ANNEXURE-III 

The Magical 52%
Let’s see what Mandal says:

Estimated Population of OBCs (Volume 1, Chapter XII, Page 56)

12.19 Systematic caste-wise enumeration of population was introduced by the Registrar General of India in 1881 and discontinued in 1931. In view of this, figures of caste-wise population beyond 1931 are not available. But assuming that the inter se rate of growth of population of various castes communities and religious groups over the last half a century has remained more or less the same, it is possible to work out the percentage that all these groups constitute of the total population of the country.

12.20 Working on the above basis the commission culled out caste/ community –wise population figures from the census records of 1931 and, then grouped them into broad caste-clusters and religious groups. These collectivities were subsequently aggregated under five major heads,  i.e. (i) Schedule Castes and Schedule Tribes; (ii) Non-Hindu Communities, Religious Groups, etc.; (iii)  Forward Hindu Castes and Communities ; (iv) Backward Hindu Castes and Communities; and (v) Backward Non-Hindu Communities. Results of this exercise are contained in the table and a look at it will indicate the broad classification adopted by the Commission.

12.21 The population of Hindu OBCs could be derived by subtracting from the total population of Hindus, the population of Scheduled Castes, Scheduled Tribes and that of Forward Hindu Castes and communities and it worked out 52%. But the same approach could not be adopted in respect of non-Hindu OBCs. Assuming that roughly the proportion OBCs amongst the Hindus, was of the same order as amongst the Hindus, population of non-Hindu OBCs was also  taken as 52% of the actual proportion of their population  of 16.16%, or 8.40%. Thus the total population of Hindu and non-Hindu OBCs naturally added to nearly 52% (43,70% + 8.40% ) of the country’s population.  

12.22. From the foregoing it will be seen that excluding Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes, Other Backward Classes constitute nearly 52% of the Indian population.

	 

	Percentage Distribution of Indian Population by Caste and Religious Groups

	 

	S.No.
	Group Name
	Percentage of total population

	I.
	Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes
	 

	A—1
	Scheduled Castes
	15.05

	A—2
	Scheduled Tribes
	7.51

	 
	 
	 

	 
	Total of 'A'
	22.56



	II.
	Non-Hindu Communities, Religious Groups, etc.
	 

	B—1
	Muslims (other than STs)
	11.19  (0.02)*

	B—2
	Christians (other than STs)
	2.16    (0.44)*

	B—3
	Sikhs (other than SCs & STs)
	1.67    (0.22)*

	B—4
	Budhists (other than STs)
	0.67     (0.03)*

	B—5
	Jains
	0.47

	
	
	

	 
	Total of 'B'
	16.16

	III.
	Forward Hindu Castes & Communities
	 

	C—1
	Brahmins (including Bhumidars)
	5.52

	C—2
	Rajputs
	3.90

	C—3
	Marathas
	2.21

	C—4
	Jats
	1.00

	C—5
	Vaishyas-Bania, etc.
	1.88

	C—6
	Kayasthas
	1.07

	C—7
	Other forward Hindu castes groups
	2.00

	 
	Total of 'C'
	17.58

	
	
	

	 
	TOTAL OF 'A', 'B' & 'C' 
	56.30

	
	
	

	IV.
	Backward Hindu Castes & Communities
	 

	D.
	Remaining Hindu castes/ groups which come in the category of "Other Backward Classes"
	43.70@



	 V
	 Backward Non-Hindu Communities
	 

	E.
	52% of religious groups under Section B may also be treated as OBCs.
	8.40

	F.
	The approximate derived population of Other Backward Classes including non-Hindu Communities
	52% (Aggregate of D& E,  rounded)                                     

	 

	@ This is a derived figure.

	* Figures in brackets give the population of S.C. & S.T. among these non-Hindu Communities."


Assumptions 
Mandal has made several important (illogical) assumptions:
1. British India of 1931 and Indian Republic of 1979 are same.

2. Rate of growth of population of various castes communities and religious groups over the last half a century has remained more or less the same.

3. Roughly the proportion OBCs amongst the Hindus was of the same order as amongst the Hindus.

Now let us see if these assumptions are valid:

1. The 1931 Census of British India included various territories which are no more under control of India. These include:  

a. Burma

b. Pakistan

c. Bangladesh

d. Pak-Occupied Kashmir 

e. Aden and part of South Yemen (part of Bombay Presidency)

2. The 1931 Census of British India did not cover several territories which are at present integral part of Indian Republic. These include:

a. French India

b. Dutch India

c. Arunachal Pradesh 

3. For semiautonomous Princely States ( areas not under direct British rule ) census data were not tabulated according to the standard Imperial Table system in 1931 Census and in independently governed Princely States census was not carried out

4. The mass migration of population across Indo-Pak boarders was not taken into consideration. Largely upper caste Hindus, about 1 crore in number, migrated from Pakistan to India. They included Brahmin, Benias, Khatris, Sindhi and Jat-Sikh. Their numbers in the post 1947 population of India increased.

5. Mandal has used figures of 1971 Census for calculating the percentage of SC/ST and Non-Hindu communities (See categories A and B in the above table). It is totally illogical to calculate data for these groups from 1971 Census and data for so called forward castes (Category C) from 1931 census. If data for forward castes was to be calculated from 1931 Census, it was also possible to calculate percentage of other communities from 1931 census.

6. Correct enumeration of caste was not possible in 1931 Census. As far as correct enumeration of caste was concerned, the difficulty was well-nigh insuperable: “it is obviously impossible for the Census authorities to do anything other than accept the nomenclature of the individuals making the return, since to discriminate and to allot to different groups would involve entering into discussion on the basis of largely hypothetical data. Experience at this Census has shown very clearly the difficulty of getting a correct return of caste and likewise the difficulty of interpreting it for Census purposes.”(Census of India 1931, Page 432) 

7. The Census reproduced what the Superintendent of Census Operations for  Madras     had written in this connection: “Sorting for caste is really worthless unless nomenclature is sufficiently fixed to render the resulting totals close and reliable appro9ximations. Had caste terminology the stability of religious returns, caste sorting might be worth while. With the fluidity of present appellations, it is certainly not… 227,000 Ambattans have become 10,000.. Navithan, Nai Nai Brahman, Navutiyan, Pariyari claim about 140,000 – all terms unrecorded or untabulated in 1921……(Census of India,1931,Page 432). The census also reports from Bombay Presidency stating that correct enumeration of caste is not possible (Census of India 1931,Page 379): “To place each unit of Hindu community in his or her proper caste compartment under the correct sub-caste is today a complete impossibility, because – (a) No really complete index of castes and sub-castes has yet been compiled; (b) In too many cases, the individual questioned is either ignorant of his own caste or unwittingly gives a wholly misleading reply; (c) It is unreasonable to expect, from the type of enumerator now employed, the degree of vigilance, the breadth of ethnical knowledge and the patience and persistence necessary to obtain really correct information

8. Caste enumeration was incomplete in 1931 Census.  The Census recorded, “The castes shown are representative only and not a complete tabulation of the whole population.” The total population of what was then India was estimated as 353.8 million. As against this number, the total number covered by the caste-wise table was 220.7 million. (Census of India1931, Page 521).

9. Caste Mobilization. Mandal totally ignored the caste mobilization trends. As evident in 1931 census, old castes were disappearing and new castes were emerging. These castes were not only having new names, they also adopted new ‘Varna’. The excerpts from the Census are eye-openers: 

Census Superintendent of Madras reports (Census of India 1931, Page 430): “ Census Sorting for caste is really worthless unless nomenclature is sufficiently fixed to render the resulting totals close and reliable approximations. Had caste terminology the stability of religious returns, caste sorting might be worth while. With the fluidity of present appellations, it is certainly not 227,000 Ambatans have become 10,000… Navithan, Nai, Nai Brahman, Navutiyan, Pariyari claim about 140,000 – all terms unrecorded or untabulated 1921…”

Similarly, the number of Marathasin Central Provinces and Berar increased from 93901 in 1911 to 206144 in 1921. (Census of India1931,Page 464). This more than 110% increase in number can only be explained by mass scale mobilization of Kunbis to Marathas.

 “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 cstes 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 1931,528-32).

It is obvious that Mandal has precluded the possibility of social upward mobility in the five decades after 1931. Mandal has also asserted that forward Hindu castes and groups other  than Brahmin, Rajput, Maratha, Jat, Vaisya, and Kayastha constituted only two percent of the population in the India in 1931, but it has not listed these forward castes for the public to check.

10. A large number of people did not return caste in 1931 Census. More than 18  lakhs people did not return caste in Bengal alone (Census of India 1931, Page 430). 

11. Different growth rates in different communities. Mandal’s assumption of uniform growth rate among different communities can be contradicted by simply looking at the growth rate of different communities:

Decadal growth rate in different communities

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Category
	
	% Growth 
	

	
	1951-61
	1961-71
	1971-81
	1981-91
	1991-2001

	SC
	25.50
	24.20
	34.48
	29.59
	28.86

	ST
	57.62
	26.25
	21.43
	48.03
	29.16

	Non SC/ST
	20.34
	24.78
	23.12
	20.57
	18.88

	All
	23.08
	24.80
	24.66
	23.85
	21.35


Decadal growth rate of different religious groups

	
	Hindus
	Muslims
	Christians
	Sikhs
	Buddhists
	Jains

	% total of population 2001
	82.00
	12.20
	2.31
	2.00
	0.77
	0.41

	10-Yr Growth % ( '91-'01)
	20.3
	29.3
	22.6
	18.2
	24.5
	26


Decadal growth rates in different religious  communities:
	Religion
	51-61
	61-71
	71-81
	81-91
	91-01

	Indian Religions
	21.16
	23.84
	24.09
	22.79
	20.34

	Muslims
	24.43
	30.84
	30.74
	32.89
	29.50

	Christians
	27.25
	32.60
	17.38
	17.70
	23.13


It is obvious that no two communities have same growth rate.

12. Different castes have different growth rates.  Different growth rates of population for different castes is the rule in India. During pre-family planning period, population was mainly controlled by epidemics, famine, malnutrition, hygienic practices and nutrition etc. Malaria, cholera, Smallpox each took more than a million lives every year. Famine like situation in 1941-42 due to second world war as well as famine of 1965-66 also took lives of millions. These sad events reduced more vulnerable populations as the Govt. machinery failed to cope. Hence during the period, 1931 to 1971 upper caste population increased more than the lower caste. These facts can be best exemplified by studying Census data of 1911 and 1921. During this period India faced famine in 1913-14, severe influenza epidemic in 1918, and malaria epidemic in 1920-21.Let us see the effect of these calamities on different caste groups in different states:

	State
	Caste
	1911
	1921
	% Growth 1911-21

	
	

	Ajmer - Merwara
	Brahman
	24220
	23643
	-2.38

	
	Dhobi
	2882
	2413
	-16.27

	
	Gujar
	35059
	31912
	-8.98

	
	Jat
	30497
	25896
	-15.09

	
	Kumhar
	14120
	13871
	-1.76

	
	Rajput
	14302
	13772
	-3.71

	
	Teli
	4406
	4126
	-6.35

	Assam
	Brahman
	131317
	159696
	21.61

	
	Dhobi
	33946
	33466
	-1.41

	
	Kayastha
	81967
	121711
	48.49

	
	Kurmi
	24520
	27980
	14.11

	
	Namasudra
	172753
	166564
	-3.58

	
	Teli and Tili
	38757
	39555
	2.06

	Bengal
	Baidya
	88796
	102931
	15.92

	
	Brahman
	1253841
	1309539
	4.44

	
	Chamar
	136553
	152372
	11.58

	
	Dom
	173991
	150263
	-13.64

	
	Goala
	646473
	583970
	-9.67

	
	Hari
	265679
	148847
	-43.97

	
	Mumin(Jolha)
	282705
	255164
	-9.74

	
	Kaibartta(Chasi & Jalia)
	2487403
	2594733
	4.31

	
	Kayastha
	1113684
	1297736
	16.53

	
	Kumhar
	294545
	284653
	-3.36

	
	Kurmi
	176779
	181447
	2.64

	Bihar & Orissa
	Baniya
	140575
	178231
	26.79

	
	Bauri
	292503
	269687
	-7.80

	
	Brahman
	1755424
	1879226
	7.05

	
	Chamar
	1114467
	1147230
	2.94

	
	Dhobi(Dhoba)
	427079
	432688
	1.31

	
	Dom
	241903
	218733
	-9.58

	
	Dosadh
	1189274
	1167686
	-1.82

	
	Goala(Ahir)
	3250415
	3192242
	-1.79

	
	Hajjam
	455758
	417778
	-8.33

	
	Hari
	119468
	103602
	-13.28

	
	Jolaha
	826391
	841377
	1.81

	
	Kayastha
	347613
	344022
	-1.03

	
	Khandait
	769353
	822016
	6.85

	
	Kumhar
	513327
	528720
	3.00

	
	Kurmi
	1312832
	1315417
	0.20

	
	Pasi
	150142
	150136
	0.00

	
	Rajput(Chhattri)
	1239826
	1256906
	1.38

	
	Rajwar
	131971
	109323
	-17.16

	
	Tanti(Tatwa)
	613277
	602412
	-1.77

	
	Teli
	1071906
	1076705
	0.45


In the 1970’s, when healthcare facilities expanded to the rural areas, the death rate (especially child mortality) of OBC declined whereas the family planning was not taken that much aggressively by them. Hence during 1970’s there would have been a small rise in the population of the OBC  on account of this factor. 

13. The First Backward Class Commission (Kalelkar Commission) and the 1951 Census 
The methods  used by the First Backward Class Commission to enumerate the  OBCs  population are described in its report (Volume I, page 49, and Volume III, page 9, 14,15).

A list of  backward classes was prepared by the Ministry of Education with the assistance of State Governments. The Census of 1951 was not entirely casteless and caste was recorded with certain restrictions in the slips and in the National  Registers kept in the villages. Special instructions were issued regarding the enumeration of backward classes specified by State Government. The Census department has posted a special officer with backward class commission and the data about backward classes was officially communicated to the commission ( Census of India1951, Vol I, Part IA, Report by RA Gopalaswami,  p vii).According to this compilation, the total of OBC population represented 19.9% of the total.

Taking into the consideration the additional communities listed by the Commission for which data were available in the 1911, 1921, and 1931 census, the Census department estimated the percentage of OBCs to be 20.5%.

However , the commission listed several Non-Caste groups as OBCs (example: tea garden workers, ex-tea garden workers, Hijaras, Kisan, Sikhs etc) which did not find a place in the Census records. Similarly, some castes were not mentioned in any of the census. The Census department  supplied the revised figures including all the OBC groups.    According to this estimation, the backward classes constituted 31.8 per cent of the total population if the Ezavas of Travancore- Cochin were not              included and 32.28 per cent if they were included. 

Even the estimates made by Kalelkar commission are overestimates. The castes/communities whose names did not appear in earlier censuses were very unlikely to have a population of more than 200 each (Roy Burman, 2006). Logically, therefore, their aggregate should not have been pushed up by 10 percentage  points. , Besides, a careful examination of the list shows that many of these are surnames or  subcaste  names of castes and communities, some of which are related to many already listed castes.  

Prof B K Roy Burman  (Chairman , Technical Committee of Mandal Commission who later resigned from the Commission) was associated with the Kalelkar commission as a special officer from the Census department .He had all these records . He handed over these records to Mandal, but Mandal did not pay any attention to these figures.

14. Non-Hindu OBCs

It is ludicrous and arbitrary to assume that 52.1% of non-Hindus are OBCs. Religions like Islam, Christianity, Sikhism, Jainism, and Budhism do not have the caste system. The commission, however, observed in its report that” Though the caste system is peculiar to Hindu society yet, in actual practice, it also pervades the non-Hindu communities in India in varying degrees  (Volume I, Chapter XII, para 12.11)”. But next moment the Commission admits “ that all these religions are totally egalitarian in their outlook, they claim absolute equality of their co-religionist and any social differentiation based on caste is anathema  to them. In view of this caste can not be made the basis for identifying socially and educationally backward classes among non-Hindu communities ( Volume I, Chapter XII, para 12.16). Having said this, however, the Commission proceeded to do precisely the opposite ,and “evolved

The following rough and ready criteria for identifying non-Hindu OBCs:

a. All untouchables converted to any non-Hindu religion; and

b. Such occupational communities which are known  by the name of their traditional hereditary occupation and whose Hindu counterparts have been included in the list of Hindu OBCs (Example: Dhobi, Teli, Dheemar, Nai, Gujar, Kumhar, Lohar, Darji, Badhai, etc).

The Commission’s postulation that OBCs constitute 52.1% of the population of non-Hindus rests on the assumption that “ roughly the proportion of OBCs amongst non-Hindus was of the same order as amongst the Hindus. We have seen that the Commission included former untouchables in the rank of non-Hindu OBCs. Now the Schedule Castes account for 15.05% of Hindu population . This is separate from the OBCs which according to Mandal account for 52.1% of Hindu population. Therefore Scheduled castes and OBCs account for 66.15% of Hindu population . How then can non-Hindu OBCs account for 52.1% of the population of non-Hindus if “ roughly the proportion of OBCs amongst non-Hindus was of the same order as amongst the Hindus.” Non-Hindu OBC constitute 66.15% of the population  of non-Hindus if they include the Scheduled Castes! Clearly, this did not strike the Commission.

15.  The Current Evidence

a. The Second round of National Family Health Survey (NFHS) ,conducted      in 1998-99, show that the proportion of non-Muslim OBCs is 29.85%.

b. As per 55th round of National Sample Survey, carried out in 1999-2000,  non-Muslim OBCs constitute 32.19% of population. If Muslim OBCs care included, this figure is raised to 36%  (37.4% in Rural areas and 31.4% in Urban areas).

c. As per 61st round survey of NSSO for 2004-05, the estimated OBC population is 41.1%.  In the rural areas, the NSSO survey puts the OBC  population at 43 per cent, while in the urban areas OBCs account for 36 per cent. 

In a recent affidavit,  submitted by the Central Government in the Supreme Court, the Government has tried to deny the findings of NSSO, but look what NSSO director general Vishnu Kumar says:

"The findings of NSSO survey are quite authentic and   close to the realities. The methodologies adopted in  conducting the surveys are so scientifically designed that the findings have to be actual and realistic. Our  estimates are unbiased," (The Pioneer, November 1, 2006).

16. Violation of Terms of Reference 

In the same above mentioned affidavit, the Government submits “ the Mandal Commission had the specific mandate to determine the number of ST/SC and SEBCs /OBCs in the country,”

It looks like that in hurry to implement the quotas and gain political mileage ,the Government has not even read the Term of References of the Commission. Lets have a look at the Terms of References of the Mandal Commission:

In 1979, the Mandal Commission was setup under Article 340. The terms of reference of the Commission were:

a. “to determine the criteria for defining the socially and educationally backward classes;

b. to recommend steps to be taken for the advancement of the socially and educationally backward classes of citizens so identified;

c. 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

d. 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”

Nowhere in its Terms of References, Mandal Commission was given a mandate to determine the number of SC/ST and OBCs.

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 labour; 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.

17.  Mandal Pre-judged OBC headcount.

Before the Mandal Commission’s survey, Lohia claimed that the OBC population was 60%. Mandal was a follower of Lohia, and he has to prove it to be true as his political career thrived on this fact. Look at the report in The Pioneer (October 22, 2006 ):

“In a startling revelation, chairman of the technical committee of the Mandal Commission and noted social scientist Professor BK Roy Burman has said that Mandal had already fixed the OBC population at 54 per cent before their panel could carry out any scientific survey”.

Thus , the figure of 52% is a work of imagination, that too crude.
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