ANNEXURE I
Violation of Terms of Reference by Mandal Commission

Mandal Commission was constituted under Article 340. Lets see what Article 340 says:

Article 340

We first analyze Article 340 , emphasizing some phrases in bold. The Article reads thus:

1. The President may by order appoint a Commission consisting of such persons as he thinks fit to investigate the conditions of socially and educationally backward classes within the territory of India and difficulties under which they labor  and to make recommendations as to the steps that should be taken by the Union or the State to remove such difficulties and to improve their conditions and as to the grants that should be made for the purpose by the Union or any State and the conditions subject to which such grants should be made, and the order appointing such Commission shall define the procedure to be followed by the Commission.

2. A Commission so appointed shall investigate the matters referred to them and present to the President a report setting out facts a found by them and making recommendations as they think proper.

3. The President shall cause a copy of the report so presented together with a memorandum explaining the action taken thereon to be laid before each House of Parliament. 

Terms of References of Mandal Commission:

In 1979, the Mandal Commission was setup under Article 340. The terms of reference of the Commission were:
“
i. to determine the criteria for defining the socially and educationally backward classes;
ii. to recommend steps to be taken for the advancement of the socially and educationally backward classes of citizens so identified;

iii. to examine the desirability or otherwise of making provision for the reservation of appointments or posts in favour of such backward classes of citizens which are not adequately represented in public services and posts in connection with the affairs of the Union or of any State; and

iv. present to the President a report setting out the facts as found by them and making such recommendations as they think proper.

In this connection the commission may also examine the recommendation of the Backward classes commission appointed earlier and the considerations which stood in the way of the acceptance of its recommendations by Government ”

Let us examine how Mandal has ruthlessly violated each of the Term of References. 

A.  To determine the criteria for defining the socially and educationally backward classes; 

The First term of reference is “to determine the criteria for socially and educationally backward classes. Instead of determining any objective criteria for ‘backwardness’ as per the Presidential reference, the Mandal Commission devised four approaches for determination of backward castes (Vide para 12.7 of the Chapter XII of the Volume I of the Mandal Report.) : 

i. Socio-educational field Survey;

ii. Census report of 1961…

iii. Personal Knowledge gained through extensive touring of the country and receipt of voluminous public evidences as described in Chapter X of this report.

iv. List of OBCs notified by various state governments.

Mandal summarizes his work regarding identification of OBCs in Summary of the Report (Chapter XIV):

“Chapter XII----Identification of OBCs Volume I, Page 63)

A large number of castes were identified as backward in each state as a result of the Socio-Educational Survey. As this survey covered only 2 villages and one urban block per District, a large number of castes were naturally left out. Moreover, in some cases, the size of sample was so small that the results were not dependable.

In view of this, two supplementary approaches were adopted to prepare complete lists of OBCs for each State. First, State-wise list of the 11 groups of primitive tribes, exterior castes, criminal tribes, etc. contained in the Registrar General of India’s compilation of 1961 were culled and included in the Commission’s lists of OBCs. This was done as the social and educational status of these castes and communities was more or less akin to Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes. Secondly, based on the public evidence and personal knowledge of the Members of the Commission, State-wise list of those OBCS were drawn up which could not be covered by the socio-educational survey.

It was a result of this three pronged approach that State lists of OBCs (Volume –III) were prepared.

From the results of the field survey it was seen that some of the well- known OBCs which were also included in the lists of backward classes notified by various State Governments were not ranked as ‘Backward’ in the survey. This is unavoidable in any sociological survey based on Statistical methods. Such aberrations were corrected in the light of the other field evidence available with the Commission.

The set of eleven Indicators (criteria), being caste based, could not be applied to non-Hindu communities. In view of this, a separate set of 3 criteria was evolved for the identification of non-Hindu backward communities. 

On the basis of the available census data, the population of Hindu and  non-Hindu OBCs was estimated to be 52% of the total population of India. This is in addition to the population of the Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes which amounts to 22.5%.”
Commission was just asked to suggest criteria for backwardness. It is clear that the Commission, instead of determining any criteria for backwardness, suggested four approaches, which could not meet the requirements of the Terms of the Reference.

However, the Commission used 11 criteria for the purpose of the “survey” which was just one of the four approaches. It may be claimed by the Government that these 11 criteria meet the requirement of the term of reference No 1. Without going into merits and demerits of criteria and shortcomings of the Survey, let us examine the validity of these criteria:

1. Firstly, the Mandal Report itself castes doubts on its survey  (para 12.9 of the Chapter XII of the Volume I of the Mandal Report.) : 

“In this context it may also be noted that in some cases, the findings based on socio-educational field survey happened to be inconsistent with the living social reality. For example the social status of Kasera caste in Bihar, Dhobi in Gujarat, Agasa in Karnataka, Kumbhar in Rajasthan, Badager in Tamil Nadu, etc. is known to be very low. Yet these castes scored below 11 points and thus qualified for ranking as forward. Such aberrations are bound to occur in any sociological survey which is based on statistical methods owing to lopsidedness of sample covered.”

Thus, it is clear that the criteria even used for survey were not capable of identifying well known OBCs.

2. Secondly, the survey could cover only 406 of 3743 ( 10.85% )  caste groups in Mandal list (Supreme Court of India, Indira Sawhney vs Union of India, para 539(v) )

Thus, these 11 criteria were not one of the Commission’s recommendations or conclusions, but were used during the process of survey. They were one of the means adopted by the Commission to arrive at some conclusion, whereas, the Commission was expected to make it one of the goals to suggest the criteria for identification of backward classes.

Furthermore, the Commission used different sets of criteria for Hindus and non-Hindu communities. This discrimination on the basis of religion is against the basic nature of the constitution.

To sum up, the Commission did not recommend any universally applicable set of criteria.  

B. Educational Backwardness

The commission has he mandate of defining not only social backwardness, but educational backwardness also.

To find out educational backwardness, the Commission has two sources:

i. The Commission has tried to get information about the level of literacy from the State Governments through its questionnaire (Appendix II, para 45, 46, 59,  Volume II, page 70).

ii. Socio-educational  field survey

Now look what the Commission has got:

i. Mandal himself says “No State Government could furnish figures regarding the level of literacy and education amongst Other Backward Classes” (Para 9.30, page 39, Chapter IX).

ii. The survey could have covered (if at all performed) only 0.19% of population and only 10.85% of caste groups.

Thus, the Commission did not possess any information about the educational backwardness of different caste groups. It is totally against the Terms of Reference and mandate of Article 340 as the very first term of reference was to define “the Socially and Educationally Backward Classes”.

C   Not to enumerate or enlist

Nowhere in its Terms of References was Mandal Commission given a mandate to determine the number of OBCs and enlist them.

Now, lets have a look at the Terms of References Of the First Backward Class Commission ( Kalelkar Commission):

a) To determine the criteria to be adopted in considering whether any sections of the people in the territory of India (in addition to the Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes specified by notifications issued under the Article 341 and 342 of the Constitution) should be treated as socially and educationally backward classes; and, in accordance with such criteria, prepare a list of such classes setting out also their approximate number and their territorial distribution;

b) To investigate the conditions of all such socially and educationally backward classes and the difficulties under which they labor; and make recommendations (i) as to the steps that should be taken by the Union or any State to remove such difficulties or improve their conditions; and (ii) as to the grants that should be made for the purpose by the Union or any State and the conditions subject to which such grants should be made;

c) To investigate such other matters as the President may hereafter refer to them; and

d) To present to the President a Report setting out the facts as found by them and making such recommendations as they think proper.

It is obvious that the Kalelkar Commission was required to prepare a list of Socially and Educationally Backward classes setting out their approximate number. On the contrary, the Mandal commission was required only to determine the criteria for defining the SEBCs.

D.  Socially and Educationally Backward classes ……….. and difficulties under which they labor

The Article 340 itself lays down the conditions to guide the commission. The sub-article (1) reads as follows:-

“………. to investigate the conditions of socially and educationally backward classes within the territory of India and the difficulties under which they labor …..”
Under sub-article (1) above, a commission is required to identify the backward classes and “……the difficulties under which they labor……”. It is submitted that in terms of the above, the commission was required to state the conditions of the so called backward classes with specific reference to the difficulties under which they labor in present times. Thus necessarily it had to identify and find out the current existing conditions of the classes. On the basis of the above it can also be inferred that the “traditional occupational castes” cannot be taken as a basis rather “current occupations” and people occupied in such vocations had to be identified so that such people deserving the benefits get the benefits.

Let us see How Mandal proceeded:

Mandal used the CASTE INDEX OF 1891 CENSUS  which gives information about the distribution of the various castes in sixty occupational categories ( Mandal Commission Report, Appendix XII, page 99, para5 , which reads as follows:

“ As regards identification of castes with traditional low status, considerable amount of data are available in the Census Reports upto 1931. Similarly, for ascriptive status of occupation also the earlier Census Reports provide considerable information. Caste index of 1891 gives information about the distribution of various castes in sixty occupational categories. 1901 Census gives a ranking of castes and also an indication of social privileges and disabilities associated with them. The subsequent Censuses upto 1931 give an indication of the social mobility movements among the castes and process of change in their respective status. If a comparative statement is prepared indicating the baseline data available in 1891 and 1901 Censuses and subsequent changes, the same will give a fairly clear picture of the pattern that had taken shape in the pre-independence period.)

Mandal totally ignored the changes which were taking place in the Indian society at the dawn of industrialization in pre-independence era and in industrialized post-independent era.

Caste-occupation association was rapidly disappearing from the Indian society in early 20th century. In United Province in 1911, only in 15 out of 42, and in 1921, in 11 out of 29 castes, 50% or more of workers were following their traditional occupation as their principal occupation. Taking all Hindu castes together, in 1911, only 29.3% of the workers were following their traditional occupation. 
The following table shows percentage of workers engaged in traditional occupation in United Province in 1911, and 1921:

	Caste
	Traditional occupation
	% of workers engaged in traditional occupation in 1911
	% of workers engaged in traditional occupation in 1921

	Brahman
	Priest
	7.9
	7.1

	Kayastha
	Clerk
	32.7
	30.6

	Ahir, Yadav
	Pastoral
	9.2
	10.9

	Kachhi
	Cultivators of cash and special crops
	14.6
	15.3

	Lohar
	Blacksmith
	31.4
	32.0

	Gadaria
	Shepherd
	23.0
	21.0

	Luniya
	Saltpeter
	5.8
	6.2

	Chamar
	Leather Work
	3.8
	5.1


(Source: Pradipta Chaudhury  in “Caste, Occupation and Economic Status  in the United Province, 1901-1931”,Working paper no 2 of 2003, Centre for Economic Studies and Planning, Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi )

Excerpts from the Census Reports are also startling:

The Census Superintendent  cited the 1911 Report………. the traditional occupations are being given up owning to the functional revolution which is in progress……,( Census of India,1931,Pages 323-24). 

The Census Offices of the Rajputana Agency were among those in which change was the slowest, and yet even in the Report for them it is mentioned that “a report by traditional or general occupation would be valueless, for traditions are rapidly changing and in these days a Teli may be a merchant and a Rajput a mill operative.”( Census of India 1931, Page 123).

The Report from the Nizam of Hyderabad’s Dominions, spoke of a “caste upheaval”. “Besides social and religious upheavals, there are equally powerful economic forces at work, slowly undermining the Hindu caste system,” it continued. “The introduction of machinery and labor-saving devices has revolutionized the theory that caste is essentially a functional division on the lines of medieval Western grade guilds. The rigidity with which son followed father’s occupation is weakening. Brahmins are turning their hands to agriculture, trade, medicine, law, and almost every other conceivable occupation. Chamars, Dhers and other hindered castes are giving up their traditional calling and are engaged as laborers I fields and factories, rubbing shoulders with high-caste men. Education and means o communication have played no small part I making the caste system flexible and adaptable.”1931,247,54-55.

Report for Jammu and Kashmir gave a typical illustration. The Thakkars had been treated as a separate caste in earlier Censuses, it noted. The distinction between them and the Rajputs “was based mainly on occupation and customs, the former taking to agriculture as their main occupation while the later regarded service as their domain. The Rajputs treated agriculture contemptuously and refused to inter-dine or give their daughters in marriage to Thakkars.” But now, “The traditional occupation having lost its significance in modern times the better minds of the communities awakened to the need for solidification and accomplished the fact” The Thakkars had completely disappeared as a separate from the Census. (Census of India, 1931, Pages 312-3, 55.

Census Report for Bihar and Orissa narrated the effects that the works in Jamshedpur were having: “conditions of life in modern industrial centers are compatible with a strict observance of caste distinctions, it recorded, and cited the observations of the subdivisional officer who reported that, while inter-caste marriages had not till then increased, “there has been a distinct weakening of caste government and a development of toleration. Many of the castes have abandoned traditional occupations and all classes are found working together in an industrial process,…..(Census of India 1931, Page 266).

The Census Commissioner further reported:

Secondly, dissatisfaction with the traditional calling has thrown on the market thousands of men and forced them to take to occupations for which they have had no ancestral bent. Thus the Patidar had become a coolly or unloading of cargo in ports and harbors, while the Brahman has taken to tanning. The Vania has become a motor mechanic, while even the Bhangi has contributed his humble quota to the teaching profession. This tendency has become a potent influence for disintegrating caste restrictions. (Census of India, 1931, Page 412).

After independence, with the adoption of a federal parliamentary democracy based on adult franchise, rapid industrialization, and urbanization occupational mobility across caste boundaries gained further momentum.

Thus, relying on a century old data was a clear violation of the Mandate of the Article 340

E. Examine Desirability or otherwise for reservations.

The Terms of Reference further required the Commission "to examine the desirability or otherwise of making provision for the reservation of appointments or tests...in public services". This most vital part of the Terms of Reference was wholly ignored by the Commission. Before making its recommendations the Commission was bound, by the Terms of Reference, to determine the desirability or otherwise of such reservations. The Commission did not at all investigate this essential part of the Terms of Reference.

F.  Backward classes of citizens which are not adequately represented in public services.

To collect information about the representation of OBCs in Government services, the Commission had sent two sets of questionnaires, one to all the State Governments and Union Territories (Appendix II, Volume II, Page 68 ) and the other to the Central Government Ministries and Departments (Appendix III, Volume II, Page 73 ). Let us see how much information the Commission could collect:

1.  STATES AND UNION TERRITORIES

In Chapter IX (Volume I, Pages 37-42),the Commission describes evidence provided by Central and State Governments. The Commission notes:

9.8 It was rather disappointing to sea that hardly any State was able to give the desired information. Of course, the States which had not notified any lists of OBCs were physically not in a position to supply the above particulars. But despite the fact that 16 States and 2 Union Territories had notified such lists and several of them had implemented fairly comprehensive programmes for the welfare of OBCs, only one or two of them furnished the necessary details. Further, States did not choose to respond even to some simple and straight forward questions on important policy issues. Repeated reminders and contacts at personal level did not materially alter the situation.

9.9 ……..The remaining 13 States and Union Territories, i.e., Andaman   and Nicobar Islands; Arunachal Pradesh; Chandigarh; Dadra & Nagar Haveli; Goa, Daman, and Diu; lakshadweep; Madya Pradesh; Manipur; Mizoram; Nagaland; Sikkim; Tripura; and West Bengal have so far neither identified identified Other Backward Classes nor taken any steps for their upliftment.

9.14 The information is too sketchy too sketchy and scrappy for any meaningful     inference which may be valid for the country as a whole.

Clearly, the Commission has NO information about the representation of OBCs in State Services.

2.  Central Government Ministries and Departments

The findings of the commission were primarily based on the response to the questionnaire (Appendix III to the Report ) sent by the commission to all the Central Ministries and departments and the Public Sector Undertakings. In the covering later of this questionnaire, the Commission writes:

2. …………In fact , the first term of reference of Backward Class Commission pertains to the defining of criteria for determining Backward Classes. As the desired criteria could be evolved only after extensive field surveys and examination of data called from various agencies, the Commission itself is also not in a position to indicate specific and well considered criteria for defining Backward Classes.

3.   …….the Commission has decided to lay down the following rough and ready criteria on purely adhoc basis.

4.  ……. The following test may be applied to determine socially and educationally backward classes:   

(a) In respect of the employees belonging to the Hindu communities

(i) an employee will be deemed to be socially backward if he does not belong to any of the three twice-born (dvija) vernas i.e he is neither a Brahmin nor a khatriya/ nor a vashya; and

(ii) he will be deemed to be educationally backward if neither his father nor his grandfather has studied beyond the primary level.

(b) Regarding the Non-Hindu communities

(i) an employee will be deemed to be socially backward if either 

1. he is a convert from those Hindu communities which have been defined as socially backward as per para 4 (a)(i) above, or

2. in case he is not such a convert, his parental income is below the prevalent poverty line, i.e. Rs. 71/- per head per month

(ii) he will be deemed to be educationally backward if neither his father nor his grandfather has studied beyond the primary level.

5. It may please be noted that an employee will qualify for membership of Other Backward Classes only if, both socially and educationally, he is found to be backward according to the above criteria. 

Supposedly, on the basis of responses received, the Commission summarized the     findings  in Appendix VIII ( Volume II, Pages 93-95), and the following table gives a summary of the over-all employment position in this behalf (Chapter IX, Page 42, para 9.48):

	Category of Employees
	Percentage of SC/ST
	Percentage of OBCs

	Class I
	5.68
	4.69

	Class II
	18.18
	10.63

	Class III & IV
	24.40
	24.40


 Now let us examine the reality of this:

1. The above said survey was conducted before determining the backward classes. Ideally, one should have made the list of Backward classes first, and subsequently, one should have determined their representation in services.

2. If the Commission has used a particular set of criteria to define backwardness for the purpose of representation in services, the Commission should have followed the same criteria for Identification of OBCs.

3. It seems that the Commission was in too much hurry to impose its criteria on the Central Government. In the Preface of the report, the Commission describes the chronology of events:

a. Inauguration of Commission  on March 21, 1979.

b. The Commission became fully operational in middle of 1979.

c. The socio-educational field survey commenced in February 1980.

d. Meeting of Research planning team  during 12th to 14th June 1979.

The above mentioned questionnaire was sent on 25th April, 1979, before  the Commission became operational , and  even before the meeting of research planning team.

1. On the basis of these criteria, the report stated that whereas in Class I category of Central Government jobs the share of SCs/STs was 5.68%, it was only 4.69% in the case of OBCs. The implication was that the OBCs were more disadvantaged than the SCs/STs. This was dubious; for the calculation it did not include OBC employees whose fathers and grandfathers had read beyond the primary levels. On the other hand it included all SC/ST employees without these educational caveats. The outcome was comparison of incomparables.

2. As “no lists of OBCs was maintained by the Central Government, nor their particulars were separately compiled in Government offices" (para 9.47, Volume I, page 41, Mandal Commission report), it raise a serious doubt if the Commission really received any information about OBC representation. Prof B K Roy Burman (Head, Technical Committee,  Mandal Commission) quotes former Union Home Secretary, Shri L P Singh questioning the authenticity of data itself:   

“The practice of recording the caste in service had been discontinued by 1951. Hence, the criteria laid down required not only an  enquiry into the caste of an employee, in order to eliminate any of the ‘twice born’ castes, but also an enquiry into the level of education attained by his father and grandfather. And in the case of a non-Hindu employee an enquiry had  to be made to find out if he could be deemed to be socially backward because of the source of his ( or his ancestor’s ) conversion, or the income of his parents. There is no indication the Commission’s report, if all these enquiries were in fact made”( Beyond Mandal and After, Mittal Pulications, New Delhi, 1992. Page 36).
`   
3. By adding the condition (ii) in both the classes, the actual representation of the “Backward Classes” is significantly reduced which is being used at present to highlight the low level of representation of these communities in public employment so as to justify reservation to these communities.  If that is the criteria for evaluating the current employment, then the same criteria should be adopted while giving reservation. i.e. The benefit of reservation should be available to only those who not only belong to the community but “…… his father nor his grandfather has studied beyond the primary level  …”

4. If a combined test of caste and parental education is used to enumerate the OBC employees, the count will decrease as the time passes. As the literacy levels are increasing with time, there will be fewer and fewer number o OBC employees whose parents are below primary level of education. 

5. The whole exercise (supposing it was carried out) does not enumerate OBCs. It only enumerate the employees :

a. Who considered themselves ‘Shoodra”, and

b. Whose father and grand-fathers have not studied up to primary level.

It is to be mentioned that most of the castes included in OBCs consider themselves as either Kshatriya or Brahmin (See Appendix I). Hence, if asked individually, only few individuals will agree to be of Shoodra castes. 

Furthermore, if father or grandfather of an employee had studied up to primary level, according to ‘rough and ready criteria of the Commission, he/she was excluded  from the list of OBCs.

6. The Commission has used  the economic criterion  only in respect  to the “Non-Hindu” community. Discrimination on the basis of religion is against the basic spirit of the constitution. It is also submitted that the income level taken by the commission was, purposefully, too low and only a very few persons could  be covered under the same. 

7. 10.  The Commission has treated all 3743 castes as single class. There is no analysis of caste-wise representation. The Commission was required to ascertain “…such backward classes of citizens which are not adequately represented in public services…”.  Thus, as per mandate, the Commission was required to find out the representation of each backward caste individually so as to justify conferment of benefits to a particular caste. If a caste is adequately represented then there is no justification for carrying on with reservation for that caste. There is no material on the record to show that 3743 castes identified by Mandal are not adequately represented in the State services.  

G. Present to the President a report setting out the facts as found by them.

One of the most important Terms of Reference of Mandal Commission and component Article 340 was that the Commission should present the  FACTS as found by the Commission.  Mandal did not present any fact at all. Apart from the single above mentioned table, the Commission has not provided any data. There is no information about the socio-economic- educational status of any caste. Mandal has not provided any data obtained from much publicized socio-educational survey.  The report says that all the data obtained from the survey was computerized and was compressed in 31 tables. Appendix XXI Volume II, Page 129 ) gives a list of these tables , but characteristic of Mandal, NO FACTS ARE PROVIDED.

H. In this connection the commission may also examine the recommendation of the Backward classes commission appointed earlier and the considerations which stood in the way of the acceptance of its recommendations by Government.

It must be noted that  the recommendations of the First Backward Classes commission were not accepted primarily for the reason that ‘caste’ was used  as a basis for classification. In the Memorandum of Action Taken on the Report of the First Backward Class Commission at the time of tabling it before the Parliament, it was pointed out that the caste system is the greatest hindrance in the way of our progress to egalitarian society and that in such a situation recognition of certain specified castes as backward may serve to maintain and perpetuate the existing distinctions on the basis of caste. If caste is used as a basis for classification, it would not only bolster the separatist feelings but would also be a hindrance in overall goal of a “egalitarian society”. Shri Govind Ballabh Pant, the then Home Minister stated:-

“………the emphasis on caste has further been highlighted by some of the minutes of dissent. The tone and temper displayed therein bring into prominence the dangers and of separatism inherent in this kind of approach. It cannot be denied that the caste system is the greatest hindrance in the way of our progress towards an egalitarian society, and the recognition of specified castes as backward may serve to maintain and even perpetuate the existing distinctions of caste. There may be, besides castes, a large number of whose members may be classified as backward educationally and economically, but still there may be others among them who cannot be so classified. Similarly, among the so called upper and advanced classes there may be, and in fact there are, large number of those who are not less backward educationally and economically and even among the backward classes some castes are more backward than the others………”

Apart from the rejection of the crucial test of caste as a basis for classification it was further noted that the tests recommended by the commission would result in the entire community barring a few exceptions to be regarded as backward. The reality in such situation, recognized by the government, would result in the needy swamped by the multitude and would hardly receive any special attention or adequate assistance which is the very basis of providing affirmative action. 

Thus the report of First Backward Class Classification was primarily rejected for two reasons:

1. Caste was used as a test of identification for backwardness.

2. A large proportion of population was declared backward (2399 castes), and about 32% of population.

Therefore, the Mandal commission  was  required to unearth some positive and workable criterion (other than caste – since the same had already been rejected) so as to allow percolation of the benefit to the really needy  small group of people. Now let us have a look at what Mandal did:

1. Only Caste was used as a test of identification for backwardness.

2. Even a larger proportion of population was declared backward (3743 castes), and about 52% of population

IN SUMMARY, THE MANDAL COMMISSION HAS RUTHLESSLY VIOLATED ITS TERMS OF REFERENCE AND ARTICLE 340.

Appendix I
Most of the prominent OBC castes, claim themselves as to be either Kshatriya or Brahmins. 

Census of India 1931, records this phenomenon at number of place. Some of examples are listed here:

“Every Hindu who claims to be Hindu at all would claim to be either Brahman or Kshttriya,” …………. “Even castes of Chamars in the United Provinces have dropped their characteristic nomenclature at this Census and returned themselves as Sun- or Moon-descended Rajputs,”(Census of India,1931Pages 430,441 )

“There is.. apparently a tendency towards the consolidation of groups at present separated by caste rules. The best instance of such a tendency to consolidate a number of castes into one group is to be found in the grazier castes which aim at combining under the term ‘Yadava’ Ahirs, Goalas, Gopis, Idaiyans and perhaps some other castes of milkmen, a movement already effective in 1921.-------the desire of the artisan castes in many parts of India------ to be returned by a common denomination such as Vishwakarma or Jangida, usually desiring to add a descriptive noun implying that they belonged to one of the two highest varnas of Hinduism, either Brahman or Rajput. Of the two,, Brahman  was usually desired at this census though in some  cases a caste which has applied in one province to be called Brahman asked in another to be called Rajput and there are several instances at this census of castes claiming to be Brahman who claimed to be Rajput ten years ago” (Census of India1931,Page 431)

The Census illustrated this tendency with a table:

           ___________________________________________________________


Old Name 


1921 Claims


1931 Claims


___________________________________________________________


Kamar 



Kshattriya


Brahman


Sonar



Kshattriya


Brahman






Rajput



Vaisya


Sutradar


Vaisya



Brahman


Nai



Thakur



Brahman


Napit



Baidya



Brahman


Rawani(Kahar)


Vaisya



Kshattriya


Muchi



Baidya Rishi





Chamar







Gahlot Rajput

“In every single instance, the claim was that the caste deserved to be enumerated as a higher caste – Ahar as Yadava, as Yadava Kshatriya; Aheria as Hara Rajput; Ahir as Kshatiryas of varied superscripts; Banjaras as Chauhan and Rathor Rajput; Harhai as Dhiman Brahman, as Panchal Brahman, and Rathor Rajput; Barhai as Dhiman Brahman, as Panchal Brahman as Vishwakarma Brahman, Bawaria as Brahman, period; Bhotia as Rajput;.. Chamar as Jatav Rajput; … Gadaria as Pali Rajput: Gujar as Kshatriya;… Jat as Jaduvanshi Thakur;.. Kayastha as Chitraguptavanshi Kayastha, as Kshatriya; … Lodh as Lodhi Rajput;.. Taga as Tyagi Brahman.. one after the other, sixty three castes, the list alone taking three full pages… The point here is that each of them was aspiring to be and demanding to be elevated to a higher place in the social hierarchy.”

( Census of India,1931, Pages 528-32 )

‘The Census recorded the list of claims and claimants – of forty-four castes, each for upgradation: Baidya to Baidya Brahman;… Chamar to Satnami;… Gop to Yadava;… Kayastha to Kshjatriya;… Koiri to Koiri Kshatriya;… Kurmi to Kurmi Kshatriya;… Sutradhar to Vishwakarma Brahman;… Yugi to Rajbangshi;… Rajbangshi to Kshatriya;…. Yugi to Yogi; Vaidik Baishnab to Satvata Brahman.’ (Census of India,1931,425-28 )

W H Shoobert, the Superintendent for Crntral Provinces and Berar , remarked“Many of the applications aimed high,” he observed, and gave a selection of the claimants and their claims: Nai to Kulin Brahman; Bhat to Brahm Bhat Brahman; Panchal to Vishwa Brahan; Vidura to Parashar Brahman; Lunia to Lunia Kshatriya; Mahar to Kashyap Rajput; Gond to Kshatriya Surajwanshi; Chamar to Satnami… “The foregoing catalogue shows that several castes which had hitherto been classified as untouchable claimed Rajput origin,” Shoobert noted.( Census  of India1931, Pages 353-45) 

The Report for Jammu and Kashmir also listed the claims of a number of castes, including the ones very low down in the scale, to be recognized by a higher appellation, “the aim in each case being to shoot as high as possible.” Nayees as Nayee Brahmans; Bhats as Bhat Brahmans; Jhewars as Kashyap Rajputs; Kurmis as Kurmi Kshatriyas; Chippi, Darzi, Chapegar as Rohela Tank Kshatriyas; Lodhis as Lodhi Rajputs; Chamars as Chandarbansi Rajputs…( Census of India  1931, Pages 310-12 ).

The 1911 Census had attempted to tabulate castes on the basis of social precedence, Khan Ahmad Hasan Khan, the Superintendent for Punjab recalled. “This attempt could not be expected to succeed in view of the fact that nearly all castes consider themselves to be most exclusive and high-born. Nais urged that they be counted as Brahmans or Rajputs; Mirasis claimed they were really Quereshis; the Lohars and Tarkhans claimed they were Dhiman Brahmans---. ( Census Of India1931,322-24).

Beside Census, in other places also, these castes claim themselves as either Kshatriya or Brahmin

Excerpts from “India’s silent revolution’ by Christophe Jafferlot (Permanent Black, Delhi, 2003):

Yadavas as Kshitriya 

The Yadav Gavli community claims descent from the Great Yadav families to one which Shri Krishna the 8th incarnation of Vishnu belonged. The whole of the North India, Gujarat and Deccan were only ruled by the Kings of the Yadav families… they have kept up their Kshatriya caste traditions, customs and occupations… they have given considerable recruits to the government and have been regarded as Marathas and included in the Maratha regiments. Subsequently, Yadav leaders claimed that Shivaji’s mother was a Yadav. (R.V. Khedekar, The Divine Herigage of the Yadavas, Allahabad: Parmanand, 1959  Quoted in India’s Silent Revolution, Page 163).
Kurmi, Ahir as Kshitriya
In 1901, the Census Commissioner, Risley, decided to rank jatis in their local context and according to their varna, which was a much more delicate enterprise. Caste associations were therefore created as pressure groups whose aim was to improve their rank in the census, a development that was especially prominent among the low castes. Each census provided castes with an opportunity to petition the government for a higher place in the order of precedence and for being recorded under new, Sanskritised, names. In northern India, sixteen castes did so in 1911 and twenty in 1921, including Kurmis, Gadaiyas, Kacchi, Lodhs and Ahirs, who all wanted to be recognized as Kshatriyas. (E.A.H. Blunt, The Caste System of Northern India, Delhi: S. Chand, 1969 (1931), p. 227).. Quoted in India’s Silent Revolution, Page 148).
Nadar as Kshatriya

Nadar, the impure – but not untouchable  caste of toddy-tappers met with some socio-economic success in the early nineteenth century when Nadar ‘middlemen and money-lenders began to acquire wealth.These Nadars started to claim high Kshatriya status – 24,000 of them returned themselves as Kshatriyas in the 1891 census – and they began to get Sanskritised, adopting, for instance, the sacred thread of the twice-born.

Their caste association, the Kshatriya Mahajana Sangam, founded in 1895 and significantly renamed Nadar Mahajana Sangam in 1910, aimed to promote the general welfare of the Nadar, ‘the interests and rights of the community’. 

In 1921 it called upon the Nadars to return their castes as Kshatriya in the census but it changed its mind soon after under the aegis of W.P.A. Soundrapandian, their main leader in the 1920s- 1930s. he urged the Nadars to discard the sacred thread and to boycott the Brahmin priests, including for marriages. 

Soon after, in 1935, the Nadar Mahajana Sangam requested the government of Madras Presidency to include the Nadars in the list of the backward classes ‘so that fee concessions might be given to Nadars students’. Quoted in India’s Silent Revolution, Page 166-167)

Koli of Gujarat as Kshatriya
Gujarat’s largest caste was the Kolis. They had been classified by the British as a ‘criminal caste’ but claimed that they were kshatriyas and restored to genealogists to provide evidence of their aristocratic lineage. They sought recognition on a par with Rajputs. Some Koli clans had established matrimonial alliances with Rajputs, as those castes practiced  hypergamy. 

In 1947, the Kutch, Kathiawar, Gujarat Kshatriya Sabha was created after years of preparatory work. The word ‘Kshatriya’ was useful umbrella label to bracket the Rajputs and the Kolis together. Quoted in India’s Silent Revolution, Page 180-181).
Vanniyar As Kshatriya

However, caste federations or caste alliances did not always achieve their objective, as is evident from the caste of the Vaniyars, the largest caste of Tamil Nadu, with about 12% of the population in 1931. At the turn of nineteenth century, they were known as Pallis, tilled the land and occupied a rather low rank (though above the pollution line). In 1871, after the first census was published, Pallis who had already protested their low ranking, signed a petition in which they claimed the status of Kshatriya. The caste became Sanskritised by abandoning practices considered as unclean like widow remarriage, non-vegetarian diet, etc. From 1901 onwards this process coordinated by the caste association, the Vanya Kula Kshatriya Sangham (VKKS – Association of the Kshatriya of the Fire Clan), which lobbied the British administration. In 1921 the agricultural occupation – considered as degrading – of the Pallis was omitted from the census and 1931 the name Pallis itself was replaced by Vanniya Kula Kshatriyas, which became Vanniyars in common parlance (L.I. Ruolph and S.H. Rudolph. ‘The political role of India’s caste associations’ op.cit., pp.454-61). Quoted in India’s Silent Revolution, Page 454-61).
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