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INTRODUGTICN

The share of non-agricultural workers (N/W) in rural work force
show 4 very large inter-state variations in hoth the 1961 & 1971 Census
data.l/ For the year 1961, the share of N/W ranges from 58,92 percent in
Kerala to 16.74 percent in Madhya Pradesh, Tamil Nadu with 29,10 per-
cent ranks second among the states., The difference between Kerala and
Tamil Kedu is thus co vast as to make the former s separate category by
itself, Tamil Xadu is closely followed by /nchra Pradesh, Punjab and
West Bengal, In the 1971 Census, we find Kerela retaining the first
place again with 46,65 vercent., [fndhra Fradesh with 24,40 percent ranks
secord - the gap betwe-n the first (Kerala) and the second (Andhra Fradesh)
rgnking stotes romeining as wide as in 1761, DBihev with 12.2¢ percent
occuries the last place among the states. In general we cen say that the
Scuthern region comprising of Kerela, .ndhra Fradesh, Temil Nedu and to a
lesser extent Karnatska, show 2 higher share of non-agricultural activi-
ties in rurel work force distribuiion, Punjab in the north west and
Bengal and 4ssam in the eesst also show hirher shares wherea the central
belt whicli includes Biher, Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Fradesh is merled by

a very low share of rvrel NIW,

# The author wishes to acknowledge the help and guidance received from
Dr.f.Vaidyenathan end Pr, Sudipto Mun?le. For. helpful suggesticns
thanks rre due - to Professcr Ashck Rudre end Dr,Prabhat
Fatnaik.



It is important to understard the reasons for these large veriations
in the share of rm'ral N} smong states from the roint of view of emplay-
ment policy. Ewven after n=arly three decades of plarninz and industrial
development, the orgarised industrial ssctor, with its emphasis on higher
level of capital intensity, has failed to attract the werk force away from
agriculture, At the same time there scem to be severe limits to the
absorption of this growing work force in agriculture, . recent study
suggests that any further absorption of labour irdo agriculture is
possible only with prohibitively high level of investment.g/ Consequently the
possibilities of labour dosorption in the rural non-agricultaral sector
assume crucial importance.z/ fin appraisal of these possibilities would
be greatly facilitated by an enalysis of the factors explaining differences
in the shar~e of the Ni¥ in rural sr-as of different ststez. We rust, in
particular, find out the reasons for the concentration of nor-agricuitural
employment in somc regicue of the country. It would help ue to see heow
far the regions with lew level of nen-agricultursl errloyment car berefit
from the exparience ci the regions with high lrvcl of non-agricultural

erployment ,



PRCSFERITY & RIPRAL MCON-AGRICTLTURAL EMPLOYMFT'T

Inter-state varigtions in the shere of FiW in rurel areas can be

/
explained, according to one thesis, in terms of agric»ltureal prosnerity,é

It is postulated that the agricultural performarce of the State is the
cruciegl determinant of the extent of rural non-arricultural activitr,
Mcre specifically = grester volurs of screndary and tertiary activities
will be gencrated, according tco this thesis, ir those stat-s which have
shown higher agricultural growtr rates. As far e=s we knoW, no attempt hes been
made to verify this hypothesis before. * test, thouph admittedly a very
crude and tentative cne, is attemrted belcw. In

In our first test we have tak n the ver carite {rurel) ecnsumer
expenditure fs an indrx of agricultural ryosperity, We cxreet this index
te ko higher in states which heve dene well ir agriculture and vice verss,
The assumption here is that the increased rural prospority wold pet ro-
flected in higher lever o consurptior exprnditure. For the yoar 1971, w-
have corraiste: the per capite ccnsuver exponditure (rural) end the p r-
centage of NiW (Table 1), Though we it 2 rositive association befweoon the

/
two variables, it is & very weal relaticonshir with r=0.150 Oﬂly.i Far th.:

year 1961 we gut stete-wisc ror capita consumer expenditure (rural) =7iusted
for inter-regional price differcnc-:, This indrx is more relis~l: than
whet we were able to ohtein for 1977, for we can corpare the stetes at
all-Tndia price levcl. The r value for 1971 betweon the percentase of

rural N/W and index of per capita consumer expenditure at »11-

India yprices is (=) 0.305. . Cur first test thus secms  te



indicate that the variations in the share of rural N!W can not be

e¢xplained by the agricuitural prospurity hyrothesis.

Table 1: Corrclation coefficients between the
pcreentage of rursl non--gricultural
workers and some selecte variables

Percentpage of rural nor-agricultural Corre}a?lon
workers correlated with Coefficients
1661 1971
Per capita (rural) consumer expenditure (=) €.305 + 0.150
Value of crop output per egricultural 1 1
worker + 0,460 + 0.393
' ercentage of workers (rural + urban)
in marufacturing + (.44  + (U408
Fercentage of wenufacturing in State 2 5
Jomestic Froduct (=) c.154 (=) 0.101
b
Percespita Gtate Domestic Preduct (=) .02 4 0.12’?3

Note: (1) Relates orly to 13 states whilc (R) refers to 11
ctates on? (3) to 12 stotes.

Secendly, we have tekon a mere direct indicator of agricultural
prosPerity viz, valuc of crop output pur agriculturel worker ({agricul-
turel werkers baihg defined to include cultivrtors and agricuvlturnl
izbourers ir the Census), Going by whet the rgriculturzl prosperity
hypotheds says, one would ¢xpeet a strong reiaticnship between the
percentage of rural MW and the veluc of crop cutput per sgricultural
workcr., The r valuc hetwecn these two factor: for our stete-wise date

is 0,460 in 1961 and 0,393 in 1971, Y%We heve incidantz1ly loft out Kerala



from the analysis - the recason being that the value of outyput dates thet
We have used excludes plantetion crops (which ¢rc dominant in the cropping
pattern of Kersla), and thercfere we get a very low value of crop output
for Kerala., Going beck to the r valucs, it is clear that there exists a
positive nsscciation between shere of rurel MW and the value of crop out-
put per ggricultursl worker, “ut the asscciation is not strong rven with
a more direct index of agricudturel presperity that hss been used in cur
sccond test. Hence we m2intain thet differences in sgricultursl
prosperity by ond large do not expl~in the variaticns in ths share of
rural NiW,

inother variant of the prosperity hypothesis coul? be th-t the leovel of
rur-l non-:-gricultursl -ctivity mey boe mssocisted with the gonercl lavel of
industrisl .cvclcpment of a région rr gene-~1 level of iconomic npraespority,
Let us firsi trke up e proposition thet the gr-re of rTur~l Mii is rel-tod
to the lovel of inuustrisi cev-lopmunt gince the rur~l neon--rrievlitur
sector w-y he rerr-? te 2~tir te the ricuirements of urbon indvetry within
the strte. We have constructed twe indices feor the latt:r, Firet, tix
work force emhloyed ip the mrnufreturine sector which ie defined, for this
purpose, to include household intustry, mznufrcturing (cther thrn hauschel:
industry), construction »nd trensport, storage :nd comrurnicsticn Trem the
industrisi groups in theo 1991 Censuvr, For 1971, mining ~nd aurrryirg h-e
0120 been add«d to thc cbove list, This change in classificetion rfeos nut
metter much since we are net making inter-censesl compzrison, In‘ustries

such as trensport, construction, «te., rre traditions1ly counted s pert

c’

of the scrviee sector, But we bolieve thet these indvstrice hove oo thdens

in commor with purely s-rvice c~ctititics s ch = »"vinistr ti rn -nd cc on



and are better trested as a part of industrial producticn~prorer.
The ghrre of wir =21 MW on* the shrre of workers in totsl monuf-cturing
secetor (rural + urben) arc positively assccinted ns suggested by the r
values in Teble 1. However this is atlesst pertly due te the inclusion
of rurrl manufacturing workers ir both variebles of the correlstion,
hence this zlso hes to be interpreted as - werk correlotion, The sgoond
index of industrial cdevelcpment is the percentrge share of the m-rufect-
uring sector in the State Domestic Preduct (SOI), Here again we have
dcfined manufacturing sector in 2 bror~der wery rs earlisr, The data have
been ccmpiled from Reserve Bank of Indin Bulletin, /Jpril 1972, .ssem,
are excluded from the analysis; in the case of PMssam and XKarmataks

Bihar and Karnatskn/the hose yerr is different -nid the dota for Bihar are
not given in the above source. The share of rurel M. ~nd the rorcentnge
of mamufacturing ir SDF are negatively related for beth peints cf time.
We can,thus, nssert that the level of rural norn-:rgricultur-l ~ctivity

is not strongly nssociated with the cversll industri-l develer-ont of

the Sterte.

Finally per eavits SDU is taken os -+ prowy for the gevers) 1ovel of
cconomic prosperity, using the same R8BI dotn, rrd correl-ted with VW,
fseam and Kernabeka are cxcluded for the som. renron #5 menticred ~hove
and the remaining 14 major states orc taker into rcdount., The percentage
of M. and nur capits SDE show negrtive relnticnship in 19671. («0,154) =nd
positive, but wenk rel-ticnship in 1971 (+0,127). Cur an-lysis, thus,
shews tnat the lovel of rrel non-: gricultirrel ractivity is nol relrted
strongly with either sgricultursl prosperity or cverell industricl
develorment or cven tho generrl lovel of eeoncrmic prosperity in the

stote,



I1

COMMERCI LISATION I CRICULTUHE &
RUR/L NOIN-.GRICULTURLZL EMPLOYMENT

Having seen that the hypctheses of either agricultur~l prosperity,
industrial development or gener~l prosperity do not cdegqurtely explain
the share of NiW in rural areasi?how tum to the form-1l-ticn of an alter-
netive hypothesis, The level of rurnl non-agricultur:l sectivity, in our
view, is a reflection of the extent of linkeges of sgriculture with the
nen-agricultursl sector, .griculturc exports - rnw moterinle and food
items and imports .| non-focd items for consumption and also input: th-t
go into production., The rural non-sgricultural sector esrries out the
processing, trading, etc. of .the sgriculturcl produce and nlso desls with
the import requirements of the sg—iculturrl sector. 11 these¢ imply the
development of commercial reletions in rgrisulture, So the higher thr
level of develcpment ol cow crei-7 reloticms in agrievlture the higher will
be the velume of rurel nen-rgrieuiturel retivity. Tn other words we hypeth-
2sise that it is the degr:e of commercialisction of =griculturc that

dotermines the lovel of non-agricultursl rctivity in rurel sress,

To test the hypothesis thi~t the develorment of cemrercisl rolstions
in egrieulture determines the volum: of non-apricultur-l activity, we sre
taking two indie.s to eapturc the cxport =nd impert activities of
rgriculture, The ﬁercentage o 1o under non-food crops to. tetsl
cropped sre:r 15 us~d teo mensurc the extent of exports from ngrieulture,
This index is partizl in thet it dces not eapture the sharc of the feod
crop output thot is meorketed, We ~re notsble te get o stisfactory measure

of the expcrt cf food crop cutrut mzinly due to the lsek of dats



nvailability., This problem, however, is taken crrc of to scme extent,
when we consideor the imports intc ~griculture at a later-stnge. We have
corrclated the percentage of' srea under non-focrt crops with the shnre of
rurs1 W and the indivicuzl industrinl groups within it, such as house-
held industry, cte, This hes been donc for beth 1961 and 1971 ~nd the
rcsults are presented in Table 2, The cssh crop cultivation, es the
Table shows, is both positively ond very strongly associnted with the
percent of rural MW (+0.70€). It is cvident thot the extent of cash
crop cultivation has ~ much stronger rel-tionship with the level of rursl
nen-agricultursl nctivity than the indicss of ~griculturrl cr gencr-l level
of prosperity. The percent-ge of rres under ron-feed crops is also cqutlly
strongly related with the percent of rur-1 ™'¥ when we include finele
workers in *he an~lysis. The =ssocinticn be£ween cash cror cultiv-tion
and the vrrious compenents_of rurrl non--g-icultur-l iceter is -lsce
positive mA f-irl¢ strons.  Sneei-l wmbion should be owmdc of it

(other thar householc industry) and
rclatiorship with manufocturing Ztrwfe.‘nd cemnerce.  (n the whele,
tertinry ~ctivitics zecm te be were strongly -ssociated with the rorgente g
of 7rea under ro—feed creps than saccnonry sctivitice., Heowever within
marufacturing while houschold “rniustry is vi ry weckly correlsoted with MiW,
other manufocturing shows ~ firly streng  ssceisticn compsrable to
tertiry rctivity, Ve find the r wlue between eash e rop eultivetion and
rurel non-agricultur-l -ctivity becoming -ven stronger in 1971, /s in

1961,.wc gt more or less similer results for the yeer 1971 #s well,

In the strto-wise drtn thet we hove usad for the shove analysis,
Keral-*has vory high  rercent-ge of J7W rs well as percentrge of aven

uncer nen-food creps. For instance, in the year 1661 [poendir 1



Teble 2: Cerrelation coeffici-nts between the poercentage
cf ~ron under nor-Logd 2rops and the percemntage
of rural non-rgricultural workers (-~ggregete
and scme individusl eatogorics)

Correlation
nge aAree . - g S . .
Percentnge o? res under non-focd crop Coefficionts
cerrelated with:
1961 1971
Percentage of rural ncn-agricuvltural workers + 0,680 + 0,805
Percentage of rur~l non-gricultural workers
(mde and femele) + 0,612 + 0,715
Percentage of rurel non--gricultursl workars
{without kersls) + 0,229 + 0,525
tercentrge of rur:l workers in seccndrry scctor + 0,573 + N,78F
Percentnge of rural workers in tertinry sector + 0,642 + 0,73~
Fercentege of rurnl workers in househol”d industry  + 0,108 + (280
Peraentnge of rural workers in man facturing
(other th»n houschold inﬂustry) + 0,420 + (.79
Fercentnge of rursnl workers ir trade snd cemrerce + 0,642 + 0,705
Percent-ce of rurel vcrkars ir ftrersnort,
storage 2nd communicetion + CLELE + 0.752
Percentage of rurel workers in other zorvices + A + N,5/0

shews thet Kevrels hes £5,2 nercent of its tetel crcpped =res undar von-
focd crops and 58,92 rercent of ite totel workers in the rion--:rieulturcl
secctor, Contrnst this situsticn with Trmil Fedu, which heoa orly 32,71

-

percent under non-foc: creps and 20,70 percent cf rur-l MW, t-king sccon?

ploce ameng stotes in regard te rursl nen-agriculturtl secter, Maturslly

such high values of Kerela would distert the picture snd givs us © very



high r value., To take into account this problem, r values between
percontzge of area w.der non-foc’ crops and share of rur-l N'W have bren
woerked out for 1941 and 1571 leaving cut Kerala, For 1971, the associ-
etion between these two veriables still remains positive and streng; theugh
admittedly it becomes weeker for the yerer 1961, But as we shell see leter,
for 1661 the index of imports into sgriculture retains its strength of
asscoiation with the level of rural non-agricultursl activity ever without
Kcrala, Thus it can he asserted that the percentage of area under nen-food
crops has strong asscciation with the perccontage of workers in rural non-

agricultural sector.

AB we mentioned.earlier our index of exports from agriculture is
prrtial 'as it does not teke into account the extent of the development of-
comrercisl rlaticns in food creps. low we are attempting here to take on
index of imports intec .agriculture whers the activities of hoth feod snd nen-
feed agriculture zrc covered, The index of imperts is defined as the
percentage of cosh purchase to tet:l consumption expenditure in rursl =reas
ant the deta have been compiled frem 18th Round (1063-64) of the MES consumer
sxpenditure survey. The cash purchase rofers to heth feed and nor-foed
agriculture, The r valﬁes between the percentage of crsh purchase a2l the
share of rural MW is sheen in Table 3 alceng with other verizbles, The
strong releticnship botweer these twe variesbles is evident from the Table,
Ir fect, the rercentzge of rursl FIW is even more strongly associated with
the extent of cash purchass ther with ~hc pere-nt of area under cash erops.
The associaticn is equally strong when we inclurde female werkers, Uis it was
pointed out earlier the r velue without Kerela elsc remeins frirly hish, Tt

should be remembered in the gontext that the extent of ecmmed ity prc-uction



in food crops is also captured in the index of imports since the latter

is financed by the cash inccuwe frem commodity producticn. For this reascn
we get very high r value when we relate cur inlices of imports and agri-
cultural exports, Thus there seem to be streng ressons te believe that
the share of rural /M is clcsely relsted to the development of commercisl
reletions in agriculture. The r velucs of the percentage c¢f cesh purchasc
with disaggregated catcgories like tradc, gzd comrerce, ete, alsc broally

conform t¢ the results that we heve ohtained earlier.

Table 3: Correlation ccefficients between the pireentsge
of cesh nurchasec and the percentage of rural nm-
argricultural workers aggregate and some individ-
ual ecatipories - 1961

Peresntage ¢f cash purch-sc corrsl:t:d Correlaticn
with: Ceofiicients
Percentage of rural non-agricuvltural workers + 0,755

Fercentage of rural non-sgricultur-l werkers
(mrle end femde) + 0,608

Percentege of rural ncn-zgricultur:zl workers

(withcut Kerals) + 0.687
Fercentege of rursl werkers in secon”ary s-etor + (0,588
Fercentage of rursl workers in tertiary sector + NJEST
Percentage of rurzl workers in houw.ehold industry + 0,068
Percentage of rural workers in marufcturing
(Other thzn househcld industry) + 0.7A7
Percentage of rural workers in treic snd comrerec + 0,48A
Percentage of rursel workers in tramsport, storage
and eommunication + 0,625
lercentage of rurcl workers in other scrviees + 0,652

iercentage of arca under non-foc’ crops + 0,803




One other impertent result of cur analysis is that thc cxpert and
import infic.s rro themseives not strengly assceiated with the indices of
prosperity that we discussed in the previous scctior. The r values hetween
the percentage of ~rus under non-food creps and the percentrge of cesh
purchase with the valuc of crop cutput -per agrialdtural worker (ogriculturtl
prosperity), the percentage of workers in and the percent~g: share in SIF
of memufecturing (industrial development) and the per capitn SDF (gener-l
level of prosperity) have been shown in Table 4. igricultural prosperity,
28 the r values indiccte, does not serm to be strongly sssociated with the
exports from and imports into agriculture. Much the same conclusicn is
valid in the case of industrial devrloprent excopt th-t the pererntrge of
workers in mamufacturing is rathcr strengly associated with the irprrt
index,. OV rall egonomic presperitr hes almcet ne impact on the two
veriebles under discussion, It is sipnificent thst the broas in'icatcrs
of secteral and ov-r-11 %evelerment have no boering cn ¢ither rural ron-
~gricultural activity or the cemm-reialisaticn of a riculture uhiéh, in
our analysis, is cmerging & thc determin-nt of the former., FKcw the
questicn arises as to what rre the factcrs that premete comrercial

agriculture. The next section is drvotel o this aspect.

III

DETER¥IN/NTE CF COMMRTCI, L ACRICULTUR™

The froctcrs that foster the growth of ecmmereiel agrieculture can
be classifieﬂﬁintc internal #nd uxternal. The develcpment of agro-based
industries cunectitute o rajor extemsl fzetor thet leads to the growth
¢f eultivetior of cash croés. It is those industries which ercete the

derand for rrw materials, In the colenial peried the demand for raw



Table 4: Correlrtion Coefficients between (a) the percentage
of area under non-fo.1 crops and {b) perccntag: of
cash purchzse and sclected in'ices of development,

Correlation
Percentage of ar~a under non-feood crops Coefficients
correlated with: 1961 1971
1
Valuc of crop cutput per agricultursl worker + 0.479 + 0.326]

Percentage of werkers (rural + urban) in

marmifacturing + 0474 + 0,513

Fercentage of mromufacturing in State o 5
Domastic Product + 01447 + 0,020

]

Per capita State Dcrestic Product + 0.2073 + 0.3117

Fercentage of cash purshase
correlated with:

Value of crop output per agrieultural worker + 0.3261 -

Percentace of workers (rural + urban) in

mar:facturing + °RET -
"ercentage of menmufacturing ir State Domestic 5

Froduct + 1,262 -
Per capita Stete Domestic Froduct + ”.3663 -

Note: Sare as Table 1

materials proiuced by agriculture came largely from the develorment of
agro-based jndustries in England.é/ This had resulted in the cash crops
meking rapid pro ress in India in terms of arer, rroduetivity and so On.Z/
Though the process of commercialisation of sgriculture was ranid in the
colonial period, it waz by no means voluntary. In other words, the
peesantry was, in verying degree, forced into the cultivetior of cesh

CrOpS.ﬁ/ In the post-independent period, it is our hunch that there is



gualitative change in the process of corrercielisstior of ngriculture.
With the growth of agro-brsed industries in Indir, the demend for raw
reteriels comes from within the country. It is possible that the small
farmers or the big lrndlords may be responding to this internsl demand for
raw materials voluntarily., Because of this qualitative difference we
believe that the growth of cosh crop cultivation in recent years has some

regenerative impact in the rursl non-sgricultural sector,

In order to test the proposition that the agro-based industries
provide impetus for cash crop cultivation, we have used employment data
on the major-group-wise breakdown of manufescturing given in 1961 Census.
The industries have been groured inte food, textiles and cthers and
these are correlated (hoth rursl and rural = urbar) with the percent 2ge
ares under non-fco? crops and the rereentager of cash purchrse (se~ Table 5:)
ans 5B). We see a fairly high degree of associstion betweon food and
textiles industry groups snd the ncrcentrg:s of eres inder nen-feco crops as
well as the percentegs: of 2ash purchase - with the latter the relatienship
recomes tven Stro-g:zr for the reasor we had mentioncd werlicr, Cur con-
clusion holds goci both in the cnse of rural as w1l ag rurel + urban agro-
b&5ud'iﬁdustrics. firce the agro-based industries heve larger weiphtoge
in thc incustrial structure, their share of the demand for fcod items is
ulso likely to be consideralle., Thus we can assert that the develorment
of agro-boscd industriis provide & streng stimulus fer the ccommerciali-
srtion of rgriculturc and thercby also leads to great: r velume of ner-
rgricultural =zctivity in rurael areas. Thus whils the level of rural non-
sgricultural activity is not -  influenced by industrial development

by
ir general, it dowes scen to be stronily influcnee@/%he growth of agro-based

industries,



Table &%t Orerrl-tis Ooofficients between (&) rurc.ntage of
area under ncn-feed crops ond (b) percentape of rash
purchase and percartage of worksrs (roral) in some
tishry rrouns,  CAT

l'ercentage of area under norn-food crops Corrsl-tion
correlated with: Cocfficients
Percentnge of workers in food industries + 0,22
Percentage of werkers in textile industries + 0,718
Percentage of workers in other industrics + MU545
Fercentsge of cash purchos: correleted with:

Fercentage of workers in food industries + OO0
Fercentage of workers in textile industri-s + 0,827
Percentage of workers in other industries + D.AQ4

Table 5B : Correlaticn Co fficients between (&) percentng
of nrea under nen-feod crops and (b) percentego
of’ cash purchase ard pere:ntage of werbers (rrrel +
urban} in seme industry groups, 1041

Fercentnge of area undis ron-foed crons Corrclation
correlatuc waw, Ceoefficients
Percentrrc nf wnrkors in feod 100 Erics + 0,F6

Tercentage of werkers in textil ondvstries + 0,460

Percentrge of workers in clthor industries + 0,2¢7

Percentage of crsh purchase correlated with:

Fercentage of workcers in feed industrics + CLA0A

Percentege of workers in Textile intustrics + 0.524

Fercentage of workers in other industries + 0,550




There are zlso factors intermel to sgriculturs, which cculd promote
commercialisntion, e have examin.d here only on: such verieble viz. the
distributicn ol 1nnd, We hypothesise that the rich weasants or lendlords with
larger holdings have surpluses for the market. Lorentz rstio for the distri-
bution of lend for 1971 has been correlated with the percentege of area undier
nen-food crops and the r value is + 0.41C. Though these two voriebles rre
associated, it is not a strong one. The correlation would porhrps be stronger
if we hed & botter index of production for the market i,e. onc which includes
merketing of food crrps. When using the altemative index of cash purchese
we find that it is morc strongly associated with the Iand distribution (+0.520),
What emerges tentatively, from our nanalysis is thet while intern=z? factors
like land distribution do pley » role it is externzl fectors like the growth

greater
of agro-based industrics which have had adfinflucnc« on the growth of comm—
ercicl aericulture,
ny
COYOLNSTCN

The feregoing anclysis erablcs us to corclude thit the level of nor-
mgricultural activity is dectermined primarily by the docgreo of commereial-
isrtion of agrieulture., When cgricultvre produecs for the market and in
turn depends on the market for its own reoquirements, we e¢zn exrvect o
higher volume cof non-egricultursrl activity to tokc plece. Turthermore the
commercislisation of ~griculture itsc1lf scems teo be primarily determined
by the growth cf rgro-brseged incfustries though fretors irtornsl to agri-
culture, like the distribution of irnd, rlsc scim to he¢ important, Tt
should be emphssised, howrver, that these conclusiorSere really trontative

ond need much more verificeticr,



Notes and References

e have taken only the male work-forece since th female work-
force data is less amensble to clear irterpretecion.  Cur ~ooe
agricultural sccter is defined to include 21l the irdustrial
groups of the Census except cultivators and zgricultursl labon-
rers. Throughout the paper the analysis has been dene with
State-wise data rpd only the 14 maicr stetes have bean inzluded.
Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 present the basic infermation relating
to all the veriables for 1961 and 1971 respectively.

Y.K. Alagh, ¢.S. Bhalla and A. Phaduri in Labour ’ibscrpticn ir
Indian Agriculture (4ZXTEF, ILC, Bangkok, 1978).

V.S, Vyas and Gecrge Mathai, "Farm and Non-Farm "mploywent in Rural
Areas - A Perspective for Tlanninrg", Econcmic an FPolitdcal Weekly,
Vol. ¥TII, Nos, A & 7, Anmual Number 1978,

See for instence a.N. Baj, "Grewth and Stegnation in Indian In‘u-
strial Developmernt', Eecncmic and Politicel Yeekly, Vel, ¥I,
Nos, 5, 4 and 7, fArmusl Sumb = 1677,

It will be noted thet throughout the paper we h-ve refrained from
citing any t-velucs ¢f our estimctes. Tris is bacnuse the tasts
of sgicnific-ve. -v r-rivcful oely wher the 77 he sre collected
from = rendon ssmple wher=tcs our drta arc mostly ral-ted to thre
nepulation,

fmong others, see Sunil Sen, JAgr-rizn Relations in Indis 1793-1947
(People's Publishing Housw, 1970,

For the poricd 1070-197C) s&. Table 4.7 in fmiyn Kumer Bageni,
Frivete Invistment in Indir 1G00-1C€30) (Crient Longman, 1@75)

Bency Chowdhury, Crewth of Commercial fgrieculture in Bengsl
(1757-1900), (Indien Studies Fast & Fresent, 1964},




 hppendix 1 - Bagic ‘Pata, 1961 |

State

"

7 it 9 10 11

Inéhra Fradesh 28,26 24.13 12,06 1085 10.40 1.65 o,on n.27 0,48 1 2% A5
issam 25.11 27.10 2.3 12,59 070 1,60 0,29 0.34 0.7¢ 0. 41 0.5
Bihar 20,67 18.47 5.05 10.24 b 49 1.45 0,42 n,10 0.,%4. 075 n,24
Gujarst 21.69 18.54 8,45 10,85 £.47 1,00 £.37 oL 0.8¢ 0.08 5 €2
Kerala 58,92 57.15 1240 33.24 5.03 £.37 2,LA 1.¢5 425 2.7¢ 2.15
¥rahys Fradcsh 16.74 13.47  5.4D 6.88  4.06 QL4 0,11 Q.06 0,27 (o407 n.50
VMaher-shtre 19,80 13.7¢ £.71 g.28 5.06 1.85 n_Es 0,47 0.7¢ 3.18 4,18
K=mnatsle 21,27 10,00 7.66 £.75 6.1 1.5 0.37 029 0,02 (N F S 1.31
Crisse 20,48 P2 48 5.71 12,78 5.3k 0, 3¢ 0L 07 0.10 0.21 0,12 0.25
Fur jab &7.05 2L.46 11,10 14,81 8.4 2.4 n. 41 n47 1.76 1.02 1.32
Re jrsthan 18,06 14.08  7.22 7.9 6,27 075 0.172 0.24 0,27 0.4 N.7
Tomdil Nagdu 2¢.10 27.22 c,19 15.66A 6.17 3,03 0.55 Q7N 1.57 1.25 2.12
Utter Pradesh 18,21 17.02 £.90 16,10 5.5 1,32 N, Lo n,28 0.6n 0.77 0.83
West Bengel 27.16 28.35 7.41 13.29 3.42 3,90 075 A s: 2.3% 1.41 3.7
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22

1.55 3.16 0.66 7.03 9.3 1517 17,61 17.72 275 30.73 A1,7

1.72 3.46 0.66 8.17 108,2 1041 £.78 - - 30.68 55.5

1.86 2.39 0.5¢ 6.86 93,7 8- 10.1% - 215 12,50 52,2

3.09 3.14 1.04 6.67 20,8 1945 18,85 31,00 362 55.09 AL.C

5.05 A1 2.65 24,40 85,3 - 20,14 1¢.21 257 45,32 gr. g

1.67 1.46 0.43 4,29 109.6 17228 11.30 21.55 240 16,82 L5.4

4.89 2,19 0.81 5.28  90.9 HAFL 20,326 32.61 409 35.45 66,0

2.c6 2.09 0.42 A.24 92,4 138¢ 15.1% - - 34.12 61.7

0.93 1.41 0.36 11.01  g£.3 1374 £,20 14,85 217 26,03 521

3.54 3.38 1.07 10.36 122.5 1L 17.¢¢ 20,32 332 25,09 52.%

1.3/, 2.34 0.51 5.15 102.3 oht 12,42 20,73 28/, 23.71 50,4

3.99 2,02 0.67 12.07  S6.4 1555 12,38 21,13 324 32,1 72.7

1.83 2,33 0.74 7.04 10,7 1052, 12.00 16,26 52 16,48 46,0

7.27 3.6 1.20 8.4% 91,6 1430 20,70 32.15 320 15.5¢ 5G6.5




Index tc column mambers in Srpondix 1

1. Tercentrge of rurel non-sgricultursl work:rs

2, Tercentage of rural nop-agricultursl workers (Mele + Frmele)
3. TFercentage of rursl werkers in seccndnry secter

e Percentrgo <f rural workers in terti-ry scctor

5. Fercentnge of rurnal werkers in houschold industry

6. Percentage of rural workers in monufacturing (other then houschold:
incdustry)

7. Fercentrnge of rursl werkers in focd incustry

8. ercentage of rural werkers in textil : incustry

©, Percentoge of rural workers in cther industries

10.  Percentag: ¢f werkers in food ivdustry (rural + urben)

11.  Perc-ntage of werkers in textile dndustry {rurnl + urban)

12, Percentr ge of woerkers in other dindustri s (rurel + uvb-n)

13, Percentagce of rursl werkers in trade nd corm re

14.  Trorcintage of rovsl werkers in trrnspert, steransc »nd cemmumiention

15.  lércenings of rorel werkers in cther services

16, Ir? ¥ of prre-vit: [m»ald sepsum r xpendifturs -t c11-Irdis rricas

17.  Velu. of crop cutrut peor o vieultursl werker in rupa-s
18, Torveent-,- of ~.r oye dn oo fSrotering (mur 1o+ urkqn)

19. Percintag: of mwruf-ct ring ir Ztr-te Demistic Freduet -t Factor

cost (1260-¢1 neiceg)
20, FPsrespita Stotc Dem stic Preduet ~t 1960-71 prices in Ttune:s
1,  TFarcentoge ¢f srca under nen-foo! ererg ¢ tetol cropred orea

22, Ferecntogr of crsh purchose to tetel consumption sxmenditure (rurel)



fiprendix 2: Bnsic Dat~, 1971

State 1 3 3 4 5 £ 7 a
indhra Fred sh 24,40 20, B¢ 7.67 10,25 5,18 LAY 3.50 1.00
iSsam 23,43 27.34. 248 12,24 Q,F0 1,5¢ 3.54 1.21
Biher 12,20 11.3% 3.62 6,55 2.23 1.% 1.05 C.an
Gu jarat 18.12 16,23 6.04 £.73 3.04 3,00 3.17 1.27
Kerela 46 65 45 .3 2.80 R3. 42 3.17 2.63 9.33 3.47
Madhyo Pracash 12.83 11,05 4,98 5.67 3.2/ 0.0 1.53 0.43
¥nharashtre 18,17 14.34 £.05 £.73 2,213 2.82 2.48 n, fA
Farnatrke 20,49 20,21 5.55 £.65 3,2¢ 2.30 2.77 0,77
Crissa 1€.,17 1,02 4.25 f.oL 3.n2 1.27 1.°3 0,70
Fun jab 1roluding 21.84 22,10 .48 12,3, 3.3 3,25 3,00 1.22
Rejasthar 2 0 16.28 15,42 4.2 8,11 2,00 1.23 2,24 076
Trmil Nadu 23,44 21.61 g.16 11,25 3.52 FARSVA 3.0 1.04
Utt:r “rrdesh 13.53 12.90 L, A8 7.82 3.10 1,58 1.92 054
Vest Pengel 21,17 21,93 £.21 16,40 A 3.77 3.17 1,47
< 10 1 12 13 14, 15 16
5.84 34.35 1294 15.52 R2./5 310 35.49 07408
8.00 40,27 119 7.89 - - 25,51 0.5730
3.72 33.15 (30 C.24 - 207 10,14 0. 440
4429 36,64 1806 1¢,58 S AT 430 50,33 0. rese
10,63 36,12 - 21,83 2z 11 oo e, 86 0.8
3.71 32.88 1248 10,78 27 201 19042 0. 594¢
5.3¢ 36,39 L8 21,64 L2, 77 427 30,35 n,h655
5.10 35,89 1432 15.74, - 33.35 n,F7ac
~,32 28,76 1131 g.17 A 245 14,73 0275
g,02 54.27 3385 25.43 Fe 3 458 2F,C ~.7538
5.1 35.39 1259 11,03 17 .28 357 24.03 N, 5576
£.30 2G.C8 1588 20,10 3C.3e 340 33,68 n.7182
5.3¢ 35.08 1147 15.1¢ 20,71 20 ¢ 15.21 0.6142
5.77 33,32 1395 20, 8¢ 33,44 382 12,58 0L L3L
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9.
10,

11.
12.
13.
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15,
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Index t¢ cclumn numbers in fppendiy 2

Percentage of rurel ncn-rgricultursl workers

Percentage of rural ncn-agriculturel workers (Malc + Female)
P.rcentoge of rurerl werkers in secrndrry sector

Yercentage of rural wcrkers in tertizry sector

Fercentrage of rurel workers in hcusehcld industry

Percentnge of rural werkers in mamufocturing (nther then hrusehold
infustry)

Percentage of rurel werkers in trrde and ¢crmmerce

Percentrg of rural workers in trensrort, sternge and commnicotion
Percentage of rural werkers in cther s rvices

Totel percapite ¢ nsumer rxpenditure in rupwes (rural)

Valve of crop cutput per agricultursl worker in rup.es

Percentage of workers in mamufecturing (rurel + urban)

Fercentrge of mevufecturing in Sh-te Dorcstic freduct nt Frator

cest. (19 0~61 prices’
Percapita Strte Dem stic Preduct »t 1900-£1 prices in rupres

Prrcentnge ¢f rrec under nim-food crops to tot-1l erovred =ren

L rentz rotic for the fistrirutior of lon? holiinee (rrersticnal’



Motes:

1.

has)

In cclumns 1 tc 15 in Appendix 1 (colurms 1 to © in fpperdix 2,
percentageshave been worked out using tot~l rurel woerkers as the
dencminertor :ixcept in columns 10 to 12 in Eppendix 1,

Figurcs in columns 1 t¢ 15 in jpperntix 1 (columns 1 to ¢ in Lprendit 7))
refor tc rursl areas only except in colwmns 10 tc 12 in fppundix 1.
They alsc rilate to mole enly except ir column 2 (in beth Appendiecs),

Secondary sector in column 3 in both Mprendices cemuriscs hou:ehcl?
industry ant menufacturing (other thon househols industry) whe rcas
tertiary sector (cclimn 4 in both Appendices) includes trede and
commerce, transpert, stersge and communicstion ond othor servicas.

Columns 7 to 12 in /ppendix 1 refer to the majcr group-wisc bro<k-up of
manufacturing, The frod industry includas mojtr grouns 20 to 22

while the textiles cover 23 tc 27, Cther industrics comprise the st

of the majcr sroups, The datn refor only tr the nen-househ~ld sactor,

In column 17 in Sppendix 1 (cclumn 11 ir . peendix 25, sgricultur:l
workers inclnde mole cultivetors and rgriculturel lobeurers in rorel
arens orly.

Mamufecturing in column 17 in . proendix 1 {eclurn 12 in /posnsix 2
cevers Gonsus industrisl groups like household in ustry, -~nuf-ctu-ing
(cther thin hrusehcl) inmustry), construetis » +nd trmssert, stor g o
communicrtior for 1971, Rogifdes rbove, miring rno cunrrring io clso
included for 1971, Figu-es r f-r tc m~le workors H9r Yoth rirel - urhen
crecc; thoe tetod werkers is the deneri-stor,

In cclumn 1¢ in Jprendix 1 (enlurn 12 in ‘pran?ls 2} 0 lsc menufecturing
includes rining rnd quorrying, monufreturic o, con trueticn, clectricity,
grs nd wot v turply and tronsport ond cormuricection, Tor Dilvr the

d-t- are not avoilenlo,  In the erse of (risan the d-te fer 1971-72 have
bcon used wheroos for other strtes the fipures relate tc 1970-71,

Fer perc-pits S0 th beg: yerr iz 1960-61 for -11 th- St-t s (“clurn
20 in aprendiz 1 -nd celuven 14 ip Qe oendix f). Jesem oond E-rneteke
r. ¢xelure s thedr bnas vo-r i+ differ-nt, The figure for Riher
refore to 190070 while for cther stiten d-ta for 1970-71 nre ue 2

Lerentz rotics for the land distributicn in eclurr 16, fnpendix 2
cxelude O size-class,




Scurc:s:

1,

S.

For columns 1 tc & ard 13 t¢ 15 -nd 18 in Apperdiz 1 snd 1 to @ rnd 12
in Appendix 2, the detn have bcen collected from Census of Indin, 1961,
Vol.I, India, Fert II-/(ii), Union Frimary Census Abstrects and Census
cf India 1971, Series I-Indin, Fart II-A(ii), Unicn Primary Census
Mbstricts respectively.

Columns 7 to 12 in /ppendix 1 sre derived from Census of Imfin - 1061,
Vol.I, Indin, Pert II-B(i), General Econrmic To"1l.s.

Cclun 16 in fppendix 1 is given in T.N, ! rinivessn »nd T.K. Brrhan
(Ed.) “Foverty and Income¢ Distribution”, p.355.

For column 10 in fppendix 2, sec N.5.S. Consumer Tspenditure Surv:y,
1970-71, 25th round.

In column 17 in [rpendix 1 -nd 1! in fprpendix 2, the d-t- onthe value

of crop cutrut is tnken frem "Focdgraine Grewth: / Districtwise Study" -
Jeint Projeet by Jowsharlal Mehru Tniversity and Perspective Pl-mning
Division (Planning Commis:ion). The Asta cn the nericultural pervlat-
icn are compilid frem Census of Indi~ 1941, Vel,I, India, 7eart-TIT-0(i4},
Unic.. Primary Census fbstrac’s nnd Census «f Irdia 1971, S.rics I-India,
Fart 11-4(ii), Unien Primc-ry Cersus betrncts.

The data giv.n in celumne 19 snd 20 in ivpprndix 1 "’ 2 and 14 ir
fprendix L hrve .onoecompilod Irem the series in Riserve Bank of
Irdiz Bulletin, frrdid 1977,

Colwmn &1 din copur iz 5 ocre. T8 in propcdx ©oore from o the various
issu s of St-tistic-1 ‘bstrrer ¢ Irdic.

Column 22 in .ryndix 1 is from £.F, Holder an. £in~ Rey, Verioticns
in the degrio¢ of minitizetion emeng ALLL rent st-tes iv Indin' - poper
presented in tha Soventeenth Indisn “cenemetvic Confrrence held in
Certre fer Dev lepront Studics, 1077,

Celuan 14 in fippondix 2 is g#iv n in Chanlan Mukh.rijee and Sujsnn Prei |
"Lerent3- rotics for cistribution of rursl cwnership =ml cperaticnel
1-nd heldings, Indic, 1971-72% - working prper rc.94, Centrc fer
Develepment Studies.
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