicate in sectors that lie at the intersection of state 

and central jurisdiction. Law and order, for instance, is constitutionally a state subject. It 

often becomes a site of political contestation, especially in states with a history of electoral 

violence. The Centre’s role, whether through advisory mechanisms or central agencies, 

will need to be calibrated carefully to avoid perceptions of encroachment. 



Fiscal federalism presents another arena of potential tension. While alignment with the 

Centre may facilitate greater access to funds and projects, it also raises questions about 

fiscal autonomy and prioritisation. The state government will be expected to implement 

centrally sponsored schemes with efficiency, but it must also retain the flexibility to 

address region-specific needs that may not align neatly with national templates. 

There’s also the institutional dimension to consider. Central agencies, which have often 

been at the centre of political controversies in opposition-ruled states, may now operate 

in a different context. The absence of overt confrontation doesn’t necessarily eliminate 

the potential for friction. It merely alters form. The real test will lie in whether 

institutional processes function with greater transparency and less political overhang. 

The BJP’s governance in Bengal will also be scrutinised for its ability to reconcile national 

priorities with local sensibilities. Policies that resonate at the national level do not always 

translate seamlessly into regional acceptance. Bengal’s socio-cultural landscape, shaped 

by a history of intellectual pluralism and political assertiveness, demands a degree of 

contextual sensitivity that cannot be substituted by uniform policy frameworks. 

The opposition, particularly the Trinamool Congress under Banerjee, will play a critical 

role in shaping this federal dynamic. A strong opposition has the capacity to hold the 

state government accountable not just for its administrative decisions, but also for its 

relationship with the Centre. The narrative of ‘Delhi’s Bengal’ may well become a political 

tool, deployed to question whether the state’s interests are being adequately represented 

or subsumed within a larger national agenda. 

The question is not whether alignment will reduce friction. It almost certainly will, at 

least in the immediate term. The more consequential question is whether this reduction 

in friction enhances governance or dilutes the federal balance that allows states to 

function as autonomous units within the Union. 

West Bengal now stands at a juncture where the lines between cooperation and control, 

alignment and autonomy, will need to be carefully drawn. The success of the BJP’s 

experiment in the state will depend on how it negotiates these lines. 

 

xxx 



BUREAUCRACY IN TRANSITION 

Regime change in West Bengal has rarely been confined to the electoral arena. It seeps 

into the deeper architecture of governance, unsettling a bureaucracy that has, for decades, 

operated within a distinct political culture shaped first by the Communist Party of India 

(Marxist) and later recalibrated under Mamata Banerjee. The BJP’s ascent introduces not 

just a new political leadership, but a different philosophy of administrative control, one 

that places a premium on central alignment, procedural standardisation, and a tighter 

chain of command. 

Bengal’s bureaucracy has historically functioned in close proximity to political power. 

Under the Left, this proximity was institutionalised through a disciplined, if rigid, 

interface between party cadres and administrative machinery. Decision-making often 

reflected a negotiated equilibrium, where ideological priorities informed bureaucratic 

action.  

The Trinamool era altered this dynamic without dismantling it entirely. The locus of 

authority shifted more decisively towards the political executive, with the bureaucracy 

expected to respond to a leadership style that was both centralised and intensely 

personalised. 

The BJP inherits this layered administrative culture, but seeks to imprint upon it a 

different operational logic. Its governance model, shaped in significant measure by the 

administrative approach of Narendra Modi at the national level, emphasises efficiency, 

measurable outcomes, and adherence to centrally defined priorities. In theory, this could 

empower the bureaucracy by reducing the informal political intermediation that has long 

characterised governance in the state. In practice, the transition is unlikely to be 

frictionless. 

Bureaucratic systems are not easily rewired as they carry institutional memory, 

behavioural patterns, and networks of influence that persist beyond electoral cycles. 

Officers who have spent years navigating a decentralised, politically mediated 

environment may find themselves adjusting to a structure that demands stricter 

compliance with top-down directives. This adjustment is cultural and not merely 

procedural. 



There is also the question of trust. Political transitions often generate a degree of mutual 

suspicion between the incoming leadership and the existing administrative apparatus. 

The BJP, particularly in a state where it has historically lacked deep institutional roots, 

may view sections of the bureaucracy as aligned with the previous regime. The 

bureaucracy, in turn, may approach the new dispensation with caution, uncertain of the 

expectations and wary of abrupt shifts in accountability frameworks. 

Transfers, postings, and administrative reshuffles are likely to become early indicators of 

this recalibration. Such exercises, while routine in Indian governance, take on added 

significance in a context of political transition. They signal not just changes in personnel, 

but shifts in administrative priorities and centres of influence. The risk lies in allowing 

these processes to become instruments of political consolidation rather than tools of 

governance reform. 

The role of technology and centralised monitoring mechanisms will also shape this 

transition. The BJP’s governance approach has often relied on digital dashboards, real-

time data tracking, and direct oversight from the highest levels of administration. These 

tools can enhance efficiency, but they also reduce the discretionary space traditionally 

available to state-level bureaucrats. Whether this leads to greater accountability or stifles 

local initiative will depend on how these systems are implemented. 

At the district and sub-district levels, where governance is most immediate, the 

interaction between bureaucracy and local political actors will be particularly revealing. 

Bengal’s administrative machinery has long operated in tandem with local power 

structures, sometimes in collaboration, at other times in tension. The BJP’s ability to 

redefine this interface, without disrupting service delivery, will be critical to its 

governance credibility. 

There is, finally, a broader institutional question. Can the bureaucracy in West Bengal 

transition from a politically embedded system to one that operates with greater 

procedural autonomy, while still remaining responsive to an elected government? This is 

not a challenge unique to Bengal, but the state’s political history renders it more 

pronounced. 

The metaphor of the ‘steel frame’, often invoked to describe India’s civil services, suggests 

resilience and continuity. In Bengal, that frame has been repeatedly bent, reshaped, and 

adapted to changing political contexts. The current moment is another such inflection 



point. Whether the frame bends once more or shows signs of strain will depend on the 

interplay between political intent and administrative adaptation. 

The BJP’s success in governance will not be measured solely by policy announcements or 

electoral mandates. It will be judged, in no small measure, by its ability to work with, 

reform, and, where necessary, restrain the very machinery it now commands. 
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THE ECONOMICS OF POLITICAL CHANGE 

Electoral victories, particularly those of the scale now attributed to the BJP in West Bengal, 

inevitably generate expectations that extend far beyond the political. They acquire an 

economic subtext, often unspoken but deeply consequential. The promise of change is 

rarely confined to governance style. It is read, by investors and citizens alike, as a signal 

of impending economic recalibration. The question, therefore, is not merely whether the 

BJP can govern Bengal. It is whether it can alter the economic trajectory of a state that has, 

for decades, oscillated between potential and underperformance. 

Under Mamata Banerjee, the Trinamool Congress sought to craft a welfare-driven 

economic model that prioritised direct benefits, rural support, and targeted subsidies. 

Schemes aimed at women, students, and marginalised communities created a broad 

safety net, one that translated into political loyalty even as structural economic challenges 

persisted. Industrial growth remained uneven, private investment cautious, and job 

creation insufficient to absorb a young and increasingly aspirational workforce. 

The BJP inherits this economic landscape with both opportunity and constraint. Its 

national narrative, shaped under the leadership of Narendra Modi, emphasises 

infrastructure development, ease of doing business, and large-scale investment as 

engines of growth. Translating this narrative into Bengal’s context, however, requires 

more than policy replication. It demands a granular understanding of the state’s historical 

economic anxieties, particularly its fraught relationship with industrialisation. 

The memory of land acquisition controversies, most notably the Singur land acquisition 

controversy, continues to influence public perception. Industrial projects are not 

evaluated solely on their economic merit. They are assessed through a political lens 

shaped by past conflicts, where questions of consent, compensation, and displacement 

remain deeply sensitive. Any attempt by the BJP to accelerate industrial growth will need 

to navigate this terrain with a degree of caution that balances urgency with legitimacy. 

Fiscal health presents another layer of complexity. West Bengal’s debt burden has been a 

persistent concern, limiting the state’s ability to undertake expansive capital expenditure 

without external support. Alignment with the Centre may facilitate access to funds and 

projects, but it also introduces expectations of fiscal discipline and policy coherence. The 

BJP will need to demonstrate that it can manage this balance without compromising on 

development commitments. 



Employment remains the most immediate and politically salient challenge. The state’s 

workforce, particularly its youth, has shown a growing inclination towards migration in 

search of better opportunities. Reversing this trend requires not just job creation, but the 

creation of jobs that align with evolving aspirations. Manufacturing, services, and 

emerging sectors such as technology and logistics offer potential pathways, but each 

comes with its own set of structural requirements. 

There is also the question of continuity. Welfare schemes introduced by the Trinamool 

have created entrenched expectations among beneficiaries. The BJP faces a strategic 

choice. It can retain and rebrand these schemes, thereby ensuring continuity while 

claiming ownership, or it can attempt to replace them with alternative models aligned 

with its broader policy framework. Either approach carries risks. Disruption may alienate 

beneficiaries, while continuity may dilute the perception of change. 

Infrastructure development is likely to be a key area of focus. Improved connectivity, 

urban renewal, and logistics networks can act as catalysts for broader economic activity. 

The Centre’s involvement in such projects could accelerate implementation, but it also 

raises questions about prioritisation and local relevance. Projects that are perceived as 

externally imposed, rather than locally driven, may encounter resistance. 

The role of governance in shaping economic outcomes cannot be overstated. Investor 

confidence is influenced as much by policy clarity and administrative efficiency as by 

fiscal incentives. The BJP’s ability to streamline bureaucratic processes, reduce regulatory 

uncertainty, and ensure contract enforcement will be critical in attracting both domestic 

and foreign investment. 

Bengal’s economic story has long been one of unrealised promise. Its strategic location, 

cultural capital, and human resources position it as a state with considerable potential. 

Still, this potential has often been constrained by political and administrative factors that 

extend beyond any single regime. 

The BJP’s challenge, therefore, is not merely to outperform its predecessor. It is to alter 

the underlying conditions that have historically limited Bengal’s economic growth. This 

requires a combination of political will, administrative competence, and a willingness to 

engage with the state’s unique socio-economic context. 

Electoral mandates create political possibility. They open doors that were previously 

shut, alter institutional equations, and provide governments with the legitimacy required 



to attempt structural change. But mandates, however sweeping, do not in themselves 

guarantee transformation. History is crowded with governments that converted decisive 

victories into administrative drift, mistaking public endorsement for automatic success. 

In a state as politically layered and economically intricate as West Bengal, the true 

measure of change will not lie in the magnitude of electoral triumph, but in the 

seriousness of the reforms that follow it. Investment climates are not rebuilt through 

rhetoric alone. Industrial revival cannot emerge merely from political symbolism. 

Administrative credibility, institutional transparency, law-and-order stability, 

infrastructure expansion, and long-term policy consistency will ultimately determine 

whether political change translates into economic renewal. 

The challenge, therefore, begins after the celebration ends. Electoral victories may create 

momentum, but sustainable transformation demands governance capable of converting 

political capital into structural reform. 
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CITIZENSHIP, MIGRATION & THE CITIZENSHIP AMENDMENT ACT 

West Bengal’s geography has always ensured that its politics cannot remain insulated 

from its borders. The state’s long and porous boundary with Bangladesh is not merely a 

cartographic reality. It is a lived condition, shaping demographic patterns, economic 

exchanges, and, inevitably, political narratives. With the BJP now in power, border 

politics is poised to move from the periphery of electoral rhetoric to the centre of 

governance. 

The Citizenship Amendment Act, which had previously functioned as a polarising 

campaign issue, now acquires administrative immediacy. Its implementation, or even the 

perception of its impending enforcement, carries implications that extend far beyond 

legal procedure. It intersects with questions of identity, belonging, and historical memory 

in a state that has experienced multiple waves of migration, both before and after 

Partition. 

For decades, political parties in Bengal have navigated the issue of migration with a 

degree of calibrated ambiguity. The Trinamool Congress, under Mamata Banerjee, often 

framed the discourse in terms of humanitarian concern and electoral pragmatism, 

resisting attempts to foreground it as a central political fault line.  

The BJP, by contrast, has consistently positioned migration within a framework of legality 

and national security, drawing sharper distinctions between citizens and non-citizens. 

This divergence in framing is now set to translate into policy choices. The challenge for 

the BJP lies in converting a politically resonant narrative into an administratively viable 

framework.  

Citizenship determination is not a simple exercise. It requires documentation, 

verification, and a process that is both legally sound and socially sensitive. Any 

perception of arbitrariness or bias could trigger unrest, particularly in districts where 

demographic balances are delicate. 

Border districts such as North 24 Parganas and Murshidabad are likely to become focal 

points of this transition. These regions have historically been shaped by cross-border 

movement, informal economies, and complex social interdependencies. Policies that seek 

to regulate or restrict these dynamics must contend with realities that do not conform 

neatly to legal categories. 



There is also the institutional dimension. Agencies responsible for border management 

and internal security will need to coordinate closely with state authorities. Alignment 

between the state government and the Centre, under Narendra Modi, may facilitate such 

coordination. At the same time, it raises concerns about the concentration of decision-

making power and the potential marginalisation of local administrative inputs. 

The economic implications of stricter border regulation are significant too. Informal trade 

and labour movement, while often outside formal policy frameworks, contribute 

significantly to local livelihoods. Disrupting these networks without providing viable 

alternatives could exacerbate economic distress in already vulnerable regions. 

Governance, in this context, must balance enforcement with adaptation. 

Equally significant is the political response from communities that perceive themselves 

as being directly affected by these policies. The consolidation of minority voting patterns, 

already visible in previous electoral cycles, may intensify in response to perceived threats. 

This, in turn, could reinforce the very polarisation that the BJP’s political strategy has, at 

times, been accused of amplifying. 

The discourse around citizenship in Bengal is further complicated by historical memory. 

The legacy of Partition, the influx of refugees, and the subsequent processes of integration 

have left a lasting imprint on the state’s collective consciousness. Any contemporary 

policy that revisits questions of belonging inevitably invokes these memories, often in 

ways that are difficult to predict or control. 

The BJP’s governance approach will be tested by its ability to navigate these layered 

complexities. A rigid application of policy may satisfy ideological commitments but risk 

social instability. A more calibrated approach, while administratively prudent, may 

invite criticism from within its own support base for perceived dilution. 

Border politics, in Bengal, has never been a static issue. It evolves with changing 

geopolitical, economic, and social conditions. The current moment represents not a 

beginning, but a reconfiguration. The shadow of the Citizenship Amendment Act ensures 

that this reconfiguration will be closely watched, both within the state and beyond. 

The success of the BJP’s approach will not be measured merely by the firmness with 

which it implements policy, nor by the political decisiveness it projects. In Bengal’s 

border districts, governance operates within a deeply sensitive social terrain shaped by 

migration, identity, religion, language, economic dependency, and decades of negotiated 



coexistence. Administrative action in such regions carries consequences that extend far 

beyond the immediate objective of enforcement. 

The real test, therefore, will lie in whether the party can pursue its agenda without 

destabilising the fragile social equilibrium that, despite periodic tensions and political 

polarisation, has sustained Bengal’s borderlands for generations. Policies perceived as 

excessively coercive, selectively targeted, or politically triumphalist risk deepening 

anxieties in regions where demographic change and identity politics already intersect 

uneasily. 

Durable governance in such a landscape requires more than state authority. It demands 

institutional restraint, calibrated execution, and the ability to maintain public confidence 

across communities. The challenge is not simply to govern the border, but to do so 

without rupturing the intricate social balance that allows the borderlands themselves to 

remain governable. 
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CULTURAL BENGAL MEETS POLITICAL HINDUTVA 

West Bengal’s political shifts have rarely been confined to the mechanics of governance. 

They seep into the cultural bloodstream of the state, where identity is not merely asserted 

but performed, debated, and continually reinterpreted. The BJP’s rise introduces into this 

ecosystem a political vocabulary often associated with a more assertive articulation of 

cultural nationalism. The question, therefore, is not simply whether this vocabulary will 

be adopted. It is whether it will collide with, coexist alongside, or ultimately be absorbed 

into Bengal’s distinct cultural idiom. 

To appreciate the stakes, one must begin with the nature of that idiom. Bengal’s cultural 

consciousness has long been shaped by a tradition of intellectual pluralism, artistic 

experimentation, and a certain resistance to rigid orthodoxy. The legacy of figures such 

as Rabindranath Tagore continues to inform a worldview that privileges nuance over 

binaries. This is not to suggest that Bengal has been immune to identity politics. It has, at 

various points, witnessed sharp contestations. What distinguishes it, however, is the 

manner in which these contestations have been mediated through cultural expression 

rather than ideological absolutism. 

The BJP’s political framework, influenced in part by the ideological ecosystem of the 

Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh, approaches culture with a different emphasis. It seeks to 

foreground a civilisational continuity, often articulated through symbols, rituals, and 

narratives that aim to unify diverse regional identities under a broader national 

framework. In states where regional identities are less assertive, this approach has found 

relatively smoother acceptance. Bengal presents a more complex terrain. 

The initial phase of this interaction is likely to be marked by symbolic assertion. Festivals, 

public commemorations, and cultural institutions may become sites where competing 

narratives seek visibility. The reinterpretation of icons, the elevation of certain historical 

figures, and the recalibration of public discourse will all play a role in shaping this phase. 

The risk here is of oversimplification as cultural traditions that have evolved over 

centuries do not lend themselves easily to uniform reinterpretation. 

It would, however, be equally simplistic to assume inevitable conflict. Political ideologies, 

when they enter new cultural contexts, often undergo adaptation. The BJP, if it seeks 

durability in Bengal, may find it necessary to temper its approach, allowing for a degree 

of localisation that aligns with the state’s sensibilities. This could result in a form of 



coexistence, where elements of cultural nationalism are expressed through a distinctly 

Bengali lens, rather than imposed as external constructs. 

There is precedent for such adaptation. Bengal’s political history is replete with instances 

where ideologies imported from elsewhere were reshaped to fit local realities. The 

experience of the Communist Party of India (Marxist) is instructive. Marxism, in its 

original formulation, was a global ideology. Its practice in Bengal, however, acquired 

local characteristics, influenced by the state’s socio-economic conditions and cultural 

milieu. A similar process, though not identical, may unfold with the BJP’s cultural 

framework. 

The concept of co-option introduces a third possibility. Rather than a binary of collision 

or coexistence, Bengal’s cultural sphere may absorb elements of the BJP’s narrative, 

reinterpreting them in ways that dilute their original ideological intent. This process is 

neither deliberate nor centrally directed. It emerges organically, as cultural practitioners, 

intellectuals, and communities engage with new ideas and reshape them within familiar 

frameworks. 

The role of institutions will be critical in this context. Educational bodies, cultural 

academies, and media platforms act as intermediaries between political power and 

cultural expression. Their autonomy, or lack thereof, will influence the extent to which 

cultural narratives remain diverse or become homogenised. The BJP’s approach to these 

institutions will therefore be closely scrutinised, not just for policy decisions but for the 

signals they send about cultural priorities. 

Opposition voices, particularly those aligned with Mamata Banerjee, are unlikely to cede 

this space without contestation. Cultural resistance, often more subtle than political 

opposition, may manifest through literature, theatre, cinema, and public discourse. Such 

resistance does not always produce immediate political outcomes, but it shapes the 

longer-term contours of societal acceptance. 

The interaction between Bengal’s cultural identity and the BJP’s political framework will 

not yield a singular outcome. It will be a layered process, marked by moments of friction, 

phases of accommodation, and instances of reinterpretation. The durability of any 

political project in Bengal has historically depended on its ability to engage with this 

complexity rather than override it. 



The BJP’s victory opens a new chapter in Bengal’s long and often uneasy negotiation 

between regional identity, political power, and cultural imagination. Electoral change 

may alter governments overnight, but deeper civilisational shifts unfold far more slowly, 

shaped through language, memory, education, social behaviour, and the subtle 

recalibration of public life. What lies ahead, therefore, is not merely a political transition, 

but a broader contest over how Bengal understands itself within the evolving national 

narrative. 

That is why electoral mandates, however decisive, possess limits. Governments may 

command legislatures and administrations, but they cannot entirely command cultural 

acceptance or social psychology. The ultimate character of this political moment will be 

determined as much by Bengal’s response to power as by power’s exercise of itself. 
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VIOLENCE, VENDETTA AND THE VOTER 

In West Bengal, electoral verdicts have rarely been confined to the counting of ballots. 

They have, more often than not, extended into the streets, the villages, and the 

neighbourhoods where political allegiance is not merely declared but enforced. The BJP’s 

victory, therefore, does not just conclude a contest for power. It initiates a more uneasy 

phase, where the question of retribution begins to shadow the promise of governance. 

Political violence in Bengal is neither episodic nor incidental. It is structural, embedded 

within a system that has historically blurred the boundaries between party organisation 

and local authority. Under the long tenure of the Communist Party of India (Marxist), 

this system acquired a disciplined, if often coercive, form. The transition to the Trinamool 

Congress under Mamata Banerjee did not dismantle the underlying architecture. It 

repurposed it, with new actors occupying old positions of influence. 

The BJP now inherits this architecture at a moment of heightened political polarisation. 

The risk is not simply of isolated incidents of violence, but of a cyclical pattern of 

retaliation, where each act is justified as a response to a prior grievance. Such cycles are 

difficult to arrest once they acquire momentum, particularly in regions where political 

identity is closely tied to social and economic survival. 

The party’s leadership, drawing on the national stature of Narendra Modi, has 

consistently positioned itself as a proponent of law and order, emphasising governance 

over grievance. Translating this positioning into ground-level reality in Bengal will 

require more than declaratory intent. It demands a conscious effort to dismantle, or at the 

very least neutralise, the informal networks that have historically enabled political 

coercion. 

Law enforcement agencies will find themselves at the centre of this transition. Their 

credibility, often questioned in the past for perceived partisanship, will be tested anew. 

The challenge lies in establishing a framework where policing is both effective and visibly 

impartial. This is easier articulated than implemented. Officers operating within local 

contexts are not immune to the pressures exerted by political actors, particularly in areas 

where the distinction between party and community is blurred. 

There is also the question of accountability. Past instances of political violence have often 

gone unpunished or inadequately addressed, creating a sense of impunity that 



perpetuates further incidents. A new government has the opportunity to break this 

pattern by instituting transparent investigative processes and ensuring that culpability is 

determined without regard to political affiliation.  

The risk, however, is that such processes are perceived as selective, targeting opponents 

while overlooking excesses within the ruling ranks. 

The BJP’s organisational composition adds another layer of complexity. A significant 

portion of its local leadership comprises individuals who have previously operated 

within the very system it now seeks to reform. Their integration into the new power 

structure raises questions about continuity versus change. Behavioural patterns do not 

shift overnight, particularly when they have been reinforced over years of political 

practice. 

For the voter, the stakes are immediate and tangible. Political violence is not an abstract 

concept. It affects livelihoods, disrupts communities, and, in extreme cases, displaces 

families. The promise of a new political dispensation carries with it an expectation of 

stability, of a departure from the cycles of fear that have periodically marked the state’s 

electoral landscape. 

Civil society and the media will play a critical role in shaping this phase. Documentation, 

reporting, and public discourse can act as deterrents, bringing visibility to incidents that 

might otherwise remain localised. At the same time, the manner in which these narratives 

are constructed can influence perceptions, either amplifying tensions or encouraging 

restraint. 

The unresolved nature of this question lies in its persistence across regimes. Each political 

transition in Bengal has been accompanied by assurances of change, yet the underlying 

patterns have shown remarkable resilience. Breaking this cycle requires not just political 

will, but a reconfiguration of incentives at the local level, where the benefits of peace must 

outweigh the perceived gains of coercion. 

The BJP’s tenure in Bengal will be judged, in no small measure, by its ability to address 

this issue. Electoral victory provides the authority to govern. It does not, by itself, confer 

the legitimacy that comes from ensuring the safety and dignity of all citizens, irrespective 

of political affiliation. 



The question is not whether violence will occur. In Bengal’s political history, electoral 

transition has too often carried with it cycles of intimidation, retaliation, and territorial 

assertion. The deeper concern is whether the state, under its new leadership, possesses 

both the institutional capacity and the political will to prevent such violence from 

hardening into the defining characteristic of yet another governing era. 

Political violence becomes especially corrosive when it ceases to be episodic and instead 

evolves into an accepted language of power. Once normalised, it reshapes public 

behaviour, weakens democratic participation, and transforms governance into a contest 

of fear rather than legitimacy. Bengal has witnessed versions of this pattern across 

ideological regimes, where party dominance gradually fused with local coercive 

structures that survived long after electoral campaigns had ended. 

The real test for the incoming dispensation, therefore, lies not simply in securing 

authority, but in demonstrating restraint while exercising it. A government’s democratic 

maturity is measured as much by how it treats opposition spaces and vulnerable 

communities as by the scale of its mandate. If political transition merely reproduces older 

cultures of confrontation under a different ideological banner, then the promise of change 

risks collapsing into continuity disguised as victory. 
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THE MINORITY MANDATE 

West Bengal’s electoral landscape has long been shaped by the quiet but decisive 

arithmetic of minority consolidation. The Muslim electorate, constituting a substantial 

proportion of the state’s population, has historically voted with a degree of strategic 

cohesion that reflects both political awareness and an acute sense of vulnerability. The 

BJP’s ascent to power disrupts this established pattern, compelling a reassessment not 

only of voting behaviour but of political relevance itself. 

Under Mamata Banerjee, the Trinamool Congress positioned itself as the principal 

recipient of minority trust. This was not merely the result of electoral calculation. It was 

reinforced through a combination of welfare measures, symbolic outreach, and a 

consistent political stance against policies perceived to be exclusionary, particularly the 

Citizenship Amendment Act. The consolidation of the Muslim vote behind the Trinamool 

was, therefore, both pragmatic and expressive, reflecting a preference for political 

stability in the face of perceived ideological challenge. 

The BJP’s victory introduces a new variable into this equation. For the first time in recent 

memory, the Muslim electorate in Bengal must navigate a political environment where 

the ruling party is one it has, by and large, resisted. This shift does not automatically 

translate into political marginalisation. It does, however, necessitate a recalibration of 

strategy. 

One possible trajectory is further consolidation. Faced with a dominant BJP, minority 

voters may gravitate even more strongly towards a single opposition force, seeking to 

maximise their electoral impact through unity. This would, in effect, reinforce the existing 

pattern, albeit under more polarised conditions. The Trinamool Congress, despite its 

electoral setback, could continue to function as the primary vehicle for this consolidation, 

particularly if it succeeds in repositioning itself as a credible and assertive opposition. 

An alternative scenario involves fragmentation. The erosion of a dominant ruling party 

often creates space for smaller, community-specific political actors to emerge. Regional 

parties or leaders who claim to represent minority interests more directly may find an 

opportunity to assert themselves. Such fragmentation, while potentially increasing 

representation, carries the risk of diluting electoral influence in a first-past-the-post 

system. 



The BJP, for its part, faces a strategic dilemma. Its political narrative has, in many 

instances, been perceived as exclusionary by minority communities. Governance, 

however, imposes a different set of imperatives. As the ruling party, it must demonstrate 

that administrative benefits, welfare schemes, and development initiatives are delivered 

without discrimination. The extent to which it can bridge the gap between perception and 

practice will influence not just minority attitudes, but its broader legitimacy. 

The role of policy will be central to this process. Issues such as documentation, 

citizenship, and access to state resources acquire heightened sensitivity in this context. 

The implementation of laws like the Citizenship Amendment Act will be closely watched, 

not only for their legal implications but for the signals they send about inclusion and 

exclusion. Even the anticipation of such policies can shape political behaviour, often more 

powerfully than their actual enforcement. 

Socio-economic factors must also be considered. The Muslim electorate in Bengal is not 

monolithic. It spans rural and urban contexts, varying levels of economic development, 

and diverse occupational profiles. Political choices are influenced as much by immediate 

economic concerns as by identity-based considerations. Employment opportunities, 

access to education, and local development initiatives will therefore play a significant role 

in shaping future voting patterns. 

Civil society and religious leadership will be able to articulate concerns, mobilise opinion, 

and engage with the state. The media, too, will shape perceptions, amplifying certain 

narratives while marginalising others. The reconfiguration of the Muslim vote in Bengal 

is a process, unfolding over multiple electoral cycles and shaped by the interplay of 

policy, perception, and political opportunity. The BJP’s victory accelerates this process, 

but does not determine its outcome. 

Political relevance in a democracy is not guaranteed by numbers alone. It is secured 

through organisation, representation, and the ability to negotiate power within the 

constraints of the system. The minority mandate in Bengal now stands at a crossroads, 

where its future trajectory will depend as much on its internal dynamics as on the 

strategies of the parties that seek to engage with it. 
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MEDIA, NARRATIVE AND POWER 

Political transitions in West Bengal have never been limited to the transfer of 

administrative authority. They have invariably extended into the realm of narrative, 

where power is not merely exercised but interpreted, contested, and, at times, 

manufactured. The BJP’s ascent, displacing the long-standing dominance of Mamata 

Banerjee, initiates a parallel contest over who controls the story of Bengal, and by 

extension, how that story is told. 

Under the Trinamool Congress, the media ecosystem in the state evolved into a complex 

web of alignment and resistance. Sections of the regional press were often perceived as 

sympathetic to the ruling dispensation, whether through ideological affinity or structural 

dependence. At the same time, pockets of independent journalism persisted, navigating 

a landscape where access and autonomy were in constant tension. This duality produced 

a narrative environment that was neither monolithic nor entirely plural. 

The BJP inherits this environment with both opportunity and intent. Its national 

experience, shaped in part by its engagement with media during the tenure of Narendra 

Modi, suggests a sophisticated understanding of narrative construction. Messaging is 

centralised, themes are carefully curated, and communication is often direct, bypassing 

traditional intermediaries through digital platforms and social media. 

The question, however, is whether this model can be seamlessly transposed onto Bengal’s 

media landscape. The state’s journalistic traditions, influenced by a history of intellectual 

debate and political engagement, have tended to resist overt homogenisation. Editorial 

spaces, particularly in print, have often functioned as arenas for ideological contestation 

rather than mere conduits for official messaging. 

Still, structural realities cannot be ignored. Media organisations operate within economic 

constraints that make them susceptible to political and corporate influence. Advertising 

revenue, access to information, and regulatory pressures all shape editorial choices. A 

change in political power inevitably alters these variables, creating new incentives and, 

in some cases, new dependencies. 

Digital media introduces an additional layer of complexity. The proliferation of online 

platforms has democratised content creation, but it has also fragmented the information 

ecosystem. Narratives now emerge not just from established media houses, but from a 



multitude of sources, including party-affiliated networks, independent commentators, 

and algorithm-driven content streams. The BJP, with its well-developed digital 

infrastructure, is particularly well-positioned to operate in this space. 

This raises concerns about the potential for narrative centralisation in a decentralised 

medium. The ability to amplify certain voices while marginalising others can shape 

public perception in subtle but significant ways. The challenge for the media, therefore, 

is not merely to maintain independence, but to assert relevance in an environment where 

traditional gatekeeping functions are increasingly diluted. 

The role of opposition voices becomes critical in this context. The Trinamool Congress, 

under Banerjee, is unlikely to relinquish the narrative space without contestation. Its 

ability to articulate a coherent counter-narrative, one that resonates beyond its immediate 

support base, will influence the degree to which the media landscape remains plural. 

Institutional safeguards, such as editorial independence and journalistic ethics, will also 

be tested. These are not abstract principles but operational choices made within 

newsrooms, often under pressure. The extent to which media organisations can uphold 

these standards in the face of shifting political dynamics will determine the credibility of 

the narratives they produce. 

There is, finally, the question of audience. Media consumption patterns in Bengal, as 

elsewhere, are evolving. Readers and viewers are not passive recipients. They engage, 

interpret, and, increasingly, curate their own information streams. This active 

engagement can act as a counterbalance to attempts at narrative control, but it can also 

reinforce echo chambers where competing perspectives rarely intersect. 

The BJP’s victory opens a new chapter in Bengal’s political story. Who gets to write that 

chapter, and how it is framed, will depend not just on the party in power, but on the 

resilience of the institutions and individuals tasked with telling the story. Narrative, in 

this context, is not a by-product of power. It is one of its most enduring instruments. 
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THE RISE OF THE LOCAL STRONGMAN 

Electoral victories of the magnitude now attributed to the BJP in West Bengal often 

conceal as much as they reveal. The sweep, anchored in the national appeal of Narendra 

Modi, creates an impression of organisational depth that may not yet fully exist at the 

state level. Beneath the surface of this success lies a more intricate challenge: the 

cultivation of credible, durable second-rung leadership capable of sustaining political 

dominance beyond the charisma of central figures. 

West Bengal’s political culture has historically been mediated through strong local actors. 

Whether under the disciplined structure of the Communist Party of India (Marxist) or the 

more personalised networks of Mamata Banerjee, power has rarely flowed in a purely 

top-down manner. It has been negotiated, enforced, and, at times, contested by 

individuals who command influence within their immediate geographies. 

The BJP’s organisational expansion in Bengal has, to a significant extent, been facilitated 

by the induction of leaders from rival parties. This strategy has provided the party with 

immediate access to local networks, electoral machinery, and a familiarity with the state’s 

political terrain. It has also introduced a structural vulnerability. Leaders who shift 

allegiance often carry with them the political habits, loyalties, and operational methods 

of their previous affiliations. Integrating these actors into a cohesive organisational 

framework is a task that extends beyond electoral management. 

The absence of an established second rung is not merely a matter of optics. It has direct 

implications for governance and political stability. Local leaders function as 

intermediaries between the state government and the electorate. They interpret policy, 

manage grievances, and, crucially, maintain the party’s presence in everyday political 

life. Without a reliable cadre of such leaders, the BJP risks over-reliance on central 

intervention, a model that may prove unsustainable in the long term. 

There is also the question of legitimacy. Leaders who emerge organically within a party 

often command a different kind of authority compared to those who are perceived as 

political transplants. The latter may possess administrative experience and local 

influence, but they may also be viewed with suspicion by both the party’s core supporters 

and the broader electorate. This tension can manifest in internal factionalism, 

undermining organisational cohesion. 



The role of the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh becomes particularly relevant in this 

context. The RSS has traditionally emphasised the cultivation of grassroots leadership 

through ideological training and long-term engagement. Its expanding presence in 

Bengal offers the BJP a potential pathway to develop a more stable second rung. 

However, this process is inherently gradual and may not align with the immediacy of 

political expectations following a decisive electoral victory. 

The challenge is further compounded by the expectations of governance. Voters who 

have endorsed the BJP will look to local representatives for tangible outcomes, whether 

in the form of infrastructure, welfare delivery, or administrative responsiveness. The 

ability of second-rung leaders to meet these expectations will influence public perception 

of the party’s effectiveness far more directly than the pronouncements of the centre. 

Internal party dynamics will also shape this evolution. The distribution of power within 

the state unit, the allocation of ministerial responsibilities, and the management of 

competing ambitions will determine whether a cohesive leadership structure emerges or 

whether fragmentation sets in. Political history offers numerous examples where the 

absence of a stable second rung has led to rapid erosion of electoral gains. 

At a broader level, the BJP’s experience in Bengal will serve as a test case for its expansion 

strategy in regions where it lacks deep historical roots. The transition from an election-

winning machine to a governance-oriented political organisation requires a different set 

of competencies, particularly at the local level. The rise of the local strongman, in this 

context, is both an opportunity and a risk. Strong local leaders can anchor the party’s 

presence, ensuring continuity and responsiveness. They can also, if unchecked, replicate 

the very patterns of decentralised power that the BJP has often critiqued in its opponents. 

The balance between central authority and local autonomy will therefore be critical. Too 

much centralisation risks alienating local actors and weakening the party’s grassroots 

connection. Too much autonomy risks fragmentation and the emergence of competing 

power centres. The BJP’s victory in Bengal has opened the door to political 

transformation. Whether it can walk through that door with a leadership structure 

capable of sustaining its position remains an open question. The answer will emerge from 

the quieter process of building power where it matters most, on the ground. 

 

xxx 



BENGAL AS BLUEPRINT 

Electoral victories, particularly those achieved in politically resistant geographies, rarely 

remain confined to their immediate terrain. They acquire a demonstrative value, 

functioning as templates to be studied, refined, and, where possible, replicated. The BJP’s 

breakthrough in West Bengal, long perceived as inhospitable to its ideological and 

organisational model, is poised to assume precisely such significance. It is not merely a 

state-level triumph but a potential blueprint for expansion across eastern India. 

For decades, the BJP’s growth story was geographically uneven, marked by consolidation 

in the Hindi heartland and incremental advances elsewhere. Eastern India, with its 

distinct socio-political dynamics, remained a frontier rather than a stronghold. The 

party’s success in Bengal alters this equation, suggesting that regions once considered 

resistant can be recalibrated through a combination of strategic persistence, narrative 

adaptation, and organisational layering. 

The immediate question is whether the factors that enabled this victory are replicable. 

Bengal’s political context, shaped by the decline of the Communist Party of India 

(Marxist) and the subsequent dominance of Mamata Banerjee, created a space that the 

BJP could occupy. Anti-incumbency, organisational realignment, and the national appeal 

of Narendra Modi converged to produce an outcome that, while decisive, was also 

context-specific. 

Transposing this model to neighbouring states requires careful calibration. Odisha, under 

the long-standing leadership of Naveen Patnaik, presents a different challenge. The 

absence of significant anti-incumbency and the presence of a strong regional party with 

a stable governance record limit the immediate applicability of the Bengal template. The 

BJP’s strategy here may need to prioritise incremental gains over sweeping 

transformation. 

In Assam, where the BJP already holds power, the Bengal experience may reinforce 

existing approaches rather than redefine them. The emphasis on identity, governance, 

and organisational depth has already yielded results. The question is whether the party 

can sustain its position while adapting to evolving political expectations. 

States such as Jharkhand and Bihar introduce yet another layer of complexity. Here, caste 

dynamics, coalition politics, and regional leadership play a more pronounced role. The 



Bengal model, which relied in part on reframing identity politics, may require significant 

modification to resonate within these contexts. 

What the Bengal victory does offer is a set of strategic insights. First, it underscores the 

importance of organisational patience. The BJP’s expansion in the state was not an 

overnight phenomenon. It was the result of sustained effort, supported in part by the 

groundwork of the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh, which gradually built a presence in 

regions where the party had little historical footprint. 

Second, it highlights the role of narrative flexibility. The BJP’s ability to adapt its 

messaging to local sensibilities, while maintaining a coherent national framework, 

proved critical. This balance between consistency and adaptability will be essential in 

other states, where political cultures differ markedly. 

Third, it demonstrates the utility of political realignment. The party’s willingness to 

incorporate leaders from rival formations, while controversial, enabled rapid 

organisational expansion. Whether this approach can be sustained without 

compromising internal cohesion is a question that extends beyond Bengal. 

There is also a cautionary dimension. Electoral success can create an illusion of 

replicability that overlooks the specificity of local conditions. The risk lies in 

overextending a model without adequately accounting for regional variations. Political 

strategies that succeed in one state may falter in another if applied without modification. 

At the national level, the Bengal victory strengthens the BJP’s narrative of inevitability, 

reinforcing its position as a party capable of expanding beyond its traditional 

strongholds. This narrative, while politically advantageous, also raises expectations. Each 

subsequent electoral contest will be viewed through the lens of Bengal, with success 

measured not just in victories, but in the ability to replicate them. 

The opposition, both at the state and national levels, will also draw lessons from this 

outcome. The need for organisational coherence, narrative clarity, and strategic alliances 

becomes more pronounced in the face of a BJP that has demonstrated its capacity to 

penetrate new regions. 

West Bengal, in this sense, becomes more than merely another electoral battleground 

within the India. It emerges instead as a political case study, a reference point in the 

evolving grammar of contemporary Indian politics, where questions of ideology, 



identity, governance, nationalism, and regional culture intersect with unusual intensity. 

The developments unfolding in Bengal will inevitably be studied beyond its borders, not 

simply for their electoral significance, but for what they reveal about the possibilities and 

limits of political expansion in regions historically resistant to a particular ideological 

current. 

The BJP’s larger challenge, therefore, lies in recognising that political blueprints are not 

rigid architectural designs capable of uniform replication across vastly different terrains. 

They are flexible frameworks that demand adaptation, contextual sensitivity, and an 

awareness of the limits of centralised political imagination. Durable expansion in a 

country as civilisationally layered as India depends not merely on organisational 

strength, but on the ability to negotiate regional complexity without flattening it. 

 

xxx 
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