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Inter-Sta.te T.'r.5a.kions i? Rural Non-Lnicultural 
Emlwment - Some Tentative Result- 

V. S ankaranarayanan " 

The share of non-agricultuml workers (NfN) i n  mrel work force 

show a very large inter-state variations i n  both the 1961 & 1 9 1  Census 

data.u For the year 1961, the share of NlW ranges from 58.92 percent i n  

Kerda t o  16.74 percent i n  Madhyo Pradesh. Tamil Nadu with 29.10 Per- 

cent ranks second mong the states. The difference between Kerala and 

Tamil k d ~  is  thus co vzst as t o  make the fomer a secarate catepoq by 

i t s e l f .  Tanil had11 is closely followed by h d h a  Pradesh, Punjab and 

West Bengal. I n  the 1Q71 Census, we find Kerala retaining the f i r s t  

place a g a h  with fh.65 percent. Bndhra Fradesh w i t h  24.40 ~ e r c e n t  ranks 

=-cor~d - t.he gap betwe2n the f i r s t  ( ~ e r d . a )  and the second &&ra ~radesh)  ., .. 
rankkg stikes rmmining as wide as i n  lc6l. Bihar with 12.2s percent 

occuries the l a s t  place among the states. In ggneral we can say that  the 

sruthem region comprising of Kerda, Andhra Fradesh, Tamil Nadu and t o  a 

lesser extent Karnataka, show I higher share of non-agricultural activi- 

t i e s  i n  rural  work Torte distribution. Punjab i n  the north west and 

Bengal and Assam i n  the east also shew hipher sheres whf-ria: the central 

be l t  whicl~i includes Biher, R t a r  Pradesh and. P'adhya Fradesh is  rnarke$ by 

a very low share of n l re l  EUW. 
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It i s  important t o  und.erstam1 the reasons fo r  these large variations 

in the share of n.rd N;hi emong states from the noint of view of employ- 

ment policy. Even a f te r  nearly three decades of plarning and industrial 

development, the organised industrial sector, with i t s  emphasis on higher 

level  of capital intensity, has fai led t o  a t t rac t  the work force away from 

agriculture. A t  the same time there see71 t o  be severe l imits  t o  the 

absorption of this growing work force i n  a g r i c d t u r ~ .  I recent study 

suggests that  any further absorption of labour i s t o  agriculture i s  

possible only with prohibitively high level  of investment." Conseqyently the 

possibil i t ies of labour absorption i n  the mral non-agricultural sector 

assume crucial importance.2/ An appraisal of these possibil i t ies would 

be groatly facilitated. by an analysis of the factors explaining differences 

i n  the snare of the N ~ I X  in rural  orFas of cliffermt ?+:.ate.-. We nust, in 

particular, find out the reasons fo r  the concentration of non-a.p:cultural 

emplopant i n  aomc r e k i o r ; ~  of th? c o u n k r ~ .  It would help us t o  see hcw 

f a r  the ~ g i o n ?  with low l e v ~ l  of nrn-apicul turd wrployment can benefit 

from the experience o f t h e  regiom with h igh  lcvcl  of non-agricultural 

employment. 



In te r - s ta te  var ia t ions  i n  t'ne share of IVW i n  rura l  arras  can be 

explained, according t o  one thes i s ,  i n  terms of agric:1ltural prosnerity. 4,' 
It i s  postulated t h a t  t h e  a p r i c u l t u r i l  perfornarce of t he  S t a t e  i s  the 

Crucial determinant of t he  extent of r u r a l  non-afr icul tural  ac t iv i ty .  

More spec i f ica l ly  a grea.ter volu-P of secondary and t c r t i aqy  a c t i v i t i e s  

w i l l  be generated, according t o  this thes i s ,  i n  those s ta t , - s  which have 

shown hipher agr icu l tura l  growth ra tes .  As f a r  2s we know, no attempt has been 

made t o  vcr i fy  t h i s  hypothesis before. t e s t ,  though admittedly a very 

crude and tentative oiw, i s  attempted be3.c.w. I n  

I n  our first t r s t  we hiive tak-n the ner  c a r i t a  ( ru ra l )  ccnsmer 

erpenditure as an indrx of agr icu l tura l  ~ r o s p e r i k y .  We r q e c t  t h i s  index 

t o  be hicher  i n  s t e t e s  which hrvs drne w e l l  i n  agr icul ture  ~ n d  vice versa. 

The assumption here i s  that, thc  increased rura l  prosperitv wo~;ld pet re- 

f l ec t ed  i n  high,-,r l e v e l  or consuvptio?: exp:nditurr. For the  year  lQ71, wt 

have corrcinte,i the p e r  c e p i t ~  cc??sumc r sxp-nditure ( r i r a l )  and t h e  p r -  

centage of F A W  (Table 1 ) .  Tncugh we g r t  2. r o s i t i ve  association hctwcnn thr  

two var iab lm,  it i s  a vvry weal. re la t ionsh i r  with r=Ci.l5O o ~ l y . ~ '  For thi: 

year 1961 we got state-wise ppr cap i ta  consunier eqend i tu re  ( r u r a l )  wliustcd 

f o r  inter-regional p r ice  diff~rcnci::. This ind ix  i s  more reliahl;: than 

what we were able t o  ohtein f o r  lr71, f c r  we c m  compare the s t r t e c  a t  

al l-India pr ice  l eve l .  The r value f c r  1G1 hetween the percentage of 

m r a l  NA'd and in6ex of p r r  cap i ta  consunw expenditure at  ;.11- 

India  pr ices  i s  (-) 0.305. , Cur f i r s t  t e s t  thus s e c ~ s  t o  



indicate  t h a t  t h e  var ia t ions  in the share of mr<d NN:W can not be 

explained by the agr icu i tura l  prospzrity h . ro thes i s .  

Table 1:  Correlation coef f ic ien ts  between the  
percentage of r u r a l  non-~gr icu l tura l  
workers and some se lec t& variables 

Percentage of r u r a l  non-agricultural Correlation 

workers correla ted with Coefficients 
1961 1971 

I 
Per cap i ta  ( ru ra l )  consumer expenditure (-) 0.305 + 0.150 

Value of crop output per  a g r i d t u r d l  1 1 
worker + 0 . 4 6 ~  4 0.333 

tercentage of workers ( ru ra l  + urban) 
i n  manufactueng + r.449 + c.498 

Fercenta.ge of a enufacturing i n  S te t e  2 2 
Domestic Product (-1 0.154 (-) 0.101 

? 
Percepita S t a t e  Domestic Product (-) @.C?G' + 0.127 3 

Note: (1 ) Relates only t o  13 s t a t e s  while (2) Pefers t o  11 
s t a t e s  znl (3) t o  12 s t s t e s .  

Secon3ly, wi; h a w  t&on a ncre d i r ec t  i nd i ca to r  of a g r i c u l t u r d  

prosperity viz. valuc of crop output per  ag r i cu l tu r r l  worker.. (agricul- 

t u r a l  workers being defined t o  include cu1 f . i~ ; - to r s  and agricv1tur.d 

lsbourers i n  the Census),. Going by wh7.t the r g r i c u l t u r d  prosperity 

hypothesis says, one would cxpcct a strong rela t ionship between ,tho 

parcentage of r u r a l  %Id and the vcluc of crop output per  ~ g r i c u l t u r a l  

r k r  The r value betweon these two factors f o r  our state-wise data  

i s  0.450 i n  19C,1 and 0.303 i n  1 7 1 .  WE heve i n c i ~ ~ y  l e f t  out ICcral~ 



from the analysis  - t h e  reason bking t h a t  t he  v?J.ue of a u t p t  datn t'7at 

WE have used excludes p l m t a t i o n  crops (which r r e  dcminant i n  t h e  cropping 

pa t te rn  of K e r d a ) ,  and therefore  we get  a, very low value of crop output 

f o r  Kerala. Going back t o  t h e  r v<alucs, it i s  c l en r  t h a t  there  ex is t s  a 

posi t ive  association between shere of r u r d  N I ~ A ~  and the  vnlue of crop out- 

put p r  ngr icu l tur r l  worker. Rut t he  association i s  not strong even with 

a more d i r ec t  inrlex of agr icu l tura l  prosper i ty  t ha t  has b&n used i n  our 

st.cond t e s t .  Hence we maintain t h t  fifferences i n  ngr icul turnl  

prosperity by snd l a rge  do not expl?.in t he  var ia t ions  i n  the  shr.re of 

mml NkW. 

Another vcr iont  of t he  prosperity hypothesis coul? be t h - t  thc l e v e l  of 

rur.1 non-:gricultur?L - - c t i v i ty  mcy be a.ssoci&ed with the grner.1 l c v e l  of 

i ndus t r i a l  devolopmcnt of a region or gene--1 l e v e l  of sconomic rrospmi*. 

Let us f i r s t  t r k e  up f r ~  proposition t h r t  t h +  sk-re of mr.1 h~fd i s  re'-trd 

t o  t h e  l e v e l  of i n i l u s t r i d  &vdoprn,;nt s ince t h e  r u r ~ l  non-. p,ricvltur: 1 

sec tor  w y  hc  err" t o  q - t c r  t c  t h e  requirr.nents of urh-n industsy withip 

the s t c t e .  inlc have cocstructud two indices f o r  t h e  l n t t i r .  Firs-t ,  th:. 

work force employed i n  thr- mr,nuf;cturinr sector  which i s  deftned, for  th io  

purpost, t o  include household industry, wnuf  ncturing (other' than hcusc.hc1.i~ 

industry),  construction and tmnsport, storage ::nd comun;i c?t ion .frc,rn thc  

i n d u s t r i d  groups i n  t h e  1 C : C . l  Censc .  For 1 9 1 ,  rrininp m d .  qusrsyirg h:s 

a l so  been add!:d t o  t h c  rbov. l i s t .  This change i n  c l a s s i f i c ~ t i o n  !ions not 

mrrtter much sincc w i  .?'re nc t  making inter-censr l  cornp?rison. Tnckstries 

such as t r m s p o r t ,  cbnstruction, $?-LC., nre t r d i t i o n d l y  courted r s  p.irt 

of thc  service sector.  But we b ~ l j  eve t h c t  thmc. indvs t r ics  h-vc r : c ? ' 6 ~ c  

i n  common with pumly s r rb ice  . -c t i7i t i ;s  s- ch ,ce : v 3 - i n i ~ t r . ~ t i r i  -mi sc  c~ 



and are  b e t t e r  t r ea t ed  as  a pa r t  of i ndus t r i a l  productionproper.  

The sh9.r~ of PI FLL NLW rnd thc  shrrt- of workers i n  t o t . 4  mmuf-cturing 

s e s t o r  ( ru ra l  + urban) a r c  pos i t ive ly  associated as. svggfsti-d by t h e  r 

values i n  Table 1. However this i s  a t l c a s t  pa r t l y  due t o  t h e  inclusion 

of rurnl manufacturing workers in both v c r i ~ b l e s  of t h e  correl? t ion,  

hence t h i s  has t o  be interpreted as  cwenk correln~t ian.  The senond 

index of i ndus t r i a l  development i s  the percentage s h a x  of t h e  a,?nufact- 

u r ing  sec tor  i n  the S tn t r  Domestic Product (SDF). Here ngain w c  have 

dcfinad manufccturing sec tor  in a b rwder  w5y  r s  ea r l i e r .  The data  hnvc 

been compiled from Reserve Bank of I n d i l  Bul le t in ,  i p r i l  1 Y P .  Isscm, 
are  excluded from t h e  analysis;  i n  the  case of Assam and Karns tak~ 

Bihar and Karnataknlthe base ye?r  i s  4ifferent  mii the  d , ~ t a  f o r  Bihar a r e  

not  given i n  t h e  above source. The share of rurd NLW md the percentage 

of manufacturing i n  SDF are  negatively re loted fo r  both points of time. 

We can,thus, a s se r t  tkit t h e  l e v e l  of r u r a l  non-rgricultur-1 i c t i v i t y  

i s  not s t r o n a y  associated with the over-'11 indus t r i -1  developrert of 

t h e  S t ~ t e .  

Final ly  per  cnl,itn SW i s  t,a.ken as  ' proxy f o r  t h e  ga.r!er.4 lcm-1 of 

economic prosperity,  us ing the  s m e  FBI dcta,  -nd corrcl? ted wiCh N!W.  

L S S ~  ma Kernat.t?ka nre excluded f o r  th;. Sam': reclson r s  mentioned cbovc 

and the remaining 12. major s t a t e s  are  taker  i n t o  ccdount. The p r c e n t a g e  

of Nl'il! m d  per  cap i ta  SDE show n e g ~ t i v e  re la t ionsh ip  i n  1961 - (-0.154.) md 

posit ive,  bu t  weak rel.?.tionship i n  1971 (t0.127). Cur an-lysis, t hus ,  

shows t'nat t h e  llevel of rur,-1 non-: p - i cu l tn re l  nc t iv i tg  is not r e b t e d  

s t rongly with e i t h e r  e g r i c u l t u r d  prosper i ty  o r  o v e r ~ l l  industn '? l  

development o r  even the  genercl l e v e l  of economic prosperity i n  t h e  



Having seen t h a t  t h e  hypotheses of e i t h e r  egriculturrJ. prosperity,  

i n d u s t r i d  development o r  gcner.-1 prosper i ty  do not ndequrtely explain 
we 

the share of i L W  in mr,d oreps, how tu rn  t o  t h e  form-1-tirn of nn alter- - 

nat ive hypothesis. The l e v e l  of r u r a l  non-agriculturrl r c t i v i ty ,  in our 

view, i s  a re f lec t ion  of the extent of l inkages of -.;griculture with the 

non-agricul turd sector.  Agriculture exports - .  r 2 w  m a t e r i d s  nnd food 

items and imports .; non-food items f o r  consumption and a l so  inputs t h l t  

go i n t o  pro.3uction. The m r d  non-rgr imltural  s ec to r  oerr iea  out the  

processing, trading, e tc .  of . the  , ~ g r i c u l t u r r l  produce n d  d s o  deals with 

the  import requirements of t h i r g r i c u l t u r d  sector .  i L l  thes r  imply the  

development o f  commercial re la t ions  i n  ?gr isul ture .  So t h s  higher, t h r  

l e v e l  of del-elcpmcst clr c cn~ .c rc i - l  reI;l.tiozs ir. r.grim11hr-e the highar w i l l  

be t h e  vrhmc of r u r d  n o n - ~ g r i e b ~ i t u r d  ~ c t i v i t y .  I n  other words we hyprth- 

e s i s e  t h a t  it i s  the degr :e  of ccmmercialis?tSon of g r i c u l t u r n  t h a t  

dc!temincs t he  l c v d  of non-agriculturzl x t i v i t y  i n  r u r s l  ?regs. 

To t e s t  t he  hyDothesis tbt the dev:.lo~ment of c0m~erci.-1 r c l ~ t i o n s  

i n  egr icu l ture  determines t hc  volvm of non-apriculturrl  zc t iv i ty ,  wo ore 

taking two in die,..^ t o  capture t h e  export snd impoh a c t i v i t i e s  of 

.-griculture. The percentr.gt of r - c  under non-food crops t o .  tct;.l 

cropped ? re -  i s  us-d t o  me,-.sum the  extent of e q o r t s  from agriculture.  

This index i s  p n r t i d  i n  t h ~ t  it .?ow not captiire t hc  share of thc  fcod 

crop output t h a t  i s  mcrketed. We ;-rc n o t h l e  t o  get n s$z is fac tory  memure 

of t h e  export of food crop c u t p t  msinly due t o  the  l r e k  of date 



ava i lab i l i ty .  This problem, however, i s  tzken care of t o  some extent, 

when we consider the  imports i n t o  , ? p i c u l t u r e  a t  a l l a t e r s t ~ g e .  We h w e  

correlz ted the  percentage OF crea under non-food crops with t h e  share of 

ru r2 l  FLW and t h e  individual inclustrinl  grmvs within it, such as  kimse- 

hold industry, etc.  This has been done f o r  both 1061 -mri 1971 and the  

r e s u l t s  a r e  presented i n  Table 2. The c ~ s h  crop cvl t ivzt ion,  ;.s the 

Table shows, i s  both pos i t ive ly  2nd very strongly associ.;.ted with t h e  

percent of r u r a l  jl!X (+0.706). It i s  evident t h a t  t he  extent of cnsh 

crop cu l t iva t ion  h m  much s t ronger  re l - t ionship with t he  l e v e l  of mr.1 . . 

non- r.gricultur,-1 nc t i3 i ty  than the  indices of y@cultur.-1 or  gencr,-1 l e v e l  

of prosperity. The percentqge of nrea under non-fmd crops i s  nlso c q u ~ l l y  

strongly re lnted with th ,  percent of rur -1  F I W  when wr. includk fs.7-1c 

workers i n  t he  zmdysis.  The s s o c i e t i o n  between czsh cror c u l t i v d i n n  

and the V-rims components,of mr,-l non-.-g-icultur-1 ~ e c t o r  is : l s c  

t e r t i a r y  ?cti*ties seem t o  bc- more strongxy cssociattcd with t he  rerccntngc 

of zrea under nor-fowl cropc. than scconckry x t i v i t i e s .  Eowtver within 

m,mf,?.cturing while household i.ndustry i s  vcry w ~ k l l y  correlsted with Ki.W,  

o ther  m,mufncturing shows a fr i r l y  s t rong r:ssc,ci.;?ticn comprrablc t o  

t e r t i ? ~  -.ctivity. Me finci t h e  r w l u e  between cash c rop  eult ivrt ; .an and 

r u r d  non-ag-ricultur-1 -cti-city becoming men stronger i n  1 T 1 .  !'s i n  

1961, . w t  gc;t mare o r  l e s s  s imilar  r e su l t s  f o r  the year  1971 7s well. 

I n  the  stnte-wise drt-7 t h s t  we h ~ v e  us& f o r  t he  .-hove ?n<dysis,  

Kenlp:yhas v:my high ~ c r c c n t ~ g e  c.f F!W 2s well as  percentcge of area 

unc!er non-food crops. For instance,  i n  the  year  196,l !ppndir  1 



Table 2: Correlation c o e f f i c i m t s  between t h e  percentage 
of .?re,? under nor-fwd crops and the  percentagcr 
of r u r a l  n o n - ~ g r i c u l t u r d  workers ( nggregate 
and. some individ~1.21 cztegories) 

Fercentage of  area  under non-food crops Correlation 

correlated with: Coefficients 
1 S6l I Vl 

Percerrtage of - r u m 1  ncn-agricvJturd workers + 0.680 + ('.PC5 

Percentage of r u r a l  non-,. ,griculturd workers 
(m& and femzle) + C.612 + 0.715 

Percontige of ruwl non-.+.gricultur,-1 worki-;rs 
(without K e r ~ l z  ) + 0.229 t ('.525 

h r c e n t ~ g e  of rurd workers i n  secondcty sec to r  + 9.523 + 0.7UU 

Percentngc of r u r a l  workers i n  t o r t i s t y  sector  + 0.6@, + 0.737 

Pf,rcentc,ge of rum1 workcrs i n  householrl industry + P . l W  + n . 2 ~ ~  

Fermentnge of r u r a l  workers i n  mnni.fxturing 
(other  t!:m hnuseholC3 industry) + 0.620 + Ci.7Pi 

Fercent~ge  of n l . r n i  workers i n  t rade  md ecmerce + 0.642 + @.!?25 

Percentags of rum1 workers in  other scrvices + C.LIC + 0.5(r\ 

shows t h p t  Kerde  h8.s 65.3'. percent of i t s  t c t d  c r c ~ p d  v r : .  unii-.r r!c- 

focb crops and 58.92 percent of i t s  totc?3 workers i n  thr. non-7:niculturrl 

sector.  Contrast this s i t u z t i o n  with Tmil Nedu, which ' l s  ccly 32.31 

percent under non-foo; cmps  md 2%.10 percent. of r u m 1  nT:'W, t ~ k i n g  sccol?-'_ 

pl,?cc smong st,?.ta i n  regzrd t c  nlrd non-%@cultur-1 sector.  F~, turp, l ly  

such high values of E e r d a  would ri.istc1-t t he  p ic ture  znr! giv= us  r verr 



high r value. To t a k e  i n t o  account t h i s  problem, r values between 

percantege of Eren ui:der non-foot; crops and share of mr=1 K.'W h v e  bpen 

worked out f o r  l?hl and l q l  l eav ing  out Kerala. For 1971, the  associ- 

a t ion  between these two v ~ r i a b l c s  s t i l l  remains pos i t ive  Rnd strong; thmgh 

admitterlly it becones werker f o r  t h e  ye6.r 1961. But as we s h e l l  see l a t e r ,  

f o r  1961 the index of imports i n t o  agr icul ture  re ta ins  i t s  strength of 

nssociation with t h e  l e v d  of ru ra l  non-agricultural a 2 t i ~ i t . y  even without 

Keraln. Thus it can be asserted t h a t  t he  percentage of area  under non-food 

crops has s t rong associat ion with t he  percmtage of workers i n  ma1 non- 

agr icu l tura l  sector.' 

A s  wc mentioned e a r l i e r  our index of exports from agr icu l ture  i s  

p a r t i a l  .as it does not teke i n t o  account the  extent of t h e  development of- 

conrercia l  r ; l a t ions  i n  food crops. ITOW we a re  attempting here t o  tage an 

index of imports i n t o  :agriculture whew thc  a c t i v i t i e s  of hoth fcod nnd mn- 

food agriculturr;  a rc  ccmvered. The index of imports i s  ?efined as the  

percentago of cash purchase t o  t c t d  consumption expenditure i n  r u r a l  ?reas 

ml'i the  dsta  have been compiled f r r , m  1Pth R&d (1963-64) of thr  NSS consuyer 

vxpenditure survey. The cash purchnse rc fe rs  t o  both foor? and non-food 

ngriculture. The r valuee between t h e  percantcge of cnsh p m h a s e  ,and t h e  

sh?.re of r u r a l  Nkbl i s  shc.wn i n  Table 3 along with other vmiables .  The 

s t rong rele t ionship b&ween th s se  t w c  var iables  i s  rvisent  from thr. Table. 

In f a c t ,  the oercentage of rurd NLW i s  even more s t r o n g y  a.ssociaterl with 

t h ~  ext.ent of cnsh purchas? thpn with -i.hc perc-nt of area under cash crops. 

The associst ion is equally strong when we inc1ud.e femsle workers. Ls it wes 

p i n t e a  mt e a r l i e r  t h e  r value withnut Kerala r l s o  remains f ~ i r l y  hifh. It 

should be =membered i n  the  eont.-xt t ha t  t h e  extent  of ec~moi'-ity prcJuction 



in food crops i s  a l so  captured i n  t'ne index of imports s ince the l a t t e r  

is financed by t h e  cash income from commodity production. For t h i s  reason 

we get very high r value when we r e l a t e  our ind ices  of imrorts and n g r -  

cultural exports. Thus the re  seem t o  be s t rcng reasons t c  believe t h a t  

the  share of m r d  ?'AM i s  closely related t o  t h e  developnent of commercial 

re la t ions  in agricul ture .  The r values of t h e  percentage of c ~ s h  purchr.s~ 

with Cisagpegated c&ogories l i k e  trad:.&d coEverce, etc.  a l s c  b r o ~ l l y  

conform t o  the r e s u l t s  t h a t  we have obtained e a r l i e r .  

Table 3: Correlation coef f ic ien ts  between t h e  pcrcent;.ge 
of cash purchase and t h e  percentage of mra lnm-  
agr icu l tura l  workers aggregate an3 some individ- 
ual categories  - 1961 

.. 

Fercmtage r.f cash purchwe corrs1:t-?c? cor re la t ion  
with: Cccfi i c i e n t s  

Percentage of rural non-agricu1tu.rrd workers + 0.755 

Percentage of r u r d  n o n - r p i c ~ l t u r - 1  wcrkers 
(male and fen*) 

Percentege of mr-al ncn-~gricCLtvrz2 workers 
(without K e r d a )  

Fercentege of r u r a l  workers i n  secon4ary s ? r t o r  + O.%8 

Fercentage of rurd worknrs i n  t ~ r t i n r y  scc to r  + n:6V 

Percentage of rural workers i n  houiieholrq industry  + P.O@ 

Percentagc of r u r a l  workers i n  mamfscturing 
(Other then househc1.d industry) + 0.767 

Percentage of  rura l  workers i n  t r d e  :IEI c o n ~ e r c c  + 0. $96 

P e ~ e n t a g r -  of ru ra l  workers i n  t ransport ,  storage 
and communicaticn 

F~rcentege  of r u r d  workers i n  other  scroices + 0.658 

Zercentage of area  under non-fee-: crops + 0 . ~ 3  



One other importcult result o f  cur andysis  i s  that thc cxport and 

import inr ' ic~s  ;.rc thcmseivos n ~ t  strrinsly associ..~tc.d. with the indicc:s of 

prosperity th& we discu&xl i n  the previms s c c t i o ~ .  The r vdues  Frtw.zen 

the percentzge of nrcn under non-foo6 crops ancl the percentrgo cf ccsh 

purchase with the vdue  of crop o u t ~ u t ~ e r  a@aiLturaJ. wcrker ( ~ g r i c u l t c m l  

prosperity), the percentage of workers i n  and the pefient~g.; share in SDF 

of manufclcturing (industrial devdopment) nnd the per capitn SDF (gener-1 

level  af prosperity) hwe b e m  shown i n  Table 4. ' Agricultural prospnrity, 

as the r vdues indiczte, does not set:m t o  be strongly nssociatecl with the 

eXpowts from and imports into ngriculture. Fkch the sane conclusion i s  

valid i n  the case of industrirll dr.vr.lopm?nt exccpt t h - t  the percrnt~gc of 

workors i n  marrufackring i s  rethcr strcngly associated with the i ~ p r r t  

index. ... T)ii rall-economic pmsperitr. h93 a h m t  no T~psc t  cn thc twcb 

vcriables under discussion. It is  significant thpt the  broar! inr7ic~.t;;rs 

of sectoral and ov,-r-11 4i.-.w3 ??wont h a m  no b ~ r i n g  on c:ithtr rural ntm- 

, -picultur .d activi ty or the com~rc i a l i s a t i cn  of a. riculture which, i n  

our analysis, i s  merging .qs thr: detenin-nt  of the former. h'cw the 

question .arises as tc whct rrr.  the factcrs that  p m o t e  comr-ercial 

agriculture. The next section is c+vot& t@ th i s  sspect. 

The fectcrs that  fos ter  tk: growth of c o m e n i a l  agriculture can 
.. 

be classified intc; internal n d  external. The develop~ent of a p b n s e d  

industries constitute a ragor external f m t o r  thnt leads t o  thr growth 

cf cultiv.?tion of cash crops. It i ~ t h o a e  industries which crcate the 

denand f o r  row 3eterizls.  I n  the co lcn id  period the denand for  raw 



Table 4: C o r r d ~ t i o n  Coefficients .between ( 2 )  t he  percentag~ 
of area under non-fo,..;l crops an6 (b)  percentcag? of 
cnsh purchme rind sdcc t e r l  in'ic'es of development. 

Correlation 
Percentage of s r e a  under non-foocl crops Coefficients 
correla ted w i t h :  1961 19'71 

Vduc af crop output per  agr icul ture1 worker + 0.47~' + 0.326' 

Percentrge of workers ( r u r a l  + urban) i n  
manufacturing + 0.474 + 0.513 

Percentage nf mrmuf .n.cturing i n  S t a t e  
D o ~ e s t i c  Product 

2 + 0.1&!+ . + 0.Q2P 
2 

Fer cap i ta  S t d e  D o ~ e s t i c  Prod-uct 
3 + 0.2m . + 0.3113 

-~ -~ -~ ~p~ 

Fercentage of cash purohase 
corre1ate.d. with: 

Value of crop output per  a g r i m l t u r a l  worker + 0.326 1 - 
Percentape of workers ( ru ra l  + urban) i n  

nmmfscturinp + p.W3 - 
'ercentace of manufactulring i r  S t a t e  Domestic 

F ' rod~~ct  + n.262' - 
Per capi ta  S t a t e  Domestic Product + n.366 3 - 

Note: Same as Table 1 

materials p rduced  by agr icul ture  came l a rge ly  from the d e v e l o m n t  of 

am'o-based indus t r ies  i n  &@and.'' This had resul ted i n  the cash crops 

meking rapid pro, r e s s  i n  India i n  t e rns  of are?, r rcduc t iv i ty  and so on. I/ 

Thnugh t h e  process of commercialisation of agr icul ture  wss r m i d  ir! t h e  

colonial  period, i t  was b y  no =ems volun-haw. I n  other words, t h e  

pea.santiy was, i n  w r y i n g  degree, forced i n t o  t he  c~i t t iva t io r?  of cash 

crops.w I n  the  post-in?Lependent period, it is  oui- hunch t h a t  there  i s  



qual i ta t ive  c h ~ n g e  i n  t he  oroces s of cmmerci?l isat ior~ of ngriculture . 

With t h e  growth of agrc-b;-sed in6us t r ies  i n  Indir ,  t h e  demand f o r  raw 

materiels comes from within t h e  country. It is possible t hp t  the m a l l  

farmers o r  t he  b i g  l m d l o r d s  may be responding t o  t h i s  i n t e rna l  deman? f o r  

raw r a t e r i a l s  voluntari ly.  Because of t h i s  qua l i ta t ive  difference we 

believe tha t  t h e  growth of cash crop cu l t iva t ion  i n  r e c ~ n t  years has some 

regenerative impact i n  t he  rura l  non-agricultural sector. 

I n  order t o  t e s t  t h e  proposit ion t h a t  t h e  agro-brsed indus t r ies  

provide impetus f o r  cash crop cu l t iva t ion ,  we have used emplo,pent da ta  

on the  major-group-wise breakdown of manufacturing given i n  1951 Census. 

The industr ies  have been grouped i n t o  food, t e x t i l e s  and others and 

thhae a.Pe correlated. (both rurd and r u r a l  i u r b m )  with  thci p r c e n t a e  

aree under non-fooa crops a n d  th<. rorcnntopn of cash- ~ u r c h r s e  (se- Tablo 5 J )  

and 5B). We see a f a i r l y  high .heg.ree of associat icn hetween food and 

t e x t i l e s  industry  groups and the  ?erccntng; of area  mrlprncn-foo6 crops as 

well  as  the  percenta&t. of cash purchase - with t h e  l a t t e r  the re la t ionship 

becomes even s'tro;:gzr f o r  the retison we had mentioned ~ + i r l i e r .  Cur COP 

clusion holds goocl bot>h in the  cese of r u r d  as  w - l l  as rurd + u r b m  agro- 

basud'industrics.  Circe t h e  ago-based i n h s t r i e ~  heve l a rge r  weightcge 

i n  t he  i ndus t r i a l  s t ruc ture ,  t h e i r  sharp of the dmand f o r  foo?, items i s  

a l so  l i k e l y  t o  br: consii:er&~le. Thus we can a s se r t  t h a t  t he  deve lopent  

of agro-bosed, i ndus t r i : ?~  provide a strong stimulus f o r  t h e  corlulerciali- 

s ~ t i o n  of n g r i c u l t ~ i r i  and thereby a l so  leads  t o - g r e a t : - r  volume of non- 

rg r i cu l tu ra l  e c t i v i t y  i n  mral areas. Thus  whils the  l e v e l  of rural non- 

i .gricultural  a c t i v i t y  i s  not - . inf1.uenced by ikdus t r i a l  development 
by 

i n  gcner~il,  it doss scen t o  be strongly influenxxl/the qrowth of-agr-based - 
industr ies .  



Table 517: S r r r 4 ~ - + ; r ; . r  C c e f f i c i e ~ t s  betwc.cn (E) pcrc~;ntage of 
area  under ncn-fcod crops and (b) percentage of cash 
purchase <and pe rce r t age  of workers ( r , - ra l )  i n  some 
i ~ . ' v s t r y  ~ r o 1 1 ~ ~ ,  ' %l 

rercentage of area  under non-food crops Cor re l~k ion  
correlated with: Coefficients 

Pemcntage of workers i n  food indus t r i e s  + 0.532 

Percentege of wcrkers i n  t e x t i l e  indus t r ies  + 0.71s 

Percentage of workers i n  ot,h-r indus t r ies  t p.545 
-- - 

Fercentage of cesh purchmc correlated with: 

Percente@ of workers i n  food indus t r ies  + C.7@ 
Fercentage of workers i n  t e x t i l e  in?us t r i ,=s  + C . 2 7  
Percentage of workers i n  other indus t r ies  + 0.694 

Tahle 5B : Corrclaticn Cc f f i c i e n t s  between (a) percentage 
of a res  d e r  ncn-fcod crops and (b) percentzge 
of cash purdlase imd. pcrc:ntagt of w~rl .ers  ( m r a l  t 
urban) i n  scme ind i i j t ry  groups, 1061 

Fdrcentage of area  und~. , on-f ocd crops 
correla tc2 b- u i l .  

C o r r d a t i  on 
Coefficients 

 percent,;..:^ of wqrkcrs i n  fcnd ill:'? t r i e s  t C.6.!6 

T ercentage of workers i~ t e x t i l  ind?!stries + 0.46? 

Porcent;ge of workers i n  c t h i r  i d u s t r i m s  t 0.267 

Fercentzge of ccsh purchase correla ted with: 

Percentage of workers in fcod j.ndustric:s + 0.606 

. I.r1^-s Pcrcentege of workers in t e x t i l e  in<u-' ' + 0.534 

Pcrcentego of workers i n  othcr indus t r ies  + 0.590 



mare a re  a l so  f ac to r s  i n t e rna l  t o  agriculture, which could p rmota  

cOmerciaLis.rtion. We hnv; ex-?un,d here only on-< such ver iahle  viz. t he  

d i s t r i bu t ion  of lnnd. We hypothesise t h a t  t h e  r i ch  vzasants o r  13ndlords with 

l a r g e r  holdings he.vt surpluses f o r  thc market. Lorentz r:atio f o r  t he  d i s t r i -  

bution of l ~ n d  f o r  1971 has been correla ted with t h e  p e r c e n t ~ g c  of area unfler 

non-food crops and the  r value is  + 0.410. Though theso two v ? r i ~ b l ; ~ s  .*re 

associated, it i s  not a. strong one. The correla t ion would p-?bps  be stronger 

i f  we hrd a b c t t e r  index of production f o r  t he  market i.e. one which includes 

mark6ting of food c v p s .  When using the  a l te rna t ive  index of cash p u r c h ~ s e  

we f ind t h a t  it i s  more 7trongly associated with t h e  I& dis t r ibu t ion  (+0.520). 

What emerges ten ta t ive ly ,  from our nnalysis is t h a t  while internal  'factors 

l i k e  l m d  d i s t r i bu t ion  do play a r o l e  it is  pxternd  f*.ctors l i k e  t he  growth - 
gTeater 

of ngr-based i n d u s t n o s  which have he.[? .a,/influr:ncc: on the grcwth of c o r n  

e r c i a  a g i c u l t u r e .  

Iv 

CommsIcr; 

'he foregoing anzlysis enables us  t o  conclude t h . d  t'nf l eve l  of non- 

, -g r i cu l tu rd  nctivit,y i s  .5eto&ned by t h e  degmc of commrciCL- 

i s r t i o n  of agriculture.  When n @ c u l t ~ r e  producr;~ f o r  the market md i n  

t u rn  depends on the  market f o r  i t s  cwn rr,quirements, we e m  exnect c, 

higher volume of non-agricultur,-1 a c t i v i t y  t o  take pl?.cc. firthcrmore t h e  

commerci~lisation of agr icu l ture  i t s c l f  soc-ms t o b e  primerily determined 

by the  growth of :igrc-beser' inc?ustries though f f ? to r s  in t~rn iCl  t o  agri-  

culture,  l i k e  thc- d i s t r i bu t ion  of land, r l so  seem t o  bs importcant. It 

Should be emphzsisad, howtver, t h s t  these  conelusior5a-e really t o n t s t i v e  

~ n d  need much mort, ve r i f i ce t i c r .  



Notes if.efere=n 

we have taken only the male work-force s i n c ~  th;. female work- 
force data  i s  l e s s  ameneble t o  c l e a r  j . r t$rpretetion.  Dur x r l -  

a g r i d t u r d  s t c t c r  i s  defincd t o  include 2.7. t h e  ir-7vstri.d 
groups of t h e  Census except cultive.tcrs and ~ @ c d . t u r a l  Inbm- 
rers .  Throughout t h e  paper the  analysis hes been done h i t h  
State-wise da t a  nad o ~ l y  t h e  14 mnior s t a t e s  h m e  been included. 
Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 preseot t h e  basic  inform,?tion r d a t i n g  
t o  all t h e  var iables  f o r  l@hl  and 1 T I  respectively.  

Y.K. magh, C.. S. Bhrxa.  and A. Bhaduri in Labour Absor~,tion i n  
Indian Agriculture - (LRTW, ILQ, Bangkok, 1978). 

V.S. 7Tya.s and George Mathai9 "Fam snd NOD-Farm Tmpl.opent i n  F h l d  
Areas - A Perspective f o r  Plannirgt', Econmic an.: P o l i t i c d  Weekly, 
Vol. XIII, Nos. 6 & 7, Annual Number l 9 g .  

See f o r  instance L.N. Paj, "Growth and Stsgn,a.tion i_? Indian In-lu- 
s t r i a l  Development", Economic and P o l i t i c d  Ueckl~,  Vcl. a, 
Nos. 5, 6 and 7 ,  Annual ?\nurib.- r 1 C7.:. 

It w i l l  bc  noted thz.t throughout the; paper we h?ve r e f r ~ i n e d  from 
c i t i n g  any t-vil&s of wr estimctes. Ti : is  i s  bccause the  t e s t a  
of si.r.ifi.c:nc. rr ;,r-l;i-?$ifl ilnly when t h s  - I n b  ,:;re coll?cted 
f r m  3 random spmple wher5.s our &&a nrc mostly r;.lrtecI t o  the  
~ c p u l a t i o n .  

For the  period 1?'.0-1c)??, s ~ , .  Tab3.c 4.7 i n  hip Kurnar E e s h i ,  
Pr ivete  Investment i l l  India 1 3 p C . 3 "  f!Crient Lonmqn, 1 ~ 5 )  

Bency Chowc!hi~ry, Grcvth of C.xmerci:iL !&culture i n  Benaal 
1 9  (Indian Studies  Fast  & F r e ~ e n t ,  1964). 
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rercent,~ge of m r ~ l  non-7 griculturrl  work.~s  

Fercentnge of m r d  ncn-agricultur~l workers (b'ale + Frmle) 

Fercentago of ?.urr;l wwcrkers in s ~ c ~ c m k y -  sectcr 

Peroentngo cf mrzJ. workers i n  terti:.ry sector 

Percentage of nnxl workers i n  hc~u.sshold indus t~g  

Fementagc cf m r i l  w~rkers i n  mnufncturing (other thm hruscholrl' 
inciustly) 

Feroentzge of rum1 wcrkers i n  fc:cd, i d u s t ~ y  

ercentagc. of rural  workers i n  t6xt i l . l  in2ustry 

Fsrcent~g~i  of rurnl wcrkers i n  &her industries 

Pementagi cf wcrkers i n  Po& industry !rural  + urbm) 

Perc:ntage of wcrkers i n  t ex t i l e  iniiustqy !rural + ?~rban) 

Perccnt::p of wcrkers in r;Ghi,r in6ustri  .S (rural  + ui-brn) 



Lppendix 2: B nsic  Dat?., 1 ?71 

S ta t e  1 2, 3 4 5 h 7 P -- -- 

in6hrn  P r r d  sh 24.40 20.8s 7.67 10.35 5.lR 2.4? 3.50 1 .On 
!la s am 23.43 27.3L. 2 . G  12..?4 0.W 1.5P 3.54 1.21 
Rihrr 12.20 11.39 3.63 '6.55 2.23 1.3c 1 .95 0.W 
Gu j 3ra.t lR.19 16-27 6.04 P.73 3.04 3.170 3.17 1.27 
Ke ra la  45.65 45.3? l2.8n 23.42 3.17 ?.63 9.33 3.47 
b8adhyn Fra[?ssh 12.F3 11.05 Ll? 5.07 3-21: 0.04 1.53 k 43 
V ~hsrashtr? 18.17 14.34 6-05 1.73 2.23 2.82 2 . a  0.66 
Karnnt  ~.ka 2n.49 2n.21 5.56 F.65 3.26 2-30 2.77 0.77 
Crj-ssz 16.17 16.92 4.25 @.@4 3.W 1.21  1.73 C.70 
Fun j ab ir.cluding 21.84 22.19 6.62 Haryann 12.34 3.37 3.25 3 . E  1.22 Ra j as t k r  16.28 15.Q 4.21 P.ll 2.3P 3-23 2.24 0.70 
T , m i l  N~clu 23.44 21.61 g. 16 11.25 3.52 L A 4  3. cc? 1 .n4 
U t t : - r  Tr:cl,ssh 13.53 12.90 4. 7.82 3.1? 1.59 1 .92 0.54 
:!cst Fengd. 21 .I7 21 .$3 6.21 lO.@ 2.44 3.77 3.17 ' 1 -47 

r, 10 11 12 ! 3 I I, 15 16 



Index t o  c d m  numbers i n  iipwndix 2 

Fcrcentage of r u r d  ncn- rgr icu l turd  workers 

Percentage of rurd r im-agr icu l turd  workers ( ~ a l i :  * Fc-mde) 

Facentage of r u r ~ l  wcrkers i n  seccndaly sec tor  

Percentage of rur,al wcrkers i n  t e r t i n ~ y  sec tor  

rercentage of n1rd workers i n  household inclustry 

Percentage of rura l  wrrkers i n  rnmufa.cturir,g (other t h m  hruseholrl 
inc'ustxy) 

P ~ r c ~ d a g e  of rural workers i n  tr.-dc .mil cmmerce 

Perccntcg of r u r r l  workers i n  t rensyort ,  s t r rqge cmrl commnicnt i~n 

Percentcge of workzrs i n  ni:muf,~cturing ( m r d  + urbC?a) 

Fercontcg  cf m m u f x i r u r i n ~  i n  S t - t e  Dorncstic Froduct n t  Fr-ztur 
cm+, ( 1  9' O-hl p i  ces' 

Percapita S tn t e  Don s t i c  Prc:uc-t :.t 196'0-C.l prices  i n  rupcss 



Motes : - 
I n  cc lums  1 t c  15 i n  Appendix 1 (colums 1 t o  0 i n  Lppenciix 2), 
percentageshave been worked out using t o t s 1  m r c 1  workers a s  tho 
denonindcor :xccpt i n  co1u.m~ 10 t o  12 i n  Appendix 1. 

Figures i n  columns 1 t c  15 i n  ippcllrlix 1 (columns 1 t o  9 i n  J.ppcn.iix 2.) 
r e f w  t c  rur.~?. s.rEas o ~ l y  excv.pt i n  columns l r \  t c  12 i n  !EEppuxlix 1 .  
Tfiey &so r c l a t e  t o  m d e  only except i r  column 2 ( i n  bcsth A*endiecs). 

Secondmy sector  i n  column 3 i n  both f p p c d i c e s  ccm:jrises hcwehi l?  
industry anrl rnnnuf.ct.uring (othcr th.m househo1:i industry) whiraas 
t e r t i a r y  s ec t c r  (col~xm 4 in both Appmclices) inclur'es t r d c  and 
commerce, ' trLmsprrt,  s terage and comrn~nic~tirm pntl othcr scrvic-.:s. 

Colimns 7 t o  12 in :.ppen~ix 1 ~ f e r  t o  t he  ma.ior groupwise br:-.-k-up cf 
manufacturing. The f r or? inclustzy includm m?ij?r grouns 2n tc. 22 

w h i l e :  t he  t e x t i l e s  covcr 23 t c  27. Other inclustrics c q r i . s e  thr x:,st 
of t he  major croups;. The dat' refr:r  only t r .  t h e  ncn-hnuseh.h..lc sector.  

I n  calm 17 i n  Lppendix 1 (cc l7m 11 i n  , prcn-lix z.':,  i g r i c u l t u r r l  
workers incl'lde m l e  c u l t i v r t o r s  and r gricul tmri l  l??)m.rors i n  mr.1 
areas c,riLy . 

I n  cclum. l ?  i n  i p~en6 i .x  1 (column 13 i n  ;rr-.nfii? 2) ;Is< mr:nuf.ct~,fi.ng 
includes mining mr! qurrrryi~g, m.mufrc-h;ri~..-, con t r u c t i c n ,  o lec t r ic i tv ,  
gr.s cud wntcr :ur.ply .wd t r m s p o r t  md ccimzricrtir.ii.. y ~ r  T3ihr.r the  
d r t ?  e r e  nct  ::v>il;l.hl?. I n  tho  ccsc of i:rissz the. $.:-ti fc-.r 1C171-72 hn~.,o 
beon used wh~=rcriS f o r  otner  s t - t e s  thz; f igurns f la ti? t c  1970-71. 

Lcrcnte r - t i c s  f r l r  t h s  1 4  dis t r i bu t i cn  i n  cc : lu~r  16, r?pc;ndix 2. 
exclude 0 s ize-c1r .s~.  



For columns 1 t c  6 and. 13 tc. 15 r.nd 18  i n  l%rper.c'iz 1 cn.1 1 to ? ?nc? 12 
in Appendix 2, t h ~  d s t a  have bten collected f r m  Censv.s of Indie, 1P61, 
Vol. I, Indin, Fert  11-1 ( i i  ) , Union Frimav Census A b s t r ~ c t s  and Census 
of Idis 1971, Series I-India, Fart 1 1 - ~ ( i i ) ,  Union Primary ~ e n s u s  
kbstr::cts respect ivi ly  . 
Columns 7 t o  12 i n  Appndix I ere derived frc:m Census of 'Infitin - 1061, 
Vol. I, India, Part  11-B ( i )  , Generd Econcmic TF?-1,s. 

Ccluwn 16 i n  Appendix 1 i s  given i n  T.R. : r in ivzsm mnc! F..K. Rrr~lhr?ll 
(Ed. ) ',Poverty and Incomc Distribution", p.355. 

For c o l m  10 i n  lippendix 2, sec M.S.S. Consumer Fqendi ture  Survey, 
197Q-71, 25th round. 

I n  column 17 i n  t ~ p e n d i x  1 ond 11 i n  Lypenrlix 2, the 8-t:. mtbe  vrilur 
of crop m t p t  i s  t,&en from "Foodgrainc Grcwth: i' Districtwise Study" - 
Jc in t  Prcjcct  k~ h m h a r l - d  !khm TTniversity Znrl Perspective ?leylning 
Divi-sion (Plmning Cornis; ion) .  The r?+. cn the  r F 7 i . c d t n r d  pcv~lat-  .- 
i c n  %re compil~d from Ccnsus of Indi? l%l ,  Tcl. I, I n c h ,  ~.s,rt-LT-!~,(i; ), 
Unir;; P r i n a r ~  Census Abstrzc%s and Census cf India lc71, Sc.rir?s I-India, 
Fart 11-L(il , Unim Frin:-ry Ce~sus  A b ~ t r m t s .  

C c l ~ n  If. i n  f.ppcnr5x 2 i s  +v n i n  Chrnrlnx bkich.-rjre .md &I jnnn P n i .  
"Lcrcnt.5- r . - t i c s  fc,r  Zis tr ibut ion of r u r r l  cwnership 2nd cpsr?ticncl 
l a d  hol:lin&s, Indi,?, 1Yil-72" - working p-per Po.?;, Centre f o r  
kv~lcpmpmcnt Stut&es. 
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