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Urbanieat&ig.i.;eraJa_ , s , n T a r . i l  Eadu: . Sone contrasts*. ,/ 

115383 . , .-. 
&%duction . 

h. The urban r a t t e r n  of Tterzlz d i f f e r s   fro^ the  pai . tsrns observed i n  t he  

p e s t  of Ind ia  i n  s eve ra l  i npo r t an t  lespects .  I n   articular it i s  notice<! 

%hat (a) the  towns a r e  more evcxly d i s t r i b u t e d  wi th in  Kersla  -than i n  t hc  

I 'bther pa r t s  of t h e  country; :b; un l ike  i n  o the r  S t a t e s ,  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  

: in  the urban h ie ra rchy  i s  much l e s s  pronouncsd i n  Rerala;  ( c l  aga in  i n  

contrast  t o  t h e  all .-India ..psttcrn, one aoes not see  i n  {;erala a  sharl. 

break i n  economic an tmc tu re  when one move?: from r u r a l  t o  urba?? areas;-.,  

) the-Scdilcmic base of urban s r eaa  of Kerala a r e  d i s t i n c t l y  dif ferent : ,  

and ( e )  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  ev3luti .sn of Kernla 's  urban psLtern seem t o  havc: 

followed a d i f f e r e n t  path from o ther  reg-ions. This paper a t tempts  t c  

'explore these  d i f f e r ences ,  ar? the  underlying reasor:c therefo-  , i n  soze 

de t a i l .  Desirlec comparing t h e  va r ious  as]-beets of urban ;revti, i n  Jt:eril:i 

with a l l - Ind ia  p i c tu re ,  rue ol la l l  en~!las ise  csr;;arisons with the patter11 

prevai l ing i n  t h e  neighbo!lring s ta . te  of % m i l  i:adu where urbaniza t ion  

follows t h e  p a t t e r n  t y p i c a l  of t h e  r e s t  3f I ~ d i a .  

2. The paper i s  2ivided. i n t o  f o u r  a f c t ions :  Znction one descr ibes  i n  

-7 d e t a i l  t he  d i f f e r ences  b e t i ~ a m  ilcr ).la en t he  on!? hand a d  Tanil  Eadu ond 

a l l - Ind ia  on the o the r ,  i n  red:::..: c t  cf var ious  as;-ecte of urban pa t te rns .  

Section two a t t e n r t s  an e x p l ~ ~ z t i c n  s f  t h e  f a c t o r s  rx: :ocsihle  f o r  these 

differences .  Scct lon th r so  covers t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  aayectx of t he  1;ati:er.n 

of urbanizat ion i n  Icerala and Tamil Kai'u. ir tile conc13:~?!cg sectiorj., 

the  Smplications of the presen t  pst?eril of urban s e t t 1 e n e ~ t . s  f o r  t he  

i n d u s t r i a l  ; ~ l i c y  ,-re ::iscussed. 

-a te fa1  t o  Dr.A..Vai:lyanetha.n f a r  h i s  hfili; i n  ti.> _r r tgma t ion  cf 
per. Thanks a r e  a l s o  due t o  Dr.C:.'i'.I<urieu a d  I r o f  .P.??.C.kir 
i r  coflrents on 3n i - a r l i e r  ve r s ion  of t h e  ;apFr. 



SECTION I 

3. According t o  &&rxlf gensuo the  urban population of Kerala. i s  5.5 

mil l ion  persons l i v i n g  i n  88 townr s3read all  over the  s t a t e .  2The skid 

of urban a reas  i n  t o t a l  population i s  16.3 per  cent  in Kerala as again4  

19.1 per cent  f o r  a l l - India .  In  terms of the concepts of urbanization 

used by the  Census; Kesala i s  one of t h e  l e s s  urbanised s t a t e s  i n  the 

u ~ i o n .  The con t ra s t  between Kerala and the  neighbouring s t a t e  of T a m i l  

ikfiil, where about 30 per  cent  of the population l i v e  i n  urbsn arezs ,  i s  

?;a.rt icclarly stri!.ing. 

. ?he average s i z e  of a t o h  i n  Kerczla (39,331 i n  1971) i s  much larsq 

than t h e  corresponding Tan!il Xadu f i g u r e  of 28,137 and. somewhat greated 

than the na t iona l  average of 37,243. The population dens i ty  i n  urban 

,..:<r+a.s i s  a l s o  higher  %n Kerala (2584 p.er oq.km.) than  T s m i l  l"zdu,(2115; 

znd 211 Ind ia  (858). There i s  not  much d i f fe rence  between the two w i n  

regions wi th in  Keraln (vjz.  Travancore-Cochin and Malabar; i n  tar-!:s of 

t he  degree of ~mh~an iza t ion  (measurd by t h e  prrjportion of population i n  

urban areas:. But the  averzge town ir. Mal9xtr tends to be smallex ar?. rl 

a g r i c u l t u r a l  i n  c l imsc te r  t;.xl i n  'Irr,vancore-Ccchin (See Table-1 ) . 

- -- 
$ bf urban 2.vveragy.ti jl of u r b m  woTker*- 
t o  t o t x l  s i z e  i n  primary s ~ c t o r  

of t o m  --,- -. . .- -.&cr&at&-oIl -o-o.-o ---, ----- -- 
Ti: .::...:ncor:-..-:':~chin 16. 8 . $3,097 18.0 

- - -- 

Source: Census of India ,  1971. 

.=t t i e  xore disa.@regnt:d l e v e l  of d i s t r i c t s ,  we no t i ce  a mch mor.4 

w a n  d i s t r i b u t i c f i  of t h e  number of towns i n  I(er.%la than  i n  "1;.i1 i%.dug b 4  
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well as the extent of poncentration of sconomio ac t iv i ty  i n  the big 

c i t i e s  i n  Kerala (see l'able3). Not only i s  the average class I c i ty  

i n  Kerala sma lk  than i n  the r e s t  of the country, but thesaqge of 

variat ion i n  the average aime of a i f f emnt  classes of towns is also 

much less.  This is  largely explained by the f a c t  t ha t  i n g e n e r a l ,  

the average population of the 'small towns' of Kerala i s  l a rger  than 

the corresponding national average, while the average population of td 

!.nrgeZtowns i n  Kerala tencls t o .  he Snallqr t h a w t h e h  eeounterpmts i n  t d  
o f  ~ ~ d i ~ ~  me,, .caun&EtFiwah :w=w$@&&. I?M~. Nadu also  reved 

. . 

-. .. , less T+R&g'm& urban h2esmchy is morz 
3, -.... 

do~ ina tpd  by the big c i t y  %@a.a t he  all-India pattern,  a d  mWe so,  th@ 

m, .. ,ble. 3 r Average Size of -2. v a r i o u s  Size - Classes. 1971 

Size - Avsra~e Sine 
-,- 

Class Kerala -%nil Nzdu 
* .  . . 

India - 
I 2i93r409 4927,385 4901 ,524 

. . 
II 66,243 .'65,374 .. - 65; ,783 
X I i  , 27,535 23,833 30,609 
Iv' 149025 10,534 14,068 
V & 9. 280 '>$..y45G 7,537 

TI 4,566' ~ ~ 41x3 3-.12_8. 

Total 39,391 28,157 37'243 - 
,~ -. . . 

Swrce: Census: of India, 1971 i ' .  

7. iCuch the s-me conclusion is suggested by a comparison of %he sbrs  

::f the noat populous c i ty  i n  .+ct& w b m  population, arid urb,a-n econornio 

a c t i v i t y . i n  diff$s@n% ;p3jateZ. Tab& 4 prtssents the indices i n  respect 
. . . . 

ul^ I l ' e r a l a d  th ree 'M:ghly~~bmise? i  s t a t e s  i n I n d i a ,  v i z .  wes%'Beng4 

: .d~ar:aFfintra and, %mil N s a S  rr-spbotively. The table  shows' that the de& 



concentraticll of urban a c t g t y  i n  t h e  l n s g e s t  c:tx.is lbwest i n  . . 

%erala and t h e  h ighes t  in.!'?est. ~ c - n & i l .  

;Table 4: - Concr -- - .- n t r a t i o n  --- Ration ( ~ r i  a t e  CitX;. - l .  --- 
--.---- -.-- 
-Concentration Rat ios  Cslcut t a  Bombay a s  Cochin - 

Manufactilrin,y o t h e r  than 
honsehold indus t ry  79.32 58.20 29.jj 14.52 

Trase %n2 Cornerce 72.52 49.95 24.97 13.33 

Trmspor t ,  Storage zn;: 
Com.unicatl - ocs 29.51 ::,.i9 4.1.32 21.12 

Other s e rv i ces  68.41 40.37 27 -95  i5.31 

Source: Census of I n d i a ,  1971 

Note: The ??rct.ntages i n  t h e  Table a r e  the  sha re s  of the 
ccncc?med c i t y  in t h e  r e spec t ive  s t a t e  t o t a l s  o f  t h e  
i n d i c a t o r s  shosen. 

Ca lcu t t a sco i in t s  f o r  6!% ppr cent  of the  n r b m  gcpu l - t i on  of Vest 

Bengal; but t h s  share  of Cockin i n  Kerela 's  urban p o ~ u l z t i o n  i s  l e s s  th-ul 

13 per c sn t .  The con t r a s t  becon+s even ~ h m p e r  vh,,ri we look a t  the 

c ~ n c e n t r a t i o n  of mraufaotnrin,- and t r ada  g ,+ivi t ies  i n  these  c i t i e s .  

8. A sini1.r ocnpzri s 3 n  of the  sec:.:nc? l a r g e s t  citicss ( see  pablf:? 5 ) i r  tho 

above s ta t& confirms t h a t  t he  b i g  c i t y  doninznce i s  conr:zratively weak 

in: Kerala. Ears i n t e r e s t i n z l y ,  un l ike  i n  t h e  hi&lly urt-zn.ised s t a t e s ,  

the d i s t a ~ c e  bc.tr:een the  f i r o t  a - d  t he  secdiid biggest c i t i e s  i s  r:ot ~ 2 1 ; ~ -  

.:reat i n  t e r n s  of any of t h e  nezsures of concentr?.tio~: w e  hzve used. 

Thus Trivanilrum's :?hare of popill t i o n  i s  11.92 5s ?.?:ail-st 12,.67 i n  

Cochin. I n  the case of o t h e r  S t a t e s  the  d i f f e r ence  bet~irirn the f i r s t  

two c i t i e s  i s  very v a s t  and poin ts  t o  t h t  d i : i p r3~? r t i cna t e  6oninmcc 

of one b i g  c i t y  i n  the  w b z n  system oif these  stztc-s.  



Table: 5 Concentration Rat ios  (second -~ b w t c i t y ) .  1971 

~- 

Cencentra t ion Ratios .. Asansol Poona Coimbatore Trivandrum - 
P o p u l a t i o n  2.21 7.22 5.91 11.82 

Manufacturing o ther than  . 
Household i n d u s t r y  2.21 6.80 10.02 7 92 

Trade and Commerce 1.64 5.27 5.51 10.61 

Transport ,  Storage and 
Communications 1.26 6.14 4-38 9-58 

Other s e r v i c e s  1.36 10.72 2.19 19.88 

Sourae: i b id  

4. I n  terms of t h e  func t iona l  cha rac t e r  of t h e  c i t i e s  and towns, a s  we1 

a s  t h e  degree of d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  among them, Kerala  again pres'ents a dq 

f l e r e n t  pa-litern from t h e  r e s t  of I n d i a  and Tmil Nadu. Overa l l ,  second\ 

a c t i v i t y  plays  a much l e s s  important r o l e  and primary a c t i v i t y  i s  more 

prominent i n  K e r a l a l s  urban a r e a s  than i n  the  r& of I n d i a  / ,see Table 

'?able 6 -  &pPe~~c;La1 c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  urban work f o r c e ,  1971. 
( i n  percentages;  

- - 
Sector Kerala T a m i l  Xadu --. - I n d i a  - 
Primary 19 -3  16.7 17.8 

Secondary 22.4 79.7 27.9 

Te r t i a ry  58.3 53.6 58.3 

Tota l  100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Cer~.sus of I n d i a ,  1771 

Kate: primary s e c t o r  i n c l u d e s  t he  Census I n d u s t r i a l  c a t ego r i e s  from 
I t o  IV while t he  secondary r e f e r s  t o  V. Ter t i a ry  covers t h e  
r e s t .  

Secondly, a t  t h e  n a t i o n a l  l e v e l  t h e  propor t ion  of workers employed 

i n  seoondary and t e r t i a r y  s e c t o r s  is  h ighes t  i n  Class I c i t i e s  and thesl 



pToportions declipe. s tead i ly  as one moves fro= larger t o  s r a l l e r  towns 

[ ~ e e  Table 7). Rut i n  t he  c i t i e s  of Kercla secondary ac t iv i ty  i s  corei- ' 

derabiy leas  important than their counterparts i.ri India; t+z t ia ry  sector 

seems t o  be xuch more crucia l  i n  t h e i r  econor~jc base. &d m l i k e  i n  the 

r e s t  of India, the smaller towns have a larp? proportion of t5ei.z 

workers entlaged i n  secoqilary ac t lv i ty  than tho larger toruns, In fac t  

the l z t t a r  sf& tobe  ~@@h .more a p - c 0 w e . i c i a l  i n  charactor then thei r  

coimterparts i n  the other par ts  of 1ndia. Fmtherrnore, the dii'inrs?nces 

i n  the slmcture of economic ac t iv i ty  i n  different  s iees  of totins i s  

much l e s s  pronounced i n  Kerala conpard to the diff~:rnr.coa a t  -the a l l  

India level.  This gives a greater  degree of functional homogeneity ir! 

Bera.la,'s urban economy. 

'Table:7 Industri a1 Distr ibution of tkte work force . a i  so-class-wisc 3521 

p- -- .- - ---.- ---....---- 
I2snIA =fiiLp- - -.. 

.- 
&primary Secondary Tertinsy : ~ t a l  Fr i ra iy  ~ e c o n ~ a r y '  TbrLiziy :Pot&, - 

CSource; Census of  India,  1961. 



-% 
Sect ion I1 

10. I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  we attempt some t e n t a t i v e  explanat ions  f o r  the  

l,.a?~y d i s t i n c t i v e  f e a t u r e s  of Kerala 's  ur an p a t t e r n  ou t l i ned  i n  the  

p e v i o u s  sect ion.  The r e l a t i v e % y  high population d e n s i t y  in urban Kera 

i s  i n  p a r t  a  r e f l e c t i o n  of t h e  high o v e r a l l  populat ion d e n s i t y  i n  the 

S ta te .  It w i l l  be seen  from Table $.&hat Kerala as a whole is near ly  

' t r i c e  as densely populated a s  a l l - Ind ia ,  Eind about 70 per  cen t  more 

than  T a m i l  Kadu. The h igh  population d e n s i t y  i n  Kerala i s  possibly a  

r e f l e t i o n  of the  f a c t  t h a t  t he  c l i m a t i c  an$ s o i l  condi t ions  of t he  s t 2 a  

enable it t o  support  a l a r g e r  population p e r  u n i t  a r e a  t h a n  i n  o the r  

p a r t s  of t he  country. Etren during e a r l i e r  decades, Kerala  had more 
99. 

people pedkm. than  t h e  r e s t  of I n d i a  and i t  cont inues  t o  be one of 

t he  most densely populated regions i n  t h e  country. The differences  

Table 8:  The Density of Populat ion - 1 9 u  

S t a t e  -- Total  -- Urban .- 

!<erala 544 2584 

:'amil Nadu 31 7 21 15 

I c d i a  -- .-.-- 182 8588- 
.3oli:ce: C,::nsus of I nd ia ,  1971 

h.:ve ileen accentuatad over t ime because population i n  Kerala  was sowind 

I'...., t e r  th.7.n i n  the r z s t  of I d i a  throughout t he  f i r s t  h a l f  of the  

.*c-i.tur;r. ( s ee  Table 5:. But t he  gap has been narrowed down i n  t he  

-.-.st tho deca6es m C  has v i r t u a l l y  been eliminated i n  the  s i x t i e s .  ?,'hi] 

,. &r!e populat ion dens i ty  of urban Kerala i s  h igher  in abso lu te  terms then 

i n  T a m i l  NaAu and al l . - ini i ia ,  i t  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  t h e  r a t i o  of urban 

t o  t o t a l  dens i ty  i n  Kerala i s  l e a s  than i n  T a m i l  N a d n .  For Xerala t he  
of 

f i g u r e  i s  L. 7 as again: t 6.7fQamil N d u .  This nay be  due i n  pz r t  t o  

t h e  c?oninance o f  b i g  c i t i e s  i n  T a m i l  Nadu - a s  b i g  c i t i e s  t y p i c a l l y  hav-j 



' f a r  higher density than ru ra l  areas and m a l l  toms;4 But it could also 

be a reflect ion of the re la t ive ly  spreaclroatpattern of urban settlement 

i n  Kerala. 

Tabl'e;"9: Hate of Growth of Population -- 
-- -.-.- -.. - 

Kerala ~ m i i  Nadu - .xndfa. . '  Ye=. 

IVO1,-TI 11.8 8.6 5.85 

1911-21 9.2 3-5 -0; 3 

1921-31 21.9 8.5 1 l.0 

1931-47 16.0 11.9 14-2 

1941-51 22.8 1 4 . V  1 3.3 
1951-61 24.8 11.9 21.5 

1961-71 25.9 22.0 24.5 

Source; Ashish Bose *'Studies i n  India's Urbanization, 1901-1971". 
. . . .  . .  , . 

11. The predominage, of 'tt&@@: $&e:&b.a hiera&i$ ..of &.rala, 
. ,  . 

. .  . - .  . . , : 

may be the r e su l t  sf h&e pedu12a1 .p&:b~&.~:,6f .. ~. .. . ,  .hamm eettiemgnt pt?ea&tent i n  
, ~: .: ... . . . . 

the ~ t a i e .  l i e a ~ l y  ;hibe oU"c6f. he& ~i$i&& .in @Xyala ha* & p~pfala+i651' of 
. . 

5,000 and above ( see  ~pable?:@:. . . .  ~ Th@&&. b$g yvi1l&e6 claW %bout 97 percent 
. . 

of the t o t a l  ru ra l  96p1ilatqan of We' St-sate, Tasni.1 N ~ u . ; .  on the contrary, 
~ ~ 

. . 
- : 

only 5.67 Iier cent ~, , 6S the ?il~llIsage:p @2e &d~ aaoount Ear-barely a 
. ~. 

~~ . . 
. . . . 

quarter of the rural. popul.a%$on. ! h e  narol&~'ted . . ckus.'te~:*ype se t t~ements  . 
> . . 

which are the  tyli&Z '$@t.$ernrn in Tam&l .  Ng&n,, I'as in other parts '  a$-. the 
. ~ , .  . , 

country) , i s  c o n s p .  by its absbqce i & ~ e & l a .  The pxe:dbmin@&e' of 
~~. .&*L !,,-..~ . . .  ~. , . , .; .:.; ,., ~. . 

7 .  . .>.'.. . :  , , .  
coconuts ar~d o thnF"gg&aan 5 p w  i'w %&&A&: ~ . :  -661ubined with .high population 

, :  . . 

density give r i s e  t~ 4 .d@&S&;ed @fi o r  Less conti?Iu6* pattern: of ' 

s.ett1emen-t. Th'he . pafz%ee: ~ is. ,  suoh Chat, +I.+ i s  imgwk&ib.le f o r  ' the  . . ~. 
I . , 

>~alayaler  v i s i t o r  ,%:; .&&'w@aii h e  has crire . . t i  .&fie idgo a.f -&e vi l lage  
~~ . .. . . 

or entered another ..,*.;. The. wliijle r'egiiio. along $he' c~obsl %a f r om oris 

end t o  the other i lk@ g&zd.e.a . c i t y  ' w h d  :ong. i:& hardly wslk a. .talopg. 



without s ee ing  some houses. "5 These d i f f e r ences  i n  se t t l ement  patternil 

r: f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  v a s t l y  d i f f e r e n t  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of v i l l a g e s  and towns 

s i ze s .  U d e r  the  T a m i l  ITadu pa t t e rn ,  the  t r a n s i t i o n  from small  t o  14 

v i l l a g e s  and on t o  towns i s  much more gradual  than i n  Kerala. In  Kera 

Table 10: Vil lages  c l a s s i f i e d  by s i z e  of P o ~ u l a t i o n .  1971 

Kerala Tamil Nadu 
Size-Class Number Population Number Population 

Less than 1,000 0.48 0.04 40.63 11.70 

1,000 - 1,999 1.26 0.15 28.90 22.71 

2.000 - 4,999 9-62 2.60 2A .80 40.99 

5,000 and above 66.64 97-21 5.67 24.60 
-- 

Tota l  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

h u r c e :  Census of Ind ia ,  1971. 

fiince t h e  v i l l a g e  s i z e  i s  l a r g e ,  t hey  graduate i n t o  urban s t a t u s  and 
, 

i i r c c t l y  f a l l  i n t o  cla.sses IV o r  111 which haye been designated a s  

= iu; towris. Mcxnove~ unl ike  T a m i l  Nadu, Kerala has r e l a t i v e l y  f ow sd 

li:.-r!Ls v-ith l e s s  5 , O X  population hzving c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which qual i fd  

:sr- 'irba?~ s t a t u s .  i.t i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  i n  t h i s  contc.xt t o  note  t h a t  out Q 

. :-.;.., . 22 ,iew tc*ns i n  Kerzln reported i n  t h e  1971 Census, 15 towns belor$ 

.~ +l-m-si:c ~. cr-;:: .. ;!I.! ;nl: i; -to;.:nc corn. under t h e  category of sma$ 

.> -8. I l l  T m i l  . l.\lil.r where the   illage ages ,%re mainly of small s i z e ,  ouf 

h ~ n  155 nev towis Ynzt em+rgeC, only 20 towns have been c l a s s i f i e d  a s  

riceL: urn towns. 

.. 
1 ; .  i o t  only i s  t!re aver.%c: s i z e  of t h e  ICerala v i l l a g e  l a r g e ,  but it 

has a l s o  3 r e l a t i v e l y  more Civers i f ier?  p a t t e r n  of economic a c t i v i t y -  

I pa t t e rn  which iil'2kes f o r  considerably smal le r  d i f f e r e n c e  betw6.m the 

s t r u c t u r e  of ec.onordc a c t i v i t y  i n  r u r n l  aid u r b m  a r e a s  of Aerala than 

i r i  t h e  r e s t  of t h e  cour!try. - 



. . 
* - .-----~-"-.* --, ---.- 

Kernla 
S e c t o r  

Tamil 1Ta.rlu Ind ia  
-*-.....* - -~  ---, - 

Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban -- ... --- - .  - 
-Primary 62.5 19.3 81.5 16.7 85.2 13.3 

Secondary 14.5- 22.4 7.3 23.7 5.5 27.4 
Ter t ia ry  23.0 58. j 10.9 53.6 .9.3 58.3 

.-- -..-- ---.- 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source. Census pf I r d i i ,  1971. 

It w i l l  be scen from Table 11 t h a t  the sh2re of the primzry ~. -- 

sec to r  i n  rur,%l irc;ral,z (62.5 p e r  c e n t )  is l e s s + r  compared t o  T a m i l  Xadu 

(81 . j  per  cc-nt; md  ? l i - Ind ia  (85.2 ps r  c e n t ) .  On the  o the r  hand, the  

secondary and t e r t i a r y  a c t i v i t i e s  soerr t o  be more prominent i n  K i : r ah1s  

r u r a l  areas .  P a r t i c u l a r l y  riotoworthy i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  Iierrzla 14.5 

per c s n t .  of the t o t z l  work f o r c e  i s  engegxl i n  secondary a c t i v i t y  as agai-  

n s t  7.8 per  cent  i n  Tamil Xadu and only 5.5 per  cent  i n  India.  '. But,  

"Urban': ICerzla employs a  considerably 1 a g r . r  s i z e  of i t s  workers i n  

a g r i c u l t u r e  and c o r c o s ~ j ~ n d i n g l y  smal ler  proportion i n  secondr-ry a c t i v i t i . 2 ~  

than i n  Tamil Kadu and a l l - Ind ia .  The . 'd i s tmcz ' :  between s e c t o r a l  d i s t ~ i - .  

but ion of r u r a l  nnd urbanworkforc.t;-a r . .ugh measure of which i s  given b> 

th* r a t i o  of t h e  propor t ion  of r u r a l  work fo rce  i n  any s e c t o r  t o  the  
a r e a s  - i s  c l e a z l y  much l e s s  i n  Kerala than i n  o t  e r  

corresponding . proport ion i n  urban/partp of India.  This shows &a t  - 
the  func t iona l  d i f f e r r c t i a t i o n  betbeen r u r e l  in5 urbar~  a r c a s  of h c r a l a  

i s  no t  a s  pronounce?, a s  i n  t h e  r& of Ind ia ,  T'hp f y c t  t ha t ,  changes i n  

t h e  p a t t e r n  of ecanonic c lc t iv i ty  assoc ia ted  with a  t r . m s i t i o n  from r u r a l  

t o  urbar, a r eas  i s  uioi-e grcdual  i n  Kers la  i s  duf t o  thn s p e c i a l  characte-. 

r i s t i c s  of t h e  '+conoIv. The c o o l o ~ i c a l  condi t ions  ant? t h e  p a t i e r n  of 

se t t l ements  a r e  suck t h a t  t he  cu l t ivc t t i2n  of cro;ps < e ~ ~ e c i a l l ~  garden 



crops  l i k e  c o ~ o n u t l  is  widely d i f fu sed ,  no t  on ly  as between p a r t s  of: 
* 

t h e  S t a t e  but  a l s o  as between r u r a l  and urban a reas .  

13. The p l a n t a t i o n  crops ( cons i s t i ng  of Tea, Coffee, Rubber and 

Cardamom) account f o r  n e a r l y  one-tenth of t h e  t o t a l  c u l t i v a t e d  a rea  a 
t h e  s t a t e  while t h e  non-food c rops  as a whole c la im around 50 per cem 

of t h e  a r ea  under c u l t i v a t i o n .  The processing and t r a d i n g  ac t iv i t i ed  

t h a t  t h i s  type of commercial a a i c u l t u r e  genera tes ,  a r e  ca r r i ed  on 

mostly i n  small s c a l e ,  d e c e n t r a l i s e d  f a c t o r i e s  cha rac t e r i s ed  by high 
J 

l e v e l  labohr-intensive'  techniques. The r e l a t i v e l y  h i g h  proport ion 04 

workers i n  secondary a c t i v i t y  i n  rural a reas  as w e l l  as i n  small townl 

i s  l a r g e l y  t o  be explained by t h i s  phenomenon. Consequently commercia 

a g r i c u l t u r e  i s  very a i a l  i n  t h e  economy of Kerala  and the major urba 

s t imulan t  com6s from, what can be broadly termed as the  agro-commercil 

. 6  ' 
a c t i v i t y .  I n  T a m i l  Nadu, on t h e  con t r a ry ,  t he  conventional re la t ion1 

s h i p  between urbaniza t ion  and i n d u s t r i a l i z a t i o n  holds  good. The 
t 

growth of l a r g e  s c a l e ,  r e l a t i v e l y  c a p i t a l  i n t ens ive  indus!zies have . 
led t o  an  urban p a t t e r n  domina t~d  by b i g  urban agglomerations. In 

w h a t  fo!lows, we have focused c e r t a i n  aspec ts  o f  i n d u s t r i a l  and t e r -  

t i m y  s e c t o r s  of K ~ r o l z .  

14. I n d u s t r i a l  a c t i v i t y  i n  ~ k r a l a  i s  dominat::.d by a g r i c u l t u r a l  

: - r x e s s i n g  t o  a much g r e a t e r  ex ten t  than  i n  T a m i l  Nadu o r  all I cd i a .  

l l s o  t h e  proport ion of i n d u s t r i a l  employment i n  t h e  unorga~iz8d  

s e c t o r  ( i .e.  u n i t s  f a l l i n g  ou ts ide  the  purview of t h e  Fac to r i e s  ~ c t )  

ir: Kerala i s  much h igher  than t h e  n a t i o n a l  average. These f ea tuzes  

a r e  brought o u t  c l s n r l y  i n  Table 1 3 .  The s i z e  of t h e  f ac to ry  



sector  i n  terms of workers employed, i s  much l o w ~ r  i n  Ferala.  Or, the  

:.ther hand non-factory s e c t o r  accounts f o r  a  d i sgzopor t iona te ly  higher 

share of i n d u s t r i a l  employment. Though t h e  d a t a  f o r  a l l - I n d i a  and Keralz 

are f o r  d i f f e r e n t  years  we can a s s m e  that the s i t u a t i o n  i n  Kerala has 

not changed much s ince  1966-61, 

Table 13: The Corn=-i;-+sg-of t h e  I n d u s t r i a l  Sector -. 

1. Factory s e c t o r  3 G  -15 

( a )  Househol.3 36 13 

--------,---------- 

3. Tota l  n m b e r  of workers i n  
manufacturing s e c t o r  :; 1-1-2 100 100 

.-- -. ..-.- 
Source :: 1. Indian d a t a  are f r n m  Centre f o r  ~ ~ i o n i t o r ~ n g  Indian & o n o q 1  

'Basic S t a t i s t i c - s  Zeletine; t o  t h e  Indian Econc~v ,  Vol.1 
2. Xe ra l a ' da t a  a r e  froni YCAEIi 'Itldustris:. 2ro:r-unmes f o r  t he  

Fourth  Flan - Kera laP .  

15. Apart from the  f a c t  the% the  s i z e  of t h e  f ac to ry  s e c t o r  i n  X'erala 

is  small ,  i t  a l s o  c c n s i s t e  l a r g e l y  of agro-based i n d u s t r i e s  of the  

r e l a t i v e l y  labour  i n t e n s i v e  type. 

This can be seen from Table 14 which showr. t h a t  cashew indus t ry  

a lone accounts f o r  more t h m  hz l f  of t he  workers eml'loyed i n  t h e  

f ac to ry  sec to r .  

Al together  t h e  pr.:do!ninanc~ of small s c a l e  and of a p i c u l -  

t u r a l  processing i n d u s t r i e s ,  us ing  r e l a t i v e l y  simple techniques ,  

c a l l i n g  f o r  l imi t ed  c a p i t o l  izvestment,  i s  an important explanat ion 

f o r  me g r e a t e r  J i f f u s i o n  of the rnwiuf a c t u r i n g  a c t i v i t y  i n  ICerala ar,3 



Table 14; The Di-ibution of Employlent Accordin6? t o  Indus t r i e s  - 
 eral la; ---. 1965 (Annual Survey-of I r idus t r ies )  

S1.No. Name of fndus'try Persons 
employed 

1. W e d  f e r t i l i - r s  

2. Inorganic  heavfr chemicals 

3. Cotton Tex t i l e s  

4. Tea Manufacturing 

5. Cashewnut groceeaing 

6. T i l e s  

7. Coir Manufactme 

8, Plywood 
r7 
Y.  Saw m i l l i n g  

1 C. Soaps & Glycerenes 

11.  I n ~ e c t i c l d e s  & Fungicides 0.84 

12 Other I n d u s t r i e s  
T o t a l  

Source. Bureau or  r;conomlcs a m  o t a t x s t i c s ,  Government of Kerala,  
t Indus t r ies  and I n f r a s t r u c t u r e .  1 

t 1 1 ~  r e l a t i v e l y  narrow rural-urban d i f f e r enoes  i n  t h e  propor t ion  of 

i..orkt?rs en@:aged i n  wanufacturing. Table 15 s m a r i e e s  t he  e s s e n t i a l s  of 

o1.r =@cent. I?n. psocluctive c a p i t a l  per w o ~ k e r  i n  Kerala  i s  f a r  be1cr.i 

:::,;.p~ared t o  Tamil KzCu a d  a l l - Ind ia .  similarly the  con t r ibu t ion  of 

:-e?:ala, t o  t h e  a l l - I rxi ia  t o t a l  i n  terms of the  i n d u s t r i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

;::;ji.!n i n  t h e  Tab16 zre far 1 over than  T a m i l  Nadu. -bus ~ n d u s t r i d i s a % i d  

. .. ... :-.:11& has  no t  pr.??rc!ssc,& much beyond t h e  processing of a g r i c u l t u r d  

3 :%)lor primary :J:S(~UC~S based on t r a d i t i o n a l ,  l abour  i n t ens ive  

7 i ,zc~::Liqnes. ' 

I .  The h igh  l e v e l  of t e r t i a s y  employment o v e r a l l ,  and i n  r u r a l  and urb4 

Ir. zs cf Kerala i s  a l so  due, l a r @ e l &  t o  t h e  importance of commercial c r o a  

CI t.1, :i-;;a.te1s a g r i c u l t u r e .  Commercial crops [as d i s t i ngu i shed  from food 



crops) account f o r  n s a r l y  h a l f  t he  t o t a l  cropped a r e a  i n  t h e  S t a t e  and a 

considerably higher  propor t ion  of g ros s  output. By both ind ices  Kerala 's  

agr icul ture  i s  among t h e m o s t  commereialhed in India. The 'cu l t iva t ion  of  

these cro?s is a l s o  quite d i f fused  w i t h i n  t h e  state. While c r o p s  l i k e  

Table 15: Some Aspects .of- t h e  I n d u s t r i a l  Sec tor  -...I962 

Percentage shares  M t i o s  
S ta te  Registered Productive no. of To ta l  Produ- Value 

f a c t o r i e s  c a p i t a l  persons galue c t i v e  added 
employed output capi- per  

t a1 wor- 
per  ker  
wor- 
k e r .  

- -  

s l a  4.67 1.44 3.56 2.06 6587 2503 

il I J d u  0.82 0.11 8.72 6.49 17597 5079 

p ~ ~ -  
-- 

ycc: 1. For pe rcen twesha res ,  Bureau of Economics and S t a t i s t i c s ,  - 
C vernnent of Kerala,  ' R s t r ~ ~  knd Ratios ' .  

2. hiatios hzve been ca l cu l a t ed  from AS1 da ta .  

rubber, tea and cof fae  S ~ W O  a ce r t a i r ,  dfigre? of r e g i o n a l  concentrat ion,  

'c?ccniit which i s  11g f a r  t h e  most b r o r t a n t  commercial crop and which 

supports two of t he  p r i n c i p a l  indus . t r ies  of tne S t a t e  (viz .  coconut 

\ o i l  en;: oo i r ; ,  and t o  a 1.carer ex t en t  cssheu and pepper, a r e  c u l t i v a t e d  
t r anspor t  

all  over t h e  s t a t e .  E;.?rala h a s a l s o  a w e l l  d e v e l o p e ~ s y s t e m  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  

t he  movement of t h m e  -agr icul tural  com:odities., The development of 

road t r anspor t  s y s t r a  ivas be?n p a r t i c u l a r l y  imprersive i n  Kerala, 

being much more advLmced than Tamil 2Jaeu. (see  Table 16; 

17. The combined e f f e c t  a f  t he  r z l a t i v ~ l y  g rea . t r r  ..ole of ' plan ta t ions  

mi'. c o m e r c i a l  crops i n  ii?ral-.':! ~ ~ g r i c n l t u r e ,  t h e  dominance of  mall 

sce lc ,  labouyints:.lsi'..e ~ y r i c u l t u r a l .  processing e c t i v i t y  i n  i t s  i n d n s t r i a l  



Table 16: 

; 
S t a t e  'of a r e a  populat ion 

( ~ l l  ~ o a d s ;  

- 

Source. "Rates and R a t i o f s ,  ib id .  

s e c t o r  and the  r e l a t i v e l y  higher  proport ion of employment i n  t h e  ter td  

sec tor ,  aga in  com2rising l a r g e l y  of labour- intensive small s c a l e  unit4 

a c t i v i t y ,  i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t he  i n t e r - sec to ra l  d i f f e r ences  i n  product pe 

worker. Table 17  shows t h a t  t h e  product per worker i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  i s  

considerably more than  t h a t  of t h e  o the r  two s e c t o r s  i n  Kerala. This 

i n  sharp c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  ?;?*tern of T a m i l  Nadu and a l l - I d i a  where tJi4 

product per  worker i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  i s s u b s t a n t i a l l y  below t h e  o the r  two 

eectors .  The Kerala Fhsor.aet;cn ~ F I  torbe explained by the  f a c t  t'nat i d  

:z,,riculturc- has high va lue  y i e l d i n g  crops,  and hence t h e  product per 

-'~-l.-r i n  - 4 r i c u l t u r e  i s  high. ''Thnu:* nea r ly  one-fif th of the  t o t a l  .. - 

.i3r'cig+; f o r c e  i s  engaged i n  r.anufacturing, about  one-half .of them i s  ii 

I?ousehold e n t e r p r i s e s  where t he  va lue  added p e r  worker has been e s t i d  

t c  be only asmall f r a c t i o n  of t h e  n e t  output  per  worker i n  the  econonfj 

Lben i n  facl:ory e n t e r p r i s e s ,  . . t he  va lue  added per  worker i s  only abol 

14.2 times as high as i n  t h e  primary s e c t o r ;  " ( 9 )  While we have no 

es t imates  of s e c t o r a l  product per worker i n  r u r a l  and urban a reas  sepal 

t e l y ,  t he  f a c t  t h a t  rural-urban d i f f e r ences  i n  terms of economic s t ru-  

c t u r e  i s  much l e s e  pronounced i n  Kerela t han  i n  o the r  p a r t s  of the 

country would suggest  t h a t  t k e  d i l f e r e n c e s  i n  terms of product per w o r l  



B b l e  17. Relative- Sec tora l  Product per  worker 1960-61 

- - 

S t a t e  Primary Secondary Te r t i a ry  --. -- .-- 
Kerala .1.17 0.80 0.87 

Tamil Kadu 0.72 1.13 1.74 

Ind ia  0.71 1.47 2.03 
- --- 
Source: "Poverty, Unemployment and Development Policy" 

Centre f o r  Development Studies.  

between r u r a l  and urban a r e a s  w i l l  a l so  be smal ler .  There is some 

ccrra.koration of t h i s  i n  NSS d a t a  which shows t h a t  though a s  i n  t h e  

r e s t  rf I l l l i a  urban per  c a p i t a  consumption i s  higher  t han  i n  r u r a l  

aroas, the r a t i o  of t he  former t o  t h e  l a t t e r  i n  Kerala i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

b,-l-c~ Tamil Dadu. 10. 

Sect ion L I  

18. I n  terms of t h e  r a t e  and paktern of urban growth a l so  Kerala 

p r t s en t s  a marked c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  t r ends  experienced i n  Tamil Tadu (Sea 

Tables 18 H ar~d E) .  Between 1901 and 1951 t h e  number of  town^'^ i n  

Kerala r o r ?  ky near ly  f o l ~ r  m d  a half times while  i n  T a m i l  Eadu i t  was 

on.ly s l i .yh t ly  more than doubled; urban p o ~ u l a t i o n  i n  g e r a l a  grew by 30C 

per cect  a s  w a i n s t  170 per  cen t  i n  Tamil bTadu. The p r inc ipa l  c f i t e r i o n  

f o r  d i s t i n g d s h i n g  r u r a l  and urban se t t l emen t s  up to  t h e  1951 Census was 

poplzlztian. Given the f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a predominance of l a r g e  v i l l a g e s  

:r! .?.erala and t h a t  t h e  o v e r a l l  growth of population i n  the  S t a t e  dur ing  

file f i r s t  h d f  of t he  cen tury  (111 per  cent: was considerably more than 

i n  'ilan!il htc?u (57 per  c e n t ) ,  i t  i s  n0.t s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  t h e  urban popula- 

t i o n  i n  the  former a l s o  grew much f a s t e r .  tiowever, a t  t h e  beginning d t he  



20th century Kerala was much l e s s  urbanised than Tamil Kadu, and with 

t he  growth of u r b h  popul.ation r e l a t i v e  t o  t o t a l  population i n  Kerala 

being wel l  below.that  i n  Tamil h'adu, t h e  d i f f e r ence  i n  t n e  degree of 

urbanization--persisted even i n  1951. 

Table 1 %A ~ntn~~e~~o-f~~~~~~~ 
- .-- - --- 4 

TamilNadu --.- Kerala Travancore-achi i  Malabar 
\-oar A 9 4. ?? A E A B 

 IT^ 133 14.2 20 7.1 I 3  6.9 7 
1551 297 24.4. 73 13.5 73 14.7 21 

1361 339 26.7 92 15.1 50 15.3 42 1 ;  'i. 
1271 ,443 30.0 88 16.3 52 16.8 36 15.3 

C'ol:.rce. Census of Ind ia  
k t? . :  A. - Wumb'er of Towns 

B. - Peroentage of urban t o  t o t a l  populat ion 

Tablt. 18-5: Growth FiaI>z~ 
--.-.- .. A,------- 

-c 
-. 

Tamil K d n  -- -. .- . h e r a l a  ' h a v a n c o r ~ ~ o c h i n  ~\.al a b z  Y e a r  
A B B G A 2 A E 

I 551-.71 - P . - $3:) ? 3s.a . 7?;.!? -,... , -, 54.3 77.5 61.4 117.6 
- .  ."- ".-. --... -Lll - . .. ., . - -.-.-----..----. ------..--_----- . ... 
Yource: Census of Inc l ia  
: .3te  A - Total  pop ln . t i on  

3 - Urban popvtlatiori 
. - 

19. Since 1951, while t h e  rumber of towns continued t o  i n c r e m e  i n  Tail 

u ,  it iel.1 i n  K?rala; th... d i f f e r$nces  i n  t h e  rate of urban population 

increase  have apparc nth :lerrowed, r e f l e c t i n g  i n  p a r t  a narrowine i n  t'n.' 

;iifj:crences of o v e r a l l  populat ion growth, ard perhaps more importm!tly 

tlie c> f i ec t s  of changes i ~ i  ths d e f i n i t i o n  of ,Urban areas' in t roduce6 i n  

e 1 23nsus whereby bgsi.jec s i z e  of populat ion j t ~  adminirtr:tivd 



s t e t u s ,  t h e  proport ion of t h e  male working population i n  t h e  non-primary 

sector  was added as a n o t b r  c r i t e r i o n  i n  dec id ing  whether o r  not  a  

pa r t i cu l a r  place could be c l a s s i f i e d  as ,urbanw. Since,  f o r  reasons 

explairied i n  Sec t ion  11, a ~ r i c u l t u r a l  a c t i v i t i e s  f i g u r e  more prominently 

i n  'hrban" cen t r e0  of Kerala  as a whole and i n  the  sma l l e r  towns i n  

p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  introduct iolr  of t he  a d d i t i o n a l  c r i t e r i o n  i n  t he  1961 

Census, r e s u l t e d  in t h e  "dec l a s s i f i ca t ion"  of  a number of small and 

medium towns. The exc lus ion  of t he  populat ion of t h e s e  terns" 

must have depressed the apparent growth of urban population.  h c e  

thece e f f e c t s  of d e f i n i t i o n a l  changes could not  be proger ly  quan t j f i ed ,  

i t  would be &.appropriate t o  read much s i g n i f i c a a c e  i n t o  t h e  t rends  i n  

vlinan l jopulation growth i n  t he  period 195%-197l. 

2 .  \,.'i.thiii Kerala  t h e r e  a r e  si,@ficant r eg iona l  d i f f e r ences  i n  t h e  

:,r.tt+rn of urban 8;rowth W J e e n  Travancore-Cochin and Nalabar. A t  t h e  

t.&?rr. of t h e  century,  t he  tilo reg ions  had more r l e s s  t h e  same proportion 

of ;opula t ion  i n  ,urban =??as; i n  f a c t  tine r a t i o  i n  Malabar was s l i g h t l y  

roor$i than  i r l  Travancore-Cochii: . But dur ing  t h e  period 1901-1951, 
. . 

khe r a t e  of urban growth i n  M a l a b ~ r  both i n  t e r m  of t h e  number of towns 

s;' v r b m  populat io:~ i n s  much slow3:r than  i n  Travmcore-Cochin. The urban 
p o p ~ ~ l a t i o n  i n  Y ~ l a b a r  roee by only 164 per  cen t  i n  the  f i r s t  ha l f  of t h e  
c .n tury  eoxpari.d t ~ .  a r ~ i n r l y  - f  i3.: -fcil:, ris:i- i n  e,v:.n&.-y-&chin. ' 

Travancore-Cochin t h e  r a t i o  of ban t o  t o t a l  population was more t h m  
doubled dur ing  t h e  same period F r o m  around 7 per  cent  i n  1901 t o  clo;e 

t o  15 per cen t  i n  1751); t h e  comparable r a t i o n  f o r  Kalabar a r e  7.A 

atid 11.5 per  cent  r s spcc t ive ly .  The d i f f e r ence  i n  the t r ends  of urbani- 

zat ion k t f e a n  t h e  two r c g i o ~ s  seems tto re f lc?c t ,  i n  p a r t ,  the  d i f f e r ence  

i n  the  r a t e  of o v e r a l l  populzt ion i n c r ~ a e e .  For var ious  h i s t o r i c a l  

r-;!.-sonr;" t?-- dec l ine  i r ~  mor t a l i t y  r a t e s  occun%d much e a r l i e r  i n  

'L'ra~:;!ncor~-cochin than  ir: i .klabar a;d r e s u l t e l  .;h a  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h5cher 



r a t e  of n a t u r a l  i nc rease  i n  population i n  the  former r eg ion  (145 per .a 
between 1901 and 1951 - almost double t h e  r a t e  i n  ~ a l a b a r ) .  The e f f e d  

of d i f f e r e n t i a l  growth i n  o v e r a l l  papulat ion may have been compoundedq 

.i;.;e . . f a c t  t h a t  the average s i z e  of ' ?  v i l l a g e  i n  Xalabar i s  much smalled 

i n  %avwcore-Cochin (See. Table 19.3. Besides t h e  above two f a c t o r s  id 

probable t h a t  t h e  higher  u rbmisa t ion  r a t e  i n  Travancore-Cochin d u r i d  

t h e  f i r s t  ha l f  of t h e  century was a l s o  due i n  p a r t ,  t o  t h e  more dynami! 

and developrrent-oriented p o l i c i e s  pursued by t!le admin i s t r a t i on  of the: 

reg ion  coliipared t o  I'lalabar under B r i t i s h  rule .  An accura te  assessment 

of the  e f f e c t  of p o l i c y  f a c t o r s  i s  d i f f i c u l t ,  i n  t h e  absence of d a t a  01 

treiidn i n  i n d i ' s t r i d i s a t i o n  and otl;cr urbanisiq in f luences  i n  t h e  

t v c  regions dur ing  t;le f i r s t l l a l f  of t h e  c e n t ~ ~ r y .  Iibwever the  f a c t  

+ ,:.k ??I 1::hl .PIalz';ii,r kd: a smal le r  proport ion of a r e a  under non-food c3  

.: ?:?r.l.:.: r share  oi' f a c t o r i e s  and average d a i l y  Bmployment a s  wel l  as  

.P.:!: i3 -frelc,i?efi i:oa;l. ;ict :qork ..(See Table 20) s t rong ly  suggests t h a t  .. - 

csc.i:.~!-.;c f  zc tors  : h i e :  : : . t i i r i~la , t~  ?~rcbanizaticn were much w e d r s i n  t h i s  

.,.::. , ... , . ... a. 
, : ? - T~Zlla.:.:es .~ clr.ssj.fi?5. . -. .- --. .- b ~ , , -  - s i z e  of- j~opulat ion . .. - 1961 



- 21 - 
"Pahle 20: ---- Ind ica to r s  of Development 

Average Area under Road mileage 
Region $10. of f a c t o r i e s  d a i l y  Mon-foodcrops per  100 sq. km. 

Lmployment 1960-61 1961 
1961 1961 

%avancore-Gochin 64- 5 77.8 36.8 3 1 

Malabar 35.5 22.2 28.3 2 4 

Kerala 100.0 100.0 33.4 2 8 

Sources. Various, Eierala Government publ ica t ions .  

21. During 1351-71 t h e  number of towns i n  Malabar w a s  nea r ly  doubled 

pthsreas i n  Travancore-Cochin it shows a s ign i f ioa r i t  decl ine.  S imi la r ly  

the i nc rease  i n  t h e  share  of urban population i n  t he  f o m e r  i s  more 

sharp thm in t h e  l a ' t t e r  region. Though t k d s  sudden change i n  Malabar 

i r  harci t o  expla in ,  w e  can provide two huEclies. One i s  t h a t  t h e  ove ra l l  

population i n  Nalabar has grown f a s t e r  i n  t h i s  period (61 per c e n t  as  

against  55 per  cent i n  Travamcore-cockin). Unlike t h e  period 1901-51, 

italzhar has no-t only caught up with 'fravancore-Cochin, but has even 

surpassed it i n  ? h i s  regard.  Secondly a f t e r  Malabar became part' cf 

Kerala,  it i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  t k e  development impulses have s t a r t e d  d i f fu . s in s  

i n t o  i t  from thc  southern  p a r t s  of t h e  S-lri.",. 

22. Thc r & a t i v n  r a t e s  of growth of d i f f c r e z t  c l a s s e s  of towns a l s o  r eve r l s  

c e r t a i n  s i m i l . > r  tendencies  i n  t h e  .urban growth of t he  two regions which ve 

observed i n  t he  1:receding paragraphs. Ucring 1901-1 $51 the r a t e  of 

growth of populat ion i n  b i g  c i t i e s  of Tra-vnncore-Gochin was f a r  higher  than 

Malcbar ' s e e  Table 21;. Expansion of b i g  c i t i e s  could be more due t o  

r p s l  and i levelop~iental  f a c t o r s  and l e s s  due t o  t h e  o v e r a l l  r a t e  of 

7.0-ula+ion gr&h. The l a t t e r  i s  l i k e l y  t o  be Eore important i n  explaining 

the growth of s m a l l  towns. The very rap id  inc rease  i n  small town 



i:ni,alation i n  Travancore-Cochini probably r e f l e c t s  t h e  combined e f f e c q  
.. .... . .  ... . . ~.~ 
-. of much f  astir . .growth of t o t a l  populat ion,  t h e  g r e a t e r  dominance of 'la 

v i l l a g e s  'and perhaps the  more r ap id  commercialisation of a g r i c u l t u r e  a 
. . 

region. Demographic f a c t o r s  could a l s o  e x p l a i r ,  i n  p a r t / t h e  f a s t e r  

&owth of populat ion of b ig  c i t i e s  in Travancore-Cochin, but  t h e - f ~ c t  

t h a t  t h e  r a t e  of growth i n  b i g  c i t y  populat ion r e l a t i v e  t o  o v e r a l l  

populat ion growth was much higher  i n  Travancore-Cochin than  i n  Malabar 

suggests  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t i a l  r a t e s  of development m&y have been an 

important f a c t o r .  It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note  t h a t  i n  Malabar the  r a t e  4 

r ~ o w t h  of b i g  c i t y  populat ion r e l a t i v e  t o  t h a t  of t d t a l  populat ion d m 1  

the. f i r s t  ha l f  of Bhe cen tury  w a s  no t  on ly  lower t han  i n  Tra.vancore- 

Cochizi, but a l so  i n  comparison with T a m i l  liadu. This suggests  t h a t  

such 2e.r~~lopment impulses as were generated wi th in  old Madras Presiderid 

u.:er F z i t i s h  r u l e  was n o t  a s  s t rong i n  Malabar as i n  o ther  p a r t s  of 

: be  ::xo.iince. 

2?, .  The p3wth  of pogxlat ion i n  mejiuin s ized  towns r e l a t i v e  t o  overa l l  

i:"pulatior. has apparec t ly  come dov1 sharply i n  t h e  l a s t  two decades i n  

. ~ 

Tar>.il h:..?u, i,e:?r?.l- 3s vcll irs ic T1.nvincore-Cochin and Ymlabar. How- 

eve:, t h e  ex tknt  of t h i s  reduc t ion  was much g r k a t e r  i n  T a m i l  Kdu .  ''pi 

reasons f o r  t h i s  arc: not c l ea r .  Th6 pace of expansion of b i g  c i t i e s  

r e l a t i v e  t o  p ~ p u l ~ t i o n  growth has  continued t o  b e  as high as  i n  t h e  

previous f i f t y  years i n  % m i l  Nadu: b u t  has f a l l e n  sharp ly  i n  lCerala 

a d  more pa:rticulz:rly i n  Travancore-Cochin. I n  Malaber, on t h e  o the r  

- 2  the e x ~ a n s i o c  of  b i g  c i t i e s  r e l a t i v e  t o  population growth i s  

rouchl :~ i n  l i n e  with previous trends.  
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2rmzr~core4Cochin and Ealabar  has  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  narrowed i n  this 

r e spec t ,  thereby s t rengthening  our hunch t h a t  while t h e  developmental; 

impulses -- i n  I k l a b a r  compared t o  Trevancore-cooltin were r e l a t i v e l y  weak' 

dur ing t h e  f i r s t  half of t h e  century,  they  have considerably irrcreased 

i n  t h e  posC-indepentlent period. 

25. The r e l a t i v e  r o l e s  of c o m e r c i a l  and i n d u s t r i a l  .expandon i n  urbd  

growth could be b e t t e r  mdged if w e  had comparable d a t a  on t h e  s e c t o r 4  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of urban work f o r o e  at  d i f f e r e n t  per iods  af time. While 

t ime-series d a t a  on t h e  i n d u s t r i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  t o t a l  urban 

work f o r c e  a r e  no t  a v a i l a b l e ,  t h e  Census r e p o r t s  give t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of urban p o p a a t i o n  among towns c l a s s i f i e d  by var ious  func t iona l  cate-  

r o r i e s  .on t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  predominent economic a c t i v i t y .  'The d a t a  

'1 
p ~ e ~ e n t ~ d  in Table 22 shol~e  t h a t  i n  K ~ r a . l a  and i n  mi l  Eadu the 

popul~1~t ioc i n  towns w h o s ~  p r i n c i p a l  econohio base is manufacturing rosd 

riore 'ch~~r, ir t o w ~ s  which a r e  pr imar i ly  dependent upon s e r v i c e s  (inolud 

t ~ z d c  and commerce) dur ing  t h e  f i r s t  h a l f  of the  century.  However, the 

l .  22 : e t 6  of :~rorrth of populat ion i n  t h e  func t iona l  cztefiories 
of towns 

. ,< a-.- -. 
Ker?,lx -- Tamil Nadu 

J'uriction%l 
C ~ t f  izory 

1901-51 1951-61 14Cl-51 1?51-61 
~- 

E;-.ruf -5otv.r: ng 275- 9 117.3 193-5  3!r.1 
Service 241.8 40.5 157.5 23.3 

-- 
Source: Vzrious Census Reports. 

-. - .~ .. . 

jrowth of mznufzcturing towms r e l a t i v e  t o  t h a t  of s e rv i ces  w3s g r e s t e r  
.. ~ . . -  . 

i n  T.znil.-P,i..du t h e n  i n  I;e?--&a. Sven so  t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance of t h e  

; c . t - ~ o r i e s  of towns (judged ty t h e i r  sl izre i n  t h e  t o t 2 1  urban populd 



Kerala is markedly. d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  i n  ramil Nadu, During 

w951-196% .the rate of expansion of  populat ion i n  manufacturing towns 

Tn Kerala was t h r i o e  as fast as i n  Tzmil Nadu. Ws seems again to 

'point t o  a quickening of industrial growth in Kerala. 

26. The impact of t h e  i n d u s t r i @ m  t h a t  we obsemed in t h e  greoeding 

paragraph, however, has  n o t  had any appmshble  effe&Fan tbe i n d u s t r i a l  

s t ruc tu re  of Kerala. Tkis can be gauged from Table 23 w h i c h  presents  

data  on the composition of manufactuing s e c t o r  in Herdla  and changes 

i n  it over t i m e .  The d a t z  r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  e n t i r e  state as we are not 

able t o  g e t  similar. i n f o r m a t i o n f i h  the,urban a r e a s  separa te ly .  I n  

Kerala the s h a r e  of agro-based i n d u s t r i e s  in. t h e  tatal maaufaetqj.ng 

s w A a  dec l ined  mzrgi-mlly from 75.8 per  cent in 1411 t o  7 3 ~ 9  p e r  

cent i n  1951. This can be con t r a s t ed  with West Bengal (as the r e l evan t  

ixiformation f o r  T a m i l  Nadu i s  no t  a v a i l a b l e ) ,  where the dec l ine  ds  

Table 23: The Di s t r i bu t ion  of -- the  Wo~kinn Force i n  M a n u f a c t u r a  
i n  Kernla. 1911-61 by Four Broad Groups of A c t i v i t i e s  

(Nale  J 

Act iv i ty  1911 I721 I931 1951 ' 1961 

Y 

Sowce. J. Krishnamoorthy Th+ I n d u s t r i d  D i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h e  Working 
Force i n  I n s i a ,  1901 - 1961." 

cote. ,  I .  A c t i v i t y  - food s t u f f s ,  beverzges,  tobacco t e x t i l e s ,  wood and 
vocd ~ r o d u c t s  m d  l e a t h e r  and li.;.tl~cr products. 

2. %Rubber, Petroleum, c o a l ,  chemicals and 6on-metallic m i n e r d  
products  . 

3. C - Eas ic  lpetals and products 
4. D - Machinery and equipmont, miscellaneous manufacturing paper 

and paper products and ]? r in t ing  and publishing. I 



., , , - -  
I__. . - 26 - 

s h x p e r  ( ~ 2 ~ 9  per  cant t o  61.3 per  cen t )  i n  the  same period.  ~ c ' i i v i t a  . - . . 

C and D put t o g e t h e r  (v i z .  t h e  wn-agro-based . s e c t o r ) ,  on t h e  c o n t r ~ q  

have r i s e n  from 13.7 to'26.6 pe r - cen t  i n  Ben@.. K e r i l a ' s  share  i n  

t he se  groups has f a l l e n  from 18.7 i n  1911 t o  16.6 pe r  c e n t  i n  1961. ~. 

So i n  Kerala t h e r e  has  no t  been any marked chsnge i n  t h e  i n d u s t r i a l  

s t r u c t u r e  franT agro-processing t o  irodern i n d u s t r i e s .  

. .  . 

. . Conclusiog, 

27 .  To sun  up, ICerzla i s  l e s s  urbanised compared t o  Tamil Nadu and iDI 
T' 

ur12ar, p a t t e r n  i s  markeily d i f f e r e n t  from the  r e s t  of Ind ia .  he  d i s t i l  

q6%i.3hing f e a t u r e s  of. ? i c r a i a l s  urban p a t t e r n  a z e  t h a t  ( a )  'the city-do31 

r q c e  i s  shnipicuousTy ,zbsrnt; ( b )  the  urbk i  in f luence  i s  moFe widsly 

?if~.luseil; luid. ( c j  rvr:?;;l-u&an d i s t i i l c ' t ion  i s  ~ ' l n r f e d .  TEnse Cliff erer 

.?,$;. gile not so  much t o  d e l i b e r a t e  po l icy  of planned urban growth, r;r 

<isr;o&.ra&ic-aftd:-'.eco~giczl. , . . .  ~ . . .  f ac to r s -  r~act'l.j-aq t o  -Kr .da .  The importarcc . 

rovmnercial a g r i c u l t u ~ e  of t he  S t a t e  an$ - t he  ~ r ~ o s e s s i n g .  and t racl ing of 

colrmodities has b+en 1:rgolg rt-so,onsi'olk f o r  the  meYgsnce n$ t h i s  t j  

3f urban pn t t e rn  i n  i;~:r:-.1~. Ift~-li;txrrr t h e  . n~ tu ; ?e  o f f o r c e s  which hov. 

shaped Kera l a ' s  urblll gi-ow.th, i;Ili.. f a c t  t i m t  i t  ~ ~ s ' n  r s la t ive l - , -  l?r& 

- .  i'nunber of rLlediun size?. towns, ; l l sperss j  over t ~ i o  S t a t : ,  provides the  

':isy;?:r-s?.a.l: an2 ,%toid% coligi s8ticr_ . .a,ud L 211icd pyob].ems & a, &i'w-&i~:r;t~ 
, , - 

~ba:.! s y s t t ~ m  w i t h  , . i t c  .atte.nd;crit . . 8 c.onomjc an:: , r ,ocia l  dos t s .  I n  o,+hcc 
. .  . , , 

-:iCk 7:rop-r . ~ sp . i t i a1  . .  dc~; i lopmt .n ta l  .Filarin'ins, ti~<,:i- can  s t r v c  a s  !<:rowth 
, . . .. . 

po l r~s  t;o pronote b-lanced r eg iona l  3evelopmt:nt i n .  tkie .  Statc.. Thus Ke 
. . .  ithe. .: 

i 3  i'?? .i V-ry ~~dvanli:.::: L?.OUS j)o'si tior? conparPC1 t o  indl s t r i a l l y  .atlvancc;d 

t s s  i :-!<-re the  de!yree ,.of cc;ncentmtion h2.s a l r t d g  ri2ached uneconomic 



adverse implications of such a cdncentration l i e s  i n  ch.e f%$f tha t  

~ ~ : @ l i c e s , s  of undoing it i s  very expas ive  a d  2ainful. 'Ph#fact tha t  

infras t ructual  f a c i l i t i e s  are widely. dispersed i n  t he  bta4e gives 
. . 

m.added advwtagc to  XerrzPa.iu t h i s  remrd.  With c ~ e f u l ~ s ~ l e c t i ~ n  

wi&us .Er i e s  and t h e i r  location., -an6 w i t h  greater  go~ernment control 

, i s  possilj.le to ashieve a m&e $&&&&.p%t;'%e@r4, of .5p9;2fal &evelop- 
~. . 

p n t  i n  Earala, 



Notes 

%able N 1 : The I n t e r - 3 i s t r i c t  - Var ia t ion  i n  the  D i s t r i b u t i o n  of - 
Urban Population - ( /  : .. ., . 

('0 
S t a t e  x 0 1  195j  1961 1571 

T a n i l  Nadu. -- 28.1 35.0 51.1 

Source: Various Census Reports. 

The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of urban populat ion among t h e  d i s t r i c t s  i n  Kera.la 

was nore even till 1951 covpared t o  Tani l  Nadu as shown by varimW -1ata 
i n  

p r e s e n t e q t h e  above thb le .  But t h i s  p i c t u r e  changed considerably 6urirc: 

1961 a s  a  r e s u l t  of t h e  d e f i n i t i o n a l  changes. Consequently the gap 

between T a m i l  Nadu and I ierala  i n  var iance  has been v i r t u a l l y  eliminated.  

%ese a spec t s  a r e  d e s l t h  with i n  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  i n . b e c t i o n  111. 

Aypendix A r:hows t h e  changes i n  t he  nunkber of towns a t  t he  d i s t r i c t -  

l eve l  dur ing  1951-1961. 

{2) The population r a n p  of these  groups of towns a r e  a s  f o l .  ows; 

1. Small towns - Below 10,000 

2.. Melium Tovns - 19,000 - 5G,0@0 

3 .  i C i t i e s  - iihove 50: C'00 

[ T )  Tahle , 2 ,  --~-- Densib- of - .- r ,o~i ; l? i io r  . . -- per  sq. Bm. 

Year -- ICerala --- Ind ia  --- 
1901 165 - 
1351 34'1 117 
1 5161 435 14.2 
1071 5 A3 177 

--. --- 
Source : Icernla - ' Pates an,.? Ratios ' Bureau of Gconol i~  s  

znd S t a t i s t i c s ,  Government. of Kerzla. 
I n d i a  - 'In!!ia - B ~ e f e r e n c e  b ~ m u a l '  
Government of India.  

The at,ove t a b l e  i n d i c a t e s  t he  f a c t  t!iat t h e  d e a a i t y  of ycpul.itirn 

hzs bee?-! c o n s i s t e n t l y  h igher  i n  !'erala t han  a i l  Iizdia s ince  the t~irr :  



of t he  century.  Wo doubt,  Kerala  has  been 'one of the  most. dens* 

1 
populate3 p a r t s  of - t h e  world. (See Centre f o r  Development Studies ,  

'Poverty,  Unemployment and Deve lop~en t  Pol icy '$  Chapter V I I ) .  

(4 )  Table N3 Density of Population of va r iohs  ntban c l a s s e s ,  
T a m i l  ' IVadu- 

S i z e 4 l a s s  Density of Population 
Per  sq. km. - 

A l l  Classes  2115 

Source Census of Ind ia ,  1271. 

'i"ns2ata presented i n  t he  above Table ccnfirms t h e  v a l i d i t y  of t he  

s'i:tei:!.~n-t til ,tt  t h e  bF= cj.tic-s havc? ' far  h igher  dens i ty  than the smal l  

: 'l"1l.s i s  bec2 .n~ ;~  cf t t c  heavy concent ra t ion  of economic ac t iv i  

,_ '  *~ , :: :>,:LC . J : ) ~ ?  F :,!P:Ic~(-T, ' g e r ? l a  alcl Paiiras. > Compzrative Study of' 
. ," Lc.:loxr 2~1 ' .  ,.+cj zl Lti-uctur.e7 , Kthriology, 1966. 

.. , . 
I .  ' l n ~  z;: i&tivt?ly h i g i e r  proport ion of r u r a l  l a b o ~ m  f o r c e  employed 

' r  lAorL-agricultural  a c t i v i t y  i n  i i e d a  can be explained i n  terms of the  

~. . 
iiq;!~ . ' . e ,~ee  ,f com.ercia!..ization of ~ g r i c u l t u r e .  I n  t h e  tal-.le below 

r7ajor S t a t e s  i n  I i l ? ia  have been arr.zngid accomiing t o  t h e  percentage 

of 3rt=.3 und~?? ncc-frrod cro>s alor,.? r.;ith t l?~.  d a t a  on t h e  per centage of 

1:urksrs enga;;c-d i n  tion-agriculture sec tor .  T h t  va lue  of rank c o r r e l a t a  

b6t\is;n thcsi: two va r i ab l e s  i s  i 0.65 ( s i g n i f i c a n t  at 1 per  cent  l eve l ]  

I+, coizirms our view that the c u l t i v a t i o n  of cash crops g ~ n e r a t ~ s  



pbnsiderable volume of non-primary a c t i v i t y  such a s  t r a d i n g  and 

processing of a g r i c u l t u r a l  proGucts. 

F. 
.Fable X$ ; l&nik n&-,oLE_3.~;~m&t!le basi2-ofarea under non-f ood 

workers i n  non-&q-ry_~ector, 1% 

:,-- --. 
Percentage Percentage  of^ 

',Wbtes of a r e a  under Rank workers i n  non- Flank 
non-f ood crops primarg s e c t o r  

-----.---*.-- - ' - ( rural ) ----, 

* t.,u j a r s t  43.6 1 18.4 7 
1i:trki a 35.6 2 46.1 1 

?dys ore 31.1 3 21.2 6 

Tmil Kadu 30.9 4 23.4 4. 
h ' . b T ~  Pradesk 28.0 5 2/:,.0 2 

Msbara.sh tra 26.2 6 18.3 8 ~. 

Madhya Fra2 (5 sil, 16.a 7 15.2 12 

Asizsam 1C.Y 3 23.0 3 
Ftta,r P r s d e ~ h  1j.f7 9 13.8 11 

Rajasthan 10.7 10 16.3  9 

~ - ~ i ~ ~ ~  10.7 11 16.7 10 

?.:i?: t rir.nga1 3.2 12 21.6 5 

E i h : ~ r  4w2 13 12.8 13 

irnurcr : 1. 7Jsta 01; LO?.-agri c ~ ~ % u r a l  employment a r e  from Census of 
- r , , J i a ,  ::;TI 

i. n a t a  3il a r , 3  ~:nder  non-food C ~ O F S  a r e  from A.D. fiieela- 
k;i,.t.-:,:j 'T;ur:i.l 'i!r-21th i n  I n d i s  - K StuCy of Inter .  
r e g i o ~ a l  v a r i a t i o n s ' ,  1mpublisheC il.Phil Disser ta t ion .  

'7.  2e-,tri* f o r  9evelopmert Studi e c ,  i b id .  

- 
. rn '',?;is: co~r1ectic.n i t  ir a ~ p r o p r i a t e  t o  t?ke  note of the obsor- 

r . + , t i o ~ i  ma?!e 3: :.!CA;i"Ti i n  i t s  'Techno-Zconomic Survey of JCira.lzt. 
. ' I ' ~  h i &  Gegrsc of c:ommnrci~lizc;t ion of Rcrala  eoEomy i s  one o:f t he  

f'iictors resi>oneic.l:: f o r  the  a b s q t i o n  of z l a r g e  sec t ion  of t h e  
~cpu.:stion i n  t he  t e r t i a r y  s e c t o r '  

. See !%fitre f o r  Dvrc-lopment S t a < i e s ?  ibid., Chaptrir T , I I  



10. For ins tance  according t o  NSS d a t a  f o r  t h e  yea r  1968-69 t h e  
r a t i o o f  -urban t o  r u r a l  per  c a p i t a  consum~.tion i n  T a m i l  Nadu 
i s  1.6 a s  agai  3 t  1.1 i n  Kerala. 

11. See Centre f o r  Development S tudies ,  fbid., Chapter V I I .  

k F P i c e g I z  - - -  
ICOk'NSo ~ I T I O I T S  AN2 DECLASSIFICATIONS, 1557-61 

D i s t r i c t  Medium I?oi*mi? Small Towns Total  
-. - A- B . A B A HL 

Source. Census of Indria, 1961. 

PJo:,!.., ), -. &.?:?,itior:. 
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