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Census 2011: Motto and Purpose 

 
Debating on the rationality of Article – 18 of the constitution of India, Shri Algu Rai Shastri, member from United Province informed the Constituent Assembly that ‘The sole interest of the government in the illusory web of the census lies in seeing a balance in the population of the communities so that these may continue to quarrel among themselves and thereby strengthen its own rule’.
 The apprehension raised by the Hon’ble members at the constituent assembly was not an isolated or narrow interpretation, as the Britishers often alleged, but a manifestation of public opinion exhibited way in 1881 during the second Census of India. The Census Commissioner of Central Provinces remarks was interesting: — ‘Among the people there was a widespread suspicion that the inquiries of the Census were preliminary to fresh taxation of some kind, and this suspicion “would linger on in some minds despite all asstirance to the contrary. The careful inquiries which were made about the occupations of the people had the effect of strengthening such apprehensions." In Berar it is said to have been "passive and apathetic, and on the whole as favourable to the taking of a correct census as to satisfy the most sanguine anticipations
’. 


At the enumeration of 1872, it appeared that, beyond being possessed by a vague feeling that the Census might be the herald of some new form of taxation, the public were not alarmed, nor was there time for any alarming rumour to get afloat. Mr. Copleston, the Census Superintendent of Burmah, goes on to say, "The same remarks can scarcely be made in reference to the present Census. Though the Burmese are accustomed to an annual counting, they had never before witnessed a long and elaborate course of preparation, proving an evident determination on the part of the Government that not a single man, woman, or child should escape the enumeration. The prolonged preparation, and the fact that the final counting was to be done by night, gave opportunity for absurd rumors to arise and spread among a credulous and superstitious people; and while generally the ideas related only to an additional tax in some parts of the country, and these not the wildest or least civilized, it was evidently feared that personal injury would be done to the inhabitants’.


The decennial census of India is considered as the mother of all surveys and the only undeniable macro as well as micro level data of India. When the outcome of a decennial census allow us to make a peek into the outer as well as inner sanctum of the house (nation) we are living, it also through challenges to relook into the unattended areas be it in the area of Demography, Economic Activity, Literacy & Education, Housing & Household Amenities, Urbanization, Fertility and Mortality, Language, Religion, Migration, Disability, SC/ST and many other socio-cultural and demographic related problems. The 2011 census will be the 15th edition of Indian National Census and 7th after independence. Curiously it is the maiden source of primary data at village, town and ward level. Business decision, formulation of polices for Central & State Governments, delimitation/reservation of Constituencies Parliamentary /Assembly/Panchayats and other Local Bodies and reviewing the country's progress in the past decade, monitoring the on-going schemes of the Government and plan for the future are made on the basis of census data. 


Census in India, after her independence, is being carried out according to the Census Act of 1948. As per the act, ‘The central government may by, notification in the Official Gazette, declare its intension of taking a census in the whole or any part of the territory to which this Act extends, whenever it may consider it necessary or desirable so to do and thereupon the census shall be taken’.
 

Caste Census and Colonial Consideration 

The first ever attempt, to count the population of India by the colonial rulers, was made in 1861. But this effort could not be succeeded because of the dislocations caused by the First War of Independence (the great rebellion of 1857-59). The second attempt started in 1871, was spread out over two years due to political reasons and financial constraints and completed in 1872. Even though the census is basically a demographic exercise in India, it has been influenced by political developments and has, in turn, heavily impacted national and state politics. 

The introduction of caste census was started in 1971 itself with a tiny start and intended to divide the India to neutralize threat to British Empire. The grouping or arrangement of various castes for administrative, political, and social purposes reached its culmination in Census 1901 under the guidance of Sir Herbert Risley. 

The Census of the 17th February 1881 was the first synchronous enumeration which has been attempted for all India. The colonial mind was very alert to the divisive mind of the Britishers. When the Britishers and the missionaries criticized Hinduism for its caste practices, it refuses to accept the untouchables, who are a product of the vice in Hinduism, as part of Hindu fold. The Census of 1881 said, ‘The same difficulty with regard to the definition of Hindoo was felt at the last Census, and, in fact, the absence of some such rule as that which was followed on the present occasion, rendered the figures of the previous Census almost meaningless, nearly six per cent. of the whole population being classed under other religions, and no two districts following the same rule, if indeed any rule at all was observed anywhere. It is a matter of opinion whether the Chúhra, the Chamar, the Sansi can properly be called a Hindoo or not, and, short of ranking the various tenets of each of the lower castes and tribes as a separate religion called after the name of the caste, the nearest approach to truth is probably arrived at by classing them all as Hindoo, leaving the caste table to tell its own tale.’
 

The Britishers were in constant search of the fault line in religion. It is evident from the report which suggest their search, ‘To a very great extent, so it undoubtedly is, but what has been said in the foregoing pages, justifies, perhaps, a wider view of caste, by which term, it is as well to explain, is here meant the perpetuation of status or function, by inheritance and endogamy. For caste is a development of the special tendency to which the social atmosphere of India, is abnormally favourable, and is not, therefore, the peculiar attribute of the Brahmanic form of religion, whatever it may be, so much as of the circumstances of which the Brahman had the opportunity of moulding in days long gone by. For example, we find that where, tribal pride is strong, and the social position good, the change of faith involves no alteration in either nomenclature, or social custom. Where, on the other hand, the community in question is in a depressed condition in the Brahmanic system, conversion to another faith is used as an opportunity to slip out of the hereditary yoke. Thus we find the various tribes of Jat and Rájpút, in the north of India, contain nearly an equal number of Bráhmanic and Musalmán members, not to mention the Sikhs that prevail in certain localities. Amongst the Jains, again, of Western India intermarriage is not uncommon between the Brahmanic and Shráwak sections of the same community.’


In ancient India it was the duty or work which uses to decide the castes of persons. It was aptly documented that a young boy born out of a maiden mother, who should be an outcaste, went to a teacher Haridrumata Gautama to receive education. Gautama enquire about the family and caste of the boy to which the boy replied ‘I asked my mother. She answered me: In my youth, when I went about a great deal serving as a maid, I got you. So I do not know this, of what family you are. However, I am Jabala by name: you are Satyakama by name". So I am Satyakama Jabala, sir’
. The boy was admitted into the school and become a legend in later stage. The Census Report of 1891 aptly identified the political use of castes. The report said, ‘Of castes of political origin instances have been already given, and more can be obtained on reference to any of the census reports of the last two enumerations. The most striking example, however, seems to be that of the Hill tracts of the Panjáb, where the Rája is the fountain of honour to an extent unprecedented, probably, in other parts of India, for by his word he creates, enlarges, and restricts the castes of the population of his realm. Elsewhere, the process of creation is, as a rule, confined to the two upper classes, Bráhman and Rájput’.
 

The census made division was vivid as the process started in 1891. A clear instruction in this regard is provided by the British Government. The census report says, ‘We have now to consider the results of the enumeration of caste, and it is necessary, accordingly, to show, as in the case of occupation, what was the scope of the inquiry’. Following instruction sheet was provided to the enumerators. 

	 

Column Headings 
	1881 

  

Religion. 
	
6. Religion. 

7. Caste, if Hindu ; Sect, if of other Religion.* 
	 

Column Headings 
	1891 


Religion.

  


Caste or Race. 
	 

1. Main Religion. 

2. Sect of Religion. 

3. Main Caste, Tribe, &c.             3 

4. Sub-division of Caste, Tribe, &c.  

	Instructions.- Col. 6. Here enter the main religious denomination to which each person belongs, as [Hindu, Muhammedan, Christian, Sikh, Jain, Brahmos, or other religious division of Hindus not mentioned above, Buddhist, Jew, Pársi]. If a person belongs to some aboriginal or non-Hindu tribe, enter the name of his tribe, as Gáro, Khásia, &c. 

Col. 7. In the case of Hindus, here enter the caste, as Brahman, Rajput, &c. If the name of the sub-division of the caste be entered, you must also enter the general name of the caste, as a whole. In the 

_____________________________ 

* In this column such details of tribes, clans, and sects, as the Local Government may direct, should be introduced. 
	Instructions-Col. 2. Here enter the main religion which each person returns:- 

As Hindu, Musalmán, Jain, Pársi, Christian. Forest tribes who are not Hindu, Musalmán, &c., should have the name of their tribe entered in this column, as Bhil, Gond, Gáro, &c.; low castes, such as Chamár, Dóm, Pária, Mahár, &c., should be catered by the religion which they themselves return, and no dispute about it is to be raised. 

Col. 3. Enter the sect of religion followed by each person as they return it:- 

As Smárth, Vaishnav, Walabhachárya, Lingaiat, &c., for Hindus; Sunni, Shiah, &c., for Musalmán; and for Christian enter whether Church of England, Roman Catholic, Presbyterian, Baptist, Lutheran, Methodist, Episcopalian, &c. If the sect cannot be stated, enter " Not returned " in this column, but do not leave it blank. 

	1881 

(Continued.) 
	1891 

(Continued.) 

	case of Musalmans, state whether they are Shiahs, Sunnis, Farazis, or Wahábis. Christians should be shown as members of the Church of England, Roman Catholics, Presbyterians, Baptists, Wesleyans, Armenians, or as belonging to the Greek or Syrian rite, or, if not belonging to any of these denominations, under the general head of " others." 
	Col. 4.* Enter the caste if Hindus or Jains, and the tribes of those who have not castes, and the races of Christians, Buddhists, &c. : 

As Brahmin, Rájput, Bania, Kúnbi, for Hindus. Pathán, Moghal, &c., for Musalmáns; Eurasian or Native Christian for Christians; do not cater vague terms, such as Hindustáni, Márwádi, Panjábi, &c. 

Col. 5.* If the caste has been entered in col. 4, enter here the sub​division, as Kanaujiá, Nágar, &c., for Bráhmans, Osvál for Banias, &c. If tribe, enter the clan, if race, enter the tribe or nationality. 

Some races or castes may not return sub​divisions, and in their case the entry in col. 4 should be repeated, but this column must not be left blank. Native Christians, for instance may be returned as Portuguese, East Indians, Madrási, or by their caste if recognised. Karéns, as Sgau, &c.; Bhils as Tadwi, Páwada, &c. ; Gónds as Ráj &c. 

______________________ 

* The drafting of illustrations in the instructions for cols. 4 and 5 was left to the local census superintendent. 


(Source: Jervoise Athelstane Baines , ( 1893 ), General report on the Census of India, 1891 , London , Her Majesty's Stationery Office , pp -186- 187).

The 1911 census, which was considered the first most elaborate caste census confronted with various problems. The census report says, ‘Best known of all caste classifications is Manu's fivefold division of the people into Brahmans, Kshatriya, Vaisyas, Sudras, and out-caste. Brahmans we have with us, and can more or less recognize; but whatever be a Kshatriya in Northern India, he in Madras, despite recent large accessions to his ranks, remains a singularly elusive personage. Of Vaishya, with recollections of sundry perfervid deputation still fresh in my mind, I fear to express an opinion; but their existence among us has been doubted by many, of whom at least one ingenious writer extends his skepticism to the case of the Sudras’
.


The slow disappearance of caste structures was noticed by the census reporter in 1911. The report said, " The technicalities, the uncertainties of law; the corruption of both judges and witnesses, encourage a gambling spirit in the people and render the modern court for many more attractive than the old caste Panchayat. Despite the laborious information of subsidiary table I, experience recognizes more clearly every day that the son of a priest is not always himself of priestly character; that the descendant of a hundred sweepers in not necessarily so excellent in the quality which he should profess, as one who comes to the sweeping with a mind open and unfettered by tradition. Restrictions on intermarriage persist it is true; but despite their persistence there are not wanting present signs of their recognition as the now needless survival of old time strategy, rather than as part of a scheme which looks to the future’
.

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
’. 


There was pressing recommendation of eradication of caste by the British enumerators but that did not restrict their political master to garner as much wealth as possible by dividing the castes and religions in India. The census report of 1911 said, ‘A system which has endured so long, and under which countless millions have lived, and millions still live, with more or less content, must needs have found not a few opponents and defenders : both, it is probable, have erred at times through excess of zeal. It is a disregard of all teachings of history to assert that this

system was never aught than the worse than worthless institute of a selfish theocracy ; it is no less an insult to common sense to defend the revolting doctrine that some human beings are born untouchable inheritors of unknown sins, and objects of just avoidance to the portly concentration and embodiment of equally unknown virtues’
.


The census of 1921 was full of apprehension on caste enumeration. The census report said, ‘Classification by castes is not, even now, very easy, but to evolve order out of the tangle of fancy names that are then likely to crop up would be a mighty task’.  The Superintendent of Census Operation V.R. Thyarajaiyar questioned the very basis of caste census. He asked ‘Why then it might be asked and it has been asked should we have this return made at each census?’ Even he suggested so boldly abolishing it when he asked ‘Why not abolish it?’ The cardinal principle the British Government opted was opposed by Thyarajaiyar as he said, ‘And it seems to have been suggested to the Government of India that it is anomalous that a Christian Government should perpetuate caste differences. It is true of course that the recording of caste by government in the course of the census has somewhat the look of government supporting the institution as it exists at present and of perpetuating inequality of social status among the people. But the fact is otherwise’
. 


In a prophetic tone Thyarajaiyar  said, ‘Whether caste is a good institution is a question not yet out of the region of controversy and whether it is more alive than dead or more dead than alive, it is certainly not yet so inactive a principle in the life of the people as to be altogether ignored’. He visualized a casteless society and its slow death in 1921 when he written ‘In journeying by trains, in the bustle of city life in reformed and progressive circles it may seem nearly extinct, but it is still there an institution forming the people into groups for the purposes of daily life which through at times provoking bitterness that does not seem native to it has on the whole certain conveniences; and till the mass of the people outgrows it a very real demological interest attaches to it and it is worth the while alike of the government and of the people to gather material for the study of its effects on the growth society’
. 


Among those who were highly dissatisfied by the initiation of caste census by Herbert Risley in 1901 was J.H. Hutton, the Census Commissioner of 1931. Hutton said, ‘All subsequent census officers in India must have cursed the day when it occurred to Sir Herbert Risley.. to attempt to draw up a list of castes according to their rank in society. He failed, but the results of his attempt are almost as troublesome as if he had succeeded, for every census gives rise to a pestiferous deluge of representations, accompanied by highly problematical histories, asking for recognition of some alleged fact or hypothesis of which the census as a department is not legally competent to judge and of which its recognition, if accorded, would be socially valueless. Moreover, as often as not, direct action is requested against the corresponding hypotheses of other castes. For the caste that desires to improve its social position seems to regard the natural attempts of others to go up with it as an infringement of its own prerogative; its standing is in fact to be attained by standing upon others rather than with them
.’ 

By the time the decennial census started in 1931, the enumerators were exasperated on the question of caste based census. They have realized that caste based enumeration was not reliable, and the numbers changed frequently. Caste mobilization was largely responsible to it. This is evident from the statement of the Census Superintendent of Madras who said, ‘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 worthwhile. 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 unstipulated 1921. Individual fancy apparently has some part in caste nomenclature. For example, an extremely dark individual pursuing the occupation of waterman on the Coorg border described his caste as Suryavamsa, the family of the sun
.”


Similarly, the number of Marathasin Central Provinces and Berar increased from 93901 in 1911 to 206144 in 1921. This more than 110% increase in number can only be explained by mass scale mobilization of Kunbis to Marathas
. Most of the prominent castes which are considered to be Shudra at present claim themselves as to be either Kshatriya or Brahmins. This strengthens the fact that there is no association between the Varna and caste and both should not be considered synonymously. 


The race then was to become upper caste in the caste hierarchy. ‘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
’. There were several factors that were eroding the distinctions between castes. “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
.” 

The castes of people during the early decade of 1900 were so fluid and unstable that it changed its name in every ten years. 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
.” 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.

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
.”


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
”. 


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
’. 
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	Population of India: 1951- 2001 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(in thousand) 

	SINo 
	States/Union Territorries 
	1951 
	1961 
	1971 
	1981 
	1991 
	2001 

	1. 
	Uttar Pradesh 
	63220 
	73755 
	88341 .52 
	110862.5 
	139112.3 
	166053 

	2. 
	Maharashtra 
	32002 
	39554 
	50412.24 
	62782.82 
	78937.19 
	96752 

	3. 
	Bihar 
	38728 
	46447 
	56353.37 
	69914.73 
	86374.47 
	82879 

	4. 
	West Bengal 
	26300 
	34926 
	44312.01 
	54580.65 
	68077.97 
	80221 

	5. 
	Andhra Pradesh 
	31115 
	35983 
	43502.71 
	53551.03 
	66508.01 
	75728 

	6. 
	Tamil Nadu 
	30119 
	33687 
	41199.17 
	48408.08 
	55859 
	62111 

	7. 
	Madhya Pradesh 
	26072 
	32372 
	41654.12 
	52178.84 
	66181.17 
	60385 

	8. 
	Rajasthan 
	15971 
	20156 
	25765.81 
	34361.86 
	44005.99 
	56473 

	9. 
	Karnataka 
	19402 
	23587 
	29299.01 
	37135.71 
	44977.2 
	52734 

	10. 
	Gujarat 
	16263 
	20633 
	26697.48 
	34085.8 
	41309.58 
	50597 

	11. 
	Orissa 
	14646 
	17549 
	21944.62 
	26370.27 
	31659.74 
	36707 

	12. 
	Kerala 
	13549 
	16904 
	21347.38 
	25453.68 
	29098.52 
	31839 

	13. 
	Assam(2) 
	8029 
	10837 
	14625.15 
	18041.25 
	22414.32 
	26638 

	14. 
	Punjab 
	9160 
	11135 
	13551.06 
	16788.92 
	20281.97 
	24289 

	15. 
	Haryana 
	5674 
	7591 
	1 0036.43 
	12922.12 
	16464 
	21083 

	16. 
	Delhi 
	1744 
	2659 
	4065.698 
	6220.406 
	9420.644 
	13783 

	17. 
	Jammu & Kashmir(3) 
	3254 
	3561 
	4616.632 
	5987.389 
	7718.7 
	10070 

	18. 
	Himachal Pradesh 
	2386 
	2812 
	3460.434 
	4280.818 
	5170.877 
	6077 

	19. 
	Tripura 
	639 
	1142 
	1556.342 
	2053.058 
	2757.205 
	3191 

	20. 
	Manipur 
	578 
	780 
	1072.753 
	1420.953 
	1837.149 
	2389 

	21. 
	Meghalaya 
	606 
	769 
	1011.699 
	1335.819 
	1774.778 
	2306 

	22. 
	Nagaland 
	213 
	369 
	516.449 
	774.93 
	1209.546 
	1989 

	23. 
	Goa 
	547 
	590 
	857.771 
	1086.73 
	1169.793 
	1344 

	24. 
	Arunachal Pradesh(1) 
	
	337 
	467.511 
	631.839 
	864.558 
	1091 

	25. 
	Pondicherry 
	317 
	369 
	471.707 
	604.471 
	807.785 
	974 

	26. 
	Chandigarh 
	24 
	120 
	257.251 
	451.61 
	642.015 
	901 

	27. 
	Mizoram 
	196 
	266 
	332.39 
	493.757 
	689.756 
	891 

	28. 
	Sikkim 
	138 
	162 
	209.843 
	316.385 
	406.457 
	540 

	29. 
	Andaman & Nicobar Islands 
	31 
	64 
	115.133 
	188.741 
	280.661 
	356 

	30. 
	Dadra & Nagar Haveli 
	41 
	58 
	74.14 
	103.676 
	138.477 
	220 

	31. 
	Daman & Diu 
	49 
	37 
	63 
	79 
	101 
	158 

	32. 
	Lakshadweep 
	21 
	24 
	31.81 
	40.249 
	51 .707 
	61 

	
	All India 
	361088 
	439235 
	548160 
	684329 
	846302 
	1027015 

	Note: (1) 
	Censused for the first time in 1961. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(2) 
	The 1981 Census could not be held in Assam. Total population for 1981 has been worked out by interpolation. 
	
	

	
	(3) 
	The 1991 Census could not be held in Jammu & Kashmir. Total population for Jammu & Kashmir as projected by Standing Committee of 

	
	
	Experts on Population Projection.(Oct.1989) 
	
	
	
	
	

	Source: Office of the Registrar General of India, Ministry of Home Affairs. 


	
	
	
	


Census Department Relieved of Caste Census in 1941: Why?

Enough heat on caste had generated by the time the 1941 census conducted in British India. The 1931 census coincided with a civil disobedience movement, which occasioned a good deal of localized trouble to certain superintendents particularly however in Bombay. 1940-41 saw also political influences on the census but in opposite direction; since whereas the difficulty in 1941 was to defeat an excess of zeal
.  


The 1941 census was under taken under a strange circumstance. Infact the 1941 census had a telling resemblance of what we are witnessing now in 2011 although the scale of confusion is different in 2011 and 1941. For the present census we are not sure whether to include the caste as a nomenclature for the Census purpose, the question was the same in 1941.  But the biggest question the British India faced in 1940, in the backdrop of the looming World War II, was whether to have a census at all. It was not till February 1940 that the Government of India decided whether to have a census or not. A still greater difficulty was caused by the delay in deciding how far to go with tabulation. To the dismay of the enumerators, this decision was not reached until after the enumeration was over. ‘Ordinarily preparations for sorting are made months earlier, buildings are booked, staff earmarked, pigeonholes, furniture, etc., arranged long before the enumeration date, the object being to guide the enumeration record straight into the designated sorting office, where it will find a responsible officer and his staff awaiting it. A decision reached only after the enumeration is over meant that none of this preparedness could exist and every Superintendent felt the difficulties this brought
’. 

M.W.M. Yeats, an iron willed British Census Commissioner undertaken the decision to carry out the Census of India in 1941 even without a mandate from the government. A path breaking conscientious decision was taken by the Census Commissioner. Although there was limitation and confined circumstance under which the census of 1941 was taken, ‘The sanctioned tabulation for British India does not cover caste but even had the full course been taken, there would have been no all India caste table’. Yeats again said with a through conviction, ‘Even in 1931 it was severely limited for financial reasons; the time is past for this enormous and costly table as part of the central undertaking and I share Dr. Hutton’s views expressed ten years ago. With so constricted a financial position and with so many fields awaiting an entry there is no justification for spending lakhs on this detail’. The British officers were very much aware of the worthlessness of caste census and the worth of taking other areas of human development into account. 

Yeats said, ‘It was made plain from the first that while we were opposed to caste tabulation as a central charge it was quite possible, at the time of community sorting, to take out caste detail provided this were paid for. This represents an important departure and on of the most interesting developments of the 1941 census
’. 

A firm administrator and benevolent Census Commissioner Yeats was determined to include vital statistics on human development indices. He said, ‘The elements which the center must indefeasibly carry are age, means of livelihood, community, civil condition, literacy, birthplace and mother tongue, where it is decided to produce tables on these matters.’  Yeats said, ‘I have stressed the fact that rationalization of the census is overdue’.
  

Independent India: The Question of Quota and Caste Census
 
The constitution assembly had taken the responsibility of India from the Britishers to device the Indian constitution and rule of law for India. All subjects including caste were debated at length. Dr. B.R. Ambedkar was the most outspoken opponent of the perpetual practice of caste in India. Speaking at the Constituent Assembly Dr. Ambedkar asked, ‘Will history repeat itself? It is this thought which fills me with anxiety. This anxiety is deepened by the realization of the fact that in addition to our old enemies in the form of castes and creeds we are going to have many political parties with diverse and opposing political creeds. Will Indian place the country above their creed or will they place creed above country? I do not know. But this much is certain that if the parties place creed above country, our independence will be put in jeopardy a second time and probably be lost forever
’. Ambedkar cautioned the assembly members and said, ‘This eventuality we must all resolutely guard against. We must be determined to defend our independence with the last drop of our blood
’.

Dr. Ambedkar even gone to length of questioning the denomination of nation itself if the said nation is recognized by its several thousand castes. He said, ‘How can people divided into several thousands of castes be a nation? The sooner we realize that we are not as yet a nation in the social and psychological sense of the world, the better for us. For then only we shall realize the necessity of becoming a nation and seriously think of ways and means of realizing the goal. The realization of this goal is going to be very difficult – far more difficult than it has been in the United States. The United States has no caste problem. In India there are castes. The castes are anti-national. In the first place because they bring about separation in social life. They are anti-national also because they generate jealousy and antipathy between caste and caste. But we must overcome all these difficulties if we wish to become a nation in reality
’. 


An institution which existed with tenacity for some 3000 years could not have been abolished by mere legislation. So, the framers of the Constitution sought to ignore in public life; make it socially iniquitous, outrageous, stigmatic, and seemingly discriminatory aspects illegal; and allow it to have a natural, albeit slow, death. The decision to abolish caste enumeration in the census as a national policy was an important step in that direction. There has been no caste census since 1951 but a limited one. 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. According to this compilation, the total of OBC population represented 19.9% of the total
. 


The constitution of India never mentions backward castes; it always maintained backward class. The only time the constitution uses caste is to recognize scheduled caste. If there is a mention of caste in the constitution in places other than where the prefix schedule is not attached, it is mentioned for non-discrimination on the ground of caste. The pious objectives with which our fore-fathers decided and embarked upon the framing of the Constitution – Secularism was one of the guiding principles. Secularism entails not just religious but also casteless egalitarian society. The high objective and the final goal was to convert a society fragmented on the lines of religion, caste, economic status etc into a homogenous society where identification of a person was not on the basis of the religion he professes or caste he belongs to but was on the basis of what he is or what he has made himself into. This is aptly clear from the statement of Pandit Jawahar Lal Nehru made by him on the floor of the Lok Sabha on 13 June 1951. He said “After all the whole purpose of the Constitution as proclaimed in the Directive principles is to move towards what I may say a casteless and classless society
”. The Hindu society may be a caste society but the Indian constitution is not a caste constitution. In fact it forbids governance on the basis of caste, religion place of birth and language or any one of them. 

The present debate and political maneuvering on caste based census is an effort to stretch the already overstretched quota limit. The most vociferous proponents of caste based census are the laud leader of OBC stronghold. Strangely there is no curiosity on the part of the upper caste people to know their numbers. This was in opposition to their earlier position when in 1941 the Census Commissioner was paid by upper castes to count their heads. The 1941 Census Report says, ‘An extension was given to this principle where private interests were concerned. Thus persons interested in the Maithili form of Bihari or in the numbers of Maithila Brahmins were told that they could have these figures extracted provided they deposited in advance the estimated cost. This they did
’. 

The Indian constitution allow census of SCs and STs only to provide them political representation under Article 330, which talks about the reservation of seats for SCs and STs in the House of People as per the proportion of their numbers in State and Union Territory  of India. Article 332 (1) makes similar provisions in the Legislative Assemblies. There is no basis for the reservation of OBCs in legislatures. The nine-judge bench allowed OBC reservations in services and education along with the directive of removing the creamy layer and constitution of a commission to look into the OBC population; about its inclusion, status and exclusion for the quota benefit. The National Commission for Backward Castes was duly constituted by the Central Government and it is their job to produce information as well as numbers of OBCs in India. 


But the inclusion of castes in OBC itself is now become a political football. The First Backward Classes Commission (Kaka Kalelkar Commission) anointed 2399
 castes as backward castes. The Second Backward Classes Commission (Mandal Commission) enlisted 3743
 castes as backward castes. The National Commission for Backward Classes listed more than 5700
 castes as backward castes.  


The Chairman of First Backward Class Commission, Kaka Kalelkar, pleaded that the reservations and other remedies recommended on the basis of caste would not be in the interest of society and country. He opined that the principle of caste should be eschewed altogether. Then alone, he said, would it be possible to help the extremely poor and deserving members of all the communities. He wrote, 


‘Towards the end of our enquiry, we have come to the conclusion that caste, communal 
or denominational considerations need not be introduced in the educational policy.  A 
progressive, modern welfare State, cannot afford to tolerate educational backwardness 
anywhere in the State.  In most of the modern States more than 60 per cent of the scholars 
receive full educational aid.  In India, it should be possible for the State to give 
educational aid to all the poor and deserving students in the country, irrespective of caste, 
sex or denomination.  Whenever it is necessary to show preference it must be for women 
and for students of rural areas.  The present preference for Scheduled Castes and 
Scheduled Tribes should be continued for some time, but the time has come when all the 
poor and deserving should, and could, be helped, so that no communal consideration need 
be introduced in the field of education
’. 


In the Memorandum of Action on the report of 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. 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 if caste is used as a test for backwardness, it 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. 


Prime Minister of India Pandit Jawahar Lal Nehru in his letter dated 27th June, 1961 wrote:-

“I have referred above to efficiency and to our getting out of our traditional roots.  This necessitates our getting out of the old habit of reservations and particular privileges being given to this caste or that group.  The recent meeting we held here, at which the Chief Ministers were present, to consider national integration, laid down that help should be given on economic considerations and not on caste.  It is true that we are tied up with certain rules and conventions about helping the scheduled castes and tribes.  They deserve help but, even so I dislike any kind of reservation, more particularly in Services.  I react strongly against anything which leads to inefficiency and second-rate standards.  I want my country to be a first class country in everything.  The moment we encourage the second-rate, we are lost. The only real way to help a backward group is to give opportunities of good education; this includes technical education which is becoming more and more important.  Everything else is provision of some kind of crutches which do not add to the strength or health of the body.  We have made recently two decisions which are very important one is, universal free elementary education, that is the base; and the second is scholarships on a very wide scale at every grade of education to the bright boys and girls, and this applies not merely to literary education, but much more so, to technical, scientific and medical training.  I lay stress on the bright and able boys and girls because it is only they who will raise our standards.  I have no doubt that there is a vast reservoir of potential talent in this country if only we can give it opportunity. But if we go in for reservations on communal and caste basis, we swamp the bright and able people and remain second-rate or third-rate.  I am grieved to learn how for this business of reservations has gone a based on communal consideration.  It has amazed me to learn that even promotions are based sometimes on communal or caste considerations.  This way lies not only folly, but disaster.  Let us help the backward groups by all means, but never at the cost of efficiency.  How are we going to build the public sector or indeed any sector with second-rate people?
”


The claim that reservations are justified because these communities have been excluded for centuries is problematic. It invokes the principle of compensatory justice and suggests that communities previously harmed must now be suitably recompensed. There is no doubt that community that have been victim of forced segregation have been harmed, yet the language of compensation does not provide an adequate justification in favor of these victims. Principle of compensatory justice relies on pinpointing clearly the victim and the victimizer and the precise nature of harm done by the later to the former. This creates several difficulties as the degree of harm suffered may vary within the identified Community. Even when all the victims are supposed to be harmed equally, it remains to be seen whether all the other members of society were victimizers. There is a need to address the issue of existing inequalities and continuing injustice. But neither compensation nor rectifying the past wrongs offer viable answers. Indeed, as Hagel reminds us, in the act of rectifying past wrongs we may create new wrongs. If we rely on the principle of compensatory justice, how can (so called) upper caste Hindu are held responsible for backwardness of Muslims who held the power for centuries?  


Criticizing the Mandal Commission Report, its recommendations and the resolve of the V.P. Singh government to implement the same, former Prime Minister and then leader of Opposition Shri Rajiv Gandhi in his speech in the Parliament stated-

“Sir, before I start on what I really wanted to say, I must say that I have been terribly pained with what I have heard just now from one of the members of the government, one of the ministers. It is extremely sad that the thinking in this government revolves around caste ...

We, the Congress, are in favour of a comprehensive action plan, an affirmative action plan for the backward communities. We need that. The problem cannot be solved by playing politics or by limited politically motivated manipulations... Is the government looking at one particular vested interest or is the government really looking at the socially and educationally backward classes? This is the question I want to put to the Prime Minister...

What objection can there be to what I am saying? In fact, every objection that I am hearing is only confirming my fear that this government is aiming these benefits at a particularly privileged group and not looking at the really poor...I think the honorable Prime Minister has totally missed the point. The point is within a particular class, who do you want to help? Do you want to help those persons within a particular class who are already well-off?...I will answer how many. If the number is negligible, if the number is only one or two, then you should have no objection at all because you are only eliminating two out of the 42 or 43 crores. What is your objection then? The fact is that within a class when you want to give some assistance, it should go to the poorest. I would recommend it...Sir, it should go not only to such under-privileged groups and many other like them, but to people from all religions who are under-privileged and this is where I have a grave difference with what the government is bringing in. They are looking almost entirely at caste.........

The second point which must be a part of the national goal is a casteless society. The Constitution very clearly differentiated between Scheduled Castes and backward classes. Why did our Constitution makers make this distinction? They had something in their minds. Why have we lost that distinction today?

“Sir, do we still have that goal of a castiest society ………if you believe in a casteless society, every major step you take, must be such that you move towards casteless society and you must avoid taking any step which takes you towards a caste-ridden society. unfortunately the step that we are taking today, the manner in which it has been put, is a castiest formula. While accepting that caste is a reality, we must dilute that formula by adding something onto it. so that at least we start inching away from it……

Three important sociologists were involved with the Mandal Commission- Prof B.K. Roy Burman, Prof Srinivas and Prof Jogendra Singh. They have been thanked in the preface of the Mandal Commission Report for the work they have done. But reading the newspapers recently, I found that they have declined the honour and they have clearly said that they were denied any real opportunity to participate in the findings. The three important sociologists that were involved with this Commission have today said that they have not contributed to this Commission. Then, how did this Commission get its information? There was a Research and Planning team which met for only three days. I read out para 11.3 where it says: ''To begin with, a Research Planning Team of sociologists met in Delhi from June 12th to 14th, 1979, to draw up a plan of studies and researches which should be undertaken by Backward Classes Commission for determining, in a scientific and objective manner, the criteria for defining socially and educationally backward classes.''

Then he says it is appended on the back. The task of this team was solely to draw up a plan of studies - not to do the studies only but to draw up a plan of studies. They did not do the studies. This group was never consulted again. Then, the Srinivas Panel did meet only for five days. So, the research team met for three days, the Srinivas Panel met for five days:

Para 11.4. ''Subsequently, a panel of experts led by Prof. M.N. Srinivas, met in Delhi from July 16 to 20th, 1979, i.e. for five days, and, after detailed deliberations, prepared a complete design of the survey along with a set of scheduled, dummy tables, instructions, etc.''

So, these two groups in a sense laid down, what the Commission could do. Now, what did the Commission actually, do with it, because neither of these teams was consulted after this? This means no specialist, no sociologist was involved with this report, apart from those eight days.

The only expert advice that this committee has got was from the Technical Advisory Committee headed by a bureaucrat, the Director General of the Central Statistical Organisation, a professional statistician. not a sociologist. This was the level, the intellectual level at which the data that has been received, has been processed. These are the intellectual inputs that have gone into it. But what of the data; what is the quality of the data that was collected?. I am going to give you quotations from Mr Mandal himself on what he thinks about the data that he has collected and presented. Paragraph 3.15 says:

''On the basis of 1891 and 1931 Census, data was collected and analysed with a view to getting a frame for the linkage of traditional occupations by caste.'' Now, what are we talking about? We are talking about data which is 100 years old, or 60 years old. Is that valid today? Can we really interpolate from 1891 and 1931, to 1990, or, does something better need to be done.

“Sir, I am going back to the question of using caste as the sole identifier I will just read from what the public opinion was, where 70% of the OBC’s have said that caste should not be the only identifier. Now we go to what 10 states have said , Assam, Andhra Pradesh, Bihar, Gujarat, Karnataka, Kerala, Maharashtra, Punjab, Rajasthan and Uttar Pradesh……all these states have recommended Caste as one of the criteria for identifying backwardness and not the sole criterion. Then three states and two union territories – Delhi, Dadar Nagar Haveli, Haryana, Himachal Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh have said caste should not be made as the criterion backwardness. Thenseven states – Bihar, Gujarat, Himachal Pradesh Kerala, Punjab, Rajasthan and Uttar Pradesh have said – “no income status as one of the significant tests.” Then one state and two union territories – Haryana Delhi and Dadar Nagar Haveli have desired that economic factors should be the sole determinant of backwardness. Now the individuals who responded, who interlocutor with the commission, the states who gave their reports, everybody had said hat caste should not be the sole identifier. Then the commission goes and has the caste as the sole identifier……Do we not have a responsibility over and above what is written in the book? Do we not have to react? Is it not our responsibility sitting in this house to see that the nation is not divided because somebody has made up a slip-up? Why are we here? Otherwise they could sit here and such reports could be mandatory
”


But these sagely edict indelibly written in the spirit of the constitution and in operation till 2001 was started facing political onslaught when then Home Minister L.K. Advani started the clamor for caste enumeration with a proposal in the context of the ‘millennium census’. The BJP’s plea that implementation of the Mandal Commission’s recommendations had made caste enumeration imperative was hogwash. The claim by M Vijayanunni, the then Registrar General and Census Commissioner, for the need of population figures of the OBCs for their political representation in parliament and legislatures was of a piece with Advani’s proposal; for, the constitution does not envisage political representation for the OBCs as a separate category; nor was there any enabling by parliament
. J.K. Bantia, then Registrar General of Census admitted that he had difficulty in dissuading Advani from undertaking a caste census. But finally good sense prevailed and exclusion of caste from Census 2001 with Bantia’s efforts or otherwise, spared the country of many socio-political problems. 
DETAILS OF STATE OTHER BACKWARD CLASSES COMMISSIONS

	Sl. N. 
	State 
	Year 
	Committee/commissions
	Recommendations
	Status 

	1.
	Andhra Pradesh
	1968
	Manohar Prasad Commission
	30% reservation in Govt. Service among four categories of OBCs i) Aboriginal tribes, Vimukta Jatis, Nomadic and Semi nomadic tribes (7%), ii) Vocational groups (13%), iii) Harijan Converts (1%)and other classes (9%). Govt. reduced it to 25%.
	

	
	
	1975
	Veerapa Committee
	25% reservation 
	

	
	
	1970
	K.M. Anantharaman
	
	State’s G.O. based on the report of the Anantharam Commission was upheld by the Supreme Court in Balram case. The Modified list of OBCs based on the report of Murlidhara Rao Commission was upheld by the A.P. High Court but the increased quantum of reservation from 25% to 44% was struck down (judgment of 5.9.1986)

	
	
	1982
	Murlidhar Rao Commission
	44% reservation
	

	2.
	Bihar 
	1951
	Govt. of Bihar
	A List of 109 castes prepared to give them benefit of scholarships.
	

	
	
	1971
	Mungeri Lal Commission
	24% seats in medical and other professional institutions, 26% in Govt. and Semi-Govt. jobs.
	Not challenged

	
	
	1978
	Krpoori Thakur Commission
	20% reservation in Govt. service.
	

	
	
	1994
	U.N. Sinha
	Not accepted.
	

	3.
	Gujarat
	1972
	A.R. Bakshi
	82castes identified, 10% reservation in medical/engineering and other professional institutions/Trg. Cum production centres. 10% reservation in Class III and IV posts and 5% in Class I and II posts.
	

	
	
	1981
	C.V. Rane
	28% reservation in posts and seats
	

	
	
	1987
	R.C. Mankad
	Report not submitted
	

	4.
	Haryana 
	1991
	Gurnam Singh 
	27% reservation in Govt. service
	Not challenged

	5.
	Himachal Pradesh
	1951
	Govt. of H.P
	Followed the list of OBC declared by erstwhile stat Punjab
	

	
	
	1970
	Govt. of H.P.
	Economic Criteria
	

	
	
	1993
	Govt. of H.P.
	20% for OBCs
	

	6.
	Jammu and Kashmir
	1967
	P.B. Gajendragadkar Commission
	Recommended for high powered Committee to identify castes and communities 
	

	
	
	1969
	J.N. Wazir Committee
	42% reservation for OBCs
	

	
	
	1976
	A.S. Anand Committee
	42% of Govt. jobs and seats in technical institutions and other institutions. 
	

	7. 
	Karnataka
	1918
	Sir L.C. Miller
	Special facilities to backward communities with regard to education and recruitment in State services.
	

	
	
	1961
	Nagan Gowda Committee
	Reservation in professional and Technical institutions (BC-28%, MBC-22%). In Govt. service (BC21% and MBC-24%)
	

	
	
	1975
	Havanur Commission
	Reservation for OBCs 16% in education and Govt. service
	The Karnataka High Court struck down the inclusion of certain communities in the list of SEBCs. The matter was then taken to the Supreme Court in Vasanth Kumar case. (High Court judgment was prior to Mandal Report)

	
	
	1985
	Venkataswamy Commission
	27% reservation for OBCs.
	

	
	
	1990
	Chinnappa Reddy Commission
	
	

	8.
	Kerala
	1961
	Vishwanathan Committee 
	40% of seats in technical and professional colleges and direct recruitment of service Govt. of Kerala restricted to 25%.
	

	
	
	1965
	G. Kumara Pillai
	40% reservation for OBCs in Govt. Jobs
	The Kerala Govt. vide communication dt. 8.2.1991 has initiated that the list of OBCs has not been challenged.

	
	
	1970
	M.P. Damodaran
	40% reservation in Govt. services for OBCs and further distributed among different communities.
	

	9.
	Madhya Pradesh
	1980
	Ramjee Mahajan
	Recommended for 35% reservation for OBCs in educational Institutions and in Government service. 
	List stayed by M.P. High Court.

	
	
	1984
	Govt. of M.P.
	25% reservation for OBCs
	

	10
	Maharashtra 
	1961
	B.D. Deshmukh 
	10% reservation for OBCs
	Not challenged

	11.
	Punjab
	1951
	Committee
	2% reservation for OBCs
	

	
	
	1965
	Brish Bhan Committee
	5% reservation for OBCs in educational institutions and Govt. service
	Not challenged

	
	
	1975
	Harcharan Singh Commission
	15% reservation for OBCs in educational institutions and Govt. service.
	

	12.
	Tamilnadu 
	1885
	Provincial Govt.
	Grant-in-aid Code 1885 to regulate financial aid to educational institutions. 
	

	
	
	1927
	Madras Presidency 
	Communal Government order 25% of OBCs
	

	
	
	1969
	A.N. Sattnathan Commission
	17% reservation for backward classes and 16% reservation for most backward classes. 
	The revised list prepared by the Ambasankar Commission has been challenged in the Supreme Court vide  W.P. No. 1 of 1987  which is pending. Status report not received from State Government. 

	
	
	1982
	J.A. Ambashankar Commission
	5% for OBC in Government Service
	

	13.
	Uttar Pradesh
	1975
	Chhedi Lal Sathi Commission
	 15% reservation for OBCs in government services, technical and professional seats. 
	

	14. 
	Goa
	
	No Commission/Committee State Government have notified 4 communities as OBC on their own.
	
	The list was challenged in the High Court in 1986 for quashing the G.O. and instead declare all the 19 communities recommended by the Mandal Commission as OBCs. The High Court rejected the petitioner’s claim on March 1998. The matter is now before the Supreme Court through SLP No. 9813 of 1988. 


The States and Union Territories which have never prepared a list of OBCs or taken any separate action for their upliftment are: Andaman and Nicobar Island, Arunachal Pradesh, Chandigarh; Dadra and Nagar Haveli; Goa, Daman and Diu, Lakshadweep, Madhya Pradesh, Manipur, Mizoram, Nagaland, Sikkim, Tripura and West Bengal
. 

The Government of West Bengal set up a Committee on August 1st, 1980, to study whether it was necessary to invoke the powers vested in the State Government under Articles 15(4), 16(4), and 29(2) read with Article 15(4) of the Constitution. In its report submitted on August 30th, 1980, the Committee recommended that “Poverty and low levels of living standards rather than caste should, in our opinion, be the most important criteria for identifying backwardness.” It also recommended the identification of occupational groups as backward and formulation of comprehensive programmes “for the economic development and educational advancement of these groups who are below the poverty line…..” The Committee was against reservation of quotas in Government services for backward classes
. 

The report of the Committee has been accepted by the Government of West Bengal in toto
. 

Dangerous Gambit: Counting Together for Census and NPR

The Kargil Review Committee appointed by the NDA Government to look into the aspects which led to the Kargil War submitted its report in January 2000, the committee noted that immediate steps were needed to issue ID cards to villagers in border districts, pending its extension to other parts of the country. A Group of Ministers of the NDA government submitted a report to the government in 2001, titled Reforming the National Security System noted: 


“Illegal migration has assumed serious proportions. There should be compulsory registration of citizens and non-citizens living in India. This will facilitate preparation of a national register of citizens. All citizens should be given a Multi-purpose National Identity Card (MNIC) and non-citizens should be issued identity cards of a different colour and design
.”


In 2003, the NDA government initiated a series of steps to ensure the smooth preparation of the national register, which was to form the basis for the preparation of ID cards. The best way was to link the preparation of the register with the Census of India. However, the Census has always had strong clauses relating to the privacy of its respondents. Thus, the Citizenship Act of 1955 was amended in 2003, soon after the MNIC was instituted. This amendment allowed for the creation of the post of Director of Citizen Registration, who was also to function as the Director of Census in each State. According to the citizenship rules notified on December 10, 2003, the onus for registration was placed on the citizen: “It shall be compulsory for every Citizen of India to…get himself registered in the Local Register of Indian Citizens.” The rules also specified punishments for citizens who failed to do so; any violation was to be “punishable with fine, which may extend to one thousand rupees”. In other words, the privacy clauses relating to Census surveys were diluted significantly by the NDA government in 2003 itself
. 


The UPA government replaced the name MNIC with the National Authority for Unique Identity (NAUID), and placed under the Planning Commission. The NAUID was established in January 2009, after the terrorist attacks on Mumbai in November 2008. However, the steps to establish it had begun even before the Mumbai attacks
.


After inaugurating a two-day Data Users Conference for the 2011 Census on April 24, 2008, then Union Home Minister Shivraj Patil said: “The Government is contemplating to dovetail the preparation of the National Population Register (NPR) with the 2011 Census and a committee headed by the Registrar General of India has been set up for strictly enforcing accountability of those involved in census taking. This is vital to make the census data authentic and unquestionable
’.


The aftereffect of Mumbai Attacks divested Home Minister Shivraj Patil. When P. Chidambaram was allotted the job of home ministry he endorsed the policy of Shivraj Patil and said, ‘We have our national population register which will be built by the Registrar General of India. The preparatory work is underway. By 2011, you’ll have a register and a census, and enumeration will happen simultaneously. The Census of India is considered a very good census. If the same efficiency is brought to bear on the NPR, with some additional fields, we should have a good NPR by 2011-2012’. He continued, ‘We have the NPR, which means the data of every citizen. The other one is the Unique Identification (UID) system. The MNIC has to be issued to every citizen for which the Government has decided to set up a UID authority’
.


The Government of India issued a press release and made it public that ‘The collection of particulars of each usual resident will be undertaken by house-to house enumeration. The enumerators canvassing House listing Schedule of Census 2011, will canvass the NPR schedule also. This will be followed by capture of photographs and 10 fingerprints of all those who are of age 15 years and above’. A printout of certain data fields and photographs will be displayed in villages in rural area/wards in urban areas for inviting objections from the public for corrections in spellings of names, date of birth, residency status etc. These objections will be disposed of through a series of appellate authorities at village, tehsil and district levels. The draft database will be placed before the Gram Sabha/Local bodies for authentication of usual residents. Once finalized, the NPR database will be sent to Unique Identification Authority of India (UIDAI) for biometric de-duplication and assigning of a unique identification number. This UID number will be added to the NPR database
.

The Government of India in its 2003 rule made decided for the preparation of the National Register of Indian Citizens. Under this rule, ‘(1) The Central Government shall, for the purpose of National Register of Indian Citizens, cause to carry throughout the country a house-to-house enumeration for collection of specified particulars relating to each family and individual, residing in a local area including the Citizenship status.

(2) The Registrar General of Citizen Registration shall notify the period and duration of the enumeration in the Official Gazette. 

(3) For the purposes of preparation and inclusion in the Local Register of Indian Citizens, the particulars collected of every family and individual in the Population Register shall be verified and scrutinized by the Local Registrar, who may be assisted by one or more persons as specified by the Registrar General of Citizen Registration.

(4) During the verification process, particulars of such individuals, whose Citizenship is doubtful, shall be entered by the Local Registrar with appropriate remark in the Population Register  for further enquiry and in case of doubtful Citizenship, the individual or the family shall be informed in a specified Proforma immediately after the verification process is over
. 


The same rule made it clear that the issue of National Identity Cards can be done by the Registrar General of Citizen Registration, or any officer authorised by him in this behalf, shall issue the National Identify Card to every Citizen whose particulars are entered in the National Register of Indian Citizens under sub-rule (3) of rule 3
. Accordingly, the Citizenship Act, 1955 was amended in 2003 and Section 14A was inserted, which provides that the Central Government may compulsorily register every citizen of India and issue National Identity Card to him. Simultaneously, Citizenship Rules 2003 have been formulated laying down the processes to be followed for giving effect to this intent. 


The National Population Register would have the data of every person enumerated during the Census operations irrespective of age. It would also have the biometric data and UID Number of every person of age 15 years and above. 


The process is fraught with technical as well as security risk. The Census enumerators are expert in head count and also to some extent knowledgeable in their enquiry to enlist the social as well as economic status of the respondents. But they cannot verify anything falsely claimed by the respondent. The verification of nationality status is a police job and not that of the enumerators. The Census of the country is a cumbersome process and very useful for the simple fact that all the policies, programmes and schemes of the government are framed on the basis of the conclusions drawn from the Census.


The Parliamentary Standing Committee on Home Affairs raised several valid points regarding the clubbing of NPR with the Census. The report said, ‘The Committee observes that the first phase of the Census 2011 will be held during April and September 2010 for collection of data on Houselisting & Housing Census as well as for preparation of National Population Register. The Committee apprehends that it will be difficult and improper to carry out both exercises together for the following reasons:-

(i) The Census information is collected under the Census Act, 1948 which guarantees complete confidentiality of the individual and household data collected. This confidentiality clause is known to be a key-stone that ensures accuracy and sanctity of the Census Data; and

(ii) The National Population Register (NPR) information is to be collected under the Citizenship Act, 1955 read with the Citizenship (Registration and Issue of National Identity Cards) Rules, 2003 and the data collected are not confidential and are meant to be used for identifying individuals and household. These make the purpose, objectives and the process of the two exercises different and, hence, it is important to keep the two exercises separate in order to maintain sanctity of both
.


Not only this, much water has been flown under the Ganges since the 2001 Millennium Census. One important aspect in public life is now the Right To Information Act 2005. The Parliamentary standing Committee taking a close look on the act further stated ‘With regard to the confidentiality of the Census Data, the Committee apprehends that it would be difficult to hold back information contained in the Census Schedule in view of the RTI Act, 2005. It is quite likely that even if exemption clause is invoked under RTI Act, 2005, the CIC, the Supreme Court or the High Courts may pass orders for disclosure of information. The Committee therefore recommends to Government to keep this aspect in mind.

6.9.4 The Committee also took note of the statement made by the Ministry of Home Affairs that the creation of National Population Register would be a comprehensive identity database in the country for better targeting of the benefits and services under the Government schemes/programmes, improving planning and strengthening security of the country. However, the Committee is of the considered view that the 'Nationality As Declared' clause in the NPR Household Schedule has the potential to confer de facto Indian Citizenship to illegal migrants, despite the disclaimer attached to the clause. The Committee is of the opinion that the Government should not act in haste. There is a need to have a rethinking on the NPR exercise. The Committee, therefore, strongly recommends that the 'Nationality' clause should be removed as it has the potents in the long run which may pose a threat to the security and integrity of the country. Therefore, it may be worthwhile considering suspension of the NPR exercise for the time being. The Committee further recommends that the work relating to NPR preparation should be delinked from the Census operations’
.


Till date the Indian Census is the most credible source of information with an encyclopedic way of thinking since 1872. The Census officials have limitation in carrying out work other than head count and inquiring about the social and economic status. Forcing them to verify the veracity of the claimant castes and nationality will be a danger we can defuse with proper policy guidance. 
	Population in Thousands

	States/UTs
	1951
	1961
	1971
	1981
	1991
	2001

	India
	361088
	439235
	548160
	683329
	846303
	1027015

	Andhra Pradesh
	31115
	35983
	43503
	53551
	66508
	75728

	Arunachal Pradesh (1)
	-
	337
	468
	632
	865
	1091

	Assam
	8029
	10837
	14625
	18041
	22414
	26638

	Bihar
	38782
	46447
	56353
	69915
	86374
	82879

	Chhattisgarh*
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	20796

	Goa
	547
	590
	795
	1008
	1170
	1344

	Gujarat
	16263
	20633
	26697
	34086
	41310
	50597

	Haryana
	5674
	7591
	10036
	12922
	16464
	21083

	Himachal Pradesh
	2386
	2812
	3460
	4281
	5171
	6077

	Jammu & Kashmir
	3254
	3561
	4617
	5987
	7719
	10070

	Jharkhand**
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	26909

	Karnataka
	19402
	23587
	29299
	37136
	44977
	52734

	Kerala
	13549
	16904
	21347
	25454
	29099
	31839

	Madhya Pradesh
	26072
	32372
	41654
	52179
	66181
	60385

	Maharashtra
	32003
	39554
	50412
	62783
	78937
	96752

	Manipur
	578
	780
	1073
	1421
	1837
	2389

	Meghalaya
	606
	769
	1012
	1336
	1775
	2306

	Mizoram
	196
	266
	332
	494
	690
	891

	Nagaland
	213
	369
	516
	775
	1210
	1989

	Orissa
	14646
	17549
	21945
	26370
	31660
	36707

	Punjab
	9161
	11135
	13551
	16789
	20282
	24289

	Rajasthan
	15971
	20156
	25766
	34262
	44006
	56473

	Sikkim
	138
	162
	210
	316
	406
	540

	Tamil Nadu
	30119
	33687
	41199
	48408
	55859
	62111

	Tripura
	639
	1142
	1556
	2053
	2757
	3191

	Uttaranchal***
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	8480

	Uttar Pradesh
	63220
	73755
	88342
	110863
	139112
	166053

	West Bengal
	26300
	34926
	44312
	54581
	68078
	80221

	Andaman & Nicobar Islands
	31
	64
	115
	189
	281
	356

	Chandigarh
	24
	120
	257
	452
	642
	901

	Dadra & Nagar Haveli
	42
	58
	74
	104
	138
	220

	Daman & Diu
	49
	37
	63
	79
	102
	158

	Delhi
	1744
	2659
	4066
	6220
	9421
	13783

	Lakshadweep
	21
	24
	32
	40
	52
	61

	Pondicherry
	317
	369
	472
	604
	808
	974


Note : * : Included in Madhya Pradesh.
          ** : Included in Bihar.
          *** : Included in Uttar Pradesh.
         Total May not Tally Due to Rounding Off.
Source : Water and Related Statistics, March 2002, Central Water Commission.
Year: Period of fiscal year in India is April to March, e.g. year shown as 1990-91
         relates to April 1990 to March 1991.
Un    its: (a) 1 Lakh (or Lac) = 100000.
(b) 1 Crore (or Cr.) = 10000000.
Some part of the footnotes/units may not be applicable for this table.
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