Y4 | CURRENT ANTHROPOLUGY

many archaeologists favour a frst settlement of Hawaii
from the Marquesas, Hawailan traditions relating to
"Kahili” are interpreted as evidence of possible sacond-
ary settlement from Tahiti. These, however, may actu-
ally record mmuch more receint contaces of a kind which is
apparently predictahle from study of variahles affecting
inter-island vovaging frequency. By Buropean contact,
small and isodated Easter Island may already have experi-
enced some decline in social complexity, while large and
more recently settled Mew Fealand was perhaps still at
a relatively early stage of elaboration. It is interesting,
also, to consider whether social development in Mew
Zealand was following a different path from that of its
eastern Polvnesian ancestry, partly because of greatcr
isalation from it. Given that New Zealand was prohably
settled only 1,000 years ago, a curious abscnce in its
archaeclogical record is some more conspicuons variant
of the eastern Polynesian marae.

By contrast with eastern Polynesia, however, when
history interrupted prehistory in the region centred on
Tonga, Samoa, and Fiji, elements of political integration
and social complexity were still (o7 onge again) heing
expressed through the added dimension of overseas voy-
aging. A sphere of Tongan influence was expanding, and
this marks a trend which, in one region, may have begun
to reverse the contraction of Polynesian interaction that
followed colonisation,
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India has a strong tradition of anthropometric studica,
The major focus of most early work {Risley 913, von
Eickstedt 1934, Guha 1935] was the identification of ra-
cial types and the development of a racial classification
of the people of India. The data collected in these carly
studies provided ample evidence of enommous anthro-
pometric variation among the different Indian popula-
tioms. Convinced that a broad racial classification of the
people of India was poasible, anthropologists tumed
their attention to specific regions, quantifying variabil-
ity and studying relationships among populations with a
view to such classificativn |sec, ¢.g., Mahalanobis, Ma-
jumdar, and Rao {1549] for the United Provinees [Uttar
Pradesh], Mapundar and Sen [ro44] fur Gujarat, Karve and
Dandelar [1951] for Maharashtra, Majumdar and Rao
[1060] for Bengal, and Malhotra, Balakrishnan, and Karve
[1g81] for Tamilnadu). The characters used and the
methods of data collection and analysis were not uni-
form, however, and this led to a profusion of racial

gical



classifications, Purthermore, these classiflcations were
based primarily on mean population values of anthrapo-
metric characters and indices, occasiomally supported by
somatoscopic vhservations, without taking into consid-
cratiom within-population variability. In 1gfo, Majum-
dar and Rao wrote, “Qut of about g0 Presidential ad-
dreases at the annual meetings of the Anthropology
Sectiom of the Indian Science Congress Association, at
least 30 percent have been devoted to a study of ethnic
clements in India on the basis of anthropometric mea-
surcments. But the situation with regard to the validity
of the comparisom of the methods and technigoes
adopted in the varions anthropometric studies has re-
mained practically fluid and time seems to have been
wasted” [p. viii|.

Although more sophisticated methods of statistical
analysis of anthropometric data have since been
adopted, there is still considerabie lack of uniformity,
and comparison of results from difierent studies still
poses a problem. Many of the more recent studies have
shown, however, that when data analysis is carefully
performed, the validity of racial/ethnic classification, at
least at the regional level, diminishes. Twa of the major
findings of the Bengal anthropometric survey |Majumdazr
and Rao 1960] were that there were significant regional
differences within social groups and there was some-
times a closcr resemblancee between castes within a re-
gion than between individuals of the same caste from
differcnt geographical areas even within the same state.
Thus Mahalanobis [196o:iv] emphasized that “a term
Like ‘Brahmins of Bengal’ has to be used with some cau-
tion’" and gquestioned the validity of any ethnic classifi-
cation: “If this finding [the second cited abowve] is cor-
roborated by further investigations, it would present a
serious problem of eliminating regional or geographical
differences in comparing groups of individuals belonging
to the same caste or group but living in different regions
of the 5tate.” Some later studies [for example, Karve and
Malhotra 1968] have shown, however, that within re-
stricted geographical regions the patterning of anthropo-
metric variation correlates fairly well with the social
hierarchy. The purpose of this study is to apply a uni-
form set of multivariate statistical methods to the varia-
tion in a single set of anthropometric characters among
populations differing in geographical location and in
ethnic characteristics with a view to investigating how
well the pattern of variation correlates with their ethnic
backgrounds.

In order to understand the broad patterns of anthropao-
metric variation in India, we aimed to analyze data on as
many different populations as possible. One of the major
impediments to the accomplishment of this objective
was the absence in past surveys of a standard battery of
anthropometric characters and standard landmarks for
their measurement. It was imperadve that comparisons
be based on a large number of characters, but maximiz-
ing the number of characters restricted the number of
populations that could be included in the analysis. Fur-
ther, sorne populations had to be excluded because the
published data contained only estimated population
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TABLE I
Geographical Classification

CGoographical Zone Code
Western Himalaya ar
Central Himalaya a2
Eagtem Himalaya a3
Morth-Eastern Range 04
Moathern and Eastern Flains o5
Weatern Plains oG
Nouth-Cential and Sowuth-Central Highlanda o7
Tantern Plareans o#
Morch and South Decean o
Eastern Hills 1o
Eastern Coastal Plains 11
Western Coastal Flains  §3
Western Hills k]
Andaman and Wicobar Islands 14
Lakshadweep Islands |

SOURCE Chattedee [Ta71)

values of some parameters |e.g., means and standard de-
viations! and measurements on individual subjects were
not readily available. We finally came up with %2 popu-
latinns [sce appendix} and seven anthropometric charac-
ters: stature, bizygomatic breadth, head length, head
hreadth, nasal length, nasal breadth, and total facial
length. (We verified that the landmarks nsed for measur-
ing these characters were the same in all studies.} Since
many early anthropometric surveys excluded females,
our study had to be restricted to males. Populations for
which fewer than so individuals bhad been examined
were excluded: where more than roo individuals had
been examined, a table of random numbers was nsed to
select data on 1oo individuals for analysis. {This was
done both to avoid statistical problems resulting from
grossly unequal samples and to cut down on cotmputing
time.| Data on a total of 7,762 males were thus com-
piled. The populations were classified by geographical
zone and ethnic category. The geographical classifica-
tinn {table 1, fig. 1), based on ecological eonsiderations,
was that of Chatterjee {1073), the ethnic classification
{tabie 2] that of Malhotra {1078; for further details, see
Karve 1g61]. Although the terms used to subclassify
tribal groups may sound “racial,” Australoid,” “Mon-
goloid,” and “Caucasoid” are to be viewed as mor-
phological rather than “racial” types.

The broad stratexy adopted in this study is similar to
that employved by Majumder and Roy [rgfz) Sincc
sampled individuals differed in age, we age-adjusted the
anthropometric characters to make the data on individ-
uals comparable within and between populations. A
multiple regression analysis was performed for cach
character using age, age® |i.e., age X age), and age® as
independent variahles. Age™ and age® were included to
aceount for pussible non-linear trends with age. Tests of
sighificance (Rao 1973] were performed to assess null
hypotheses that the regression coefficients for the inde-
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TABLE 2
Ethnic Classification

Ethnic Category Code
Caste
Uppecr 1I
Middle 11
Lower 11
Tribe
Aunatraloid aI
Maongolaid 21
Caucasoig 13
MNegrito a4
Refigious group
Christian 3I
Buddhize 52
Muslim 33
Parsi 34
&ilth 35

pendent varahles were equal to zero. For variables on
which age cffeets were found to be significant at the %
level, the catimated regression equatons were used to
eliminate the effect of age for each individual. The sub-
sequent analyses were performed on age-adjusted values
of anthropometric medsurements.

Since geographical distance and ethnic difference were
the other factors presumably contributing o anthropo-
metric variation to be considered, we performed tests on
the populations classified by geographical zone and
ethnic category to find out whether the mean vectors of
anthropometric characters [that is, the mean values of
the seven anthropometric characters considered jointly)
were equal for these zones and categories. The statistic
used to test the null hypothesis of equality of mean vec-
tors was Wilks's lambda, the significance of which is
determined using an approximate Fratio (Rao 1973). The
tests yielded significant results, indicative of significant
differences in anthropometric profile, for both geograph-
ical zones and ethnic categories. Wilks's lambda for geo-
graphical zones was 0,973 3, significant at the % level |F
ratio = 2.813; d.f; = 70, df, = 42357.02]. Just three of
the seven anthropometric characters—head length, head
breadth, and bizygomatic breadth—explained 02% of
the observed anthropometric variation, Wilks's Lambda
for ethnic categories was also significant (0.9752; F ratio
= 3.724; df; = 49, df; = 3689265 Again, just three
characters—head length, bizygomatic breadth, and stat-
ure—explained some 93% of the variation, Thas head
length, head breadth, bizygotnatic breadth, and stature
were the characters most usefol for assighing an individ-
uwal to the geographical zome and ethnic category to
which he belonged.

The differences in anthropometric profile among pop-
ulations occupying different habitats and among popu-
Lations of diffedng ethnic backgrounds could not im-
mediately be explained. They showcd no consistent
clinal patterns, and the design of the study did not per-
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mit discrimination amang their various evolutionary
causes {natural selection, admixture, drft, ete.). Because
the differences in anthropometric proflle among geo-
graphical zones might have arisen from the pooling of
populations with different ethnic backgrounds and the
differences among ethnic categories might have arisen
from the pooling of populations occupying different
zones, however, it was clear that further analvsis needed
to consider simultaneously geographical and ethnic dif-
ferences, We therefore cross-classified the populations
into geographical = ethnic subsets. Of the 31 subsets
that were found to be non-empty, 14 comprised only 4
single population each, When the temmaining 17 subsets
wore tested for cquality of mean veetors, 1o proved
heterogeneons (table 5p. Thus it was clear that the ob-
served vaniation in anthropometric profile amang popu-
lations in Tndia could not be fully explained by differ-
ences in geographical location and ethnic background.
Since no other classificatory information was avail-
able, we resorted to the statistical procedure of identify-
ing clusters of populations that could be considered
homogeneous with respect to anthropometric profile.
Within each of the heterogeneous subsets, we performed
a cluster analysis [using the single-linkage algorithm
{Anderberg ro73]l and then sequentially computed
Wilks’s lamibda at each node of the resulting dendrogram
to break the subset down into what we have called rg-
tiartal homogeneous clisters (RHCs] {Magumder and
Rov 1oz} {Obviously, the subsets that had proved ho-
mogeneos at the previous step constituted independent
RHCs.| For example, for the four populations included in
the geographical » ethnic subset 13 » 21, the Aus-
traloid tribes of the western hills, the Wilks's lambda
value corresponding to the null hypothesis of equality of
Imedn vectors waas 0.8240, significant at the 5% level (F
ratio = 3.053; df; = 21, di.; = 910.42). Thus the four
populations included in this subset were heterogeneous.
To break this subset down into RHCs, we computed the
matrix of Mahalanohis’s 13 values between all pairs of
these four populations and applied the single-linkage
cluatering procedure to construct a dendrogram [fig. 2.
Wilks’'s lambda computed at Node 1 was, obviously, the
significant value presented above. Wilks's lamhida at
MNode 2, cortesponding to the null hypothesis of equality
of mean vectors of the populations Pulayan, Urali, and
Katkarl, was 0.9736, not significant at the % Icvel (F
ratio = o.q44; df, = 14, df; = 462]. Thas the four
populations in the subset 13 » 21 formed two RHCs:
Pulavan, Urali, and Katkari and Jenu Kuruba. {Had
Wilks’s lambda at Node 2 tumed out tm be significant,
we woilld have computed Wilks's lambda at Node 1.
If anthropometric variation correlated strongly with
ethnic background, then one would expect most popula-
tions in the same geographical x ethnic subset to form
an BRHC. (Since spatial offects are minimal within a
zone, 4 strong correlation of anthropometric variatiun
with cthnic background would be manifest in the clis-
tering of most populations with the same background. !
Absence of such g pattern would indicate either that
ethnic background had no zignificant effect on an-
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TABLE 3

Rasults of Tasts of Equality of Mean Vectors of Populations Belonging to Various Ceagrapltical » Ethnic Subseis

Gengraphical Ethnic Mumber of Wilks's

Fone Catcgory Populationa lamhda I Ratin dif. dufy
o1 13 2 05502 2,218 7 T53.00
oz 22 2 o123 T.12p* T 155.00
X! 24 4 o.Hyzr” 2731 ix 953,77
o3 11 1 aydtg 324 7 17800
[+ 14 iz I g 3207 11.623" 4R Kaqd7.43
4 I3 5 alrgy” 1.248" a5 16585 52
o 21 12 0.4I71" 14.294 7 77 TO06.59
a5 13 2 . 7400 9.542° T 1910
a6 1T 1 o.E703T 3.762" 7 1700
al- 11 3 . BR547 ..I97° I4 49a.0a
ful:3 i1 2 [aE<E.F L] 0.435 7 152,00
o4y 11 3 0.59I143 1577 I4 4da 00
oG 12 2 o960 o.997 7 172.00
09 ir 2 o.9kar 0,230 7 147-00
II 11 b o.a87o o334 7 130,00
13 11 4 0.8340" 3.053" 2T GIg.4a
14 a1 4 o.&18a” J.I19” 21 o504

*Rignificant at the % level.
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TABLE 4

Cowmpnsitions of the 46 Rational Homogeneous Clusters
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Gengraphical Ethnic Mumber of
Mumbecy Zong Categury Populatiins Populations
1 I II 1 Brahrin (1]
2 1 11 2 Chowdhury sa), Gaddi Rajpu (3]
3 I 13 I Fushmiri Muslim (4]
4 2 az 1 Sherpa 5]
5 a 11 I Tharu [&]
f 1 22 3 Christian Lepcha [7], Sherpa 8], Buddhist Lepeha (9]
7 3 22 I Caro (1a]
H g I1 2 Basti Brahumin |11}, Brahmin |12}
g 5 I 1 Ahir(ra
10 5 I3 I3 Kurmi |14], Agharia {14, Chhatri [17], Agarwal (18], Ahir |19], Gusiar |20,
Tat {21}, Rajput [22], Bais¥a (a3, Eaibarta (24), Kayastha |25), Kshatriya
(26], Sardchari (a7
11 5 11 I Kahar |13)
12 5 I3 I Chamar [28)
13 5 13 4 Rarmudasia (29], Chamar |30), Namasudea (31}, Rishi {32)
14 5 2I B P'ahira (53], Bhil |34), Bhatu |15), Kharwar (36, Habm (39], Korwa (40|,
Rajwar [41], Santal [44)
15 5 21 I Ciruom (17)
6 I3 21 I Majhi |38}
17 5 21 I Chero |42
TH 5 2I I Panilca (43]
Iy 3 33 1 Munlim |45)
ag 5 13 I Muglim {46}
a1 5 35 T Jat Bilkh [47)
22 a IT 1 Falival |44]
23 f 12 I Bajput |40)
24 f 12 1 Ciswal (5ol
25 & 13 T Meghwal |51)
26 & 21 I Bhil |52
a5 & 11 I Vuidiki Brahmin (53]
28 # 1% 1 Kamma (54
ag ] 12 2 Vokkaliga |55) Vysya (58]
I H a1 3 Oraon [57], Qraon |58)
31 y T 3 Flavig Brahmin [55), Chitpavan Brahmin (6o, Pesasth Rgvedi
Brahmin [61]
34 o 11 I Lingavat [6a], Chandrasenya Eavastha Prabhu |63)
33 g I3 1 Mav-Buddha |64)
34 9 ar 3 TPawra [$5), Bhil (6]
35 o 11 I Tibetan |67)
36 a 3 1 Parsi [64&]
37 1 I1 1 Tyengar (6]
38 IT I1 1 Chettiar |7o), Kallan |71}
39 I1 13 I Pariah {71|
40 12 It 1 Wambusosdiri Brahmin (73]
41 12 I3 I Ezhawva [74]
4a 13 1T I Jemn Enrmba |75}
a3 13 a1 3 Pulavan |7&), Urali [77), Kackari |78)
44 14 13 1 Southern Nicobarese (7o), Tertessan |30
45 14 23 I Chowerite [#1)
46 14 22 I Car-MWicobarese [32]

thropometric varation or that there were other factors
that had greater effect. The presence of a few popuolations
within a subset that did not cluster with the majority
could be attrbuted to chance, and we could conclhade
that ethnic background had a strong effect on anthropo-
metric variation within a geographical zune. Further, a
stromg corrclation betwoen anthropometric variation
and cthnic background would cause RHCs of the same
cthnie hackground to eluster across geographical zones.

Clustering of populations of the same ethnie background
within but not across geographical zones would mean
that an ethnic classification based on anthropometric
data was feasible within limited regions but not at an all-
India level.

The procedure just described produced 46 RHCs [table
4), of which 33 comprised a single populatipn cach. In
several subsets, a single population was the source of the
within-subsct hetcrogeneity. The 37 populations from
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the northern and eastern plains |[Zone 5) formed 14
FHCs, of which 1o were single populations; thus, in
effect, in this zone 27 populations formed 4 RHCs. There
was considerable heterogeneity among the Australoid
populations; Oraon, Majhi, Chero, and Panika did not
group with any other. The two Muslim populations also
formed separate clusters, which, however, is not surpris-
ing given the fact that the Muslims are largely religions
converts of different ethnic backgroonds [Baso 1085].
The pattemn of clustering of populations of the Decean
|Zome o) sugpested that there was little heterogencity
once populations had been classified by ethnic back-
ground. These results showed that ethnic background is
important in explaining heterogeneity among popula-
tions inhabiting a zone of more or less homogeneons
ecology, This inference is in sharp contrast to the finding
of Adhikari, Majumder, and Roy |1087], based on data
from southern Indian populations, that geographical
contigiity is the major factor in explaining anthropo-
mettic variation. The number of populations from
gouthern India in the present analysis is too small to
permit rosoluton of this conflict. Tt is certainly plawsi-
ble, however, that ethnic background may not play a
uniform role in all geographical regions. The cultural
patterns, especially rules governing marriage, prevailing
in northern and southern India are quite distinct [Karve
1953} The role of ethnic background in determining an-
thropometric variation within populations and similari-
ties between populations is primarily mediated through
mating practices, admixture, and founder effects, all of
which are strongly influenced by cultural factors.

To investigate the similarities among RHCs of differ-
ent suhsets, we constructed a matrix of Mahalanobis's
2 yalues between pairs of RHCs by using the combined
jover populadons comprising an RHC} mean vectors of
the RHCs and the ponled dispersion matrix and then

produced a single-linkage dendrogram for the RHOs |fig.
1]. No clear clustering of RHCs by socio-religious back-
ground emerged. For example, the BRHCs 10, 23, 13, 15,
18, 30, and 28, which formed a cluster, did not repre-
sent populations with same ethnic background, and the
BHCs formed by the upper-caste groups of the different
geographical zomes |1, 8, 22, 27, 311, 37, and 40| did not
closter together, Again, the Australoid populatuns of
RHCs 14—18, 26, 30, 34, 42, and 43 did not cluster to-
gether, nor did the Mongoloid tribes of RHCs 4—7, 35,
and 44—46. Thus, although within geographical zones
there seemed to be a fair correlation of the pattern of
clustering of populations with their ethnic backgrounds,
no such pattermn was discernible across geographical
zones, An ethnic classification of the people of India at
an all-India level therefore does not seem justified.

That there are significant differences in anthropomet-
ric profile among populations inhabiting different geo-
graphical zones as well 4s among those having different
ethnic backgrounds indicates that the cffeets of both
these factors on anthropometric variation arc important.
The ubserved anthropomctrc variation at an all-India
level cannot, however, be explained by these factors
alome; other factors will need to be considered, and the
possibility that the residual variation is largely due to
chance cannot be ruled out. Further, just tour anthropo-
metric characters—head length, head breadth, bizy-
gomatic breadth, and stature—explain an overwhelming
proportion [>90%] of the anthropometric variation ob-
served hoth among geographical zones and among ethnic
categories. Many early anthropometric studies [for ex-
ample, Sarkar 1954] used the cephalic index {|head
breadth/head length] = oo} to classify populations itxto
“races,” and our finding that these characters are impor-
tant discriminators of populations in India scems to pro-
vide some justification for that practice.



That populations/rational homogeneous clusters be-
lunging to the same ethnic group or “race,’” for instance,
Apgtraloid or Mongoloid, do not cluster together sug-
gests two possibilitics: (1} While the carly researchers
adopted a priori the notion of racial groups and pro-
ceeded to classify populations in terms of them, in real-
ity “races” did not exist. (2] “Racial’’ differences have
been blurred by large-scale interhreeding over a long pe-
riod in the region. The latter possibility is strengthencd
by ethnohistorical evidence that from time immemonial
waves of migrants have been entering India and mixing
with the local inhabitants [Kabir 1960, Majumdar 1958,
Such interbreeding at the all-India level does not, how-
ever, preclude the possibility that migration and inter-
breeding were relatively limited in sotne parts of the
country. The idea of the non-existence or eventual disap-
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pearance of “'races’” in the Indian context lends credence
to the views of Livingstone (1g62) and Littlefield, Lieber-
man, and Reynolds (1982}, though it must be borne in
smind that 1] our data sct does not evenly cover all geo-
graphical zones, (2] the number of anthropometrie char-
acters is small and mostly confined to the head and face,
and {31] the somatoscopic traits that may be hetter dis-
criminatora of “racial” varation are not included, Civen
these limitations, the present study unambiguously con-
cludes that the people of India cannot be classified into a
fixed set of ethnic categories based on anthropometrie
data. Efforts at typological/“racial” classification should
be abandoned, and research should concentrate on the
sources of anthropometric variation. We hope that this
study will prompt others to verify the generality of its
conclusions using a motre extensive data set,

APPENDIX! POPULATIONS, THEIR GEOGRAPHICAL AND ETHNIC CLASSIFICATION, AND SAMPLE SIZES

Geographical Ethnic
M Mopulation Fone Category n Snourcct
1 Brahmin r I a3 1
3 Chowdhury 1 1% ol T
3 Gaddi Rajput I 11 a3 I
4 Kashmin Muslim 1 33 T3 I
% Sherpa 2 13 67 &
6 Thar 1 12 1oo 2
7 Christian Lepcha 3 23 =0 &
] Sherpa 3 iz 100 &
g Euddhist Lepcha 3 a2 64 f
10 Garo 3 it T3 3
II Busti Brahmin 5 It B 2
) Brahmin 3 i 100 3
I3 Ahirx 5 12 6 2
14 Kurrm 5 &) o4 a
iy Kahar 3 1 [ a
16 Agharia 5 ra LoD 2
17 Chhatri 5 T2 oo 2
15 Aparwal 5 Iz gé I
T4 Ahir g 12 go 1
ag Cujjar 5 T Ta I
31 Fat 5 Iz 100 I
13 Rajput [1 12 go I
13 Baisya 5 1% E] 3
24 Kaibarta 5 11 To0 3
ag Kayastha [ 11 I00 3
1 Ksharriva [1 11 100 i
iy Sankhari 5 12 1an 3
23 Charnas 5 13 100 I
20 Rarmdania 3 I3 100 I
30 Chamar 5 13 Gy 2
3I Namasudrs 5 13 100 3
31 Rishi 5 13 100 3
13 Pahira [1 a1 1o &
34 Bhil 3 21 100 I
33 Bharu 5 a1 oo 4
3h Kharwar 5 21 Ioo 2
37 Qraon 4 art a9 3
kT Maihi 5 ar 100 2
13 Hahru 5 21 100 3
44 Korwa 5 21 100 2
31 Rajwar 3 I 100 x
42 Chero § 11 Ion 2
43 Panika 5 a1 Lo 2
did Santal 5 21 O &
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AFFENDLX ({Comtinued)

Geographical Ethnic
Mo, Population Zone Categary e} Souree*
43 Muslim g 13 oo a
46 Muslim 5 13 100 4
47 Jat 5ikh 5 33 100 1
48 Palival 3 II 100 1
49 Raijpuc 3 TE 100 1
1+ Oswal ] 11 100 1
51 Maoghwal fi 13 g7 1
52 Ehil é it 10 T
[%} Vaidiki Brahmin B II 100 1
54 Kamma & Iz 7O 1
75 Yoklkaliga ] Ia 100 1
56 Yysva # TR 100 T
57 Oraon ) 21 100 3
1) Otaom a S | el G
2 Havig Brahmin o 1 af I
&0 Chitpavan Brahmin ¥ T a5 T
a1 Dresasth Rgvedi Brahmin 3 1I a1 I
62 Lingayat [ 11 1o I
a3 Chandruzenva Kayastha Prabha y 11 100 1
B4 Nav-Buddha 9 13 oI I
&3 Pawra q ir 2% I
66 Bhil il a1 100 I
67 Tibetan 9 1z Tao T
65 Parsi 9 d 94 I
(1] Ivengar 11 1L 100 I
T0 Chettiar TI Iz 99 1
7T Kallan II 11 0o I
72 Pariah 1l 13  fala] I
71 MWamhbaodin Brahmin 13 11 100 1
T4 Ezhava 12 13 ag I
75 Jeou Kuruba I3 ar 00 I
Th Pulayan T3 IT ao I
77 Urali I3 a1 100 T
7R Katlkad I3 a1 100 I
79 Southern Nicobarese 14 2% 66 5
Ro Terressan T4 2% 77 5
51 Chowrite I4 12 1O 5
B3 Car-Wicobarese 14 21 100 5
Total 7,762

1, unpublished data, K. C. Malhotre, Indian Statistical Tnstitate, Caleutta, and 3. G. Ahidoshelishvili ((7.5.5. R, Academy of Sciences,
Thilisi}; z, Mahalanohis, Majumdar, and Rao |1949); 3. Majumdar and Rao [1960]; 4, Basa |1985]) 5, Ganguly {19756); 6, unpuhlished daca,
A, Basu, K. Gupta, B. Mukhopadhyay, and 5 K. Rov, Indian Statistical Institute, Calcutta.
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