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Introduction

Je. The urban pattern of Kerals differs from the patterns observed in the
rest of India in severél importantrespects. In particular it is noticed
that (a) the towns are more.evenly distributed within Kerala than in the
6ther parts of the country; (b, unlike in other States, the differentiation
in the urban hierarchy is much less pronounczd in Kerala; (¢} again in
contrast to the all-India pattern, one does nct see in Herala s shar.

break in economic ztructure when one mever from rural to urban areas;~

{é) the "écchemie base of urben areas of Kerala are distiretly diffsrent,
and (e} the historical evolution of Kerala's urban pattern seem to have
followed a different path from cther resions, This paper attempts ta
explore these differences, and ithe underlying reasong therefor , in some
detail., Besides comparing the variouns aspects of urban zrowth in Perals
with all-India picture, we shall emphasise cowpariscons with the patter:
prevailing in the neighbouring state of Tamil Fadu where urbanization
follows the patiern typical of the rest of India.

2. Thé paper is divided into four =zections: Fection one Sescribes in
detail the differences bebwesn Kermia an the one hard and Tamil Faduw and
all-India on the other, in rezisct of various asypecte of urban patterns.
Section two atienrts an explanaticn of the factors rzeueonsitle for these
differences, Sesction thrse covers the hisforical acpects of the pattern
of urbanization in ¥erzla and Tamil Fedu., In the concluding section,
the implications of the present patsern of urban settlements for the

industrial policy are discuszsed.

»ateful to Dr.d.Vailyansthan for his help in tie ypreparation of
per. Thanks are also due to Dr.l.T.Kurien and Irof.P.H.GJRair
‘r comments on an rarlier yepsion of the japer,



SECTION I

3, Aceording to the £I1Y Gensus t};le urban population of Kersla is 3.5
million persons living iﬁ 88 towne spread all over the state. The sharf
of urban areas in total population is jé.B per cent in Kerala as agains§
19.1 per cent for 2l1-India, In terms of the concepts of urbanization
used by the Census, Kerala is one of the Tess urbanised states in the
uaion., The contrast between Kerale gnd the neighbouring state of Tamil
Hadu, where about 30 pef cent of the population live .in urban areas, is
varbticularly striking. |

4. The average size of a ‘town iﬁ Kerzla {39,391 in 1971} is much largej
than the corresponding Temil Nadu figure of 28,137 and somewhat ereateld
than the national average of 37;243.\ The population density in urban
aveas is also higher in Keréla (2584 per sq.km,) than Tamil Nadu- {2115
end all India (858). There is not much difference between the +two mzin
‘regions within Kerala (viz. Travancore-Cochin and Malabar; in terms of
the degree of urbanizaéion (measured by the proportion of population in
urban areas.. But the average town in Malabar tends to be smaller ard of

agricultural in character thuzan iﬁ Travancore=Cochin { See Table=~1).

Tabie 1 Indicaters of urbsnization — 1971

——

ﬁfbf urban Lverage 7 of urban Workers
to total size in primary sectoxr
e _porulation _of town

g s, L. AL

Toovuncora—iochin 16.8 43,097 18,0

Melabar 15.3 34,039 1.5

‘Source: Census of India, 1971.
it t:e more disaggregat-d level of districts; we notice a mueh mord

szven distribution of the number of towns in Kerala than in Tamil Nadui buff
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well as the.extenﬁ of @oneentration of economic activity in the big
cities in Kerala {sece Table3). WNot omly is the average class T city
in Kerala smalle than in the rest of the country, but the range of
variation in the averéée gizme of different classes of towns is also.
ruch less., This is’ 15;3;3.7_9‘13,7 explained by the fact that in general,

the averaéé p@@ﬁl@tion of the ’smail towns! of Kerala is larger than
the corresponding natlonal average; while the average population of thd
large towns in Kerala tends to be swaller than their counterparts in tH

i Tasitl Nadu also reves

rest of India. The. ¢omparison betiesh:
2 nore or less sfm&lgf“@gﬁﬁaﬁhq The: Tamdil Nadn urban hiewarchy is mors
dorinated by the big city”than‘ﬁhé:allhindia pattern, and more g6, than

in Xerals,

Tsble. 3s Average Size of Towns of various Size ~ Classes, 1971

Size = - Averége Size
Class Kerzla Tamil Nadu India
I 2,93,409 4,253,385 4,01,524
IT 66,243 654374 66,783
III 27,535 23,835 30,609
v 14,025 10,534 14,068
v 8,280 3,456 7,537
VI 4,566 400 - 3,128.

Total 39,391

28,137 37,243

i

- Bource: Cénsus.ef-lndia, 1971, o
7.  Iuch the same_cona}usioﬁ is Suéges%ﬁd by & comparison of the shere
:f the mozt populous city in fotul urban population and urban sconomio
activity“ip diﬁfé?gﬂt.ﬁﬁateﬁo‘ Tabi@ 4 pretents the indices in tespect
of lerala and three highly @ibanised states in India, viz. West Bengal

“wharashtra and Tamil Nadu respectively. The table shows that the degr®
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6f concentraticn of urban actidty in the largest ¢ity is lowest in

Kerala and the highest in Vest Fengal.

Table 4: Concentration Ratics_iPri.ate'QEEX;A_T9Z1.

s p—

Goncentration Ratios Calcuttal Bombay PMalras Cochin
Population 64.11 38,00 25.43 12.67
Manufacturing cther than

household industry 79,32 58.20 29,73 14,52
Trade =znd Commerce T72.52 49,95 24.57 13.83
Transport, Storage anc :
Communications 29.51 £9.79 A1.%32 21.12
Other services 68.41 40,37  27.93  15.31

——— - x — —

Source: Census of India, 1971
Note: The rercentages in the Table are the shores of the
cencerned city in the respective state totals of the
indiecators shoszcn.
Calcuttagecounts for 64 per cent of the urban pepulition of West
Bengals; but the share of Cochin in Kerala's urban population is less than

13 per cent. The contrast becomes even charper whon we look at the

concentration of manufacturing ard trade gedivities in these cities.

8. A similar comparison of the secind largest cities (see mable 5)in the
above stateés confirms that the big city dominonce is comparatively weak
in Kerala. More interestingly, unlike in the highly urtanised states,

the distarce between the firet and the second biggest cities is not very
zreat in terms of any of the mezsures of concentration we hove u=ad,

Thus Trivandrum's chare of popul tiqn is 11.82 a8 agairet 12.67 in

Cochin. In the case of other States ithe differsnce betwoen the first

two ¢ities is very vast and points to the dispropsrticornate dominance

of one big city in the urbazn system 6f these states.
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Tables 5 Concentration Ratios (Second biggeStcity), 1971

Concentration Eatios K Asansol DPoona Coimbatore Trivandruw

‘Population 2.21 T.22 5.91 11.82
Manufacturing otherthan

Household industry 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 €.14 4438 9.58
Other services 1.36 10,72 2.19 19,88

Scuree: ibid
Y. In terms of the functional character of the cities and towns, as we
as the degree of differentiation among them, Kerala again presents a di
fferenf pattern from the rest of India and Tamil Nadu. Overall, second
activity plays a much less important role and primary activity is more
prominent in Kerala's urban areas than in the rest of India [See Table

Table 6: Industrial classification of the urban work force. 1971.
(in rercentages,

Sector Kerala Tamil Nadu India
Primary ‘ 19.3 16.7 13.8
Secondary 22.4 29.7 27.9
Tertiary 58.3 53.6 58.3
Total 100,0 100.0 100.0

Source: Census of India, 1971

liote: Pfimary sector includes the Census Industrial categories from
I to IV while the secondary refers to V. Tertiary covers the
rsst,

secendly, at the natiornal level the proportion of workers employed

in secondary and tertiary sectors is highest in Class I cities and thes]
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proportiong decline steadily as one moves from larger to smaller towns

(See Table 7). PBut in the cities of Kerala seccndary activity ig corei-

derably 1ee_ls important thai their counterpai"t;s in India; tertiary sector
gseems to be much more crucial in their economic base. Abd unlike in the
rest of India, tﬁe smaller towns have a larger proportion of tzeir
workers engaged in secondary activity than the larger towns. In fact
the lattor semm to be much more agro—commercial in character ther their
counterparts in the other parts of India, Furthé:;rmore, the differonces
in the stmcture of economic activity in different sizmes of itowms is
much less pronounced Vin Kerala compared to the differences at the all
india level. This gives a greater degree of functional homogeneity in

Rerala's urban econony.

Yable:7 Industrial Distribution of the work force, 8i ze—glasg-wisc = 15¢ 1

- TEIA A I

ﬁ:; Trimary Secondary Tertiary TJotal TFrimary Secondary Tortisry Tota. -

e ' R
I 3.85 32.53 63.65 100,00 5.91  21.42 72.67 100,
II 10.87 29.93 59.20  100.00  §.21 19.8% 70,50 100,00
III 15.70 27.04 57.26 100,00 20,16 25,48 53.86 10C.L00
I7 28.05 22.98 48.97 100,00 30,39 22,06 47.55 450, .0
¥ 31,71 20,83 47.46 100,00 24,10 25.2€ 50.62 100.00
VI 31,82 16.57 51.61 100,00 ~ .. - -

Etal 12,55 28.86 58,59 100.00 15,18 23.11 £1.71  100.C0

-—

Source: Csnzus ef India, 1961.
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Section IT

10. In this section we attempt some tentative explanations for the
ngny distinctive features of Kerala's ur an pattern outlined in the
nrevious section., The relatively high poPulqtion density in urban Kerd]
ig in pard a reflesction of the high overall population density in the
State. It will be seen from Table 8 that Kerals as a whole is nearly
thrice as densely populated as all-India, dnd about 70 per cent more
than Tamil Nadu. The high population density in Kerala is possibly a
refletion of the fact that the climatic and soil conditions of the stat]
enable it to support a larger population per unit area than in other
varts of the country. Even during eariier decades, Kerala had more

8q.
people peqékm. than the rest of India and it conitinues to be one of

3

the most densely populated regions in the country. The differences

Table 8: The Density of Population — 1971

State Total Urban
Kerala 549 2584
Jamil Wadu 317 2115
irdia 182 . 858

Source: Consus of India, 1971
hzve heen accentuated over time because pepulation in Kerala was growing
oter thzn in the rest of India throughout the first half of the
e U (See Table $3. But the gap has been narrowed down in the
"8t two decades ané has virtually been eliminated in the sixties. Whil
the population density of urban Kerala is higher in absolute terms then
in Tamil Yadu and all--India, it is significant that the ratioc of urban
to total density in Kerala is less than in Tamil Nadn. For ¥erala th2
figure is A.7 as against 6.][@:£il Nadu. This ray be due in part to

+he dominance of big cities in Tamil Nadu - as big c¢ities typically havd
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‘for higher density than rural areas and smzll towns# But it could also
be a reflection of the relatively spreaﬁroutqpatﬁern of urban settlement

in Kerala.

Table: 9: Rate of Growth of Population ”f:\ aF

LOER
S e

Year Kerala - Tamii;Naiu - Ipdia
190111 11.8 8.6 5485
191121 9.2 3.5 -0.3
1921=31 21,9 8.5 11.0
19%1-41 16.0 11,9 14,2
194151 22,8 1447 13,3
1951=61 24,8 11.9 21,5
196171 25.9 22.0 2445

Source: Ashish Bose ¥8tudies in India's Urbanization,'1901-1971".
11. The nredomlrance of madlum tﬂwns in the arban hlerarghy i Kerala

may be the vesult of %he peeuliar pattﬁmn of human settlement prevalent in

the State. Nearlyvni@@ Qut_dﬁ_ten vxil@ggs in.KaxaLa‘have a‘PDpulation of
5,000 and above (see'T&%@éi@)@ _Thes@,hig qillégeé-ol&iﬁuabOutd9? percent

of the total rural @ﬁpﬁlaﬁién-qf:ﬁﬁe‘staﬁe; In Tamil Nadu, on the contrary,
only 5.67 per cgntﬁ@flthg ﬁ@liageﬂ1g§§i“@$gﬁ‘and,gcc@un%'ﬁorwbarely‘a
quarter of the rurai;gé@ﬁlatiéﬁ. The nu@lgaied eluéﬁeri$ype settlements .
which are the typiggi'ﬁaiiarﬁ‘i@ Tamml-ﬂaius f@é:i@xéther parts of the

country), is conspl@u g by its absence in Kerala. The'pmedbminaﬂeeuof'

coconuts and other—gardan cr@ps im K@rala camhlned with hlgh rmpulatien'
dengity give rise 1o a dlﬁpersed and mcre or leSs contlnuous pattern of
settlement.  The pattern is such that, ‘It is impossible for the
Malayalee visitor tc knﬁd when he” hasg come t@ the edge af “one village
or entersd another P The Whola reg19n along fhe coast is from ong

end to the other like;a‘gar@gn{elty whaﬂevana=can hardly walk a furiong-
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without seeing some houses. These differences in settlement patterng
r=flected in the vastly different distributions of villages and towns
sizes. Under the Tamil Nadu pattern, the transition from small to lad

villages and on to towns is much more gradual than in Kerala., In Kerd

Table 10: Villages classified by size of Population, 1971

T

. Kerala - Tamil Nadu
Size=Class Humber Population Number Population
Less than 1,000 0,48 C.04 40,63 11470
1,000 - 1,999 1,26 0.15 28,90 22.71
2,000 - 4,999 9,62 2.60 24.80 40,99
5,000 and above 88,64 97,21 5.67 24.60
Tectal 100,00 100.00 100,00 100,00

Source: Census of India, 1371.

since the wvillage size is large, they graduate into urban status and
dirpctl§ rall into classes IV or IIT which have been designated as
» o iun towns. Moreover unlike Tamil Nadu, Kerala has relatively few sd
leenis with less 5,000 population having characteristics which qualify
"o ourban shatus, it is interesting in this context to note that out d
i 22 wew towns in Fersls reported in the 1971 Census, 15 towns belong
celdvmesine ¢iwir oo 2nl only o towns coms under the category of smal
38, In Tamil , v where the villages are m?inly'of small size, ouf

“ren 155 new towng that emerged, only 20 towne have been classified as

Mss UM TOWNS.

To. ot only is thie average size of the Kerala village large, but it
nas also a relatively more diversified paittern of economic activity-
1 pattern which mzlkes for considerably smaller difference bLetween the
strueture of econcric activity in rural =and urban areas of xerala than

ir the rest of the country.



Table 11, Industrual Distribution of the Work Force, 19 1*;

1

Kerala Tamil Nadu India
Sector o . -
Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural TUrban
Primary €2, 5 19.3 81.3% 16.7 8,2 13.8
Secondary T4.5 2%, 4 7.5 29, 565 27.9
T";rtiary 237‘-0 58-5 1069 55-6 9-3 58.5
Total 100,0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0  160.0

Source: Census of Irdia, 1971,

It will be s<en from Table 11 that the share of the primary
sector in rural Kerala (62.5 per cent) is lssser compared to Tamil Nadu
(81.3 per cent; and ali-India (85.2 per cen't:iul On the other hand the
secondary and tertiary activities seem to be more prominent in Kerala's
rural arcas. Particularly noteworthy is the fact that in Kerala 14.5
per cent. of the totzl work force is engzged in secondary activity as agai-
nat 7.8 per csnt in Tamil Nadu and only 5.5 per cent in India.’ But,
"Urban® Kerala employs =a Considerably larger size of 1ts workers in
agriculture and corrcspeondingly smaller proportion in secondary activities
than in Tamil Kadu and all-Indig. The “diétance“ between sectoral dist: i
bution of rurél and wrban work force-a r..ugh measure of which is given hj
the ratio of the proportion of rural work forge.in any Scctor to the
corresponding -alf;g:;or_tilﬁn Cilr?a{frlg;,r?z{?a%lrtfaessf ifnf%&eg.algﬁfgngﬁgw;t %},?t
the functional differentiation between rural ant urtan areas of Rerala
is not as.pronouncgd a8 in the ret of Indin. .The fact that changes in
the pattern of economic activity associated with 2 tramsition from rurszl
to urban areas is wore graduasl in Kerzla is dve *o the special characte-
ristiecs of the 2eonony. The ecologicagl conditions and the pattern of

settlements are such that the cultivation of creoes {especially garden
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crops like coconut, is widely diffused, not only as between parts of

the State but also as between rural]l and urban areas,

13. The plantation crops (consisting of Tea, Coffee, Rubber and
Cardamom) account for nearly one-tenth of the total cultivated area (Ml
the state while the non~food crops as a whole claim around 50 per cef
of the area under cultivation. The processing and trading activitied
.that this type of commsreial agriculture generates, are carried on
mostly in small scale, decentralised factories characterised by high
level labour—intensive;techniques, The relativély high proportion of
workers in seepondary activity in rural areas as well as in small towrl
is largely to be explained by this phenomenon. Consequently commercif
agriculture is very cngial in the economy of Kerala and the major urhl
stimulant comes from, what can be broadly termed as the agro-~commercij
activity;6 in Tamil ¥adu, on the contrary, the conventional relationi
ship between urbanization and industrialization holds good. The
groyth o; large scale, relatively capital intensive industdies have
led to an urban pattern dominated by big urban aggloﬁerations. In

what follows, we have focused certain aspects of industrial and ter-

tiary sectors of Kerala.

14. TIndustrial activity in Kerala is dominatsd by agricultural
rr:cessing to a much greater extent than in Tamil Nadu or all India.
Also the proportion of industrial employment in the unorganizéd
scetor (i.e. units folling outsidé the purview of the Factories Act)
in Kerala is much higher than the national average. These features

are brought out clearly in Table 13. The size of the factory



sector in terms of workers employed, is much lower in Ferals. On the
¢ither hand non-factory sector accounts for .a dis;roportionately higher
share of industrial employment. Though the data for all-India and Kerazle
are for different years we can assume that the situation in Kerals has

not changed much since 196061,

Table 13: The Compositiop of the Industrial Secior

Workers (porcentages )

India ¥erala

S 918 {19806
1. Pactory sector 3¢ -15
2. Non-Factory Sector {a+b) 70 85

(a) Household 36 £3.

{b; Won=factory, non-household 34 42
3, Total number of workers in

mamfacturing sector. 1+42) 100 100

Source: 1, Indian data @re“?EBR Centre for Hdnitoring Indian Economy'
'Basic Statistics Zelaiing to the Indian Econcnv, Vol.I
2. Kerala data are from PCAER 'Industrial Drosrammes for the
Fourth Flan - Kerala®.
15. Apart from the fact that the sige of the factory sector in Eerala

is small, it also cecnsists largely of agro-based industries of the

relatively labour intensive type.

This can be sesn from Table 14 whici shows that cashew irdustry
alone accounts for more than hilf of the workers employed in the

factory sector.

Altogether the prz=cdominance of small scale wnits and of agricul-
tural processing industries, using relatively simple techuniques,
calling for limited capital investment, is an important explanation

for the greater diffusion of the manuwfacturing activity in FVerals and
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Table 34: The Distribution of Employment According to Industries -

Keralas 1965 (Annual Survey of Indystries)

S1.Na, Tame of Irdustry a Persons
employed
1. Mixed fertilizmers 1.99
2. Inorganic heavy chemicals 1603
e Cotton Textiles T.53
4. Teg Manufacturing 3.01
5e Cashewnut processging 53.95
e Tiles .
7. Coir Manufactune ' 6£.39
8.4 Plywoed = - 248
9. Saw milling ’ : Y
1C. Boaps % Glycerenes 1.82
11, Ineecticides & Fungicides 0.84
12 Other Indusitries 19.79
T otal 100,00

Source. Bureau ol LCONOWMICcS &l oStatistics, towernment of Kerala,
tIndustries and Infrastructure.:

the relatively narrow rural-~urban differences in the proportion of
workaers engaged in ménufacturing. Table 15 sumrarizes the essentials of
onr argunent, The productive capital per worker in Kerala is far below
soxvpared to Tamil ¥oadu and all-India. _Similarly the contribution of
Jerala to the all-India total in ferms of the industrial characteristics
Lavwn in the Table are far lower than Tamil Nadu. ~hus Industrialisatid

ieala has not pragressed much beyond the processing of agricultural
~2d ciner primary vroducits based on traditional, labour intensive

T

teendgues,

10, The high level of tertiary employment overzll, and in rural and urbd

areas of Kerala is also due, largely to the importance of commercial croff

. , . g . . s 5
1. Btate's agriculture. Commercial crops fas distinguished from food
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crops) account for nearly half the total cropped area in the State and a
consideradbly higher proportion_of.érOSS output. By both indiges, Kerala's
sgriculture is mmong the most commercialized in India., The cultivation of

these crops is also quite diffused within the state, While grops like

Table 15: Some Aspects_of- the Industrial Sector = 1965

Percentage shares: Ratios
State Registered Productive WNo, of Total - Produ-~ Value
"factories capital persons g%lue ctive added
employed capi- per
output tal -
a wor
per ker
wor—
ker
Rsa Rs,
ala 4467 1.44 3.96 2,06 6587 2503
il Kadu 8,82 B8.11 8.72 8.49 17597 5079

ia 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 19263 .. 5033

r¢e: 1, For percentageshares, Buresu of Economics and Statistics,
(" vernment of Kerala, 'Rater and Ratios'.
2. Ratios have been calculated from ASI data.
rubber, tea and coffes shiwo a3 certain dégres of regional concentration,
‘coccnnt which is by far the most important commercial crop and which
supports two of the principal industries of the State (viz. coconut
0il and goir}. and to a lescer extent cashew and pepper, are cultivated
; transport .
all over the state. X:rala has also a well developeqésystem to faclilitate
the novement of these agricultural comrodities., The development of

road transport systun nas been particularly imprersive in Kerala,

being much more advanced then Tamil Hadu., {B8ee Table 16,

17. The combined effect of the relatively greater .~ 0le of  plantations
ar: commercial crops in Kerals's sgriculture, the dominanece of small

sczle, labour—inte:isive zgricultural. processing activity in its industrial
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Table 163 Road Length in Relation to Area and Population 1967
{Length in kms)

Ter 100 sq. kms per lakh of
State of ' population
OF 8T (411 Roads)
N - - - il
Kerala 144 822
Termil Hadu . 46 162
India 27 173

Source, "Rates and Ratio:fss ibid.

sector and the relatively higher proportion of employment in the terti
sector, again comprising largely of labour-intensive small scale unitg
“activity, is refiected in the inter-sectoral differences in product pe
worker. Table 17 shows that the product per worker in agriculture is
considerably more than that of the other two sectors in Kerala. This
in sharp contrast to the pattern of Tamil Nadu and ali-India where thd
product per worker in agriculture issubstantially below the other ftwo
zectors. The Eerzle Fhauvcrerncn ies to-be explained by the fact that if
a-riculture has high value yielding crops, and hence the product per
“srker in wwriculture is high., TThough nearly one=fifth of the total
worwing force is engaged in manufacturing,; about one-~half of them is if
household enterprises where the value added per worker has been estimaf
tc be only a small fraction of the net output per worker in the econon

Iven in factory enterprises, .. the value added per worker is only abo

2{9)

12 times as high as in the primary sector: While we have no

estimates of sectoral product per worker in rural and urban arezas sepa]
tely, the fact that rural-urban differences in terms of economic stru-
cture is much lese pronounced in Kerala than in other parts of the

country would suggest that tihe diiferences in terms of product per worl
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Table 17: Relative Sectoral Product per worker 1960-£1

State Primary Secondary Tertiary
Xerala T1.17 0,80 0.87
Tamil Nadu C.72 113 174
India 0.71 1. 41 2.03

Source: fPoverty, Unemployment and?Development Policy"
Centre for Development Studies.

between rural and urban areas will also be smaller. There is some
cerraboration of this in NSS datas which shows that though as in the
rest of Indis urban per capita consumption ié higher than in ?ural
ar=zs, the ratio of the former to the latter in Kerala is signifieantly

below Tamil Nadu.1o'

Section ITT

18, In terms of the rate and pavtern df urban growth also Kerala
presents a marked contrast to the trends experienced in Tamiilﬂédu {Ses
Tables 18 4 and B). Between 19071 and 1951 the number of "towns® in
Xerala ross by nearly four and a half times while in Tamil Nadﬁ i% was
ohly slirhtly more than doubled; urban porulation in Kerala grew by 300
per cent as agairst 170 per cent in Tamil Nadu. The Imincip@l criterion
for distinguishing rmral and urban settlements upto the 1951 Census was
royulation,  Given the fact that there is a predominance of large #illages
ir cerala and that the overszll growth of population in the State during

the first half of the century (111 per cent) was considerably more than

]

iy Tamil Fadu (57 per cent), it is not surprising that the urban popula-

tion in the former also .grew much faster. Iowever, at the beginning of the
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20th century Kerala was much less urbanised than Tamil ¥adu, and with
the growth of urban populaﬁion relztive to total poprulation in Kerala
being well below that in Tamil Radu, the difference in the degree of

urbanization-persisted even in 1951.

Table 18-A. Indices of Urbanisation

TomiiNadu ___ Kerala Travancore—Cochin Malabar f:
Year A B A P A B A B
17301 - 133 14.2 20 7o 13 6.9 7 Te
1251 297 24,4 94 1345 13 14,7 21 11,73
1561 339 26.7 92 15.1 50  15.3 42 14,8
1971 443 30.0 &8 16.3 52 16,8 36 15.3
cource.  Census of India
Vots: A. — Numbeér of Towns
B. - Peroentage of urban to total population
Tahle 18-B: Growth Ha*es
};‘; Tamil Madu ;hhtl Kcrala Tra;ahcore~ngpin _ Nalabgg;:
i A B i B A T A E
—- e [
190151 56. 4 169.1  111.8 3C1.7 145.0 423%.0 1.7 164.3
1551-61 11.9 22,6 2/,8  33.5  25.6  30.06 23.4  £0.6
1561-71 22.3 23,5 26,3 35.7 25%.7 35.7 30,8 35.5
155171 35.8 7.0 ETLE 9900 5503 T7.5 61.4 117.¢
S et e e et 1 i i+t e e e e o enn 1 et e aemn + o
“ource: Census cof Inlia
Tote A - Total populsation

E = Urban population

19. Since 7951, while the rurber of towns continned to incresse in Tamil
I'sda, it Tell in ¥arala: the differences in the rate of urban population
increase have apparsntly narrowed, reflecting in part a narrowing in th»
Aifferences of overall population growth, and perhaps more importanily
the effects of changes in the definition of “Urban area®™ introduced in

iie 1661 Jansus whereby besiles size of population and ite administritivy
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gtatus, the proportion of the male working population in the non-primary
gector was added as another criferion in deciding whether or not a
particular place could be classified as urban®, Since, for reasons
explaired in Section II; agricultural activities figure more prominently
“in grban® centrep of Kerala as a whole and in the smaller towns in
particular, the introductiopw of the additional criterion in the 1961
Cersus, resulted in the “deciassification“ of a number of small and
medivum towns. The exclusion of the population of these Yeclassified terms"
must have depressed the apparent growth of urban population. Since
thece effects of definitional changes could not be properly quantified,
it would be _jmappropriate to read much significance into the trends in
vrban population growth in the period 19741971,
¢0. Vithin Kerala there are significant regional differences in the
nettern of urban growth YWpgween Travancore-Cochin and Malabar. At the
turn of the century, the two regions had more or less the same proportion
of 1opuiation in urban areas; in fact the ratio in Malabar was slightly
rore than in Travancors-Cochi::., But during the period 1901~1951,

ts of urban grovth in Malabar both in terms of the number of towne

LR

the vy

zed o vrhan populstion was much siow:r than in Travencore~Cochin., The urban
population in Malabar rose by only 164 per cent in the first half of the

¢ ntury ecmparcd to a puarly-fiv.-£old risc in Trov-nec ~r—Cochin. In
Travancore-Cochin the ratio of yrban to total population was more than
doubled during the same pericd (from around 7 per cent in 1901 to clo.e

to 15 per cent in 1951}; the comparatle ratios for Malabar are 7.4
and 11.3 per cent respectively. The difference in the trends of urbani-
zation letreen the two regions seems to reflect, in part, the difference
in the rate of.overall populaetion increase. For various historical
11

230N the decline i wortality rates occurrsd much earlier in

Travancore=Cochin tran in Falabar ard resulted .n a signifieantly higher
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rate of natural increase in population in the former region (145 pexr C: |
between 1901 gnd 1951 - almost double the rate in Malabar). The efrfedl
of Gifferential growth in overall population may have been compounded @
i.:e fact that the _ave:r;'age size of = village in Malabar is much smalled
“in Trava;no:ore-cqchin (Bge Table 19). Besides the above two factors it]
lrrobable that the higher urbanisation rate in Travancore-~Cochin during
the first half of the ceéntury was also due in part, to the more dynamif
and development—oriented policies pursued by the administration of the
region compared to Malabar under British rule., An accurate assessment
of the effect of wolicy factors is difficult, in the absence of data of
trends in indvstrislisation aﬁd oth=r urbanising influences in the
twe regiong during tihe first half of the centuory. However the fact
t ot in 1781 Malzoor had' a smaller proportion of area under non-food of
w srallr share of fsctories and average daily émployment as well as

1 oeer Jeveloped woad ot work.{See Table 20) strongly suggests that

coenomic factorns mdcel sitimwlate urbanization were much weakerin thias
woion,
Cnle 10, Fillages clanesifded by o size of population - 1961
Pravoraore-Lochin Malabar
L . LB Lo B
Lese then 1,00 1. 2.C 1.6 0.2
1600 1,5%% 7.4 G dao? 1.0
2,000 9oy 15,2 10.5 3.7 ‘ 9.9
ibove 5,000 20, 87,1 ¢0.5 85.9
Total 100G, 7 100,06 175 .0 10,0
Lwerg, 2 sgize of
seitienent 12r38 6251
Sovres  Ceasnr 2 Indis. 1961

-

oL A, tidha o, T Fopulavion.
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Tabhle 205 Indicators of Development
R . ' Average  Area under Road mileage
Region Mo, of factories daily  Non~foodgrops per 100 sq. km.
Employment 1960=61 1961
1961 1961
Travancore=-Cochin. 64.5 77.8 36,8 39
Malabar 35.5 22,2 28.3 24
Kerala 10G.C 10C.0 33.4 28

Sources: Various XKerzla Government publications,

21, During 1951~77 the number of towns in Malabar was nearly doubled
whereas in Travaﬁcore-Cochin it shows a significarit décline. Similarly
the increase in the share of urban population in the former is more
sharp than in the latter region., Though this sudden change in Malabar
ig hard +o explain, we can provide two.hunches, "One is that the overall
population in Malabar has grown faster in this period (61 per cent as

agalnst 55 per cent in Travancore-uochin). Unlike the period 1901-51,

Malabar has not only caught up with lravancore~Cochin, but has even
surpassed it in shis regard., Secondly after Malabar became part of
Kerala, it is likely that the development impulses have started diffusing

into it from the southern parts of the Staove.

22. The rlative rates of growth of diffsrent classes of towns also revezls
certain similzr tendencies in the urban growth of the two regions which wve

rreceding paragraphs. During 1901=1251 the rate of

5

observed in the
growth of population in big cities of Traovancore~“ochin was far higher than
Malubar ~Vee Table 21.. Ixpansion of big cities could be more due to

rezl and deveiopmental factors and lesg due to the overall rate of
rotulation growh., The latter i1s likely to-be more important in exrtlaining

the growth of small towns. The very rapid increase in small town
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poptlation in Travancore-coohin, probably reflects the combined effect]
"of much fasﬁéfﬁéﬁoﬁfh of total population, the greater dominance of 'laj}
villagés'anﬁ perhaps the more rapid commercialisation of agriculture il
region; Démographic factors could also explain{ in part,'the:faéter
géowth of population of big cities in Tra%ancore-Cochin, but the_fact
that the rate of growth in big city population relative to overall
popﬁlation gfowth was much higher in Travancore—Cophin than in Malabar
suggests that differential rates of development may have been an
important factor. It is interesting to note that in Malabar the rate {
rrowth of big city population rélative to that of tdtal population durf
the first half of she century was ﬁot only lower than in Travancore-
Cochniz, but also in comparison with Tamil Nadu. This suggestse that
zuch lsvzlopment impulses as were genersted within olad Madras Presidend
wiler Fritish rule was nov as strong in Malabar as in other ?arts of

*e vrovince,

[N

T The growth of population in melium sized towns relative to overall
population has appearently come doﬁn sharply in the last two decades in
Taril Lilu, ierls es woll as irn Teav.incore=-Cochin and Malabar. How-

rver, the extent of this reduction was much greater in Tamil Niadu. TbJ

reasons for this are¢ not clear. The pace of expansion of big cities

relafivé to populaiion growth has continued to be as high as in the
previous fifty yrazrs in Lomil Nadu. but has fzallen sharply in Kerala
and more particularly in Travancore-Cochin. In Malabar, on the other
hand; the exyansion of big cities relaztive to population growth is

roushly ‘n line with previous trends.
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fravencoresCochin and Malabar has significantly narrowed in this
respect, thereby strengthening our hunch that while the developmental:
impulses in Malabar compared to Tmvancore-lochin were relatively weak!

during the first half of the century, they have considerably increased

in the pogt-independent period,

25. The relative roles of commercial and industrial expanaion in urbe]
erowth could be better Hudged if we had comparable data on tﬁe sectorﬂ
distribution of urban work force at different periods ef time. While
time=-geries data on the industrial clasgification of the total urban
work force are not availagle, the Census reports give the distribution
of urban population among towns classified by various fupctional cate=~
~ories on the basis of the predominent economic activity. The dats
precented in Table 22 shows tﬂat in Kerala and in Iam:i.l Nadu the
ropulation in towns whose principal econohic base is manufacturing rosé
mors than in towns which are primarily dependent upon services (includ

tradc end commerce) during the first half of the century. However, the

Takle: 22 .ats of srowth of vopulation in the functional cztegories

of towns
.;ﬁﬂctionﬁl Ker~ln . Tamil Nadu
C..te gory 1901=51 1951-61 -~ 13C1=51  1951=61
Brrufseturing 2759 117.3 193.5 3441
Service 241.8 40,5 157.5 23.3

m——— -

Source: Various Census Reports.

yrowth of manufacturing towns relative to that of services w=s greater

in Tanil ¥adu than in Ker-La. Zven so the rélative importance of the

" .o e~terpories of towns | judged bty their shore in the tot2l urban populd
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in Kewala is markedly different from that in Tomil Nadu, Puring
4951~4964 the rate of expansion of population in manufacturing towns
in Kerala was thrice as fast as in Tamil Nadu., This seems again to

point to a guickening ef jindustrial growth in Kerala,

26. The impact of the industrizlspurt that we observed in the preeeding
paragraph, however, has not had any appmedzble effaggﬁon the industrial
structure of Xerala. This can be gauged from Table 23 which prements
data on the composition of manufacturing sector in Kerala and changes

in it over time, The datz relates to the entire state as we are not
able to get similar information fiix the.urban areas separately. 1In
Kerala the share of agro=based industries in the tatal manufaeturing
seexoT has declined merginally from 75.8 per eent in 1911 to 73%9 per

cent in 1951. This c¢an be contrasted with West Bengal (as the relevant

information for Tamil Nadu is not available), where the decline s

" Table 23: The Distribution of the Working Force in Manufacturing
in Kerala, 1911-~61 by Four Broad Groups of Activities

(Male ;
Activity 1911 1921 1931 1951 1961
4 T5.3 7.6 T5He 73.5 T3.4
B 5.5 9.3 6.1 7.5 10.0
C 9.3 9.3 9.% 8.6 £.6
T 9. A 8.2 9.3 10,0 10,0
Total 100, 0 100.0  100.0 100, 0 100, 0

Source: J, Krishramoorthy “The Industrial Distribution of the Working
Force in India, 1%01 - 1961."

Liote. 1. Activity & - food stuffs, beverages, tobacco textiles, wood and
wvocd products and leather and lecther products.
2. B~Rubber, Peitroleum, coal, chemicals and non-metallic mineral
products,
3. € — Basic metals and products
4. D ~ Machinery and equipment, miscellaneous manufacturing ,paper
4 paper preoducts and rrinting and publishing.,



e - 26 -

sharpe;;%VQrQ per cant to 61.3 per cent) in the same period. Activitll
C and D put together {viz. the npn;agro-baaedasector), on the contrary
have risen from 18,7 G0 26.6 per.cent in Bengal., Kerala's share in
these groups has fallen from 12.7 in 19171 to 16.6 per cent in 1961.

So in Kerala there has not beer any marked change in the irdustrial

structuré from agro-processing to modern industries.

Conclusion

27, Té sum up;'Kerala is less urbanised compared to Tamil Radu and itd
whar pattern is markedly different from the rest of India. ‘lhe distid
nzuidhing features of Kcrala's urban pattern are that (a) the city-donfl
rapce is cénépiéuéusfy'ﬁbsentg (b) the urban influence is moTe widely
Aiffused; and (e} rral~urhan distinction is Wlurfed. These differer

=1 @ne not 50 much to deliberate pdlicy of plarmed urban growth, =zo
teniographic- and-ecolmgical factoré—@ecj}?an to Kerda, The importarce
commercial agriculture of the Sfata and - the prosessing. and twading of
commeditigs has bren lorgsly rssponsiblé for the emewgence ofztﬁis'ty
of urban pattern in Kerala. ﬂhﬁtévgr the nature of forces which hav.
shaped Kerala's urbzi growth, the fact tnat it nasia relafively largc
qumber of mediunm Sizéd towns, ﬂisper;ed over 1 Sfatu, provides the
for planning fut: ee industrial develonment in a way which ensures gre
lispersal snd svolds congegtior and allied problems of a city-oriénts
SRR _ ) . .
urban system with_its_gttqnd@pi ceonomic and .social dﬁ;ts, In odhev
with ;rppg;_§p3%idl dbv&lopmwntal_planﬁihg, tirey can serve as wrowth
pbl&s to promote balanced regional ievelopment’ihztha State. Thus Ke
-the

iz iv 2 very a2d8vanto cous position cdmpar@&'t%iindvstrially'advanced

teg hinre the depgree of concentration hag already reached unecorionic
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ffie adverse implications of-such‘a coﬁcentration lies in the facd that
Ehﬁ‘@noéess of undeing‘it is veiy expansive arnd peinful. The fact that
Bhe infrastructual facilities are widely dispersed in the state gives
ln added advantage to Kerala in this ;égaiﬁ. With“caréful‘ésiection
for inﬁuétries and their location, and ﬁi%ﬁ greater government control
E% is possible to achieve a‘m@fe;ﬁ&iﬁﬁé@ﬁupaiﬁgﬁﬁ;pfJspa$ia1 develop~

fment in Kerala.




Notes

Table N 1 : The Inter-Uistrict Variation in the Distdibution of
Urban Population

e

OB

State 1507 1951 1961 N
Kerala 7.6 17.0 32,7 52,7

Tamil- Nadu. - 28.1 35.0 5%.1

Source: Various Census Reports.

The distribution of urban population among the districts in Kerala
was more évén‘till 1951 compared to Tamil Nadu as shown by varience dgtsz
presenteqlﬁie above table. DBut this picture changed considerably during
1961 as a result of the definitional changes. Conseguently the gap
between Tamil Nadu and Keralas in variance has bheen virtually eliminated,
These aspects are dezlth with in greater detail in Section IIT.

Arpendix A shows the changes in the nwrber of towns at the district-
level during 1951~1961.

(?) The population ranze of these groups of towns are as follows

1. Small towns - “Below 10,000
. Medium Towns - 10,000 ~ 5G, 000
7. Bl Cities - 4bove 506000

(3) Table .2¢ Demsity of rormlatior yer sg. km.

\

Year - lerala India
1901 165 -
1551 349 17
1261 435 142
1271 545 L

A iy AT m e i = rome

Bource: Kerala - 'Rates and Ratios'! Bureau of Leononics
znd Statistice, Government. of Kerala. '
India - 'India ~ A Reference Annual',
Government of India.

"he atove table indicates the fact that the demmity of popalation

hzs beay consistently higher in Yerala than all India aince the turn



of fhe_century, Ko doubt, Kerala has been 'one of the most: densdy
populated parts of the world, ' (See Centre for Development Studies,
'Foverty, Unemployment and Developwent Policy'y Chapier VIi).

(4) ~ Table K3 Density of Fopulation of various utban classes,
Tamil Nadu—1971

Size-€lass Pensity of Population
Per sq. km.
I 4338
11 2017
Iil 1627
Iv ) 832
W Tt4
VI _ 173
All Classges 2115

Source Census of India, 19771,

Thelata presented in the above Table confirms the validity of the

2-nt that the biz cities have far higher density than the small

T

miz o is because of thoe heavy concentration of economic activi

it omioroelfttog.

‘R0 Gee Joio F. keucher, 'Yerala and Madras. P Comparative Study of
wonlogr ol doecial Stracture', Ethnology, 1966.

“he relatively higher proportion of rural labour force employed

‘v, non=-agricultural activity in Kema can be explained in terms of the
nign lepgree of commercialization of agriculture. In the tatle below
rajor States in InTia have been arrang.d according to the percentage

cf ar-z undvr non=food crors zalong with the data on the per centage of
workers engaved in non-agriculture sector. The value of rank correlatdl
vetvuern those twe variables is + 0.65 {s:ignificant at 1 per cent 1eve1]

T+ corfirms our view that the cultivation of cash crops generates
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feonsiderable veclume of non-primary activity such as trading and

processing of agricultural products.

Table &4: DRanking of States on the basis of area under non-food
Crops and workers in non-primary cector, 1971

A Percentage Percentage of.

Siates of area under ~ Rank workers in non- Hank

non=-f£ood crops _ primary eéctor

e ' ( rural ) L

pujarat 43,6 1 18.4 7
Kerala 35.6 2 46,1 1
Mygore 31 .1 3 21,2 &
Tamil FNadu 30.9 il 23,4 4
Anlihra Pradesh 28.0 5 2/e8 2
Naharashtra 26,2 A 18.3 8.
Maduya Fradesh 16,6 7 12,2 12
Assam , 14,9 a 23,8 3
Ttter Pradesh 13.4 g 13.8 11
Rajasthan 10,7 10 16.8 9
Ovigse 16.7 11 1€.7 10
YViaed Bongal D2 12 21.6 5
Bihur Lyl 13 12.8 13

Source: 1. Tmta on nome—agriculbural employnent are from Census of
Indis, 1271
Z. Date 20 ar-s under non~food crops are from A.D. leela-
gaten, 'hural Wealth in India - &2 Study of Inter
regional variations', unpublishec¢ ,Phil Dissertation.

7. Tentre for Levelopmert Liudies, ibid.

T, In this comnection it ie appropriate to tske note of the obscx
vation made Ly LWCAER in its 'Techno-Iconomic Survey of Krrala'.
Jiohigh degree of commercialization of Kerala eonomy is one of the
factors resyponeivls for the absaption of o large section of the
vorulstion in the tertiary sactor'.

G Bee Uentre Tor Development Stwdies, ibid., Chapitex VII
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10. For instance according to NSS data for the year 1968=69 the
ratioof urban to rural per capita consumption in Tamil Nadu
is 1.6 ag agai 3t 1.1 in Kerala.

11. 3See Centre for Development Studies, ibid.; Chapter ViI.

Al A e e A e dmer me

TOWNS: ADDITTORS AND DECLASSIFICATIONS, 1951-61

b H e -

District Medium Towns Small Towne Total
T T h 5 A 3 i =
Cannanore 8 ~ 6 - -4 -
Kozhikode 3 -~ 7 - 10 -
Palshat - - 1 4 1 A
irichun 1 2 - 2 1 4
Srnakulam 2 - - A 2 4
Jotsayam - - - 6 - 6
CRiavwey ; 1 - - - 1
“uilon 2 3 - 5 B
Srivandrun 4 17 1 8 9
Trnte 20 7 15 29 35 56

Source: Census of India, 1961.

L

Not e e A - Aditionm

B ~ Deletion
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