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ABSTRACT 

This case comment examines the Supreme Court’s decision in *C. Selvarani 
v. The Special Secretary-cum-District Collector & Others* (2024), which 
addressed the intersection of caste, religion, and affirmative action under the 
Indian Constitution. The Court held that baptism constitutes a decisive 
initiation into Christianity and therefore disentitles the appellant from 
claiming Scheduled Caste (SC) status under the Constitution (Pondicherry) 
Scheduled Castes Order, 1964, which excludes Christians. Her arguments of 
reconversion, reliance on the doctrine of eclipse, and earlier caste certificates 
were all rejected, with the Court emphasizing that SC recognition is strictly 
linked to religion as specified under Article 341. This comment critically 
analyzes the Court’s reasoning, highlighting its legal consistency with 
precedent but also its social limitations, particularly its neglect of caste 
discrimination experienced by Dalit Christians. It argues that while the 
judgment strengthens safeguards against fraudulent caste claims and ensures 
textual fidelity to constitutional provisions, it exposes the rigidity of India’s 
reservation framework and underscores the urgent need for legislative 
reform. The case is significant not only for clarifying the law on caste and 
religion but also for reigniting debate on extending SC status to Dalit 
Christians and Muslims, thereby raising important questions about equality, 
religious freedom, and social justice in India. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The question of caste identity, religion, and eligibility for affirmative action benefits has long 

occupied Indian constitutional jurisprudence. The linkage between caste and religion is deeply 

complex: while caste is a socio-economic reality, the Constitution through Article 341 limits 

Scheduled Caste recognition to certain groups “in relation to” specific religions. This 

framework has led to a series of judicial battles when individuals born in one religion, or 

converted to another, seek Scheduled Caste (SC) recognition. The case of C. Selvarani v. The 

Special Secretary-cum-District Collector & Others1, decided by the Supreme Court of India on 

26 November 2024, revisits this intersection by addressing whether a person born to a Christian 

mother, baptized into Christianity, but claiming Hindu Scheduled Caste lineage, can be 

recognized as a Scheduled Caste. 

This case is significant because it touches on the legal consequences of baptism, the evidentiary 

weight of community records and caste certificates, and the broader socio-legal debate about 

extending SC status to Dalit Christians and Muslims. The Court’s ruling reaffirms a strict 

reading of Article 341 and the Constitution (Pondicherry) Scheduled Castes Order, 1964, 

thereby clarifying the limitations on claiming caste-based reservation benefits across religious 

boundaries. 

FACTS OF THE CASE 

The appellant, C. Selvarani, was born in the Union Territory of Puducherry to a mother who 

was a Christian by faith. Documentary records showed that she was baptized in the Christian 

faith during her childhood. The baptismal register, maintained by the local church, contained 

her name, confirming her initiation into Christianity. Her early education also took place in 

Christian institutions, where her religious affiliation was consistently recorded as Christian. 

Despite these records, at a later stage in life, she claimed that she belonged to the Valluvan 

community, a Scheduled Caste recognized under the Constitution (Pondicherry) Scheduled 

Castes Order2. 

In pursuit of this claim, she applied for the issuance of a Scheduled Caste certificate before the 

competent authority. The application was scrutinized, and the District Collector rejected it on 

 
12024 INSC 900, Civil Appeal No. 13086 Of 2024. 
2 Constitution (Pondicherry) Scheduled Castes Order, 1964. 
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the basis that she had been baptized as a Christian and continued to be identified as such in 

official records. Further, members of the local community raised objections, asserting that she 

was not accepted as a Hindu Valluvan and could not be regarded as belonging to a Scheduled 

Caste. 

The appellant, however, produced certain school records, ration card entries, and previous caste 

certificates which described her as a Hindu Valluvan. She argued that these records established 

her entitlement to Scheduled Caste status. Nevertheless, the scrutiny committee and the High 

Court both found these certificates unreliable, noting that they had been issued erroneously or 

obtained through misrepresentation. Dissatisfied with the High Court’s decision, the appellant 

approached the Supreme Court under Article 136 of the Constitution. The central issue became 

whether her baptism and Christian identity were determinative, or whether her claimed Hindu 

Valluvan lineage and personal practice could entitle her to Scheduled Caste recognition. 

ISSUES BEFORE THE COURT 

1. Whether a person baptized into Christianity, though born to parents belonging to a Scheduled 

Caste, is entitled to claim SC status as a Hindu Valluvan. 

2. Whether prior caste certificates, educational records, and alleged community acceptance can 

validate Scheduled Caste identity despite baptism into Christianity. 

3. Whether the doctrine of eclipse or reconversion principles apply to restore SC status after 

professing Christianity. 

ARGUMENTS BY THE PARTIES 

Appellant’s Arguments 

 The appellant contended that caste is inherited by birth, and being born to a Scheduled Caste 

mother, she naturally belonged to the Valluvan caste. Her baptism into Christianity should not 

extinguish her caste identity. She relied on certain school records, ration cards, and earlier caste 

certificates that recorded her as Hindu Valluvan. It was argued that she had re-converted to 

Hinduism and practiced Hindu faith, and therefore was entitled to reclaim her caste identity. 

Precedents like K.P. Manu v. Chairman, Scrutiny Committee3 were cited to argue that 

 
3 2015 SCC OnLine SC 16. 
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reconversion coupled with community acceptance can restore caste status. 

Respondent’s Arguments 

 The respondents argued that baptism is a formal act of religious conversion. The appellant’s 

baptism certificate and Christian educational background proved her religious identity as 

Christian. Under the Constitution (Pondicherry) Scheduled Castes Order, 1964, only Hindus 

(and later Buddhists and Sikhs, through amendments) are recognized as Scheduled Castes. 

Christians are excluded from this recognition. The issuance of earlier caste certificates was 

described as erroneous and not binding, especially when obtained through misrepresentation. 

Villagers’ objections were highlighted to show that she was not accepted by the Hindu Valluvan 

community. 

LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

Article 341 empowers the President to specify which castes, races, or tribes are to be deemed 

Scheduled Castes in relation to a particular state or union territory. Parliament may amend this 

list, but courts cannot expand it judicially. The Constitution (Pondicherry) Scheduled Castes 

Order, 1964 is a Presidential Order. It specifies the castes recognized as Scheduled Castes in 

Puducherry. Importantly, the recognition is restricted to Hindus, and after subsequent 

constitutional amendments, to Sikhs and Buddhists. Christians and Muslims are not recognized 

under this framework. 

JUDICIAL PRECEDENTS 

 In Soosai v. Union of India4, it was held that conversion to Christianity results in exclusion 

from SC status unless Parliament extends recognition. Also in Anbalagan v. B. Devarajan 

(1984) the court ruled that a reconverted individual, if accepted by the community, can regain 

caste status.  The Supreme Court observed that if a Scheduled Caste Hindu embraces another 

religion in their quest for liberation, but subsequently returns to the original religion on finding 

that his disabilities have clung to him, then surely he will revert to his original caste5. 

Reconversion to Hinduism with community acceptance can restore SC identity. In Punit Rai v. 

 
4 1986 AIR 733. 
5  (1984) 2 SCC 112. 
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Dinesh Chaudhary, the court emphasized the significance of religion in determining caste status 

under the Constitution6. 

JUDGMENT OF THE SUPREME COURT 

The Supreme Court dismissed the appeal and upheld the rejection of the appellant’s SC 

certificate. The Supreme Court’s approach in C. Selvarani v. District Collector must be 

understood against the broader jurisprudence on caste and religion. The Court’s holding that 

baptism is a decisive act carries significant doctrinal importance. Earlier cases, such as Punit 

Rai v. Dinesh Chaudhary (2003), had emphasized that a person’s caste identity under Article 

341 is closely tied to their religious identity, and any change in religion could directly affect 

their entitlement to Scheduled Caste benefits. In Selvarani, the Court reinforced this line of 

reasoning by treating baptism as conclusive evidence of entry into Christianity. This insistence 

on baptism as a “point of no return” reflects judicial preference for documentary certainty over 

subjective claims of identity. While this provides administrative clarity, it arguably overlooks 

instances where baptized individuals continue to face caste-based discrimination within 

Christian communities, as evidenced by sociological studies of Dalit Christians segregated in 

churches and burial grounds. 

On the second issue, the Court’s reliance on the 1964 Presidential Order for Pondicherry is 

consistent with the principle established in Soosai v. Union of India (1985). In Soosai, the Court 

ruled that Dalit Christians could not claim Scheduled Caste benefits because the Presidential 

Orders had deliberately restricted recognition to Hindus, and later Sikhs and Buddhists. The 

rationale was that caste-based disabilities are historically rooted in Hinduism, and therefore 

only Dalits within these religions were to be given constitutional safeguards. The Court in 

Selvarani reiterated this reasoning, noting that Christians were explicitly excluded under the 

1964 Order. Consequently, the appellant’s caste lineage as a Valluvan became irrelevant once 

her baptism and Christian upbringing were established. This rigid exclusion highlights the 

limits of judicial interpretation: unless Parliament amends Article 341 or the Presidential 

Orders, the courts cannot judicially expand SC status to Christians or Muslims, even if social 

discrimination persists. 

The Court’s treatment of reconversion is another important aspect. In Anbalagan v. B. 

 
6  AIR 2003 SUPREME COURT 4355. 
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Devarajan, the Court accepted that reconversion to Hinduism, if followed by community 

acceptance, could restore caste identity. Similarly, in K.P. Manu v. Chairman, Scrutiny 

Committeethe Court held that reconversion coupled with recognition by the community could 

entitle an individual to SC status. However, in Selvarani, the Court found that the appellant had 

produced no substantial evidence of reconversion—no religious ceremony, no community 

endorsement, and no documentary proof. Merely asserting that she followed Hindu practices 

was deemed insufficient. While the Court was correct in rejecting weak evidence, the judgment 

is limited in that it does not establish clear evidentiary guidelines for reconversion cases. 

Should a formal shuddhi (purification) ceremony suffice? Should recognition by the 

community panchayat be required? Or should official documents like a temple certificate or 

gazette notification be necessary? The absence of such standards leaves room for inconsistent 

outcomes in future cases. 

The doctrine of eclipse was also rejected in this case. The appellant had argued that her SC 

status was merely eclipsed by her period of Christian identity and would revive upon 

reconversion to Hinduism. The Court dismissed this argument, holding that caste status under 

Article 341 is not dormant but rather extinguished when one professes a religion outside the 

notified framework. This interpretation is consistent with Soosai and Punit Rai, but it highlights 

the formalist nature of Indian caste jurisprudence: the law treats caste identity as legally 

inseparable from religion, even though caste discrimination may socially persist across 

religions. Critics argue that this approach ignores the lived reality of Dalit Christians and 

Muslims, who often remain socially marginalized but are excluded from SC entitlements due 

to constitutional technicalities. 

Finally, the Court’s rejection of earlier school records, ration cards, and caste certificates as 

invalid reflects its broader concern about fraudulent claims. The Court noted that such 

documents, if issued in error or obtained by misrepresentation, cannot override constitutional 

provisions. This finding is consistent with Director of Tribal Welfare v. Laveti Giri (1995), 

where the Court emphasized strict scrutiny of caste certificates to prevent misuse. In Selvarani, 

the Court’s insistence on constitutional supremacy over administrative errors strengthens the 

reservation system by ensuring that only genuinely eligible individuals benefit. However, it 

also highlights systemic flaws in the issuance and verification of caste certificates. Without 

transparent procedures and stronger safeguards, similar disputes will continue to arise. 
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In summation, the judgment reaffirms a strict textualist interpretation of Article 341, clarifying 

that Scheduled Caste recognition is constitutionally limited and cannot be claimed across 

religions unless explicitly provided by law. While this approach preserves the integrity of the 

reservation framework, it also perpetuates the exclusion of Dalit Christians and Muslims from 

SC benefits despite their continued social and economic marginalization. The Court’s decision 

thus underscores the limits of judicial intervention and places the responsibility for reform 

squarely on the legislature. 

CRITICAL ANALYSIS 

The judgment delivered by the Supreme Court in C. Selvarani v. The Special Secretary-cum-

District Collector & Others is an important reiteration of the existing constitutional and 

statutory framework, but it also exposes deeper tensions within India’s reservation policy and 

the lived realities of caste. A closer critical analysis reveals both strengths and weaknesses of 

the Court’s reasoning, and helps in evaluating its socio-legal consequences. 

At one level, the Court’s insistence that baptism is a decisive act which conclusively establishes 

a person’s Christian religious identity is consistent with precedent. By giving baptism 

documentary and legal finality, the Court avoids the possibility of individuals opportunistically 

oscillating between religions to claim affirmative action benefits. This promotes certainty in 

the administration of caste certificates and preserves the integrity of the reservation system for 

genuinely eligible communities. In a country where fraudulent caste certificates are a recurrent 

problem, this clarity has administrative value. 

However, the Court’s reasoning also suffers from rigidity. It assumes that baptism necessarily 

severs all ties with caste-based identity and practices. Yet sociological studies demonstrate that 

caste discrimination often persists even after conversion to Christianity or Islam. Dalit 

Christians in India, for example, continue to face segregation in churches, separate burial 

grounds, and restrictions in social interaction. By denying them Scheduled Caste recognition, 

the law effectively disregards their ongoing experience of caste-based disadvantage. In this 

sense, the Court’s approach reflects a legal formalism that does not engage with the realities of 

social stratification. 

Another concern is the Court’s treatment of reconversion. Previous rulings, most notably in 

K.P. Manu v. Chairman, Scrutiny Committee , accepted that reconversion to Hinduism coupled 
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with community acceptance could restore Scheduled Caste identity. In Selvarani’s case, 

however, the Court dismissed her claim of reconversion without laying down clear evidentiary 

standards. While it is true that her evidence of reconversion was weak, the judgment missed an 

opportunity to clarify what constitutes sufficient proof of reconversion—whether temple 

rituals, community endorsement, or official registration. Without such guidance, future claims 

may continue to be adjudicated inconsistently. 

From the standpoint of constitutional design, the Court reaffirmed that Article 341 and 

Presidential Orders are binding and exhaustive. This textual fidelity is legally sound, since the 

judiciary cannot expand the scope of Scheduled Caste recognition beyond what Parliament or 

the President specifies. Yet this strict reading perpetuates an unresolved policy dilemma: should 

Dalits who convert to Christianity or Islam be excluded from SC status, despite experiencing 

similar social disabilities as their Hindu, Sikh, or Buddhist counterparts? The Court rightly 

refrained from judicial legislation, but its ruling underscores the urgent need for Parliament to 

reconsider the scope of SC recognition. 

The decision also raises questions about equality and religious freedom. Article 25 of the 

Constitution guarantees the freedom to profess and practice any religion. However, the 

practical effect of excluding Dalit Christians and Muslims from SC benefits is that individuals 

may feel disincentivized to convert, lest they lose reservation entitlements. In effect, the State 

indirectly shapes personal religious choices through caste-based affirmative action. Critics 

argue that this undermines the spirit of religious liberty. Supporters, on the other hand, contend 

that extending SC benefits across religions would dilute the limited pool of opportunities meant 

for Hindu, Sikh, and Buddhist Dalits. The Selvarani case sits squarely within this unresolved 

debate. 

The socio-legal implications are also significant. By denying recognition to individuals like 

Selvarani, the Court reinforces the boundaries of caste and religion in legal terms. This may 

entrench divisions, rather than facilitate the constitutional vision of equality. At the same time, 

the decision strengthens safeguards against misuse of caste certificates by individuals who may 

not genuinely belong to the disadvantaged groups intended to benefit from reservations. Thus, 

the judgment represents a delicate balancing act between preventing fraud and addressing 

social justice concerns. 

It is worth noting that commissions such as the Mandal Commission and the Ranganath Misra 
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Commission have recommended extending SC status to Dalit Christians and Muslims, 

acknowledging their continued social and economic marginalization. Yet the political 

sensitivity of this issue has prevented legislative action. In this context, the Court’s judgment 

is not surprising: it adheres to the constitutional text while leaving the larger reform question 

to the legislature. This judicial restraint is commendable, but it also leaves unresolved the plight 

of millions of Dalit Christians and Muslims who remain excluded from the protective umbrella 

of SC reservations.  

Finally, the judgment highlights the need for better procedural safeguards in caste certificate 

verification. The Court dismissed Selvarani’s reliance on school records and earlier caste 

certificates as erroneous or fraudulent. While this outcome was justified on the facts, it points 

to systemic weaknesses in how caste certificates are issued and scrutinized. Strengthening 

verification mechanisms, ensuring transparency, and involving community-based inquiries 

could reduce disputes of this nature. 

In conclusion, the critical analysis of Selvarani’s case  reveals a mixed picture. The judgment 

is legally coherent and faithful to the constitutional framework, but it is socially limited and 

normatively unsatisfying. It secures the integrity of the reservation system but overlooks the 

enduring caste realities of Dalit Christians. It underscores the limits of judicial power while 

exposing the inertia of legislative reform. Ultimately, the case demonstrates the pressing need 

for Parliament to revisit the constitutional scheme of Scheduled Caste recognition, so that the 

law can reflect not only textual fidelity but also social justice in its truest sense. 

CONCLUSION 

The Supreme Court’s ruling in C. Selvarani v. The Special Secretary-cum-District Collector & 

Others underscores the constitutional limits of Scheduled Caste recognition. The decision is 

consistent with Article 341 and the Pondicherry SC Order, but it raises critical questions about 

the continuing exclusion of Dalit Christians and Muslims from SC benefits.From a doctrinal 

standpoint, the judgment clarifies that baptism is decisive, caste certificates cannot override 

constitutional provisions, and reconversion claims must be substantiated with strong evidence. 

From a socio-legal perspective, however, the case highlights the persistent dissonance between 

legal categories and lived caste realities. 

As India continues to grapple with the intersection of caste, religion, and affirmative action, 
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this case adds an important precedent to the jurisprudence. Ultimately, the resolution of broader 

questions about extending SC status across religions lies in the legislative domain, not in the 

courts. Until then, the judiciary will continue to interpret Article 341 narrowly, as it did in this 

case. 

 

 


