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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The claséiéal economists had visualised the process
of transfer of labour as Q'generally.frictionless which
involves only cost of édjustments that was marginal in
their analysis. They pbstulated that the forces of
. demand and supply wWill transfer labour from places where
it was abundant to the places where employment was,ﬁfgiﬁx %
a?ailable at a higher wage rate. This was a partﬂo%kl-

their 'laissez-faire' thinking.

The "laws" of migration, as stated in Ravenstein
{1885) and the"'gengral" framework of migration analysis
ﬁrovfﬁed in Leeﬁ(1966)1’indicate a built-in tendency
for migration to increase over time both in absolute
as well as in relative terms , with the levels of economic
development, Their. the_oretica.l formuylations have helped
in deriving several simple and intuitively valid hypothe-
sés. These however are of limited use in policy analysis
because they do not specify the inter-relations betweén

dependent and independent variables and do not help in -~

- .
kS ¥
3

deciding the guantitative importance of factors.

14
' 4

1. Leé,:E.s. {1966), "Theory of Migration", in
Demog{_gm,_ No, 1, EP-47"57'

S ot i -t i ~
A

-
.



It would be pertinent'to take note of the.neo;
classical two-sector model,.with automatic price—edjust-
menr mechanism, allocation effiCiency assumptions and
full.employment impllcatione and also examine whether
theyiproride answers to the questions that arise butvof

a concrete third world situation like that of India.

‘ihis model given by Lewis (1954)2 and later forma-
lised and extended by Fei and Ranis_(l%l)3 postulates
rhat the process of labour transfer as well as the
growth of employment in the modern sector are brought
about by the growth of .output in the modern sector,
and the speed at which these both occur is given by
the rate of capital accumulation iﬁ‘the modern sector,
which in turn depends en the éxcess'of modern sector
profits over waées. Although the Lewis-~-Fei-Ranis model
is simple and it conforms to the western experience,
it seems aﬁ variance with the realities of migration

and underdevelopment in most of the contemporary third

world countries,

2. Lewis, W.A. (1954), "Economic Development with
Unlimited supplies of Labour™ in The Manchester
'School Of" Economlc and social Studies, May 1970,
pp.547 54,

3. Fei, J. and Ranis, G. (1964), Development of
the Labour Surplus Economy, Illinols. Passim .
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It has been observed that in several of the under_
deveioped countries, even when capital and profits of
the industry increase, émployment and output remain
constant, Moreover) the assumptionlof *surplus' labour
in rural areas and full employment ih urban areas do
not reconcile wifh the reality of open unemployment
and no surplus labour in‘rural areas. Moréover, the
assumption of constant wage also does not seem realistic.
‘_ In the Indian rural context 'Alagh-Bhaduri—Bhaila'4
would support this.kind of analysis. Théy argue that
_'higher investment and concentration of modern agricul-
tural inputs in a few pockets, and ‘consequent producti-
vity and wage diffefentials will attract migrant workers
from other regions. Thisg exclusive emphasis con wage-
differentials and the assumption of full or near full
employment, as implicit in neo—classical_models, are

unrealistic in the context of the institutional and

economic structure in most of the third world countries.

In the case of India, for example, Dandekar and

Rath (1971) note that the poorest ten per cent of

i, -
rhy Il

4, Alagh, .Y'Koo Bhaduri, A. and Bhalla, G.S. (1978)0
"Agricultural Growth and Manpower Absorption in -
India", Labour Absorption in TIndian Adriculture’ -
Séme Exploratory Investigation, International
Labour Office, Bangkok., ’ -




urban areas are worse off than the poorest ten‘per
cent of the rQra1 areas.sv Eardhan notes that during
the sixties the pércentage of people.below even the
barest mlnimum acceptable level of living had gone

up by 40 per cent in India as a whole and by 143 per
cent for Punjab and.Haryana, the throbbing hearland

of ‘Green Revolution® and also that the real wage rate
of agricultural labourers in these areas had gone
down.6 The resﬁlts of the 27th, 32nd and 38th rounds
of the National'sample Survey (N.S.S.)7 sﬁow that male
unemployment rates by'current status,'in urban areas
are high and fast increasing és compared to those in
the rural areas, and it may be'observed that the rural
male.unemploymenf rates in many of the agriculturally
deGeloped stétes are fairly high as compared to the
same for All India and also in comparison with thé

agricultufally backward States,

Now the guestion arises as to why people migrate,

éven when their joining the ranks of poor and

5. bandekar, V.M, and Rath,'N. {1971), Poverty in
India, Indian School of Political Economy, Poona. PP 31-32

6. Bardhan, P.K. (1970),'70feen Revolution and’
Agrlcultural Labourers®, Economic and Political
Week;z, vél,5, Nos, 29-31,~July 1970, pp.1239-46

7. Central Statlstical'Organisatlon (India), Ministry
of Planning (1983), Key Results of Last three
HPuenguennial N.S,.S. Enqulrles on Employment and
Unemployment, 38th round, Jan.-Dec,, Report

[ p——

No.135
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jobless at the place of destination seehs quite likely?
Why peOpie migrate to urban areas on the face of worse
misery p:evailiqg there? Why should migrants go to

the "Green Revolutibnﬁ.areas where poverty is.increas-
‘ing and wage rate declining? And:how do the migration
analyses reconcile the reality of high and fast increas-
-ing_unemployment rateé in urban area% compared to their
rural counterparts and that of high unemployment rates
in agriculturally developed states as compared to the

agriculturally backwérd ones,

Harris and Todaro in their two-sector modei8
CBntegd that migration.proceeds in response to the
»urbaﬁ-rural differences in expected earnings, which,
they posﬁulate,,érise out of the provisioh of politi-
cally determined minimum wage in urban areas, with
employment rate acting as an equilibrating force.
Through this model they sought to explain what they
called ‘'the curious phenomenon' of high level of
rural-urban migration and evgn’its acceleration on
the face of positive marginal products in agriculture
and increasing levels of urban unemployment, in the

less developed countries, It was based on a model

’

8. Harris, J.R. and Todaro, M.P. {1970), "Migration,
‘Unemployment and Development: A TWO~sector Analy-
gis", American Economlc REView, vol 60, March,
pp.126 42.




of labour migration which Waéyétrictly concerned with
the formulation of a theory of urban unemployment in

the developing countries.9

Toaaro also tries to give an 'empi;ically test-
able model' to explain, what he sees as a conﬁradiction,
m;ssive and even increasing;gu?al-urban'migration,
inspite of rising levels of unemployment and under-
employment in many developing countries during the
éixties.lo . He concludes that in the decision to migrate
the 'individual has tomﬁéiénce the probabilities and
riéksvof being unempioyed or underemployed fér a congi-

derable perioed agéinst a positive wége differential.

Basing himself on the more realistic situation of
longer time horizons for potential migrants (especially
in view of the fact that vast majority are between 15
and 24 years), Todaro argues that the decision to migrate
should be represented on the basis of a "permanent
income™" calcﬁlation. . He expects income to rise over

time. As long as the present value of the net stream

.t

9. Todaro, M.P. (1969), "A model of Labour Migration
and Urban Unemployment in Less Developed Countries®,
American EconOmlc Reviéw, vol,59, pp.138-48,
10. Todaro, MIP. (1976), Internal Migration in Develop-
‘ing Countrles, Intgrnatlonal Labour Office, Geneva,
p.25 '

.....
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of expected urban income over the migrant's planning
horizon exceeds that of the expected rural income,
the decision to migrate would be taken and can be

justified in terms of pure financial returns.

As opposed to wage—adjustment br inging fhe equili- .
brium (competitive model), Tédaro argues that rufal-
urban migratién itself must act as the ultimate equili-
brating force with the assumption of inflexibility of -
.urban wages downwards. He observes that rural-urban
inCOme'equilisation.caﬁ take place by decline in urban
job probabilities, resulting from rising urban unemploy-

ment,

Ever since the publication of the celebrated
Apaper‘by Harris-Todaro {1970), the "Expected Income
Différential", has been the Centre piece of migration
functions incorporated in many analyses of the develop-
ment‘problemswin the less developed countries. The
examples are the papers by Srinivasan and Bhagwati
{1976) andVKaushik Basu {1980), However, the doubts
about “*expected incbﬁe differéntial* being the key
variable in understanding the ruralZurban migration
for employment were raised by Sundargm'(19835 who found
negligible and falling migratién-of‘rurél job seekers
into urban India during 1963-64 to 1973-74 despite

sizable and*non;declining ekpected wage differentials,
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in an analysis (based on 28th Round National Sample

_ ;Surveyvon Internal Migration, if973—74).11 Kundu
(1986)12 highlights the slowing down of the inter-étate
mobility in India, specially for tﬁe ﬁale population,

on the face of rising disparity in terms of per capita
‘inéome and labour‘productivity. In the light of'%his
_trend, he cautions against the dangers of the policy
of.unbalanced develépment énd the strategy of agricultural
development which have éccenfuated horizcntél as well as
verticalvinequalities. In facé,—in a recent paper
Suhdaram13 questions the'very relevanée, at least in

the Indian context, of development models which postulate
the fransfer of workers from rural to urban areas as

the principal mechanism of relieving the pressure of
exqeés labour on land and thereby raising productivity
and incoﬁe in agriculture. This he argues on the.basié
of rural-urban migration for employment, as proportion

of gross outflow of migrants, and also in relation to

the growth of the rural work force. He suggests the_

11. Sundaram, K. {1983), "Rural-Urban Migration: An
Economic Model -and Indlan Ev1dence," Mimeo.,Aprll
1983 Passim .’ ) _ _ _

12, Kundu, Amitabh (1986), "Migration, Urbanisation and

- Inter-regional Inequality: The Emerging sSocio-poli-
tical challenge" Economic and Political Weekly,
vol,21, No.46, Nov. 15, pp.2005-8,

13. _Sundaram; K. {(1986), "Agriculture~Industry Inter-
relation: Issues of Migration", Invited paper for
the WOrld Economlc Congress, New ‘Delhi, Dec. 1-5,
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possibility of other factors, like language and cultural
differences or"disconﬁinuityf or ‘breék' in continuum,

given by the concentration of'rﬁral and urbgn population
at two extremes in tefms of size of population settlements,

as being dominant.

To understand the ﬁaiidiﬁy, or otherwise, of wvarious
conflicting formulations it is nécessary to hake a compre-
hensive and rigorous analysis of migration and the socio-
. economic factors bperating behind it. As a matter of
féct, in the present Indian context, the question of
population vmobiiity is intractably linked ‘wiii;h the
problems of assimilation of nationalitieé, obliteration
of regional identities and elimination of ethnic, racial,
caste and communa{ _bigotary and discord which are

assuming an historical importance,

The development of capitalism knows two historical
»tendehcies. The first is the awakening of national
life and national moveﬁents, the struggie agaihst all
national oppression and the creation of nation states.,
The sécond‘tendency relates to the development and
growing fregquency of international intercourse in every
form, the breakdown of parochial barriers and hidegound
national conservation. Lenin analysed the immigration
satistics of the United States of America to give a

rough idea of the scale which the general process of
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assimilation of nations assumes under advanced capita-

lism.14

He also dubbed as progressive the migration

of peasants and wérkers froﬁ Great Russia to Ukraine,
and the consequent assimilation, in the event of a well

" defined process of economic devel opment which was taking

place in Ukraine at  that time.15

The all India united struggle of almost all nafiona—'
lities agéinst the colonial rule and the achievement of
“the politiCal independénce were expressions of the first

tendéncf. The guestion whether the second tendency
operates in India or not brings into focus the dialectics
of édonOmic.develOpment and migration'in India which is
the central. point of many questions arising out of the
'presént reality. Whether the growth of national discord
and strife that is taking place in many of the third
world countries in general, and India in particular,

is reflected in the changes in the migration pattern.
What ‘are the forces that stand for discbrd rather than_
assimilation, and what are the forces that stand for

~

genuine unity as well as independence of nationalities,

14. . Lenin, V.I. (1913), "Critical Remarks on the ™.
National Question®, Prosveshchlnlzg, Nos. 10,
11 and 12, Reprlnt by Progress Publlshers in
1951, p.18

150 _I_p_i-éo' po 200
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regions and races, and other general categories, on
a reasonable basis? What are the peculiarities of the
Indian situation which set limits to the above noted

historical tendencies of a developing capitalism?

Before one attempts the cOncrete QuQStions of
the political economy, the'proceés of_économig develop-
ment, its regionai pattern ahd peculiarities need to
be studied in conjunction with the regioﬂal structure
and pattern of migration in it, This is the overall
dbjéétive which has guided our thinking on the topic,

The second chapter attempts to explore in detail:

16 and urbanisation

the regional pattern of migration
and the peculiarities of spatial and temporal variations
in it, It is an anaiysis for all India and also for

all the states.

A detailed analysis of the higration scene, in
all the class I cities of India for 1961 and 1971, and
in all the methpolitaﬁ cities for the entire study
period has been made ;éparately. The dimensibns of

short distance versus long-distance migration and

thé rural-urban differences in them have been dealt

16. Throughout theétudy, migration refers to the
change of the place of birth and only the internal
male population has been considered, unless other-
wise mentioned.
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with in entirety. The trénds of different‘streams

‘of migration - migrants of current and inter—cenéal
period, "and net inter-state migraﬁion - have been used
to sﬁpport tbe.main argumefrts, The third chapter .
analyses the broad contours of the Indian.economy in

an attehpt to ﬁnderstaﬁd the economic underpinﬁings of
migrétion and also in order to be able to understand
the complexity of spatial and temporal variations in
migration and ﬁrbanisation in India. The'inter-relation
between the migration pattern and its socio-economic
characteristics of the regiéns has been examined, The
effort ih the fourtﬁ‘chapter is to bring out the main
results of the district-level analysis for Réjasthan

in the all India conﬁext of migration, urbanisation and
economic development., The fifth chapter briefly notes

the main findings of the study.
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CHAPTER II -

THE - REGIONAL PATTERN OF MI°GRATION_
~ AND URBANISATION IN INDIA

IN 'I_'RODUC TORY STATEMENT

If we have a general look at the migration scene
in India (Table TI.1), we find that the percentage of
migrants in the male populatioh, in rural as well as urban
areaé, declined throughout the s;xties.and sevehties. $hé
rufal ahd urban male population incfeased by 23 and 37 per
'cent'reSpectively during the sixties.- The growth rates
for corresponding migrant population were 10 and 16 per
vcéntirespectively. The gap of growth rates being wider
in the 'case of urban areas, the percentage of ﬁigraﬁﬁsr
in urban population fell more sharply. In the next decade,
there was a-spurt in growth of migrants in urban areas '
but it was still lower than the growth of urban population.
In the seventies, the growth of male population and male
migfants in rurél'areas wefe 15 and 6.per‘cent respéctivély,
the differential growth resulting in a steéper decline in
the ratio of male migrants to male population in rural

areas.

The growth of urban population during' the seventies
has beéen phenomenal and historic, in the sense that no
other decade of the century has experienced such a high’
growth of urban population, except that 1941-51 recorded

a slightly higher urban growth, which has been attr ibuted

N



Pattern ovaigration by P;O.B. and Crowth

TABL.E II. 1

Rates - 1961, 1971, 1981

" Year ' Popu;' Migrant Male Rural Urban . Male Rural Urban
lation . popu-  popu-—- - Male _ Male migran- " male . male

lation lation

ts migrants migrants

1

1861 438:00 144 .80 226.00 183.20 42.
' (33.0) -
1971 ~ 548.00 166.8 284.00 225.30 58.
. (30.4) - -
1981 . 665.00 204.20 343.00 260.00 83.
o : “(306.7) . ’
Growth
Rate

1961-71  24.83 15.19  25.66 22.98 37.

©1971-81 21.25 22.42. 20.77 . 15.40 42.

80 .- 46.90  28.00 18.50
. (20.7) (15.3)  (43.2)"

‘70 | 52.70 30.80 21.40

(18.6) (13.7)  (36.5)
90 - 62.10 ' 32.70  29.30
(10.1) (12.6) - (34.9)
15 - 12.36  10.00  15.68
93 . 17.83 . B.17  36.92

Note: 1. International migrants are ihcluded.

2. Figures in'brackets are pecentages ﬁo
’ population. R : .
Source: 1.. Census of India, 1961, Vol. 1, India,
. (e)(iii) Table D-II. :

2. Census of India, 1971, Ser. 1, India,
Table D—I.f . . N :

o 3. Cenéus of India, 1981, Ser. 1, India,
" Five per cent data”. »

the corresponding total
migration Tables, part II-
Part II D(i) “Migration Tables"”

"Reports and Tables Based on



15
to the partition of India and .inadequacies in the
application of a uniform definition of urban place in
1951 census, The ratio of urban to total pépﬁlation
ﬂ(Xlef in India has continuously increased in the past
two decades‘from aboﬁt 18 per cent in 1961 to 20 per cent
in 1971 to about 24 per cent in 1981,.the increése du}ing
the decade 1971-81 being almost double of the same during
1961-71, both in absolute and percentage terms. The
figures (Table II.6) show that a noticeable jump in the
rate of increase in this ratio has taken place for all
the stétes except Nagalénd, Tripura, Tamil Nadu and
Punjab where although the increase in this indicator

is recordéd, the rate of increase has gone down drasti-
cally in, the case of first two, moderately in the case

of the third and marginally in the .case of the last,

But urban growth cannot be accounted by rural to urban

-migration only.

Male migrations across all distances have been
dealt "at aggregate level and for long?diétance and short-
disténce separately., Rural-urban differences regarding
these and the distribution of migrants'fufther in various -
streams have been discussed., The pattern of decline in
migration, across all distances separately for the total,
rural and urban population of India has been followed by

a reference to the distribution of current and iﬁter-
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censal migrants in different streams.

A full discussioﬁ on the relative position of °
dlfferent states regardlng mlgration levels and an
"analysis of the pattern of temporal changes in mlgration
structure has been attempted in_the all India context,
The distributién'of‘the volume of tofai internal male
mlgratlon of India into different component, and
categorles and the changes in it over time and the
situation preva}llng in thevstates in this regard has

also been discussed. A separate section on lifetime

. inter-state male out-migration and in-migration contains

the state-~level profile of lifetime inter—state'ou£;
migration.from‘rural and urban areas and their growtﬁ
rates, as aléo an analysis of the lifetime inter-state-
male net migration and the decadal rate of it for
different states, The chapﬁer ends with a detailed
discussion on the migration scene in all class I cities
of India in 1961 and 1971. The temporal changes in
levélébof lifetime male.migration, as well as levels

of lifetime interestate male migration-in all the
cities, and the growth rates of migrants, inter-state
migrants and male population in them have been analysed
in the context of sharp decline in migration levels
_and.the urbaﬁ speci ficness of the_declime during 1961-71.

For all cities and urban agglomeration with more than

/
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A

one million population, an analysis for the entire

study period is presented separately.

The rural-urban-dimenéion along with the distance
of migration have beén»éxamined in details in two ways -
first,_in relation tb thé size of poﬁulatioﬁ and second
in rélafiou to the volume of internal migration. The
.migrant-ratio' in total pOpula;cion,' ‘the mic::jrant-ratio
in :ﬁral areas and the migrant-ratio in urban areas were
calcglated, each with respect to total intérnal migr ants,
intef-state migrants; and intra-district migrants.1 Then

eadh category of the migrants was calculated as percen-
tage of tbe £Otal internal migrants. The internatignai
migrants were excluded from the whole analysis so as to
cleaf any doubts regarding the extent of decline caused
by the death toll of a certain proportion of inéernational
migrants coming to'In@ia at the time of partition of the
country, and alsoc te neutralise the different prOportions
of iﬁternationél migrants in different states from
affecting adversely the comparabil;ty of migrant ratios
over time and.5péce. ;In géneral, the exclusion of inter-
national migrants depresses the common denominator i.e.

population, as also the total number of migrants, but

1. Migrant ratie was defined as percentage of migfahts
in the male population. - Terms *migrant ratio' and
‘migration ratio*' have been used inter-changeably.
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leaves unaffected the number of inter-state and intra-
district migrants, so, this will suppress the migrant

ratios w.r.t. total internal migrants and spurt those

w.r,ﬁ. inter-state and.intra-district,migrénts, depen-~
ding on the size of internationaiimigration and popu-

létion in rural and urban areas. (See Tébles IT.4 and

II.S)

Migrant Ratios and Changes
over the past two decades:

All India

'In all types of migration in India «(fotal ihternal
migration, inter-state migration, intra-district migra-
tion) the rafio in ﬁrbah areas is higher than rural
areas for all the three points of time, which is qu;l.te
understandable, though the difference has come down
specially w.r.t. inter-state migration, mainly dué tq
dif ferential decline in the rural and urban ratics, It
is aiso true for the states with a few exceptions
{Table II1.5). The difference of migrant ratios (X3~X2)
is positive'for all the states at all times, except
for Manipur and Tripura in 1961 and 1971, In'1981,
they 'also follow the all India pattern. The difference
. is greater for the backward states like Bihar, Orissa
an& Uttar pradesh, and low for the developed states
like ‘Maharashtra, Karnataka and'Délhi (see Figures 2.1

and 2.,2), The same is true for inter-state migrants,
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without any eiceﬁtioh. In case of intra—disffiét.
migrénts the opposite (the ratio in rural areas being
higher than that in urban areas) is true for Keralé,
Maharashtra, Manipur,-Tripura and West Bengal for three
‘points of time, for Madhya‘Pradesh in 19%1 and 1971, for

Jammu and Kashmir in 1971 and for Delhi in 1981.

,Thé inter-state migrant ratio is lower than the
intra-district migrant ratio in the total male popula-
tion of India, for all the three points of time
undef consideration. Tﬁis statemenf holds for all
the states except Delhi, where almost half £he popu-

‘lation is inter-state migrant, for all the three
points, West Bengal was an ékception to it only inl
 1961; . This phénomenon‘of lbwér pefcentage of long-
distance migrants than short-distance migranfs in fhe
prulation, holds good in rﬁral areags also for the

all India andrfor each state (except Delhi) for 1961,
1971”§nd 1981 separately. But in the urban areas of
India, quite contrary to what prevails in its total
and rural population, the inter-state migration ratio
is distinctly higher than the intra-district migration
ratio, except in 1981 when even in the urban areas

the intranistriét migration ratio was slightly higher

than the inter-state migration ratio, the reason being
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a sharper decline in the level of inter-state migration,
than;intra-district migration during 1971-81.- The
states whicﬁ follow this all India trend of higher
levels of long-distance than éhortfdistance migran#s

in the u;ban ﬁopulation.are Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra,
West;Bengal, Delhi forvall:the three ﬁimes. Ass am,
Héryana, Himachal Pradesh and Meghalaya follow this

'for the time points for which figures are avéilable.

In urban areas of Punjab and Nagaland also the inter-
staté migration levels have become higher than their

intra-district migration levels since 1971,

The fact of 1owef ratios in rural than ﬁrban areas
is further corroborated when we see that the share of
rurai to rural stream has gone down for migrétion of
all distance - intra-district, inter—district and inter-
state during 1961-71 (Table II.2). It is important
to note that the growth rates of""_bot'h rural to urban
and urban to urban inter-state migrahts is lower than
the growth of urban population, Similarly, the growth
rates of rural to rural, and urban to rural streams
"is less than the growth of rufal population. These
support the observation that ratios of inter-state
migrants to urban population and inter-state migrants
to rural population have declined over thé past two
decades. This table brings to attention two points,

Firstly, slow growth of rural to rural migrants'dqring

'
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T?!&I3IQIE Ir.z=

Percentage Dlstrlbutlon of Birth Place Mlgrants by
‘Different Streams, and Growth Rates, 1961, 1971, 1981

'

1961 1971 - 1881, Grwoth Rate of Migrants

1861-71 19871-81

73.75 71.72 . 64.75 °  , 11.67 -6.12

16.58 . 17.58 21.33 21.75 33.75
5.54 4.60 - 7.12 ' -3.08 70.38
4.22 6.10 6.79 . 65.98 22.69
Percents to : ' 54.44 '53.58 1 49.33
total migrants :
Inter-district - ' .
1.R - R ' ‘ 42.13 37.22 32.66" 4.80 18.57
2. R -U - 32.86 33.11 34.80 - 19.52 42 .05
3. U -0 19.48. 22.03 24.79 34.15 52.09
4. U - R 5.54 7.64 7.74 . 63.59 36.96
- Percents to 26.78 27.23 30.84 .
G—' total migrants - ’
U} Inter-State
6.\& 1. R - R 28.27  25.89 - 20.68 6.84  -1.20
']: 2. R-U 41.72 39.36 - 41 .97 10.07 31.91
3. 0-0 25.94 28.58 30.47 28.54 31.91
~ 4. U-R 4.07 6.17 - 6.02 16.86  20.80
Percents to . .18.178 19.19  19.83
total migrants '
Sourqg: 1. Census of India, 1961, Vol. 1 India Migration Ta@le,

[ Part II-C (iii), Table DII. ‘ ~
' 2. Census of India, 18971, Ser 1 India, part II DC(i)
Migration Tables, Table Di.
3. Census of India, 1981, Ser. 1 India, "Reports and Table-
. based on Five Per cent Data".

Diss

304. 809544
R1895 M

i MMM I l HII i




22

the'éigtiés and an absolute decline in its number

during the ééventies. Secondly, the slow growfh of

rural to urban and urban to urban migrénts across

~states, the rates bging signifiéantiy lower than the

corrésponding intra-district éhd inter-district figures,
N

Continuous Decline in
Migration Levels:

The ébove‘ discussion portrays the differences
regaﬁdingvthe levél.of migrationv(covering movements
acrcés all disténces), long-distance migration (covering
: moveménts across staéés); and short—distancé migration
{movements within ﬁhe district) observea in India‘'s.
total population, However, the phenomenon of a conti-
nuoué decline in miération leveis in‘India, over both
the periods is characteristic of all types of migr ation
in its total rural and urban-pOpulation separately,
though the quantum and rate of decline may differ.
(Table II.5).. For example, dufing 1961-71 the urban
migrant ratios of all types (X3, Xg» Xg) fell more
drastically than their rurél counterparts (X, Xe.

X8).’ In the next decade 1971-81, however, the rural -
ratids recorded steeper declines than their urban counter-
parts, except the inter-state rural migration ratio
(XS)'wh;ch‘despite a heavy decline wés fér behind its
urban counterpart., It is to be noted-that during |

1971J81 the migration levels in rural areas,specially
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the inter-state migratioﬁile?els have suffered a far
.ﬁore severe decline than was witnessed during the
preﬁious decade, This urban specificness of the decline
dﬁririg 1961-71 and the rural specificness of it during
1971-81 need to be interpfetea in terms of socio;econOmic'
changes that the cduntry wgs experiencing; However, i;
is important to note that this rural urban dichbtomy
doeéant exist when we consider inter-state migration
'aione. »Hére the rate of decline for all ratios is
heavier in the latter than therformer decade and the .
decline in urban ratio is distinctly steeper than its
rural counterpart in both the period under consideration.
The jump both in the volume of decline and the rate of
decline in the already low level of inter-state rural
‘migrant ratio make it a focal point of debate as to

why migration in rural areas, épecially across state

is s0 badly affected. But it would be relevant to
mention that the all India pattern of decline in various
ratidé of lifevtime migrantsvis confirmed even when we
consider the current migrants (with less than one year
at the place of enumeration) and inter-censal migrants
(arriving at the place of eﬁumefation after previous
census) separately. Table II.3 shows that the percen-
tage ;of current inter;censal’migrants have gone down in
all the streams suggeSting that migratibn during seventies

is lower than the same during sixties. The spatial
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.

., TABLE IT.3

Percentage Distribution of Current and Inter-censal Migrants
by Place of Last Residence by the
Place of Enumeration, 1971, 1981

Migration'Streams- : . Type of Place of Enumeration
(POLR) ! : :

Rural ‘ o Urban

1971 1981 ST I3 _ 1981

0

1. Total Migrants

a. Current (R) ! 11.93 5.27 . 9.86 3.14 7.81 .72 5.77 4.47

5
a. Current {(U) : 18.90  10.21 14.24 6.56  9.55 7.21 6.63 5.30
b. Inter-censal (R) 53.05 34.49 49.95  31.50  50.44  44.33 49 .65 44 .43
Inter-censal (U) 67.19 49.95 63.20 46.05 56.78 52. 44 52.58  49.82
2. Intra District - ) : Lo -
a. Current (R) 10.30 4.80  8.32 2.73 8.46 5.17 6.861 4.18
Current (U) 15.62 8.88  -11.81 5.58 10.48 7.11 7.90 .5.67
b. Inter-censal (R) 51.11 33.62 47.53 30.%5 53.25 41.99 52.35 42.61
Inter-censal (U) = 64.30 46.83 61.30 43.89 §0.00 51.38 56.38 50.21
. . .
3. Inter-district a
a. Current (R) 16.15 6.80 13.28 4.13 " 7.26 6.01 5.42 4.49
. Current (U) 20.04  11.06 14.60 6.85 9.80 7.35 6.80 5.23
b. Inter-censal (R) *  58.42  37.16 . 40.09 - 33.32  49.59  46.22  49.83  46.35
Inter-censal (U) 69.53 52.89 64.56 47.53 59.09 53.91 54.83  51.01
4. Inter-State I
a. Current (R) © . 16.28 8.33 16.32 6.2  7.57 - 6.88 4.94 5.27
Current (U) . 24.88 14.33 19.96 9.96 876 7.08 5.48 5.05
b. Inter-censal (R) - 57.55  40.42 54.83 37.20 47.52 48.01 45.32 . 46.16

Inter-censal (U) 70.42 57.32 65.65 51.32 - 52.39 §1.11 ~ 46.83 47 .51

Source: 1. Census of India, 1971 Series 1, Indian Migratidn Table 5, part II D(1) Table DI
2. Census of India, 1981, Series 1, India, Report and Tabls Base on Five Percent Data.



_pattern of the decline of migration in India in the
light of. above fihdings will be attempted in the next
part ‘of tﬁe'chapter:

Migrant Ratios - State-
level Behaviocur: '

+

On the basis of migration figureé fof 18 states
which excludevthe four states Assam, Héryana,Himachai
pradesh and Meghalaya for which data for one of the
threé points of timé are not available, an analysié of
fhe levels of different migrant ratios, differenées_
-émbnq states as regards the value of'each of the nine’
migration indicators and‘also with regard to the ratio
of ufban to total populétion, the decadal percentage
change in these indicators and differences among states
on this count has been made. The inter-temporal cor-
relation coefficients amoﬁg various indicators based on
the figures‘for these 18 states for 3 points of time
have been discussed., To avoid the loss of information
separ ate correlation matrices for 3 points, based on
19 states for 1961, on 22 states in 1971 and 21 states

in 1981 have been computed.

H

The average of all states for different migrant
‘ratios, except for inter-state and intra-district migrant
ratios in rural areas, are higher than the corresponding

all fndia figures. This exception may be due to high
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values of these variables prevailing in comparatively
smaller states, thus jacking-up the values. Now the
question arises as to how wniform is the distribution
of £hese indicators around respecti&e‘mean values?
‘Let us have a look at the following results based on

18 cémparable states.

Aver ages of and Levels of Dispersion in
Male Migration Ratios and Urban Ratio

Average . Coeff, of variation
1961 1971 1981 1961 1971 1981

. Ratio Year

" Migrant ratio cxl) . 20,03 18.41 18.28 48.25 42.89 48,44

Migrant ratio in .
rural areas (X,) 14.82 14.12 13.28 31.47 34,13 ' 40.36

Migrant ratié in
urban areas CKB) 36.78 33,78 31,58 35.17 43.62 39,41

_Inter-state migrant = : _
ratio (X4) 5.54 5.58 5.43 189.58 167,67 171.03

Inter-state migrant
ratio in rural areas 2.36 2,67 2,68 157,11 163,34 172,73
X:) ' '

5

Tritér-state migrant v

ratio in urban areas 13,22 13,38 10.68 93,60 111,51 100.30
(x.) _

67

THtfa-district mig-
rant ratio (x.,) 10.50 9,21 8,51 36.62 38,68 41.9%

Intra-district migrant .
ratio in rural areas 10.01 9,53 8.10 45,28 40,94 45.20
(Xg) :

8

fritra-district migrant
rat%o in urban areas 12.93 10,02 9,98 42,02 41.72 44.88

Urban ratio (X,g) 20,49 22.59 26,36 90.64 80.71 68,52
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The coefficients of variation tell us that the intra-
district migrant ratio (x7) is more uniform in its
distribution across the states than the migrant ratio

(Xl)'and the inter-state migrant ratiO’(X4).

The spatlal distributlon of intra-dlstrict migrant
ratlo is 51gn1ficantly less unequal than the total
and . inter-state migrant ratios. When we see the level
of dispersion experienced by the rural migrant ratié
CK ) and urban migrant. ratlo (X ) we find that the
corresponding 1nter-state ratios CKS and X ) and intra-
district ratios (X8 and Xg) have higher value of dis-
persion, the gaptbeing wider in the case of rural ratios.
The diépersion of values of urban migrant ratio (X,)
is siightly more than that of rural migration ratio
(Xz) in 1961 and 1971 bdt the reverse is true for 1981,
But in the case of intra-district migrants the rural
ratio is slightly more diversely distributed than the

urban ratio,

.During 1961571 the dispersion w.r.t. migrant_
ratio;(xl) and inter-state migrant ratio (X4) narrowed
‘down.-(HOWever, it increased w.r.t., all other migrant
ratios, During 1971-81 the level of dispersion decreased
for urban ‘migrant ratio (XB) and inter-state urban
migrant ratio (XG). This méans that during 1961-71

migrant ratio le) and inter-state migrant ratio (X4)



. TABLE 15.4
Lifetise Kale Migrants as Percentage of Total Hele Fogulation in the States and Union Territories
1981, 1971, 1581 - :

8¢

: : : - . Intra-
State/il. 1. Hi?rants Rurai . Urban Inter-State inter-State {Rural) inter-State {Urban) Intra-pistrict Intra-district (Rerall  district™ {Urban)
) (X2) (Xs} . - (X : {Xs) (Xa) {Xy) (Xn) o {Xe
[RRTTT7I997 771980 I86T71970 71980 19807771977 581 {887 19717771981 FCISR C IR U1 WS TS NS 1 G -1 1981771971 1581 TIE07I87T 771967 188771971 771981

{. Andhra Fradesh 26,24 24.23 20,50 17,55 17.B} 15,84 3B.40 35.62 3553 . 1.40 .42 1,32 0,66 0,48 .84 3.49 14,38 (4,37 13,13 13,46 $3.Bf 14.82 . 18,26 16,63 17.27
2, Assan 25.42 28,52 £ 2b,64 26,95 £ 59,00 5344 i 537 3.b8 3 4,26 3,35 i + 7.5 14,29 12,68 1436 % 11,88 13,81+ 4
3. Bihar 12,86 6,73 B.5% .65 677 5,00 40,95 34.58 31.64 .62 128 1.0 0,80 0,5 0.1 5.7 J.15 5,26 364 6.6 4,65 2,965 14,17 1025 7.9
4. Bujarat 0,60 20.19 20,52 13 13,75 {3 3 8,20 353 2,80 307 3.5 0.57 G958 1.19 7 B.47 10.81 9.B5 9.50 9,86 12.i6 8.7 1i.64 1L39 11,24
5. Haryana - 18,53 17,23 2,58 43 - b.04  £.33 - 4,40 L.483 . 16,57 - b 4,28 - 4,44 3,39 . - 8.53 7.32
6. damou & Kasheir 13,30 11.8) 10,07 10,54 { .85 168 1.3Z 6.55 1.3%  8.90 2,88 6,31 5.3 .16 6,38 5.3 B.11 857 5.47
7. Hisachal Fradesh - 19,53 28,9 5,91 ~ L9 3.8 - 2,36 .63 17,26 _ .99 10.52 - 9,62 10,00 ~ 14,33 15,56
B, Karnataka 23,78 23,22 72,3 i 431 L7 3.95 LB 2,13 8,33 13,80 12,12 7 43,50 15.69 11,37 14,93 1417 13,92
3, Kerala 20,20 17,07 15,81 1,47 1,27 1,3 i.18 2,09 G600 13,33 16,25 12,50 115 B.90 10,66 -
i0. Radhya Pradesh  23.ib 21 19,88 9 G 343 1.41 11,0 13,63 12,10 10,39 {1.87 16,72 (1.3
1i. Haparashira 32,29 0, IR 7.3 7.62 1.93 17.45 15,68 14,21 16,03 10,30 9,23 9.71
12, Hanipur 1112 1,82 L0 277 .66 3.57 12,37 (.17 b.48 5,53 7,54 §.08
13, frisss 15,85 14, 1,72 2,08 2.28 1.1 310, 4% Bl 13,20 B.i27  17.B3 16,87 16,90
14, Heghalaya 2 30.3 - 0,41 0,79 3,75 19.98 - 20,89 13,95 - L0 1318
15, Pupjab 2 . 2,90 L7 4,48 2,28 8, 10,47 740 6,87 623 - ihip 9730 8.91
16, Nagaiand 6. 14,6 4,42 11,03 11.30 7. 45 . 2374 4,86 5,88 9.2 Zb.76 12,34 16.80
7. Rajasihan 13,43 7 . . 2,33 2.4 L3 1,42 . 5.77 6,01 6,82 ' -6,i0 7.65 5.2 9.3
18, Taeij Kadu 15.56 11,28 14,61 13,13 AU 3507 32,430 .80 L9 L34 0,52 4,99 4,02 10.14 10,86 9.3  14.bh 1304 12.07
13, Sripura 33,76 4B.69 45,03 32,83 59.96° S2.61 40,78 1.9 1.86 1,70 .46 3.85 3.59 13,78 8.5 7.57 3.06 LB 4.92
.20, Uttar Pragesh 749 B.BO 8B 4,61 34,77 27,54 20,31 1.8 0.9 (.80 6,42 5,58 2.47 5.63  4.08 2,86 10,00 7.62 5,90
2i. West gengal 19.92  i9.66 14.81 12,94 56,73 3B.9% IR.03 8.5  6.11 4,7k .36 23,03 13.58 SB09 7,30 5,52 8,11 394 5.00
22, Belhi 47,30 20,3 Z4.40 23.26" 66,06 52.9% 49.18 ST.EY I6.4F 3.3 19,95 40,43 35,44 S U A 4,69 0.80 1.%0
IHDIA 20,62 38,93 17.84 15,25 14,08 1Z.06 43,62 F7.5% 34,94 .48 3.iE 2 B4 1.3 9.43 B.15 9.0 7.62 7.61 1 162 .87 3.73
Wote: 1. - Not Availabie

Z #: No Census, - a ’ o o )

3. Uncorrected for boundary changes. Population and sigrant figures treated here include international sigrants, Figures for *

. hssae where census could 't take place. -

4. Migrants ant population treated here include international migrants, -
Sources:

1, Cenzus of India, 1§61, Vol, I, India: Migration Tables, Part 1I-Ctiiij, Table D I1I

2, Census of India, 1961, Vol. i, india: Bemeral Population Tablies Part i #iii,, Tabie A-1,
1, Census of India, 1571 ser. | india, of 11, - Bii) Migration Tables, Table 0.1, S
§, Census of ingia, 1981, Higration Tables - State Voluser (Unpubiished)

5. Census of India, 198i; Primary Census Abstract of India.
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became less unequal in their respective distributions
across states, whereas during the next decade their
urban counterparts did become so.

Leaders and Laggards: Migration
Levels in different States:

Table II.5 summarises the migration scene in -

dif ferent states of the union of India. Delhi, Maharash-

tra and Karnataka maintain their first, second -and third

positions, respectively with respect to the.migrant-
‘ratio (Xl).consistently in 1961, 1971 and 1981.‘H6wever,
their positions w.r.t. other ratios change. Fér example,
Delhi's position w.r,t. migrant ratio in rural areas
(Xz) is quite Qaﬁciiating - from 6th position in 1961

it became first in 1971 but againiit went a little back
to 2nd pléce in 1981, and also it faces a neck~-to-neck
competition with Maharashtra and Oorissa, for the second
pdsitioh in urban migrant-ratio. . belhi has the distinc-
tion ‘'of having the largest prOportioﬁ of long-distance
migrants and the smallest proportion of shdrt-distance
migr@nts.in its population consistently, for all points
of time under consideration. The above statement holds
even when migrant-ratios in rural areas and those in

urban areas are considered separately.
“ The State of Maharashtra, having the second
largest proportion of migrants in its population, has

third position W.r.t. inter-state migration, consisténtly

-



TABLE 11,5

LIFE TIKE ‘,IHTERN’A[ KACE HIGRAKTS A8 PERCEKTARE OF Ih?iiﬂ:ﬂ.i KALE FOPULATION 1K THE STATES Ah'ﬁ UHI0K TERRITORIES OF INPIA - 1961,1971,1981

STATENGT RIGRAKRTS
{1}

RURAL

A¥ad )

GRRAR
¥y}

THTER-STATE

- HIGRARTS

‘rl,

IKTER-STATE

(RURAL}

(X

INTER-STATE
(URBAN}
(%)

IKTRA-DISTRICT

i

INTRA-DISTRICT
(RSRAL)
“{Xa)

INTRA-DISTRICT
(URBAK
ty)

60 171 1981

381 1971

1981 L i561 B 1988

1981 1571 1961

1581 511

13681

1961 1971 1981

1961 1971

%1

1961 1551 1581

1988 1971 1981

1, Radhra Pradesh 21,18 21,29 26,46

2, Assar 23,41 M.38 H.A
3. Bihar 1.0 9.48 8.3
4. fujarat 19.51 18.47 20,16
S, Haryana 8.4, 13.53 1428
t. Hinachal Fradesh K.A. 10,04 13.10
7. daveu § Kashair 12,07 10,67 P60
f. Karsataka 23,59 2515 2.2
7. Keraia 20,67 16,91 15,54

16, Hadhya Pragesh 22,63 20,57 15.13
“ i1, Ksharashtra - - 3LOR B,¥ LY
12, Havipur 13,53 15.5¢ 18,73
13, Keghaiaya ¥4 28,07 23,89
14. Kagaland 12,07 16,96 26,83
i5. drissa 13,83 17,02 16,66
16, Puniab - 689 1L 1.8
7, Rajasthan 12,20 12,73 12.81
18, Tewi] Kadu 16,67 13.96 19.G4
18, Tripura. 2.8 17,53 4.0
10, ifttar Pradesh 11,66 9.07 7.IR
1. ¥est Beagal 22,24 14,51 14,9
22, Deidi 52,08 42,75 43.13

LIE) 18,05 17,49 16.64

17.52 17,86
24,50 22,40
9,45 6.5
13.99 13,41

hA 10D

15,34 16,44
19.27 17.20
.64 20,30
13.66 15.76
KA. 2620
5.4 9.4
11,46 14,17
i3.53 f2.12
9.50 10,10
13,12 18,35
21,23 17,5
.47 6.2
1424 9.8

i35 .43

1.3 3.0

15,60
WA
4.93

13,3
9.07

16,02
.36

17,05

14,38

15,08

2.7t

10,08

0.2

0.20

H.44

12.1f
9,66

12,74

14,05
4,46
8.90

nw

1.3

38,24 15,42 35,90
47,82 45,00 R.A

(39,65 33,65 3016

38,85 34.99 34,69

.4 .26 34,18

k.4 89,29 5L.79
19,25 16,16 14,78
37.01 34,51 34,8
X407 15.41 0,55

42,30 37,40 35,60

53,33 4R.08 46.43
12,11 13.83 12,83
KA 3,1.40.41
97,99 76.71 89.98
42,72 45.95 44,60
43.4 35,70 30,92
26,38 25.22 14,41
370 32.66 31.86
16.21 17,24 18,82
32.63 26,8 19.43
£7.06 73,58 30,25
57,07 45.28 44,86

4017 3495 3.2

146 L4 LY
507 497 hA
L& LA LI
281 L0 LS
BA 85 6.5
WA LG L2
0.8 L70 LR
430 L6 L%
147 1.2 1.3
437183 L4

TS TAG TS

L8 L0y IR
WA 6B T.07
1,56 11,40 11.92
Li3 .09 2.5
L4 4,05 4.74
5 .4 LR
180 1.92 1.8
L0 .83 18
1.09 0,97 Q.80
5,34 681 @
46,61 41,87 41.04

L5 L4 LN

0.4
£.54
0.8
¢.98
A,
¥
0.5
L4
1.3
37
L3
LI
KA.
5,00
0:55
1.52
Lé
0.84
2.¢8
0.47
L

1676

.68
1.5

0.5

.98
0
.37
LY
2,18
0.5
1,89
1.46

2,82,

3.82
8.30
1.2
1,82
L3
0.63
.44
0.4
2.8]

0,44
KA
0.39
LIS

1,45
267

0.90
.13
1,19
148
1.33
.66

157

780
1.1
2,38
143
0,52
.07
0.4
1.8

9.6 2.1

L4 15 L

481444 .49

3,99 90,67 WA

.38 7.78 .75
813 845 Q.56
H.A. 1490 18,31
K.4. 21,57 18.08
2.3 313 2.%0
10.67 8,51 8.4
267 LB 210

17,20 14.50 1126

21,97 13,62 17.84
5.3 456 L9
.4 26,33 21,38
28,34 80,39 3114
12.16 12.78 10.47
.44 11,81 41.18
£.42 £.30 567
501 484 405
7.87 6.71 §.06
5.2 4.06 2,5
26.17 17,82 15,29
1,15 44,36 42.80

13.25:11.68 9.68

1432 14,38
13.64 19,33
i1 518
10.9% 9.92
f.A 5.4
K.4, 10.18
7.43 6.3
13,86 13.81
11,32 10,04
13.46 1195
14,15 12,65
11.99 10.84
WA 20,80
f.41 6,92
9.8 1177
8.0 1.9
6,66 7,38
11,44 11.57
19.83 12,21
6.7 464
B35 .80
4L

10.35 9.3

1311
.4
3.64

s

441
10,71

.38
12.13
.1
.62
i

6.8

.01
10.72
§.2%
7.38

6,83

10,73
9.41
3.26
573
2.0

8.2

13,4 1.6 1L.8
13,53 1.2 KA
6.4 4.66 2.9
9,63 9.25 8.7
KA 458 345
K4 9.76 10,2
725 6.4 5.3
13.53 13,70 1138
13.34 102 12,51
13,66 1216 10.41
15.66 14,74 15,04
12,49 11,33 6.5
KA, 22,12 14,42

NG IR

B.63 11,75 8.14

S8 .6 6.5

595 &8 613
10,16 1089 9.40
20,54 17.56 3.68
S.66 441 2.68
883 772 a1
219 156 2.4

9.88 9.08 7.87

18,31 18,68 17,88
15,17 16.06 N4,

149 10,44 7.97

14,00 11,61 11.33
AR5 609
NA 15,44 16,39
8.3 605 5.4
14.98 14,14 13,94
13,20 6.52 10.65
12,3 10.98 11,45
10.59 9.3 9.62
676 1.66 5.12
.4 1265 14,00
6.8 1372 11,9
18.06 17.10 17,901
13,16 11,38 9.7
0T .80 5.4
14,76 13,02 12,17
1033 6.78 6.9
16,32 1.8 5.9
7.4 406 581
5.3 0.93 2.06

1.4 0.3 9.9

Kote : £, Fopulation and vigrant fiqures for this table exclude Jntervational pigrants and are pot corrected for any boundary changes,
i,

The figures for wigrants 1 K.EF. A,
istence of separate states in 1361

» 3, The census 3n 1981 could not be heid in Assav due to disturbed conditions,

Source: 1. Census of India, 154i.'Vol.1 India : Rigratien Tables, part 110 (iji), Table D-I1l. -
2, Levsus of Jodiz, 1961, Vol.1 India : General Population Tahles, Part | i
3. Census of India, 1371, Series | - Ingia, Kigration TaNEsf fart 11 - D (1}, Table D.1

4. Census of India, 1981, Kigration Tables, Part ¥ ~ A & B,

f

A1), Table .~ ]

. 3. Cepsus of India, 1561, Series I Indra, part 11 B (1) {ro,aru censis abstract general population,

abie B~ 1 fron state volures (Unpublished),

and Goa, fapan and Piw are excluded (in 1961), Himachal Fracech was exciuded fron the study in 156f. Haryana and Neghlaya were net ib ex-
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for all points of time uﬁder consideration, and on an
iaverége‘a third positibn w.r.t. intra-district migration.
Kafnatéka which has theZthird position regarding the
"migrént ratio CKl)_and tﬁe migrant ratio in rural areas
(Xz); maintains the 4th piaée consistently w.r.t. all
intfé—district migrant réﬁiqs (X7, XB an? Xg),is‘nowhere
| _near the to w.r.t. inter-state migrant ratios (X4, XS

and Xg).

.'fUttar Pradesh, Bihar, Jammu and Kashmir are the
statés which record the lowest leveis of migfation most
consistently, w.r.t. almost all the migrant raﬁios.
HoWejgr, it does not apply to urban migrant ratio (Xa)’
in the case of Uttar Pradesh and to all the three ratios
in urban areas.(X3,vX6, X9) of Bihar, In Uttar Pradesh
the migrant ratio in urban areas, though 20 to 25%
below the corresponding all India figdres at the three
points of time, is not one of the lowest in all the
states. 1In Bibar urban migrant ratios (X3) is just
below the corresponding all India levels. fhe intra-
district migranf ratio in urban areas (Xg) for Bihar
in 1961 and 1971 was 16% and 3% respectively above
the corresponding all India-figures and in 1981 it
went '20% below the all India levél; So,in the other-
wise low migration land of Biha;/;urban_migrant ratio

(x3) and intra-district migrant ratio in urban areas

-
'
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Cfg)~are exceptionally high.v However, the fatio of
long-distance migration in urban Bihar tends to become
harmonious with levels of other ratios in the staté,
in tﬁat it has been 23 %, 34% and 41% below the all

Indié level in 1961, 1971 and 1981 respectively,

f.An interesting fact about Andhra Pradesh is that
it has one of the lowest proportions of inter-state
‘migrants and one of the highest‘proportions of intra-
district migrants, in its total, rural as well as urban
populatiOn; The same is true for Kérala except that
its intra-district migrant ratio in urban areas is not
ver? high perhaps due to the natufe of rural-urban settle-
ment ‘prevailing there., In a striking contrast to the
above pattern in Andhra Pradesh and Kerala, West Bengal
has one of the highest proportions of inter-state migrants
" and one of the lowest proportidns of intra-district
migrants in the total, rural as well as urban population.
It is despite the continual decline of migrant-ratios in
general and particularly of inter-state migrants during

past two decades. -

‘Rajasthap has cqnsistently been among the states
having one of the iowest migrant ratios, ekcept for
the inter-state migrant-ratio in rural areas (XS) where
its level'is gbove the all India level, On the contrary,

Madhya Pradesh has consistently been among those having

1
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the highest migrant ratios, except that inter-state
migrant ratios in rural areas (XS) and - intra-district
ratio in urban areas (Xg) are,relatively speaking,
not so high.

‘The Pattern of Temporal Changes

in Migrant Ratios: The States
compar ed with_;he aAll India

. _Table II.6 gives the percentage decadal variation
in‘mig;ant“ratioé;,vThé_remarkablevfactjof a céntinuous
‘decline over both th¢ P¢?i©dS.in“¢a¢h type of migration
in ;6tal rural as wq;l‘as_prban,popﬁlation,_which we_“
observed at all India level is_fully_true_fof the states
of Uttar“Pradésh;and,Bihgrtuwhich alsg_bave'the lowest
levels for élm@&tuall the migrant ratios but relatively
not so low figures for urban‘migrant ratio consistently
at:tbe4three”p0ints of time, as also for Karnataka and
Tripura, which have comparatively higher levels consis-
tently for different points of time specially w.r.t.
ruralMmigrants“and“parti§u£§;ly"Offintra-district
variety. Gujarat and Jammu and Kashmir follow the
all India trend, except that all the inter-state
migrént ratios_show an increase rather than decline,
overjbothuéhg periods for Gujarat, and over 19%1-71

for the Jammu and Kashmir (Figure 2.3).

Delhijwhich has the highest levels of long-.

distance migration and the lowest levels of short-
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TABLE 11,6

Percentage Pecadai variation in Kigrant Raties: 1861-71, 197i-Bi

State

" Kigrant Ratio

Higront Ratio in
(] fural Areas
{¥a2)

1981-11 1971-84 198171 197i-8¢

Kigrant Ratio in Inter-State
iroan Areas

{Xsj

1985-7i

Inter-8tate
fiigrant fatio figrant Ratio

(i in fural Area
X5}

197181 1

BII-61 156111 1971-81

Inter-State

figrant Ratio

In Grdan dres (i}
(X

19¢0.71 197181 1981-T1

Intra-District
Kigrant fatio

intra-District

Rigrant Ratip

in Rural Areas
{Xa}

1974-81  1881-T1 187161

Intra-Pistrict

Kigrant Ratie

Ratio in drbah Aea
(Xyl

196171 15761

1, foddre Fradesh
1, Assa

3. Bibar

4, fuarat

9, Harvama

B, Hivachal Fradesh

7. danwu ¥ Rasheir

& Kermetaka

5, Kerala

i, Eaghya Frede.h
if, Haharashtra
17, Sm}ur

i3, fieghalaya

4, Nagaiamd.
15, {rissa

16, Pmjad

17, Rejacthen

18, Taeii Kadu
1%, Trigira :
2w mar Pradesh
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distanée migration for 191, 1971 and 1981 in its

tépai malevpopulation,frural male population and urban.
male populatioﬁ separ ately, firmly-marches along the
all India trénd of continuous deeline, 'Howéver,.the
rgrai‘migrént—ratio (Xz) and thg three intra-district
migrént-ratiOS (X7, Xgo Xg), which are not so important
~and relevant indicators of migration in Delhi, had a

decline which was not continuous for both the decades.

*'a more than 90% of Delhi's population and about
95% éf its total internal malé.migrants have been
living in its urban areas, consistently for past
72Vdeéades all along our study périod. In such a
situation the increase in the rural migration ratio
(X2)3andlintra—district migrant ratio'in rural areas
{Xg) during 1961-71 and é decline in them during
.1971{81 which are not in conformity with the all
India trend of continuous decline can be ignored as
insignificant violation. Similarly, because only an
insignificaﬁt 3 to 4 pér‘cént of the total internal
male migrants of Delhi are short-distance (intra-Delhi)
migrants, and also because there was a sharp decline
in intra-district migrant ratios'in its totsl and
urbaﬁ population (X7, 39) during 1961-71 the increage
during decade 1971481V1n’thése two ratios cannot be

taken as. a serious violation of the all India trend.
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Even in these cases the urban-specificness of the
decline’in 1961-71 and the rural-specificness of it
during 1971-81, which we dbsefved at all India .level,
exists., So we can say that Delhi; by and large,

cbserves the all India trend of decline.

:Maharashtra is yet another high‘migration area,
maintaining second position regarding levels of
migrénts and third position with regard to inter-
state and,intra—district migrants.. In it only two
indiéators, namely the urban migrant ratio CK3) and
the {nter-stafe urban migration ratio (X;) conform to
the éll-Indjé trend of continuousg deéline“in both
the decades. Asldpposed to the all India trend of
an increasing rate of decline in intér—state.rurél
migrant ratioe (XS), Maharashtra.fegisters one of the
fastést increasing rate of increase in this ratio.
Levels of migration across all diétanceé and in total
rural as well as urban population, except inter-state
migration in rural areas, declined in Maharashtra
duriﬁg 1961—71. Saye for two exceptions mentioned
above, all other ratios experienced an increase during

1971-81,
West Bengal registered sharp decline in all

types ‘of migration ratios in its urban population

and the migration-ratios proper in total and rura1 
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’ -populatibn CXI and Xz) during 1961-71, Its inter-
state migrant-ratio in total population fell for both
the periods and same in the rural population during
1971-81, Of the North-eastern states, Manipur records
an outstanding decline in-all,except urban, ratios
duriﬁg 1971-81 whereas it was a thorough exceptioh ‘
' : ’ expeTiences
to decline during the previous decade. NagalandAa
‘decline of same order in inter-state urban migration
ratio. Nagaland does not register a decline in most
of the migrant-ratios, except a deciine during 1971-81
in its urban migraht ratio {X3) and inter-state urban
‘migrant ratio (Xg) . During 1961-71 Orissa and Andhra
Pradesh had increase in all their migration ratiés,
except intra—distriét urban migration ratio in the
former and except for all ratios in urban areas in the
céseiof the latter, Dﬁring the next,decade, however,
they no more remained ‘exceptional to the all India

trend.

jA'remark to note about Punjab is the continudus
incréése over both the periocds in the ratios of long-
| distance migrants in its total and rufal popuiations
'(X4,’XS). the rate of increase during 197i—81 in the
former being downvb§ 30% and the rate of increase in
the latter (Xs) up by 30% as compared to the earlier

.

decade, whergas the corrésponding ratio in urban areas
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records a low gfthh duriﬁg 1961-%1 and .a negative
growth during;1971-81.' Incidentali&, Punjab has
recorded an outstanding decline in its urban migrant
rétid-(x3) during'béthlthe decades and- in the intra-
disttict urban migrantzratio (Xg) during 1971-81.
!While analysing all India figures,'we'ﬁoted
the ﬁrban—specificneés.of decline in the migration
ratios during 1961-71 and the rural-specificness of
decline in them during 1971-81. It will be pertinent
to mention statéé which go againsf'the‘allilﬁdia trend
of urban-specific decline during 1961-71, i.e., whose
rural ratios vary more in the negative direction or
. less in the positive direction as compared to their
: urbaﬁ counterparts. Such exceptions w.r.t, migration
ratio (X,, X,) are Bihar, Tripura and Uttar Pradesh,
Assan, Bihar, Kerala, Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan and
Delhi are so w.r.t. inter-state migration ratios
IXS..K6): and Madhya Pradesh, Manipur, Nagaland w.,r.t.

ititra=district migration ratios (Xgs Xg)e

fDuring 1971-81, the states &Hose‘urban ratiow
move more in the negative and less in the positive
direétion, as COmpared to their rural counterparts,
i.e.f those defying the all India trend of rural-

specfficness of decline, -are Gujarat, Himachal Pradesh,

Mahar ashtra, Punjab and Nagaland w.r.t; migrant ratios
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(Xz, X3); Haryana.and Tamil Nadu w.,r.t. inter-state
migrant ratios CKS, X6) and Himachal Pradesh, Maharashtra
~ and Kerala w.r.t. intra-district migrant ratios (XS, Xg).

Components and Categorles as
proportion of total Internal Mlgrant5°

The majority of the internal@male migrants in
India were found residing in the rurél areas in 1961,
1§71;and 1981 (Table II.7). It is true for all the
states, except Mahaféshtré, We§t Béngal and.Delhi
which héd the majority of them living in urban éreas
af all ioints of time and also exceptiﬁg Gujarat and
Tamil Nadu which had slightly less than half of their
migrants in rural areas in 1971 and 5% less than the
half in 1981, The states whiéh have consistently higher
perqéntage of their total internal migrants living in
rural areas are Tripura, Assam, Kerala, Ménipur,’
Meghélayé, Jammu & Kashmirf, Incidentally, the states
of Bihar, Uttar Pradesh and Jammu & Kasbhmir which have
low and declining levels of migration, particularly
" so in the rural areas, have high, bdt fast declining,
proportion of theif total iﬁternal migrants in rural |
areas. This confirms once again that these are the
staFes'of low and declining levels of migration in

rural areas.
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The share of total internal migrants in the rural
areas has declined over time, the decline during 1971-81
beiné four times, in absolute as well as percentage
terms, of decline exper ienced during the previcus aegade.
It is generally true for all states, except that
Rajagthan,‘West Bengal and Delhi during 1961-71, and
Himachal Pradésh and Maharashtra during 1971-81 recorded
éméll increases. The order of decline was highest in
Bihaﬁ, Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan and Uttar Pradesh.'
Incidentally; these are the stétes where migrant ratios,

partiCularly rural migration ratios are declining fast.

The decline in the share of rural areas in the
voluﬁé of total internal migrants, and as a corollary,
“the increase in the share of urban areas is clearlf
seen even when we consider the long-distance and short-
distance migration separately, except for a small
’-upSWing in.inter—stafe rural proportion CK13) in 1971.
Thg'proportion of'infer-state to total internal migrants
'(Xlz)' shows an upsvying during 1961-71 fol lowed by a
slight fall. The proportion of inter-state migrants
in rural areas”(X13) also shows an upswing during
1961-71, but theér, In the next decade there is decline
five times the initial upswing. It makes the earlier-
evidence of steeper fall in long-distance migration

in rural areas, even stronger. The upswing in the

[
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value of these two variables (X X, ) during 1961-71

12°
and é decline in the next decade is also observed by
“andhra Praaesh, Jammu & Kashmir, Méharashtra, Nagaland,
Tripdra, West,Bepgal and Delhi; Bihar and Méharashtra
observe this pattern in the behaviour of the proportion
of inter-state to total‘intérnal higrants (Xlz) but
w.,r.t. the proportiocn of inter-state migrants.in rural -

areas to,totalg%nternal migrants (X, .), they follow

13
différent_patte:n. Bihar shows continuous decline

LY

whil€ Maharashtra shows the opposite trend.

?This supports our earlier contention, on the
basié of the behaviour of inter-state rural migratidn
ratis (XS),-that the levels of lohg—distance migraﬁion
are éoﬁtiﬁuously declining in Bihar and coﬁtinuously

increasing in Maharashtra.

:The-propoftion of migrants in urban areés to
totai'internalvmigrants (X14) increased dﬁring both
deca&es for India and for most of the states except
West Bengal and Delhi which show a decline during the
entife-study period.in the proportion which is already
guite high in their case and also excepting Maharashtra,

an another high migration state, which shows a decline

in it during 1971-81.

The proportion of intra-district to total internal

migrénts (X15) in India shows a continuous decline,
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If’was 54.66% in 1961, 53,22% in 1971 and came down to
49.45%-in 19é1. It ié true_for-étates:except Andhra
Pradesh, Assam, Orissa, Punjab and Rajasthah whichrshow
én increase in 196 1-71 and decline in the next décade
and Kerala a continuous incréase durihg the study pericd.
Simiiarly,»the decline in the intra-district prcportion.
in rﬁral areas {X16) is observed by all states except
Assam and Delhi dﬁring.1961;71 and kerala during 1971-81,
Intra-district migrant in urban area as proportion. of
totaf internal‘@igfagts (X17) showé decline in 19%61-71
and upsurge during 1971~-81." Many étates follow this ,
trend but tﬁe states of Andhra Pradesh, Bihar, Karnataka,
Madhfa Pradesh, Maharashtra, Punjab and Tripura show a
éontinubus increasé rather than a broken one,

- Lifetime Inter-State Male
Outmigration and Inmigration:

The inter-state in and out-migration cancel each
Otheﬁ“at all Tndia level but when states are considered
the both will be different and then stétes can be
compared with each other and useful inferenceé can.be
drawn. This section contains the profiie of lifetime
intef-stété male oﬁt-migration from rural and urban
areaé and their grpwth rates, aé also the analysis of
the.Iife-time inter-state male net migration and the

decadal rate of it for different states, It must be
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seen in the context of our discussionﬁvrvéarlier parts, of
the relative position of different states regarding
migration levels and the pattern of temporal changes

in them during the study period.

:The spatial profile of_tbe rate of out-migration
from rural areas and ufban areas (Table II.8) fur ther
confirms’the trends in the ievels'of miération and
tempéral changes therein, for different states which
we digcussed earlier. The states which have low levels
of Migration in their population réport steeper decline
of long-distance in migration in them, such as Bihar,

' Himééhal Pradesh, Kerala, Rajasthan and Gttar'Pradesh
have high rural as well as rural outmigration rates
in 1971 and 1981. The case of Punjab and Haryana
which have high_out;migrafion rates in unigue because
of their being part of the same state along with

lHimachal Praqesh till 1966, The exceptionally low
rates of Gut-migration in rural as well as urban areas
of Madhya Pradesh and Orissa, accémpanied by the fact
of relativély high migration levels in Madhya Pradesh
and Oriya contrast of low migration levels in rural
areas and high levels in urban areas makes it all the
more necessary to look deeply aﬁd minutely'in the

soclio-economic structure of these states.
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TABL.E II.8

Lifetime Intersfate Male Migrants From Rural and Urban Areas:
' " (Per cent) and Their Growth Rates - 1871-81

Growth Rates for migrant

States . ) - Rural Outmig- Urban Outﬁig— Rural - Rural Urban Urban

" rants to pop- - rants to pop- to to ~to to
ulation . ulation Rural Urban Rural . Urban
1971 1981 1971 1981
‘Andhra Pradesh ' 1.84 1.81 © 4.07 3.42 - 3.33 23.72 15.65 27.31
Bihar 4.06 3.50 5.90 6.66 -29.08 37.60 71.78 72.20
Gujarat 2.61 2.34 - 4.60 3.82 ‘19.17 7.81 21.39 16.30
Haryana 5.11 5.12 10.786 9.36 22.09 22.00 - 37.20 39.08
Himachal Pradesh 5.47 5.67 27.28 25.60 18.14 29.76 54.69 19.08
Jammu & Kashmir 0.886 0.87 4.96 3.88 55.76 ~-8.75 63.22 .5.568
Karnataka 2.39 2.84 6.39 . 5.00 40.06 42.05 11.08 18.37
Kerala 3.58 3.29 14.867 12.42 ~3.056 8.53 -9.70 20.289
Madhya Pradesh 1.21 1.686 3.49 2.95 63.88 80.20 43.68 27.11
Maharashtra 1.43 1.47 2.81 2.57 5.15 37.46 14.82 29.95
Manipur | 1.03 1.33 2.96 1.06 30.08 72.11 63.95 247.72
Meghalaya ' +1.89- 0.25 8.61 3.75 -89.563 -27.56 ° -66.59 -3.15
Nagaland ’ o 1.04 0.72 3.76 2.61 -39.25 92.17 -29.58 114.81
Orissa 1.93 1.63 4.43 = 3.860 -32.786 35.69 -8.57 50.19
Punjab 6.98 5.67 13.00 10.28 -0.87 ~-10.569 -5.52 17.51
Rajasthan 3.97 3.52 . 7.82 5.80 -3.01 20.96 3.42 20.186
Tamil Nadu 1.99 2.08 4.27 4,53 2.19 34.99 38.66 34.54
Tripura 1.73 0.83 4.88 3.15 -54.91 11.31 166.28 37.34
Uttar Pradesh 3.52 4.00 8.17 7.23 2.75 . 45.80 19.38 42.80
Hest Bengal . 0.96 0.88 2.69 2.72 -9.48 42.92 13.5656 33.22
INDIA 2.69 2.76 5.49 4.99 -1.20 31.91 20.80 31.91
Source: 1. Census of India, 1971, Series 1, ‘India Migration Tables, Part II, Table D-I
2. Census of India, 1981, Series 1, India, “Report and Tables Based on Five Per-

cent Data"”, Table D-I.



In the absence of a clear-cut pattern of inter-
state variation in the growth rates of migrants in
différent streams, we discuss a few examples only.
One{fMadhya Pradesh, experienced a phenomenal increase
in thé-number of out-migrants in all the streams,
apeCially from the rural afeas while Orissa had a
fast growth in its urban to urban out-migration compo-
nent. Second, Bihar; @riésa, Kerala, Rajasthan énd
Uttaf Pradesh had_a negative or almost zero growth
rates in their rural to :uralloutmigration stream,
Third, Punjab exper ienced negative gfowth rate in éll

 but urban to urban migration stream,

The picture with regérd to 1ifetime inter-state
male net ﬁigrants and the decadal rate thereof (Table
II.9:and Figure 2.4) generally supports the dbservatibns
méde}abové. |

:Our earlier note that less developed states like
Bihar and U.P. have low and fast declining-levels of
ﬁigr;tion in"their population is corroborated by the
negaﬁive figure for net inter-state migration in-their
case. In fact, of all statés showing negative net in-
migration Tamil Nadu is the only one which does not come
im tﬁe éatéggry éfvless developed states. The only
other backward state having positive net migratioﬁ in

1981 is Orissa. In fact Orissa had very few net migrants
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TABLE II.9

Lifetime Interstate Male Net Migrants and the Decadal Rates
: ‘ ‘ 1971f1971—1981 -

States ; Net mig- Net mig- Estimated Decadal
B rants : rants net deca- rate of
1971 ' 1981 -dal mig- migrants
: o o rants
Andhra Pradesh -178721 "=237170 -74784 0.34
Bihar ' -908347 ' -976053" -~165099 -0.57
Gujarat . B4740 ' 190140 129016 0.93
Haryana : 278873 . 288926 29183 0.54
Karnataka : 62808 92256 - 33630 0.22
Kerala : . ~-449054 -455482 -51674 -0.49
Madhya Pradesh - 634144 : 510968 ~-62767 -0.29
Maharashtra 1596912 1877008 494611 ' 1.89
- Orissa 17785 © 113175 87273 0.88
. Punjab o 247583 276520 44918 . 0.62
Rajasthan ! ~217530 -186174 18277 0.14
Tamil Nadu ' -90327 -153669 ~-72114 . ~-0.35
Uttar Pradesh -1362285 - —-2053328 -835908 -1.78
West Bengal - 2825443 . 2821105 207118 0.88
Note: Net migrant figures -are obtained by subtracting the

outmigrants from the immigrants. Survivors among the 1971
migrants have been computed by multiplying the net migrants
by the survival ratio of 1871-81, +the later being the
proportion5of male aged ten and above in 1981 to the +total
male population in 1871. Net decadal migrants have then
been obtained by subtracting +the survivors among the
migrants ‘of 1971 from the net migrants of 1981. Decadal
rate of migrants is the percentage of decadal migrants to
the population of the states.

Source: 1. " Census .of AIhdia 1971, Series 1, India, Migratibn
Tables, Part II-D(i), Table D-I.

2. Census of .India, 1981, Series 1, India, "Report and
Table Based on Five Per cent Data”.
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in 1971 but the nﬁmber increased dramatically. The
observation which can be made about Punjab is that it
had g very few net migrants dﬁring 1971;81, its decadal
_réte'of'net migration being quite low among the in-
migrating states. It is all the more interesting to
see fhat the better part of the net in-migration into
Puﬁjéb ha@ gone.to its rural areas, than its urban.areas,
thus'jacking4up its rural ratios, especially inter-state
rural and lowering the urban ones, Karnataka has
improved its.male migraticn‘rate. Rajasthan has
ekpefienced positive decadal growth rate of net in-
migrants although the state waé’but-migrating in
character in 1971 and 1981. In fact, about RajaSthan

it would be more appropriate to say that lével of its
net inter-staté migration has become less negative,

It is the only state which despite being outmigrating
in character, has a positive decadal rate of inter-
state migrants, whose level of outmigration has declined.
The reasons for it need;jfo be explored iﬁto the changes
in Rajasthan's economy during the seventies. Quite
opposite to it, Madhya Pradesh was in-migrating in
character in 1971 and 1981 but exper ienced a negative

decadal growth rate of net in-migrants,

Migration in Class I Urban Units:
» 7 'all India migration level in urban areas is higher

than the same in rural areas, It is true for migration

i
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acréés all distances for ali the ﬁoints of time covered
in this study. Almost ail the statéé féllow this
relétioh w.r.t, total male mi@ration-except Manipur

and Tripura in 1961 and 1971, But they also fell in

. e .
line 'in 1981. The levels of lo -distance migration

in urban areas of India are 8 to 10 times higher _ ~
than the same in rural areas. All the states have
higher levels of inter-state migration in urban than

in rural areas.

Almost 62% of the urban male population of India
liveé"in urban units having population-of one lakh
or more, called Class I urban units, These cities,
indi&idually as Well.aébcollectively, play prominent
role ‘in the economic life éf the country. The economic
.unaer—pinnings of their rglation with hinterland, make
them ‘the nerve-centres of regional economies, Migration
in them reflects the pull and ﬁuéh of éconOmic forces
all around. Before one embarks upon the study-of'
socio-economi¢ forces that work between the rural and
the urban in general and amongst different types of
settlements in pafticular,,it would be pertinen£ to .
focus on the pattern of migration in the.metropolitan
cities and class I urban units and to situate it in
relation to the génerél pattern of migration in

India.



THe levels of migration and the levels of inter-
state midration in the male population of class I urban
units, and the inter-state component as percentage of
totaffmale'migfation in each of class I cities were |
ascertained. These th;ee were called the migrant
ratid, inter-state migrant ratio and the inter-state

cempdnent respectively.

'The-information on_migfation in each of the class I
units was specially tabulated both in 1961 and 1971
censuses. . The number of cities covered in this category

were ‘108 in 1961 and 147 in 1971.

However, according to the 1981 census tabulation
plan; migration figures at the city level will be
avaiiable only for the cities with population of one
fmillion and apbove., In such category 12 cities of
India are covered. Keeping in mind these data cons-
traints, a study of 108 cities fdrv1961 and 1971 Qas
undertaken and then that of all métr0politan cities for
all the three points of study periocd. However, theré
were two major problems which had to be settled,
Firstly, the concept of city/town group of 1961'had
given place to the concept of city/urban agélomeration
in 1971.  The urban agglomeration of 1971 were usually~
amalgamations of more than one urban units. Eight of

the 108 class I urban units of 1961 had no separate
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existence in 1971; The seven of fhem became parts bf
the éalcutta U. A, énd the two‘sebafate units of New
_Delhi and Delhi municipal corporation ﬁow made one Delhi
U.A. Even many of the remaining cities/town groups of
1961 had as their 1971 counterparts, thanks to the
change of qénCept cities/U.As. which covered far more
area;. Howeve:, the extent to which the parficuiar
constituent unit of 1971 city/U.A. contributes to the
total male populétién of the city/U.A;,in 1971 couldvbe
,takeﬁ'as the measure of confidence with which we can
compare the 1961 mig;atioh figures for this constituent
unitiwith'the 1971 migration figures for the city/U.A.
of which it is now a part. Such a criteria, in fact,
will 'take into éccount the change in coverage dué to
the application of different concepts of urban areas.,
It was found that 23 of the cities/U.as. of 1971 were ~
éomparable with their respective 1961 counterpafts and
.anotHer three were barely comparable, The results for
the 74 comparable cities were analysed, However, the
inferences "'regarding migration trends have also been

drawn wherever possible, for town which are not comparable.

The second problem relates to the dif ferent concepts
of migration on the basis of which data for cities in
differehtvcensuses were tabulated, The 1971 and 1981

censuses tabulated the data‘for migrants to cities/U.as,



by tbe place of last'Residence kéOLR) only whereas

for 1961 migration figures for cities/town groups are
avallable by Place of Birth (POB) alone. It was resolved
by cdnverting the ,:\?pb&)data into POB data through an
adjuétmeﬁt factors based on the difference of 'data by
two concepts in the urban areas of the district(s) to
whicﬁ é particulag city/U.A. belongs. Table 11,10 and
,Fig;fesz.S, 2.6; 2.7 énd 2.8 succintly portray the
migration situation in fhe class T cities in 1961 and

]

1971.

Levels of Mlgratlon in
Class I Urban Units:

For both the points of time, 1961 and 1971 sepa-
.ratel9,vthere is a great disparity.among the cities
regarding the levels of migration in their male popu;
lation. There are cities like Durg, Thana which had
almost three-fourths of their male population as migrants.
and in contfast to it, Srihaga: had less than 5% and
Rampur around 10% of its male population as migrants.
qFor majority of the cities, fhe level of male migration
was below the corresponding;all India level of migration
in urban male population both for 1961 and 1971. It is
pertinent to mention that for 87 out of 100 ci£ies taken
in the study the level of migration in 1971 was lower
than~their respective 191 levels, It becomes clear if

we compare figures 2,5 and 2,6,
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There are some cities which have consistently
highest levels of migration and there are cities which
‘have consistently lbwest levels of it in their male
population'in 1961 and 1971, although there are a few

which fluctuate.

!Durgv(60), Thana (72), Greatér Bombay (9), Vijava-
wada {47), Delhi (10) and Bhopal (42) are among the
top 10 cities with,bighest'migration'ievels a@[ﬁﬁzhﬁimes.
The éame kind of consistency is maintained by Sriﬁagar
(35); Rampur (88), Moradabad (53), Bikaher (69), Shah-
jahéﬁpur (95), Jédhphr (50), Bareilly (45) and Agra
(23) ‘as the cities having the lowest migrant ratio in
1961 ‘as well as in 1971,  Most of the highest ones,
exceﬁt_Durg and Delhi improve their rank position.
Ambala Cantt (107) and Abmedabad (44) which are among
the ten highest in 1961 lose that status in 1971 by a
narrdw margin. Ludhiana (39), Kota (68), Vishakhapatnam
(45) 'and Nasik (53) are amond the highest ten in 1971
only. Of the cities falling below the criterion of
temporal comparison Gauhati (76), Jamshedpur {33) and
Raipur (73) figure among the highest for both the periods.

Amond the lowest ten, Srinagar and Rampur maintain the

2.  Throughout the chapter, the figures in the bracket
against class I citlies indicate their respective
‘'serial codes in 191 as given in Table II. 10.

i



TABLE I1.10

Percéntage of Inter-State and Total Lifetime Migrants in Male population of Cities/Town Groups/
Urban Agglomerations: Inter-State Component and Growth Rates -~ 1961-1971

) . 1961-71 VYariation IN 1961-71 Percentage il Browth Rates 19h1-71
R . ’ Variation .
City/Town District/State " Total Inter- Inter- City/Urban Agglome- Total  Inter- Inter- Total Inter®  Inter- Total Inter- Inter- ’ Inter . Total Kale
Broup ’ nigrant  State State ration sigrant  State State  migrant - Blate ° State 'aiqrant State State . State migrants pcpu:
1961 ratio aigrant coaponent 1971 ratio migrant component ratio sigrant coaponent ratio sigrant cosponent pigrants lation
- : ratio  of aigr- - ratio of sigr- ratio  of aig- ratio  of mig-
rants ) - ants -« ‘rants - rants
1, Calrutta falcutta W.H) 45,16 36000 T340 1, Calcutta U.do® - 21,16 15,71 51,97 ~22.06 <20.37 15,43 -45,87 56,46 21,02 L850 325 138,06
2. Howrah tiomrah (W, B} 53,78 . 34,69 44,50 . ~{Districts: : , . .
3. South ~Tuenty four 4,13 170 nT7 Calcutta, Twenty four ’
Suburban Paragans (#.B.) . paragang,
4. Bhatpara . ~do~ 6317 5649 745 Hoogly, : : . -
5. South Dum-Dua -do- 52,90 - 17.57 3L Howrah, and Hadia : : -
&. Kamarhati -go- 49,06 .15 5941 ' : : ' . : '
7. Barden Reach -go- 46,59 .12 b4.43
" B. Bara Nagar ~go- 50,58 23.10 44,75
9. Breater 6. fiosbay 86,96 17,52 56,63 - 2, breater Boabay 9.8 I 55.47 STl 3% 0.5 -10,62 -i1.56  -1,00 27,56  28.85 44,18
Boabay (Waharashtra) ) . o : : e
10, Delhi Huni- : . 5.3 47,76 B9.M4 3. Deihi U.A. 56,79 . 42,55 90.94 ~6.55 <52 1,40 -12.26 10,91 5,5 - 89,34 7835 1033
icipal Corpn, Deihi felhi} : ' : R
31.New Delhi Delhi (belhi) T450 76,19 94,20 - ) : : -7 - 3 :
12, Hadrds Madras (Madras) 37,08 10,84 29.23 4. Kadras U.A.% 36,30 9,03 24,89 078 -LBT -4,34 -2,10 " -16,70 -14,85 53,85 8066 84,53
13, Hyderabad Hyderabad{f.P.}) 25,53 5,57 25,72 5. Hyderabag t.A.~ 23,58 8,10 34,40 -2.01 1,53 8,68 -1.87 2.9 L. 100,86 Si: 0 62' 98"
15, Ahaedabad ahaedabad’ 51,20 1747 342 6. Ahmedabad U.A, 8.5 1550 .78 -1l -19 1,63 -15,23 -{L.22 478 '32.'72 26.‘65 49 .66
Bujarat _ : . : ' - "

. 13, Bangalore Eangalore L4 24 59 7. Bangalore U.A, 38,35 17.02 44,38 DI A4 783 - -T1.26 -29.59  -1451 21,05 41,61 52,68
Lk Trust {Hysore} ) e ‘ : e '
Roars Area B ' - ' -7 .

16, Eanpur town  Kanpur (U.F.) 47,997 5.5 1153 . 8. Kanpur U.4. 23.61 4T 1320 -24,37 ~0.83 .66 -00.68 -13.98  14.38 1273 -1.46 32,88
Sroup o . o . g

17, Poona Poona (Haharashtra) 50,05 12,63 25,22 9. Poona U.A.# 46.68 14,99 32,10 -3.3 2,36 . -b.7 . .

18. Kagpur Nagpur (Maharashtra) 43,25 3.6  3i.86 i0. Nagpur A, 34,45 $.22 26,77 -B.78  -4.44 -igg -2{\;.?: -‘32;: -ﬁgz If(l)l(s\ ?2?; Z;gs

(03
Ve



1961-71 Variation IN 1961-71 Percentage IK o bromth Rates 1961-71

. . . . Variation
City/Toun District/State Total  Inter-  Inter- City/tirban Agglome- Total Inter-  Inter- Total Inter-  Inter- Total  Inter-  Inter- Inter Total  fale
Broup sigrant  State -~ State ration sigrant  State State - sigrant  State State sigrant  State State State aigrants popu~
1951 ' -~ ratio migrant coaponent 1973 ratio aigrant cosponent ratio sigrant coaponent . ratio migrant component . sigrants Tation
' ' ratio of eigr- ratio of migr- ratic  of mig- ratio  of sig-
N E rants _ants : _rants rants
R ' i
19. Lucknow Town tucknow {U.P.) 40,83 6,34  13.52 11, Lucknow U.A, 32.34 5.8 18.07 ‘-6,49  -0.49 -2,55 =207 -1.73 - -16.83 . 5.2 -10& 25,58
6r oup : . . R : .
20, Coinbatore Coisbatore {T.H.} 44,81 15,91 15.50 1Z. Coiebatore U.A.% 38.89 11,28 29.01 - =597 -4.83 -b.4S§ =152 <291 -18.28 B1.45 122,14 155.94
21, Sadurai . Nadurai (T.K.) 33.31 1,98 5.94 13, Wadurai U., ¢ 3%.82 1,72 5.2 -0 -0 -0.70 ©o=L47 -13.1% -11,78 45,81 65,12 7.5
22, daipur 77 7 Jaipur {Raj.} 29,63 7.2 .33 14, Jaipur U.A, 27,00 b.06  24.,0b -2,63  -0.533 (.33 -B.88 . -7.63 1.3 ' 33.31 51,25 62.24
. 23, fora town Agra (G.P.) 26,31 7.67 25,28 15, #gra U.A. i9.76 §.99 8.2 -6,55  -2.88  ~5.07 . -26,50  -40.74 "-_i‘?.Z? -24.56° -4,35 71,35
oroup . . . o ’ - . -
24. Varnasi town Varmasi {i.P.) 28,27 S.61 19,88 i6. Varanasi U.A. 13.56 3.3 28,27 -$2.71 -2.36 i.é0 . -h4.95  -41.00 1.16 ' -25.88  -30,79 25,73
Broup . ) : : : . o . . ) .
" 25, Indore - indore (K.P} 40,00 21,13 52,82 <37, indore LA . - 3438 16,54 48,03 -5b2 ~462 L7 ~-14,05 -21,26  -9.07 ' 13,88 25,24 45.72 .
26, dabalpur dabalpur {R.,P.0¥. 43,35  23.03 5105 1B, Jabalpur U.A. 38.73 19.63  50.48 -4,62  -3,40 0,37 ~10.66 14,76 ~0,72 27.90 28,14 50,07
toun group i : . . . : . o . - N )
27, filahabad Alianhabad ii.F.7 31,28 5.3 17.09 19, fAllahabad U.A, 20,49 4,59 2248 -10,86  ~0.76 539 -34,78° . -34.21 31,54 . 8,44 -17.77 26,07
town group o . ’ . : . - ) - R
28, Surat Surat {Gujarat) 28,47 B.55 30,02 20, Burat ULA, - 3.4 12,70 39.14 3.97 §,1% B 9._12 13,94 48,58 30.38 ' 159.41 99,00 74,44 .o
29, Patna (M.C.) Patna {Bihar) 39.77 S.16 12,99 21, Patna W4, ' 36,82 3.51 11.40 -8.95 -3 -1.59 -22,50  -15.98. -12,24 -1.28 .61 3.7
and Patli- . ’ .
putra Housing. ’ >
. «colony ' . . : ) )
10, Baroda Baroda {Bujarat) 41,72 14,75 28.1b ‘22. Vadedara 0.4, I6.84 11,05 28,46 -2.88 0,70 0,30 . -6.90  -5.96 - 1,07 45,85 - 48.29 | 99.29 .
3. Tiruchira- Tirurhi_rapal_li 36,78 3.67 9.99 23, Tiruchirapalli H.4,¥ 35.73 3.48 §.73 -1,08  -0.1% 0,26 " -85 -5.1B -2.40 ) . 75.87  BO0.A3 85,95 -
palli TR . . . N o ' y _ ' T v e ,
12, faritsar haritsar -{Punjab) - 36,16 _ i6, 48 28,16 24, Aeritsar U.A. ) 23.52 11,85 40.1% ~6.8 1,87 11,98 -19.25 16,40 42,54 57.52 10,3 15.%
33, Jadshedpur Singhbhaus (Bihar) 57.44. 32,67 - 56,88 - 25, Jamshedpur U.A.4 45,81 .46 46,38 S8 106 -10.50 -20.59 , -30.23  -18.48 ~0.0% 22,52 - 54,28
34, Ernakulas Ernakulas {Kerald) 33,13 ~ 2.45 7.99 26, Cochin U.A.% 19.22 n 15,34 ~13.91 1,07 11,39 -41.99 40,37 142,05 422,77 115,90 172.28
I5. Srinagar Srinagar (34K)° 445 051 - 10,9% 27, Srinagar U.A, 4,60 .86 .24 -0.03 {08 3.3 -1L.07  205.88 212,98 363,67  4B.14 50,63 -
36, Salea Salen (T.N.} 2,66 19 785 - 28, Sales H.A, ¢ 18,96 1.87 9.84 -7 w12 L% - --28,88 -6.03 32,08 o 58.15 < 19.73 68,35
37, Trivandrus  Trivandrus KOV R S T 55 29, Trivandrus - TBSE RH 2839 - 358 -7.00 1.00 -29.80 -26.70 4.47 COBeT 18397 6847 .
{Kerala) . - . '
IB. Bwaliar Bualiar N.P.} 31,51 17,94 56.94 30, fwalior U.A. 26,15 . 14,81 5b.64 =53 -343 T -0 -11.01 -17.45 . -0,53 16,31 16,91 40.88
3. tudhiana Ludhiana {Punjab} 49.27 0.5  21.49 .. 31, Ludhiana 4.A. 50,88 17.78  34.95 {:61 43 134

2,05 67.89  HL.6S 289.08 120,76 113,77




1581-71 Variation iN

19b3-71 Percentage IN

Browth Rates 1961-71 .

. Yariation
City/Town District/State Total  Inter-  Inter- City/lirban Agglose~ fotal Inter-  Inter- v]ntal Inter-  Inter- Total  Inter-  Inter- Inter Total  Kale
Broup pigrant  State State ration sigrant State State nigrant  State State sigrant ~ State State State sigrants popu-
1961 - ratio sigrant component 1971 ratio migrant cosponent. ratio sigrant rosponent ratio sigrant cosponent sigrants Jation
- ratio of sigr- ratio  of migr- ratio  of aig- ratic  of sig-
rants ants rants rants
“ 30, Sholapur Sholapur (Mah,) 3746 193 5LSS 32. Sholapur | 2.5 1213 4574 1053 <14 B9 <948 3705 -1 -25.82 -16.43 18,02
41. Uihasnagar  Thana (Mah.!} ki ‘!7.80 43,57 33, Ulhasnagar A% 52,73  23.5 39.91 i6.64 79 %66 46.[?9 .58 -19.49 933.07 " 1183.12  679.66
42. Bhopal town  Schore (H.P.) 5.4 BM 5.3 34, Bhopal U.A. 4$8.47 28,00 49,51 LT -4 -hB2 S5 -15.00 0 -12.41 54,23 7548 BL.52
3. a;;\?f Dharwar (Nysorei 36,89 6.58 18,92 38, Hubli-Dharwar 36,85 5.82.  15.79 0.0 -146 0 -3 =061 ~-16.62 ~16.54 89.98 127,64 {33.1%
14, Meerut town  Keerut {B.P.). SR FE 1 29.9 36, NMeerut U.4, 32,86 9.48 28,83 =545 -1.98 -1.07 -14,23  -17.28  -3.58 1D 15.7 3.8
1 N . N - N N
43, 3§Z\a-:ba- ) Visakhapatnas 41,99 8.5 15,30 37, Visakhapatnan U,h. - 45,7 B.19 - 1817 3.68 1.68 2,67 LYW 2481 17,23 181,24 114,32 99.72
atnaa {RaPad - ] . o
i, :y:,,,e Fysore (fysore} 30,51 SR 17,97 38. Mysore 3067 5.51 18,04 046 605 0,07 BB S TR R 42,9 42,38 4141
§7. ¥ijayawada  Krishma (A.F.) 81.77 3.89 6.29 39, Vijayawada .. 45,35 3.30 6,75 ~12,42 -0,59 0.46 -20.11  ~15.47, 7.31 29.87 20,88 51.30
48, Cajitut Kazhikode fKerala) 25,32 282 11§ " 40, Calicut® 15,47 1.40 9,08 C-9.8% -1.52 -2.4b -38.96  -52.85 -2i.32 -il.i6-  5.26 7218
55, pareiily Rareilly W.P.)  28.18 458 16,04 41, Bareilly U.4, 18.40 3.52 19,15 -4.78 0.6 Lif ‘ -20.62 -.15.79' 6,15 .10 -4.74  +20.00
own grog : . :
5, flodhp\g:r ’ Jodhpur Raj.} 22,41 5.37 © 24.B% 42, doghpur 1875 4,20 22,40 S3.66 -LIT -2.44 -16, 35 -28.60 -9.82 - 10,56 22,55 46.48
51, Rajkot Rajkot {Bujaratl 39,93 LA 7.20 43, Rajkot 37.78 360 8.33 -5 0,07 033 =538 -L.9 3.5¢9 53.35  48.11 56,52
52. Jullundur Juliundur  (Pun.} 42,45 .84 18.47 &4, Juliundur 36,27 ik91 32,85 -6.18 4,67 (14,38 -14,%  5{.91 77.86 148,38 39.67  $3.48
53, Koradabad Foradabag (U.P,) 17.29 2.72- 1871 45, Horadabad U.A, 13,41 §.37 9,53 -2.88  -LI3 -bB -16,66  -49.63 -39.34 =27.09 20,16 44,19 - |
54, Kasik Nasik {Kah.} 4.9 838 1379 46, Nasik U.A.% 45,24 8.41 18,11 ~2.05 1,63 §.32 - -4,43 25,55 3.3 172,37 107,40 116,95
55, Buntur Buntur. iA.F.) .93 27 5N 47. Guntur, ' 42,23 .53 5.98 BT B % TR 7 2 C-11,83 -T.eb . 473 72 INES T 4490
54, koihapur Kolhapur. (Mah,} - 39.87 i42 _“iﬁ.?_‘) 48, Kolhapur 4.4, 35,41 10,89 36.74. ~3.66 347 1978 -9,37 46,76 17974 107,09 27,9 . 40,26
57, Aimer hjeer {Raj.} B85 100 T 1NET 0 o 49 Ajeer A 25.43 9.67 35,63 -10,22 -3,08 21,68 ~28,67 -25.10 153,19 -7.20 -11.57  23.95
58, Ranchi Ranchi {Bihar} .68 4031 26.29 50. Ranthi d.A.% 4086 107 20,35 ~0,22  -0.48 .94 -6.54 -3.82  -3L32 103,25 110,25 111,43
59. Aiigarh Migarh P, 3256 I LI6 . . Si Aligarh 28,78 - 25 8.3 C=RTE O LE 48 11,61 144,23 122,98 28,5 19.24 34,9
4G, Durg town turg (U.%.) B.15  Bl.S2 B 72,24 - 52 ‘Durg Bhilai Nagar U.A.6B.45  44.46 64,91 C-ib.bE -17.06 0 -1.33 ~19.56  -21.70  ~i0.45 22,56 36,06 69,16
- grog | .
"8, Esania furdwen LB TLS 9889 3B.06 53, hsansol G4+ 24,08 12,87 5157 ~49.55  -5,22 1551 _ -61.33 -28.86 40,75 6,00 17.9  133.26
52, Gorakhpur gorakhpur (U.P.) - 43.55 - 6.5 1436 54, Borakhpur 8.4, 30.83 4.46 14,45 -i2.97 -LT9 <b.09 -29.21  -28.64 0,63 -6.14 . -8.73 BN
83, Jamnagar Jasnagar (uj.}  3BJ2 &3 21,28 53, Jamnagar U.A._ 26,78 5.3 19,94 -39 -1.20 7 -4 -12,82  -18.35 6,30 29,09 31,79 58,05
b4. Bhaynagar thavnagar (Buj.} 28.08 247 ‘i.?l 55«. ?havnagar .5, 24,48 258 10,32 -3.6 0 0,14 0.81 -12,82  -5.24 8.52 23,96 14,25 .05
¢5. Saharanpur  Sharanpur (B.F.) 24,08 [ I K] 57, Saharanpur R 464 18,30 .30 -1.58 -7.8 5.0 -25.16 -26.%0 -5.98 2,25 25.49




196§-71 Yariation IN 1961-71 Percentage IN ' Erowth Rates §961-71

City/Tonn DistrictdState jotai Inter-  Inter- City/Urban Agglome- Total Inter- Inter- Total inter-  Inter- Total Inter-  Inter- Inter Total ¥aie
Broup eigrant  State State - ration - migrant  State State pigrant  State State sigrant’  State State State wmigrante  popu- -
1961 . ratio sigrant cosponent 1974 ratio sigrant component ratio sigrant coeponent ratio aigrant component sigrants 1ation
. ratio of sigr- ratie  of sigr- | ratio  of aig- ratie  of sig-
_ rants - ’ ants rants ’ rants
bb. Mangaiore South Keaara 34,97 12,08 34,38 58. Mangalore U.A.¢ 32,100 1107 34,49 -2,87 0.9 .11 -8.21 -7.58 032 8.8 37,67 5000
{Hysore? : : - C L
57, Beigava town felgaws fysore)  3S.82  1L93 3L 39, Belgaus U.A.° 19,60 11,30 25,59 -20,22  -0.63  -11.91 -56.45. -5.268 -35.55 40.72 117,02 #8.56
grovp ) o . ) -
68, Kota - gota (Rajasthan) 44,33 (3.4 .12 - 80, Kota 45,45  I5.B1 34,81 1.16 2,39 4.49 2,62  17.78  14.Bf 118,36 90,21 BL3B
69, -Eitaner - Rikaner §Raj.} 1.2 4,87 22.56 81, Bikaner U.4, . 17.97 5.6 - .11 -3.2% 0.18 5.15 ~15,26, 3.68 22,43 47,30 20,39 42,09
760, Hijain tijjain W.P.) 3.8 14,25 35,78 62, Uijain U.A, -39 9.92. 31,66 7,86 -4,33 -4,78 -15.66 -30,39 -13.36 2,98 i8.87 48,02
71, Warangai Varangad (R.P.) 27.84 2,08 7.45 b3, Warangal i 26,56 1,72 7.4 TR 03 6.8 -11.99  -17.31 =510 10,50 17,10 35.07
72, Thana Thana {%h.} 68,03 ~ 20,13 35,06 64, Thana U4, 68,68  Zi,70 31,59 8,65 0,577 0% 6.93 2,70 1.7 116,77 113,12 114
73, Raipur Raipur @5.F.) 54,82 26,55 45,86 b5, Raipur .9, % 4745 .45 4731 -5.57 -2.5 1.45 -12.81  ~10,02 3. 38,30 3408 | 5575
74, Guttax uttak #rissa) 35,02 472 1L, 66, Cuttak .4, 409 8.6 15,85 .07 3.44 .38 17.33 72,88 47.3 139,37 62,31 18.41
75, fehra Dun Jetra B (0.P.) 42,83 1447 3578 ] 67.-Dehra Dun .4, % §7.80 . 1308 27,37 95 -L3I -bdl 11,55 -9.61 -18,97 26,79 5B.94  42.%
" Town group ! : : :
. 7. bashati Kasrup $Hssan) 57.46  ZL75 366D 68, Bauhati H.4.% 57,13 2,08 3B.85 -2.33 0,29 7,00 Co-L92 1,33 5,46 8360 7484 81,23 -
77, dhansi Toan  dhansi &P 37.68  1B.00 47,53 b9, dhansi LA 0.5 9.4 31 -10,37 -B.B9 -14.42 =273 -49.39  -30.33 -40.83  -15.07  17.49
group . . . C . . :
78, Amravati heravais (Mah.) 48,52 7.86 16,20 70, fsrawati 43,06 6,96 11.52 -5.46 2,90 4,68 ~11.25  -36.89° -28.68 -10,28 26,20 42.20
79, Kalegaon Hasik Tah,) .15 105 IR 71, Halegaon 33,56 iz 22 -16,5  -L# -7 : -23,98  -32.57 -11.32 5.08  1B.49  §5.9¢
@0, Rajehaundry FEast Befawari . 43,00 2.85 6.63 T2, Rajamundry U.4.4 3.1 2.60 5.94 071 -0.28 - -0.e9 C16ST -8.77 10,40 .84 49.29 4684
in.p.) ’ : S : ST T
Bf, Tutitorin Tirunedwrely (T.N.} 41,74 2,07 3,95 i3, Tuticorin U.4.e . 5,06 3,28 -3.50 =L LT -22,78  ~48,79 -33.73 ~26.87 10,45 43,08
town group . ’ ) _ _ o
82, bays Baya Mhar) 30, b0 .55 1180 74, Baya 24,66 2,03 8,30 -5.94 -1,50. -3.30 -19.41  ~42,25 -28.44 -30.36  -2,6 20,75
23, Veiiore town North Fest (TR 29.75 53 164 ~ 75, Veilore U.g. % 30,96 4,55 14,85 1,13 0,29 0.3 . .86 5,74 2,69 58,15 34,00  46.28
" growp - e . ' o S ‘
B4, Bhagaipur fhagalpe Bitar) 23,92 305 1,93 7é. Bhagalpur 21,29 2,26 9.56 -4,63  -=0,89  -1.97 ~{7.86 -26.80 -16,5% -14,86 2,05 24.2%
85, hkela T akoda $ah.) 50,55 9.84  19.8b 77, Akoia §3.45 5.7 1L <700 -4 -4,27 -14,04  -4L.76 32,21 ~14,06 26,85 41,57
"B, danmu Janmsy &G - 49,77 6.52 3.1 78, Jdasnu U.A, 3.9 IS tALE -12.58 0.62 609 7 -15727 9.50 4448 715200 15,58 8G.00
B7. Kakinada fast Bndavari 35.28 .78 4,54 79, Kakinada 36,37 {.80 4,95 -2,98 6,02 0.41 - -7.40 i.42 9.03 4.8 2348 WM
#.F)
B8, Raspur Ragpur &,7.) LT 2,06 17.46 B0, Rampur 10.23 2,57  25.15 ~1,65 0,51 7.6% -13,25 28,75 44,04 49.93 4,06 2,00
- . N




1961-71 Variation IN 1941-71 Percentage I

Browth Rstes 196171

{Hasuii-
patanas)

{Bandar )

Variation
City/Tonn District/State Totai  Inter-  inter- City/Urban Agglome- Total lInter- - Inter- Total  Inter-  Inter- Total  Inter-  inter- Inter Totali  Male
Broup aigrant  State State ration sigrant State State pigrant  State State pigrant ~ State State State smigrants popu-
1961 ratio aigrant coaposent 1971 ratio migrant cosponent ratio migrant coaponent ratio migrant cosponent pigrants lation
© ratio of Bigr- ratio of sigr- ratioc  of sig- ratio  of sig-
_ T
89. Udaipur tidaipur (Raj,} - -30.39 5.57  18.45 81, Udaipur 26,9 4,34 16,22 C =360 126 -3 -11.92  -22.62 -12.08 15.69 31,59 49.41
90, Kharagpur Eignapore {K.B.)  37.84 16.98 45,34 B2, Kharagpur 30. 99 18.78 60,61 -6.43 i.B0 15.25 -17.22 10,60 33,64 16,75 -12.62 3,57
91, Aliespey Alieppey (Keraiad 21,78 1,63 6.85 83, Alieppey 15,68 0.57 6,20 -8.16 0,60 -0L65 -34.06 40,49 -9.48 SILIB -24.60 15,30
52, Sagar town  Sager {K.P.} 31.86 9.44 29,62 84, Sagar U.A, 32,36 ftob - 33,00 0,44 .22 538 1.38 12,92 11.4¢ 72,78 3Lt B2LY7
or oup .
93.'9at§an patiala (Panjab) 48,17 12,72 26,8 85, Patiala .h, 41,5 IRT0 32560 C-6.27 098 b.1S -0 LI 2328 4378 16,62 3410
94, hhpacnagar ~ Ahmadnagar (Mah,) 41,98 10.Bb ~ 25.88 86, Ahsadnagar U.A. ¥ 45,95 12,98 3,23 - =0.43 7.12 3,35 -1.02 19.92 © 26.87 55.85  Z8.9¢  W.B
95, Shahjahanpur Shahjahanpur 22,25 .36 10,60 87, Shahjahanpur .4, 16,027 1.42 8.43 -6,22  -0,34 -1.17 -27.9b  -35.83 -I0.47 -24,70  -9.66 25,43
toen group (BB ) ; o ,
96, Burdwan Burdwan (W.E.) 42,91 15,60 36,35 88, Burdwan " . 22,84 5.92 - 30,30 -2,07 -BB§ -6.08 -§6,77 -3D.64 - ~1b.64 -31,90  -29,83  3L.B4
37, Nager':'nil ~ Kanyarumari {7.N.J 25.41 4,09 15,4 89, Nagereoil 23,82 §.10 17,20 ~2.5§ 0.0 - LT -5.80 } 0.24 {1.18 3L 20,14 3528
§8. Thanjavur Thandavur (100 37.57 2,74 5,92 50, Thanjavur 31,96 1,73 8,09 -3, 6% -0, 51 -0,86 ~9.6 -20.76 -14.45 -2,23 14,26 26.40
9. Nathura town Hathura (U.F.) 32,47 8.88  77.41 9i. Hathura U.A, 23,57 6.37 26,56 ~6.20 -2.§1 -1.09 -25.48  -26.26  -3.80 -16.59 -1L.3 L 16,36
rou . . .
) !GO?Kunmei surnoot {A.P.) 3b.64 3.69 16,62 32, Kurnoo) 31,358 2.98 9,51 -5.28 0,917 -Lif -14.43  -23.39  -10.45 =32 15,48 .92
101.Neiiore kellore (AP} 4i.07 7.3 17,87 93, Neliore 38,62 5.75 14,86 ~2.45 -1 -2.99 ~5.96  -25.66 ~16.T3 =3.02 16,49 23.87
102, barbhanga Darbhanga (Bihar) 28,81  2.06 1.16 94, Dharbhanga 32.93 1.0 4,58 §,12  -0.87 -2.58 14,30 -597  -36.03 -35.44 - 0,87 "UL83
103, Elary ¥est Bodawari AP} 3B, 93 1.33 3.4 55, Elaru 36,98 1.19 3,23 -1.95  -0.14 -0 1B -5.00 -10.32 ~5.27 5.60  11.40 17.28
‘104, Suzatfarpur  Bmafiarpur (Bihl 4B.4b 4,62 3.5 96, Muzaffarpur 45,23 3.85 9,34 -7.24 -0,77 0,19 -$4.87  -1s.66 . -1.99 -17.83  -16.46 16,42
105.Koiar Bold  Kalar (Mysorej 28.89 22,06 76,37 97, Kelar Bold Fields#  25.92 16,47 64,53 =337 58 -il.84 -1i.66 20,33 1550 -37.89  -~24.45  -15.79
Fields .
0. Nirzapur-con Hirzapur (9.0 2675 75 M 98, Hirzapur-cun 12,60 LB 9,35 -1b.th ~0,57 0.01 56,83 -3.5F 010 -7, 27,920 9,38
~yindhyathal - - ~Vinghyachai ™ . . . .
107.fabala Caott dcbala (Punjab)  53.30 26,00 45.02 99, habala Cantt. 43,038 25, 72,37 ~12,05 68 2335 -22.69 14,13 47.63 17.72 20,27 L1
8. Bandar . T Frishm (AP0 3278 LTI 5.9 160, Machiiipatnaa .63 2,90 785 -0.55 -9 23594~ <379 -45.18 S4.25 302 i3S

oo




Notes: 1. Figures of sigrants in U.A,s of {971 are not mecessarily coaparabie to the corresponding figures for city/towngroup of i961, However, the figures for ali the Ciass I urban
units of 1961 which are included in any 197( U.A. are shown against.the iatter, .

. ) % . - .

2. The 1971 census tabulated the data for eigrants to cities/U.A.s by POLR only, whereas for 1961 the dats are availabie by P0B aione, However, the 1971 data on aigration ?n wrban
_areas, at district Jevel, are available both by POB and by FOLR, The ratio of difference, of the aigration figures by the two ropcepts (POB-POLRY, to the sigratien fiqure by -
POLR [i.e,, ®O8-FOLR/POLR} jqdicates the estent of adjustment necessary in data by PGLR to sake thes coapecable.to data by POR, The positive value of this afjustesat factor
will inflate and the negative value will deflate the sigrant figures by POLR to equate thea to the sigrant figure by POR. The adjustment factor was caiculated, separately ror
inter-State and total migrants to urban arpas, for each distict. The adjustsent factor calculated for a distirct was applied to adjust data for the city/U.A. coaing under that
district, in case of U.A.s of Calcuita and #adras invelving dore than one district sach, a combined weighted average of the adjustment factors of aii the districts, in the -
territory of which the U.A, falls, was calculated, weightage given in proportion to the sale population of the U.A, coming under a district. :

3. The population treated here does not indicate actual population i town/€own group/U.A, because of exciusion of persons with (i) unrecorded R/U ciassification of PGNPQRr {il
unclassifiabie POB/POLR {iii) POR/POLR outside india. Moreover. 1961 finures exrlude persons with unstated duration of resifence and 1971 census uses unifora sabtighicity of 3
for estimation.

%, Not Cosparable .
- «w

a flarginaliy below comparabiiity criterion,

Source {. Census of India, 1941, Migration Tables: INDIA, Voi.i, Pt. II-Cliii},

2. Census of India, 1971, Migration Tables: INGIA, Ser. I; India Pt.II-D(i),

3. Census of India, 1971, Migration Tables, Part {I-D(i) (Voluae_s for the States (o shich the Class I cities belongi.

i, JAitra, dsok, 1960, Popuiation and Area of Cities, Towns and Urban fAggloseration (1962-1971), An ICSSR JNU Study, Bosbay, Allied.
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1fifst and second_poéifions respectively, whereas all
;othefs improve theif respective rank positions., Agra

is the 11th lowest migration city at both times. Mirzapur-
cum-ﬁinthachalp(166), Varanaéi (24). and Belgaum (67)

are £he three cities which experienced a big erosion
of'aféund 50% in their levels of migration and earned

the status of being.ahdngbthe ten cities wifh lowest

» 1 s
migration ratios.

Bhagalpur {84) also ekperienced a decline in
migrétion ratio but it was not enough to keep it in
' the éategory of the lowest, However, the actual level
of migration given by the migration ratio, deteriorated

in 1971 for all the top ten as well as for the lowest

ten, '

Inter-state Migrant Ratio:

'MOSt of ‘the cities have long-distance migration
levels in them which are lower than the corresponding
all India level of long-distance migration iﬁ urban male
population ﬁoth for 1961 and 1971. For majority of the
cities, 74 out of 100 to be exact, the 1971 levels of
inter-state migration were lower than their réspective
1961 ‘levels {(Figures 2.7 and 2,8)., Among the top ten,
seven cities - Durg (60); Delhi (10), Greater Bombay
{9), Bhopal (42), ambala Cantt (107), 'B"angalor‘e (15)

and Thana (72) are common”at both times. Indore (25),

\
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Sholapur {40), and Jhansi (77) were among the top ten
only in 1961 whereas Kharagpur {90), Ludhiana (395,
and Kolar Gold Fields (105) were among the highest in
197150n1y. The three cities which are not upto the -
criterion of temporal comparability but still have the
highest levels of long-distance migration are Jamshedpur

{33)[ Raipur {73), and Jabalpur (26).

Similarly aﬁong ten cities with the lowest inter-
stafé migration ratio_se&en~occur éonsistently at both
the times, These are: Srinagar (35), Eluru (103),
Alleﬁpy {91), Bandér'(108), Mir zapur-cum-Vindhyachal
(106), Gaya (81) and Darbhanga (102), Aligarh (59) and
Kakinada (87) ifi 1961 and Moradabad (53) and Warangal
(71) 'in 1971, were améng the lowest, Two cities which
occir consistently for both the times as the lowest,
but which are not in the category of comparability, are

Madurai {21) and Salem (36).

~

%The fact whiéh emefge; from the above discussion
is that the five cities of Durg, Delhi, Thana, Greater
Bombéy, and Bhopal are among the top ten w.r.t. migrant
fatid as Wwell as inter-state migrant ratio for both the
points of time under consideration, ' Moreover, Srinagar
is the only ciﬁy‘which has the lowest levels of migration
by'béth the measures, at both the-points. It is interes-

ting to mention Vijayawada, one of the highest wr.t.



62

migrant—fatio, around 60% and 50% of whose male popu-
latidn iﬁ 1961 and 1971 were migrants, has inter-state
migrant ratio as low as 4% and 3%'resbective1y. In the
sameﬁStyle, the cities which have.the lowest inter-state
migrétiohvratio at both times, namely, Elaru, - Bandar,
Gaya ‘and Darbhanga have migration levels almost equal

to the all india urban. Agra, Jédhpur and’Bikaner‘are
éﬁong the cities with half the all India level w.r.t.

" migrant-ratio and inter-state migrant ratio both.

;One-significanﬁ fact about the spatial pattern
‘of_migration of cities is that those with the highest
le&els w.,r.t., both indicators are either in the developed
staté (e.g.‘Delhi, Thana, Bombay) or are the industrial
centres of otherwise backward states (e.g. Durg, Bhopal).
Out of the eight cities, with lowest migration ratios
at both times, five are located in Uttar Pradesh, twd
in Réjasthan and one in tbe Jammu & Kashmir - a3ll in
relatively béckward states, ’Similérly,-of the six
citiés with the consistenﬁly iowest inter-state migranﬁ:gy)
ratio at two times, two each are from Bihar and Andhra

- pradesh, one each from Uttar Pradesh and Kerala,

]
i

Temporal Changes in migration
levels of cities:

‘The two-third majority of the cities followed

"the trend of decline. However, 23 cities recorded
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increasihg @;r.t; migration ratio and 26 cities w.r.t,
inter-~state migration fatio.' Surat (28), Ludhiana
(39), Ulhésgagar (41), Vishakhapatnam (45), Kota (68),
| Thané (72), Cuttack (74), Sagar (92), and Mysore (46)
were the only nine cities which registered increase
w.f.ﬁ. both ratios;_ Surat and Ulhasnagar recorded
the highest increases in both the ratios, Ludhiana
recorded highest increase w.r.t. inter-stéte migration
ratio and the lowest increase w.r.t. migration-ratio.
Surat also recorded higher increase in inter-state
migration ratio tﬁan the same in the total migrant
ratics. One thingKCOmmon to all of these nine is that
theyvhéve'comparatively higher levels of migration
" in their male,popuiqtion, one of them, namely,

Than€, being one of ?he highest w.r.t, both the ratios.

Kanpur, Varanasi, .Allahabad, Jamshedpur, Vijayawada,
Ajmer, Durg-Bhillainagaf, Jhansi are those which expe-
rienced decline of highest order w.r.t, migration

ratio as well as their inter-state migration ratio.

AA look at the distribution of inter-state compo-
nent 6f migration for the cities, shows that those of
the cities having highest and lowest inter-state
migration ratio, also behave in the same manner w.r,.t,

inter-state component.,
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Growth of Long-distance male migrant,
total male migrants and male population:

'Fifty five out of the hundred cities, exper ienced
growth of their male population which was higher than'
the‘q:oﬁth of urban poﬁulation for india as'a\whole.
Ludhiaﬁg, Vishakhapatnam, and fhane registered around
100% gréwth. Oniy a few, namely, Sholapur, Kharagpur,
Alleppey, Jhansi; Mirzapur—cum-Vindhyachal and Ambala

experienced less than 20% growth in the male population.

-EOnly in six cities-namely'aelgaum (67), Kota (68),
Thane (72), Sagar (92), and Bandar (108) the growth of
migrants was greater than the growth of male population.
.In all other cities growth of male migfants was less
lthan§£he\growth of male population. 1In facf,'there
were-zoléitiés where the growth of migrants was negative,
meaning thereby that thé absolute number of male migrants
in them in 1971 was lower than the number_iﬁ 1961, 1In
14 out of these 20 cities_the magnitude of inter-state
migrants also declined. The cities wifh the highest
negative growth in total as well as long-distance migration
were Varanasi, Alleppey, Bandar, Kolar Gold Fields, |
Mirzabur-cum-Vindhyachai,”whefe in each of them the
number of migrants of both caiegories fell by a quafter.
Ajmer (57), Mathura (99)'and Gor akhpur (622;}registered
'moderate declines in both. Agra (23), Jhansi (77),

Gaya (82), Shahjahanpur (95), experienced higher rate

Fn
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of decline in the number of intér—state male migrants

than in the number of total male migrants.

d&amshedpur (33), Moradabad (53), Tuticofim (81)
and éhagalpur (84) are the four cities which had
posiéive growth of migrants but the number of inter-
staté.migrants in them declined., On the other hand,
there were 6 cities where inter—state migrants were
growing but the number of total male migrants was
deélining.‘,They are Kanpur (16), Lucknow (19), Allahabad
(27), Ba:eilly'(49), Kharagpurl(9é) and Ambala Cantt
2107).' Most  of the cities w@éné ﬁﬁe absélute number
6f»iﬁtéf-state and total migrants was falling were in
the relatively backward states of Uttar éradesh, Bihar,

Rajasthan and Madhya Pradesh.

) Mi§r§tion in Metropolitan Cities: : - R
l ,Tablé II;li gives the migration situation in the
metropolitan ¢ities. Figures 2.9 and 2.10 portray the
lateét migrant ratios and inter-state miérant ratios,

respecti&ely.

tBombay, Delhi and Pune stood first, second and
th@rd@%@.r.t.“male migrant rétio cons istently for all
the three points of time. Delhi had the highest inter-
stat€ migrant ratio fOllowed b§ Bombay, Pune was 6th
w.r.t. inter-state migrant level in its male populatioh

at all times, "For the third place in this respect
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! . TABLE fI.11 ) ,
' ‘ ‘ : RATES .~ 1961 - 1971 - 1%81
4 3 E AND TOTAL LIFETIME MAL.E MIGRANTS IN METROPOLISES OF INDIA AND GROWYH RATE ; .
PERCENTAGE OF INTERSTAT _ ‘

Inter-State Total . * Inter-state Migrants  Gromth-rates
! ’ : . as % oi Total migramts of iater-State
. »igrants
1961 —_— 1961 1974 1561 1951 1971 1981 1561 1571 1961 §98L-71 1371-81
City/TosnGrowth District/State [nter Total [nter-5tate City/U.Ap - District/State ) )
{19613 . State N Component- (1971-19841} . . o . . .
1, Calcutta Calcutta (W.B.) 36,08 49,16 3y {. Calcutta U.A, Calcutta, Twenty, - N.A. 15.71 i7.23 CHLAL LD 27010 26404 LA 57.77 54,59 3.85 47.98
2, Howrah Howrah (H.B.} 13,47 531.78 64,50 R Four Pargnas, Hoagly . }
3. Scuth Subarban Twenty Four . Howrah, Nadia.(W.B.) ) .
Parganas {W.8.) 12.70 44,13 w77 ~ N ,
§, Bhatpara Twenty Four
- Parganas (W.B.) 50.19 83,17 79.45 - ) . .
5. South Dun-Dum Trenty Four . . _ .
~ Parganas (W.R.) 17,97 52.90 T2 - B . - . . -
&, Kamarhata Twenty Four -
- - Parganas (4.8.) 29.15 19,056 59.41
7. Barden Reach Twenty Four . .
- Parganas (W.R.) N2 46.59 54,83
8. Baranagar R Twenty Four .
. . Parganas (W.B.} 23.10 51.58 44,79 . . . )
9. Breater Bomaby . Greater Bombay (Hah.} 2. Greater Bombay  Gearter Bosbay(Mah.) 37.52 3319 3104 b6.5¢ .59.85 &§3.67 56,03 55.47 57.82 27.5% 8.5
10, Dethi Mynicipal 'Corp.  TDelhi (Deihi) 47.76 5334 89,54 3. Deihi U.A. eihi (Delhi) L NGA. 42,55 4%.4s Hoh 6,75 43.12 N.A. 90.94 87,60 85,31 3.03
11, Hew Delhi felhi (Delhi) 70.19 74.51 93,20 . . - . . .
12, Madras Madras (Madras) 4. kadras U.A, Madras, Chengleput 10.84 9.93 7,51 37,08 33.25 29.23 24.89 22,40 53.65 .18
X (Tanil Nadu}
- 13, Bangalere © and " | Bangalore (Maysore) §. Bangalore U.A.  Bangalor {(Karnataka)  21.45 17,82 16.28 - 81,33 38,35 37.15 3i.51 44,35 43,52 21,05, 67.92
Town Toard Area S . ] R
14, tiydrabad Hyderabad (A4.P.) . : R -b. Hyderabad U.A.  Hyderabad,Rangareddy 8.57 g 10 5.19 -25.55 1354 18,88 5.72 34,40 27.8¢0 100, 88 -39
. {anghra Pradesh) . .
{5, Ahmedabad . Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 7. Ahaedabad ¥.4.  Ahmedabad (Gujarat) -  17.47F 15,51 13.64 51,20 43,39 36.43 33:i2 32.72 27.50
16. Kanpur Town 6roup Faapur (U.P) 8. ianpur U.A, Kanpur {U.P.) 5,54 $.71 - 3,31 47.39 39,86 27.40 11,54 12,73 -10.24
17, foona Foona (Mah.) . 9. Pune U.A. Pune Maharashtra . 12,63 14,59 | FUN-3 I §0.05 46,63 46.30 25.22 30,48
18. Nagpur Nagpur {Mah.) . : ’ 16. Nagour U.A. Hagpur {Maharashtra 13,88 9.22  10.5% 33.23 34.45. I1.50 389 ~1.b0
19. tucknow Jown Broup Lucknow (U.P.} i 11, Lucknow .4, Lucknow (U.P.} 6.34 5.8% 3.9 40,83 32,34 25,43 15.32 15.25
20, Jaiour ) datpyr {Rajastan) 12. Jaipur Y,A, Jaipur tRajastan) 7.2 6.66 7.48 29 27.00 29,88 73,33 53,31
l 1
* 1971 and {981 figures are not comparabie with the corresponding figures for 1961, Alsc, 1961-71 gramth rate not .
cosparabie with [971-81 growth rates.
a Marginaiiy below coeparablity criterion ) . g
N.A. Not Available . : ’ -

aQ

Note: i.The U,A’s of Calcutta and Deihi have aore than one class § urban wnits esch as their 1961 counter-parts, The

1961 figures.for the iatter have been shown separately. .

2,The 1971 and 1981 censuses tabuiated the data for aigrants to cities/U.A's by POLR only, whereas for 1381 L
aigration figures are available by POB aione. Nowever, for 1971 and 1381, the district jevel data on =igration T oo . =
to urban areas are avaiable both by POR and FOLR. The ratio of difference, of the *igration figures by the two
concepts (POR - POLR), to the migration figure by POLR (i.e. POB-POLA/POLA) indicateg the extent of a adjust- . -
aent  necessary in data by POLR to make them cosparabie to data by POB. The positi,e value of this adjustnent
facter will inflate and the negative value of it will deflate the nigramt tigures by POLR, to equate thea to
sigrant figure by POB. The adjustment factor was calculated, separately for inter ;tate and total oigrants to
urban areas, for each district, The adjustoent factor calculated fora district was applied to adjust data for
the city/U.n. coring under that district, In case of the U.A.s of Calcutta, Hadras 3yd Hydrabad, involving amore
then one district each, a combined weighted avarage of the adjustaent factors of all the distrijcts, in the ter-
ritories of which a particuiar U.A. folls, was calculated, weights to the maie POulation of the U.A, cosing
under a districts.

3.The population treated bere dees not indictale the actual population of town/town 9roup /U, A, because (a) for all
three censuses those with POR/POLR cutside India have been excluded, (bl 1961 and .97 censuses exclude sales
whose R/U classicfication of POR way not reported, (c) returns with unclassifiable FQB were excluded from 1951
figures and those with unclassifiable POLR from 1971 fiqures, and {d) 1051 figures syclude those with unstated
duration of residence. MHoreover, the opposite of Ib) and (c) hoids for 198§ figures, while 1981 figures in-
cludes those with unstated duration of residence. This limitation on comparability hawsgever seall, resains

Source :}. Census of India, 1961, Migratien Fabies : [MDIA, Vol.1, PL. JI-C {iii).
2. Census of India, (971, Higration Tables : INDIA, Ser. i; India Pt. [I-D (i)
3. Census of .India, 1971, Kigration Tables, Part 11-D (i} (Voiunes for the States to which the Class | Cities
belong).

4. Census of India, 1981, Migration Tables, Part ¥ - & & B, {Unpublished Volumes for the states to which the
wetropolises belong), - :
S.

Mitra, Ashok, 1960, Population and Arpa of Cities, Towns and Urban Aqgloaeratinn_t1952-197x),'An ICSSR JNU
,Study, Bomday, Allied. :
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Bangalore and Calcutta have neck-to-neck competition.

.The lowest migrant-ratio was recorded by Hyderabad
for éll the three time points, foliowed by Jaipur in
1961 and 1971 and by Lucknow in 1983. The thirdvlowest.
'was:éalcutta. With regard to inter—stateAmigrant-
ratio Hyderabad was the third lowest and Luéknqw was
the éecond lowest ‘for all time points covered in the
studf. Kanpur held the distinction of haﬁing the
lowest level of long-distance migration in its male
population throughoutithe'study period., The migration
ratio for all the cities declinéd cont inuously through-
out the study period except that Delhi U.A.vand’Jaipur
U.A. ‘have small increase in 1971-81; Highest decline
is‘recordea by Kanpur U.A.,.Lucknow Y.A. and Ahmedabad
U.A.  For most of the cities, the decline during 1961-71

is ‘more than the same during 1971-81,

tAs regards the inter-state migration ratio, the
1981 levels for all cities are lower than corresponding
1961 levels except that Jaipur U.A. experienced an
increase over time in this respéct.

Growth rates of male migrants
and male population:

aAll metropolitan cities except Kanpur and Lucknow
had higher than the all India rate of grqwth of urban male

pOpuiation as well as male migrants in 19%1-71. During
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fhe néxt decade, however, all except Delhi, Bangaiore,,
Pune and Jaipur had growth éf~£heir male population as
well as érowth of male migrants which was significantly
lower than the corresponding all India levels., 1In fact,
the two of them, the laggards aince 1961~71 decade,
namely Kanpur»and'Lucknow, experienced a decliﬁe in the
number of inter-state and total male migrants, and their'
»malefpopulation growth was half the same for the all

1

India urban male popdlatién.

vIt can be said thatlfhevmetropolitan cities with
high;levels df ﬁiérétion’and high growth of male migrants
and ﬁale population, namely, @reater Bémbay, Delhi; and
Bangélore belong'to‘relativély'develéped parts of the
country whereas those with low and fast declining levels
of migration in their population, experiencing low growth
' éf méle migrants and male population like Kanpur and
Lucknowvbeloné to the relatively baékward state of Uttar

Pr ade sh,
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CHAPTER TII

SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONTEXT OF
MIGRATION IN INDIA

" INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT

The purpose of this chapter is to look at the broad
contours of the Indian economy in an attempt to under-
sténd the complexity of spatial and temporal variations
in migration and urbanisatien in India which we observed
in the,earlier cﬁapter. The level and sectoral structure
of income, the pressure on Iand,’the,labour productivity
~and land productivity in agricultufe and the development
~of ifrigation>in each staée_were examined., It is followed
by a;discussibn‘onlmale employment in non-household manu-~
'factdring and tné ratES_Qf male uneémployment apé—the
#a£66;eé—m§$e—unemp%eymeﬁ%-in the rural and urban areas
sepafately for all states., Apart ffom these variables
relaﬁing to income and employment structure, some other
variables like road length per 100‘square kilometres,
hospitals per lakh of population, per capita expenditure
oﬁ education‘were also considered. The per capita
expenditure on education in rural areas was compared
with the same for total population., The regional
dimeﬁsion of the economy and the changes occurring in

it oﬁer time have,been analyséd, and the rural-urban
différentials discﬁésed, wherever it was possible and

relevant, The idea in doing so, is't@ explore the
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 TABLE III. 1
vLevels of Inter-State. Dlsparlty in Varlous

' 50010_ngn1971 {ggicators
Year ‘ . ) . Uoefficient of Variation¥
Indicator . - - S & 1971 T9BT
Pergentage of male" ' ‘ ; 127780 1102877940

‘Wworkers in non- household manu-
facturing (Xz2s5) )

Percentaf of urban male . 730.39 32.79 ° 27.6
n . .

workers non-household manu-

facturing (X2e) . . _ o o _

Average area under agri- 33.73 46.50 50.90
culture per worker (Hectare)

(X27) {( i iy v
Average agrlcultural outﬁ - ' 26.31 61.62 74.33
per. worker (In Rupees) (Xz8) : :

Avefgge agﬁécu%tur?l(k~ ) ' -.35.84 34.62 56.29

ie s ectare 29

.gercentage of area under ' 58.25 66.77 72.20
irrigation (Xao) ) . ‘ : :

Average ger capita o ’ 34.68 34.27 39.86

Income _ . . ) ' .

Share of Erlmary sector . 29.39 31.33° 34.30
in DP a constant prices (X3z2) - A

Share of secondary sector ' : 42.60 33.986 29.39
NSDP at constant price (X33) . . o

»Share of tertiary sector ' . 31.72 37.86 35.36
in NSDP at constant prices (Xsza)

Road. length per 100 , o 15.89 74.16 196.62
8q. kms. (X3s) :

Per_capital expenditure - 83.63 90.00 38.78
on Educatlon (?n Rs.)(X3s) .

Per capita expenditure on - 109.43 96.14 N.A.
edn. rural areas (Rupees) (X37) : )

Hospitals per lakh S 36.60 56.83 60.59
population (Xass) .

1972-73 1977-78 - 1983

. Rate of male_unemploy- 53.97 58.65 6£1.29
ment in rurgl areas

Rate of Male unemploy- . 48.92 61.74  50.03

ment in urban areas

* Based on 15 States Comparable over time.
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'The States with the higheet per capita income
leveis at all points of study period are Delhi, Mahara-
shtra, West Bengal, Gujaret and Punjab'amd those with
" the lowest levels of it are Manipur, Bihar, Orissa,
Madhya Pradesh and Uttar Pradesh (Table IIT.2). It
can generally be said that the ‘States with high P.C.I.
have high levels of migration in their male population
and those with low levels of P.C.I., low levels of
migrétion»in them. Aitbéngh the rural-urban, short-
disténce and loné-distance migration proportions will
have‘significant regicenal Variations.v Migratioﬂ in
ub%aﬂ areas (X;) is more strongly pos itively correlated
with pP.C.I. ievéls than‘the migratidn in rural areas
.(Xz)fis with the P.C.I.4 But the coefficient of cor-
fél%ﬁion of inter-state migration in rural areas (Xs)
with:P.C.I. is slightly higher than the some of inter-
state migration in urban areas (Xé) with the P.C.I.

The per capita income level is more negatively related
Withjxs and Xé. Long-distance‘migration hes high cor-
relation and ‘short-distance migration has moderately

negative correlation with income levels, This means

4. Mention of the correlations in the chapter

' has been made only of those coefficients that
are statistically significant at /5 per cent
level, unless otherwigse specified The. (113x113)
correlation coefficient matrlx is given in
Appendix II.
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Fercapilta lncons and Share uf Frimarvy,
Secundary and Tertiary Seclors in M.S.D.P.,

statesiiy TR idy,0 Primaryilss! Iéecmﬁa:'y()’.u} Teftiar)' 134} »
Tl o Themt o wmed e BT T TR T TR T TR T}

i. Badhra Pra 18,16 27,56 3474
2. fesaw 13,19 721,04 25.08
3. Biher 2T 31,18 24,92
4. Bujerat .50 2710 3245 - 31.75
- 5, Haryana - LS50 19.56 Hoh. 28.08
5. Hizachsl 7radesh 50 1637 KA 79,68
7o deene b Keshrir o0 . 1 5 18,63 1 23.b¢ 30,50
3. Kernatele ¢ &LAD 49,4} 1546 18,36 2051 23.44 28.69
9. werala 55.58 40,32 15.24 16,32 - 15,81 %.18 39.87
1. hadhva Pradesh- 57,34 - 36,462 10,94 14,73 i8.83 19.54 T 26,53
1. Haherashlra 4i.E4: 27,63 14.42 34,19 35.25 . 3074 37.12
12, Hanipur 55,47 A 10,28 8.3% 8.3 3483 32,58
Bncqa ? 2 &9, 58 CLI VD T S 1 OV A V38 ¥ A A N 1) 2.2
) i1t ' 49.80 1583 1530 36,3 32.89
2? 338 5,30 1378 1387 .7t 32,73
-3 (23 77,59 17,35 28,12 36,42 . 18,60
2 i £23.60 §0.20 571 7.9% iy M.
2 8 319,04 54,66 1057 1893 23,71 26,35
, 494.@ 73000 Taun .88 .8 12 33,47 32.53
. 678,50 140 .94 3212 B/ b0, 75 - 74,42
6.5 !
Yater i, rences in source paterial us ed‘ the figures for different Qt tes/ilnion Territories are not strxclly
conpareble, Horeover, sven fov 3 StaledUnmion dercifory, the ectirates releting te 1581 erd not strictly cosgarable to the 1971 -
and 1981 eshinates cue to change of base yesr for the constanl price ceries mudlhcatmn in the estination grocedure, use of
cifferent nethotelecy and use of W, 1.0, iretead of 5.5.T,, year 1575-71 orwards. ¥hile comparable estimates for individual years
are not cemparafie cver the states yet the conparabilily ray not extend over tige. '
Z. ihe share of different cectore in Net Blale dom i 1901, 1771, -and 1981 refer Lo 1%40-60, 1970-71 and $9R0-B!
respectively.
iy The figure for per capita i tore in Lhisc Labie ic e tyn-year aver age, cf 198 -) &1 and 1361-b7 in the cose of 191, of 1570-71 ang * -
V374700 For 197, and of 1920-81 snd 19G1-82 for [S31, ) »
1
4. The 1961 figures are ab 1559-61 conslanl pricec. kowever, for fzoan they are &l ! 449 prices and the figeres for Gndhra
" Pragesh, Vedhya Pradesh, Orissg, Uttar Fradezh and for the ell Ipdia ere at 1570-71 constant prices. The 1981 figurec for hssan
and Punjab refer Lo 1580-41 :\.\1) instead of being 3 tup-year average,
3. The 1981 ger capita income of Tripura refers to year (980-81, instead of being & two-year average. The net state dosectir product -
H‘;,ufea for Tripura, used while caltuleting the secteral chares in 1950-B1 are 1979-80 figures. '
o . . o -
Souege: “Ceatral Slatistical Organizalion (indial, Binistry of Fldnaing, 1984, Estirates cof Sta.te' Gosestic Froduct (195061 to

1382-83).
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that at higher levelwof P;C.I.,'the level ofAlqng-
distance migration in male population is high and
opposite is the case with the shért—diStance migration.
" The high levels of long-distance than short distance
migration in Delhi and West Bengal, which are the
states with highest per capita‘income is a case in
point.-'But it must be mentidned that the States with
highest lévels of per capité income alse have a conti-
. nuous decline in migration ratios. However it can be
said'tﬁat the low-income states of Bihar,.UttargPradesh,
Rajésthan and.Kefala‘are associated with the symptomé
of low migration.levels and steeper declines in them,
ﬁigh;inter-state ouﬁmigration from rural as well as
urban areas ané aynegative net inter-state migration

in their male populatidni/_

' sectoral Shares in Net
State Domestic Prodgct:

Table III.2 and Figures 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 show
relative contribution of primary, secondary and tertiary
sectors in NSDP of various states, The states of Uttar
Pradesh, Bihar and Rajasthan have lowest levels of per
Gapita income and highest share of their Net Stéte
Domestic pProduct (NSDP) comes from the primary sector
(Table IIT.2). These are the states with cons idtently

low share of the secondary sector in NSDP, although
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" Bihar and Rajasthan have reiatively higher share,

almost cqmparable to that of West Bengal and Maharashtra,
of NSDE coming froﬁ the tertiary sector. Incidentally
these are the states wﬁich have the lowest levels of
migration, exhibit steeper decline 'in them, have high
rural as well as urban-outmigration, and have experiénced
a negative déc;dal migration. The relatively high
shares of tertiary sector in Bihar énd Rajasthan‘can

be related with théir fast g;owiﬁg urban (to.total
popuiatnxgratio (Xlg) as also with the dichotomy
they:exhiﬁi£,‘of having the lowest migration levels in
rural areas and highef migratien levels in urban areas.
The}dtﬁer states with low per capita income, bigger
priméry sector, smaller secondary and tertiary sectors
like Madhya Pradesh, Orissa, Assam, Tripura which
although do not follow this kind of relation so strictly,

but belong to the same category.

”The states of Delhi, Maharashtra, West Bengal,
Gujafat and Tamil Nadu are the states having high levels
of per capita income at all the thrée poinés of time.
They have consistently the lowest share of primary
sector and consistently the highest shares of secondary
" and tertiary sector in the Net State Domestic Product.
Punjab is the only state, amonig the states with the
highest per capita ihcpme, which maintains high share

of primary sector, significantly lower share in the
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secondary sector and slightly lower shéfe in tbe tertiary
sector as compared to the other high per capita income
states. Karnataka, another high income state, has
significantly higher share of‘p;imary sector and signi-
ficantly lower share of Secondary sector and is among

the states having the lowest share of tertiary sector

in the NSDP,

‘Our'correlation results tell that the share of
primary sector in NSDP has a negative and significant
correlation with the migration level in total male ~
population in rural as well as ufban areas. The sharé
of tertiary sector has higher positive correlation with
migration levels in male\populatiqh than the share of
secondary sector has with'it, But if we consider male
migrétion in rural and urban aréés separ ately, secondary
sector seems to be more positively correlated than the
tertiary sector. The correlation of sedondary sector
with long-distance migration, specially in urban areas
is high, as also that of tertiary séctor with long-
distance {specially in rural\areas) seems significant

-

and high,

Temporal Changes in Sectoral sShares:

If wé have a look at the Table III.3, we find '~
that the decline in the share of primary sector in

NSDP during 1971-81 has taken place for all states

oy
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_except Manipur which had aiready a decline'during.the
earlier decade, Out of the eighteen states for which
sectoral shares were available for all'thrée points,
nine'experienceavdecline in share of primary sector in
NSDP. for both the décades. ' Of these nine, eight had
continuous increase in their secondary as well as

tertiary sectors,

.In chapter IT, while’discussimg thé temporal
vchénges in migration ratios we had noted that the
staté of Bihar, UttarvPradesh and Tripura went against
the All India trend of urban-speificness of decline
in migfation‘ratios.’ Uttar Pradeshfihcreased share
of its secondary and tertiary sectors in the NSDP and
'vé correspdnding fall iﬁ that of the primary sector
throughout the study period. Bihar and Tripura expe-
rienced decline  in tertiary.sector during-1961-71 |
but not in £he secondary sector., Suggesting some
sort of economic magnetism in the urban éreas of those
states compared to the rural areas, where migration
was declining continuously emd‘drastically. Or could
it bé said that the declines in the already voluminous
primary sector during both decades in Uttar Pradesh
and during 1961—71'in Bihar and Tripura were strong
enough stimuli for higher outmigration fromArural

than urban areas,
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' The states whiéh did not exhibit this urban-
specificness of decline in long-distance migratién
during 60s were Assam; Bihar,'Keraia; Madhya Pradesh,
Rajasthan, Deihi. Assam and Delhiﬂ@tmfa continuous
decline in primary'as-well as secondary and a continuous

increase in the tertiary. In Kerala and Madhya Pradeésh
primary sectorfdéclined continously but the two other
secters-increased shares, For Rajasthan and Bihar
primary sector declined in 1981, During 19%1~71 Bihar's.
tertiary sector declined and RaJasthan s secondary

and tertlary both decllned

One thing which comes out cleérly ds that all
these states which shbw.a lack of urban specific decline
in migration_dqring.1961-7i have high éhares of primary
rathér,than secondary and tertiary éectors in their
NsSDP, with the exception‘of Delhi, Delhi's case ié
unlque in that its tertiary sector 1s a low elastic1ty'
government machinery which does not move - out just by an

industrial stagnation as was w1tnessed durlng mid-sixties,

‘During 1971~-81 we find that most of the states
imprdﬁe their shares of éecondary sector and have a
decline in shares of primary sector, The rural speci-
ficnéss of décline in migration is noted for all India

and 'for all states except Gujarat, Himachal Pradesh,

Maharashtra, Punjab and Nagaland w.f._t. Migration
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ratios (Xl' x3). Haryana.and.Tamil Nadu resist this
rural specificﬁess of decline w.r;t. long-distance
(X5,<X6)iand Himachal Pradesh, Madhya Pradeéh, Kerala
30 SO W.r.t. short-distgnce migration (Xs, Xg). These‘
exceptions must be seen in relation to the changes
that are taking place in the agriculture of these

statés, which we do in the next section,

Agriculture and Miqratign:
The district-level study, by Bhalla and alagh

(1979), reports that there is a large concentration
of output in the highvpioductivity districts and that
simultaneously these are the very districts which make
use 6f the major éroportion of modern inputs., Less'
than balf of the cultivated area in India produce two-
thifds of total oufput, but at the same time holds three-
foarths of fertiligers, traétors and irrigation engines
and accounts for more than three-fourths‘of total irri-
gated area of India.5 our own results (Table I1T.1)
show that disparities in the levels of agricultural’
development have increased significantly throughout

the study periods,

There is a high inequality in the distribution

of land. The latest agricultufal census (1981) tells’

5. Bhalla, G.S. and Alagh, Y.K. (1979), Performance
of Indian Agriculture: A District-wise Study.pe.iy-19.
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tﬁat marginai land-holders (having land O to 1 hectare)
who aré 56,6% of the total operators have only 12.5%
of thgbagricultural”area, whereas a small minority of
largé size land holders (having 10 hectares and above)
who are jﬁst'2.4% of the total number of land holders
possess 22.8% of the agricultural area.’ Barely one
f‘per cent of the total a:able land in the country which
| is less than one half éfjgne per cent of the land

declared surplus, has been redistributed.7

The concentration of agricultural devglopmeht'in
a few pockets combined with the unegalitarian pattern
of oﬁnership, cultivation and tenancy and the most dismal
recofd of land reforms is usually justified by some -
economists on the plea that the effects of prosperity
will;percolate down to the aréas ouféide.the pockets of
tseed-fertilizer-technological' concentration,through a
Wguction mechanism® whereby the regioﬁs with high and
§r6wing land produétivity are able to attract migrant

: 8
workers from other regions.- However, a few others

6. Agricultural situation in India, Aug. 1985, Direc-
Torate of Economics and Statistics, Dept. of
Agriculture and Cooperation, Mlnistry of Agricul-
ture & Rural Development. PP. 4ol - 1A .

7. Govt. of India, Ministry of Agriculture, Dept.
of Rural Development, Annual Report, 1985-86, p.29,

8., alagh, Y.R., Bhaduri, A. and Bhalla, G.S. (1978),
‘"agricultural Growth and Manpower Absorption in
"~ India®, ‘Labour Absorption in Indian Agriculture’ -
'Some Exploratory - Investigatlon, International
Labour Office, Bangkok
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doubt that this kind of mechanism will produce re- -
dlstrlbutlve effects. 1In fact, a study ]@ijurdhan‘ _
shows that in the 605 the percentage of people bélow.
even the bafesi minimum acceptable level of living -
had éone up By 40% in India as a whole and by 143%

for éunjab and Haryana, the throbbing heart-land of

*Green Revolution'.

fHere we are not doing the full thfeadbare analysis.
of this pdlitical econhomy, but‘festricf ourselvés,to
see és to Qhatrkind of relation certai; indicators of
égricultu;al developmént (TéblesIII,é and III.5) have

with ‘the structure and pattern of migration in India,

‘as discussed in the chapter II.

:Four indicatots namely, the area ﬁnder-agricplture
per @Orker_(X27),‘Agricultural output per worker CXZS),
AgriéulturaI”Yiéldfper hectare (X,5) and the percentage
6t areé under“irrigétion (X3O) were taken., The first
three indicators are base&"on”the.area and production
.,of 19 principal crops. A three-year average of area
and production of each of thesé crops for each point

of the study period was taken to neutralise the very

short-run fluctuations. The output of crops was valued

9. Bardhan, P.K. (1970), "Green Revolution and Agri-
cultural Labourers", Economic and Political Weekly,
vol 5, Nos. 29-131, July 1970, pp.1239—46
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'TABLE I11.5

NDER IRRIGATION AND PERCENTAGE DECADAL RATES OF CHANGE -
1961-1971- -1981 ;

State/0.T.

Percent Change
19861 1971 1981 1961-71 1871-81
1. Andhra Pradesh - 26.98 28.23- 32.24 4.63 14.21
2. Assam . 27.85 . 25.59 21.54 -8.12 -15.83 _
3. Bihar 25.67 25.585 35.51 -0.47 38.98
4. ~Gujarat’ 7.27 13.11 20.92 80.33. 5B8.57
5. Haryana N.A. 42,97 58.24 N.A. 37.86
6. Himachal Pradesh 13.82 16.30 16.08 17.10 -1.35
7. Jammu. & Kishmir 41.70 37.39 42 .52 ~10.34 13.72
8. Karnataka 8.39 11.09 13.75 32.18 23.99
9. Kerala 18.50 .18.84 10.82 - 7.21 -44.96
10. Madhya pradesh . 5.73 8.086 12.47 40.66 54.71
11. Maharashtra 6.00 7.61 10.53 26.83 38.37
12, Manipur 41.98 46.43 46.43 10.60 0.00
13. Meghalaya N.A. 22.84 24.87 N.A. 8.89
14. Nagaland N.A. 20.00 39.86 N.A. 98.30
15. Orissa 17.43 18.78 19.82 7.75 5.5¢4
16. Punjab 41.70 71.26 80.70 70.89 13.25
17. Rajasthan 13.36 14.05 .19.54 5.17 39.08
18. Tamil Nadu 41.07 42.02 47.85 2.31 14.11
i9. Tripura 5.21 '9.17 11.79 76.01 28.57
20. Uttar Pradesh 29.562 41.72 54 .88 41.33 31.57
21. West Bengal - 24.85 26.43 26.76 6.36 1.25
22. Delhi 38.08 59.26 91.38 51.64 54.20
Note: The percentage of area under irrigation refers to Net Irigated area
percentage of Net Cropped Area. .
Source: 1. " Central Statistical organisation (India) Ministry of Planning

1963 Statlstgcal Asstract of Indla 1863 _

2. Central

Statlstlcal

organlsatlon

(Indla)

1964 statistical Asstract of India 1984

3. Central

4. Central

Statistical organisation (India) mlnlstry of plannlng 1972

Statl§t10§l Asstract of. India 197

Statistical organisatlon (India) ministry of planning 1984

statistical Asstract of India 1984

Ministry of Planning

as
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at 7#970-73 constant priceéQ

Punjab and Delhi are among the states having
highést area per worker whereas Tamil Nadu and West
-Bengél aré among thosé reporting the lowest area per
worker but the similarity among these f&ur is that
they all have highest Qutput'pef worker, highest yield
per Hectare and highest percentage of agricultural
-afeafunder irrigation (Table ITI.4 and IIT.5). The
other conspicuous thing is that Gujarat and Rajasthan
are among the states which have the'highést area per
worker whereas.for Bihar and Kerala opposite (héving
the lowest.area per worker) is true but c0mmong thing
for them is that they have the lowest levels of output
per worker, lowest yield per hectare and lowest. per-

centége of agricultural area under irrigation.

The first group of four mentioned here has high
ratios of migrénts of allfkinds,lexcept that Tamil Nadu
has low level of long-distance migrants and Delhi and
West Bengal have low levels of short-distance migrants,
particularly in their rural areas. The second group
Qf‘four consisting of Gujafat, Rajas than, Biﬁar and
Kerala generally belongd to the category of low migration
étatés. Uttar Pradesh is more close to the second group

in this connection.
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It can be said on the basis of our analysis in .
the éarlier chapter that the agriculturally 1ess;
déveioped states of Bihaf, Utfar Pradesh, Rajasthan
ana Kerala have net negative migration in 1971 as well
as in 1981. Bihar, Uttar Pradesh and Kerala also do
have:a negative decadal fate of migrants {Table II.9).
Uﬁtéf'Pradésh whiéh has the lowest values for all |
indicators of agricultural development, incidentally
hés the highest negétive migration, and also the

highest négative decadal rate of migration.

One thing ébout the temporal changes in migratioﬁ
levels is that the declines are more in the states
»which report low area under agriculture per worker,
some ‘of these being agriculturally developed like
Tamil Nadu and West Bengal while others are agricul-
turally backward like Bihar;'Kerala or Uttar Pradesh,
On the other hand, Punjab, which is one of the states
with highest area under agriculture pef worker, has
continuously increased long-distance migration level
specially in its rural areas. Same is the case with
Delhi, which has the highest area per worker and has
kept high position of migration  levels despite fluc-
tuations in rural areas. Gujarat which has highest
.~ area under agriculture per worker, éhows an increase

in its long-distance migration ratios but Bihar which

is also an agriéulturally backward state like Gujarat
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"but has lowest area per wérker,'showé heaviest declines
in migration levels speciall& in the rural areas. On
the‘ﬁasis of the fact of higher declines in migration
ratiéé in_géneral, and thé rural migrant ratios in
particular, in the states:wherg éreé.under agriculture
per wofker is low, it can.be_argued that the'ﬁréssure
on land is a deciding factor as far as migration is

concerned.

This argument‘is further étrehgthéned if we consider
the ﬁet decadal inter-state‘migration and the decadal
rate of inter-state migration (Table (II.9) which we
disé&ssed in the earlier chapter, For'ékéhple, Rajasthan
and Gujerat which areless endowéd'ﬁith devel opment in
agr ic¢ulture but héve the highest area per worker, have
a poéitive decadal rate of inter-state migrants. on
the other hand Tamil Nadu, which has highest values for
all indicators of agricultural development but lowest
arealunder agriculture per worker, has negative net
inter-state migration thrbughoﬁt the study period,

The above discussion shows, ceteres paribus, higher
the .area under agriculture per worker; higher will be
the migration levels and lower will be the declines

in them,

<

Tﬁmporal Changes in Agriculture:

Tablés IIT.4 and III.5 present the changes in

variables of agriculture over time., During the sixties
5 .
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the area under-égriculture~per worker.(X27) shows an
ihcréase-for all the states except fhat in Karnataka
aﬁdeest Bengal it declined 2 to 3 per ceht and Kerala
wheré it went'down by a quarter, During the seventies,
howevvér, all states except Punj ab‘ and Uttar Pradesh show
. a dédline. Thus, Punjab and Uttar Pradesh are the only
states which-show a continuous iAcrease in the area |
undef agriculture per worker Qheréas Iéarnataka, Keralav
and West Bengal are the_onlizwﬁich-show a continuous
decline. |

vThe ofher three indicators show a contirnuous
rincréése for most of the states. 'The agricultural
output per worker (X28) shows a'coﬁtinuous increase
for 511 the states'excépt that it'declines by around
20% in Kerala and Maharashtra although during the next
vdeéade they register an increase of 42 and 376 per cent
respectively., During the seventies also all states
show ‘increase in this variable, except for marginal
declines for Madhya Pradesh and West Bengal, No state
shows a continuous decline in this indicator and the
ups and downs in Maharashtra and Kerala can be attri-
buted to the bad years during 1970-73. So it can be
saidthat éll states have increased agricultural output

per worker, The agricultural yield per hectare (ng)

shows a continuous increase for all states except



‘during the sixties, Orissa; Méharaéhtra, Karnataka
experienced some decline which is more than compensated
by high rate of increase during the next decade which
is mény times the initial rate of decline. The percen-
tage;of agricultural area under/irrigatibn CK3O) has
alsoishOWn increase for all stétes except a decline in
Assém.for both decades and in Bihar and Jammu and Kashmir
during the sixties and in Himachal Pradesh during the
seveﬁties. l

'The rural épecifig decline in migratioﬁ levels
duriég the seventies despite the fact of increase in
lasbour and.land perudtiVity and irfigafion intensity,
makeé the decline,in the aréajunder égriculture per
wor ker C&27) all the‘mcre'significant factor. However,
this is Hot”to deny the role of the other three indicators
of agricultural development. For example, Punjab and
Uttér'Pradesh bofh register an increase in the area
per worker. But Punjab,which is agriculturally more
developed, could attract aqd bring long-distance migrénts
in its rural areas during the seventies whereés Uttar

Pradesh could not do that,.

The coefficients of correlation of migration'
ratios with the area under agriculture per worker
(X27,) are higher than the set with any other indicator

Gf agricultural development (see Appendix 3(ii$);ﬁ It
. X .’x’.;cj'
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- again supports our hypothesis that the land pressure is
the mostvimpértaht factor deciding mig;étion levels,
specially in the rural areas; This also brings into
focué the question whether the "suction mechanism" as

10

propounded by ‘Bhalla-Alagh-Bhaduri'®® is the most

important factor in migration.

‘Workforce in Non-Household
‘Manufacturing and Migration:

A glénce at the Table‘III.S shows that Delhi,‘
Wwest Bengal and Tamil Nadu are the stétes with highest
percéhtage’qf>workﬁarce, rural as well as urban,in non-
household (Non-HH) manufactufing occupation at all
points in the stﬁdy period., -Kerala and Punjab are the
statés with highesf percentage of their respective rural
WOrkforce in non-household manufacturing, whereas
Maharashtra and Gujarat have highest percentage of urban
wor kforce in non-hoasehohi manufacturing occupation, -
These above mentioned states experience continuous
incréase in these variables, except that West Bengal
during the sixties observes decline in non-HH manufac-
turing pfOportion of itsvworkférce in rural as well‘as
ufban areés. These are the states with high levels of

migration and for all these states, except Tamil Nadu

10. Ipid.
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TRBLE 111.b

ERCENTAGE OF MALE WORKFORCE IN NOK-HOGSEHOLD HANUFACTURING SEST?ng?D Fgg%EMAbE DECADAL UFIRIM'!GN THEREIN -
B i-1

Percentage Change

State/th.T, _ Rural (Xgs) T lirban (%24 Rural 1Rzs) Orban 18247
LTS I L1 S Vi3 : LTS I Y N U 1} -7 19T-81 19RT-TTT 19718
{.Andhra Fradesh 1,60 2,50 - 3.82 13,60 i7.23 19,30 51,515 34,800 26,691 12.014
2.Resan 1.5% 1.9 N4, 13,87 13.153 H.h. 0.060 A, =5.191 N4,
3 Bihar .45 139" 2.33 19.13 6.3 19.42 -4,438  69.063 -13.434 17,271
§.6ujarat 2.07 3.0 2.99 30,42 33,02 35,48 48,515 99.667 1,972 11414
2. Haryana N. A, Ly 3.54 . A, 22,49 77.56 N.A, £43.92 R.A.
t.Hirachal Pradesh 0,83 .38 . 3.67 12,46 9.77 12,66 66,265 163,40 -21.589 29,580
7.damen & Kishmir 6,73 £.76 3,50 14.99 13.7 16.09 141,096  98.864 -8,139  15.848
8. Karnataka {.85 1.30 3.92 19.20 21,19 17,58 48,387 52,043 10,365 -17.936
9.Kerala 8.35 9,64 9.66 19.00 15,46 21.98 15.473 2.282 2,721 12,980
10 fadhya pradesh © 0,44 0.94 1.78 0.2 20,26 22,07 13636 89.362 247 8,944
{1.Haharashtra " 186, 2,81 4.99 R 32.60 33.49 51,075 77.368 7,365 2.104
12, Hanipur . 0,34 118, 1.44 v L 1.32 .02 247,059 22.034 275,385 -21.322
13, Heghalaya 0.20 0,57 © 0.84 6,08 9.56 9.52 (83,006 47,368 57.231  -0.418
14, Xagaiand .20 077 1.62 6.08 - 34,59 8.20 285,000 110,369 ~24.507  78.649
i5.0rissa .38 123 2.16 15,36 16,53 17,18 223.680 75,610 -3.404 18,238
16.Punjab © 247 316 -4,97 19,61 73,13 ‘25,87 27,935 31719 28,149 2,945
17.R3jasthan 0,79 1.23 Z.81 13.28 18,71 19.84 64.000 128,433 18.298 25,269
18.Tampil Hadu , 3.02 4,63 .03 25,31 2410 27,63 S8 3L 30.2%8 13.092 14,647
A9, Tripura L3 .44 1.78 10, 60 8.98 §.08 - ' -32.39F 23,601 -19,283 -04.566
20.Uttar Pradesh . 138 .08 2.71 18.74 1.17 19.59 i7.9i¢ 71519 -40.299  75.380
Ll Hect Renpal v 400 17 3.45 14,29 3359 34,97 -3.750 - 44,562 o -2.041 4,008
22.Delhi . 14.80 ib. 66 i7.95 - 2,67 22,83 28 98 - 12,568 7.743 5,383 26,938

Source: 1, Census of India, {96, India, Val, I, Part 11 Bii}, General Economic Tables, Table B-1il.
2. Census of India, 1971, India, Series I, Part 11 Biiiif, General Economic Tables 0-iII,
3, Census of india, 1981, Part 111 A and B, Vol. 1, General Economic Table B-111 (Unpubl'ished State Voluses),



apd'Kerala,vthe estimates of net decadal inter-~state
migrétidn and the decadal rate of inter-state migration
are‘positive.

On the dfher hana, the North~-eastern states of‘
Maniéur,'Megﬁalaya,‘Nagaland‘and Tripura as well as
Himé&halbpradesh'which have the Fowest percentage of
theif rural as well as u:bah male workforce engaged in
non-hoﬁsehold manufacturing, record the lowest level
of .migration, The percehtage of rural workforce in non-
household manufacturing has as high as 8 value of the
coefficient of correlation with migration ratio, has
eveﬁ=higher correlation with intér;state migration
level, especially those of rural areas and negativ¢
correlation with short—disténce migration. The percen- ‘
tage of urban workforce in nOn-héusehold manufacturing
(X,) has moderately positive correiation with migration
lévels in urban areas, although the correlation 6f X

26
with intra-district migration ratio (Xg4) is negative.

Rate of Mele-Unemployment
and Migration:

'The rates of male unemployment separately for
rural and urban areas and temporal changes therein

have been presented in Table III.7.

At the all India level the rate of male unempl oy-

‘ment is higher in urban than the same in rural areas.
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HACE URERPLOYKENT RATES ARD CHAWGES - 1572-73, 197776, 1583

» Changes in Hale imesploveent Rates I change in fale tmempioynent Rates
State/t. 7, Rural iirban Rural firban Rural iirban

1§72-13 1977-73 R 1972-73 1977-78 f9R}  © 1972-T3 I977-7R 197273 (577-7% I872-71 197178 197?;73 1977-78
- . X ' to . te to o to to to to
1977-78 1983 1977-78 1583 19717-19 1963 1977-19 1983

(1 PYS I PO B P (Yool Yoy (¥z4)
1. fwdhra Fradesh 850 54T 55 687 &7 435 -1 GbR 10 -1.82 1783 -141 L& <2688
2. Assaw 146 076 088 45 LS 83 i LR (.45 344 495 140,37 ILO3OIRLGS
I Bibr - 567 573 L4 5100 4% -4 0.0 -1.49 .8 -0.32 L6 8051 -10.9 -T.02
‘4, fujarat L4 449 L0 SI8 L4 550 L0 -1 AN 00 M0 -4 ¥ 5.9
S Raryama - LB LI 34D L LT LET - 4 iT4 58 088 094 TLI -4, ILS .6l
f, Hirachal Pradesh Q.61 203 L7 LS LI 4m 142 -0.8 221 05 BLIT 4036 ML 1509
7. o & Kishair 8,24 434 R 255 405 LY 0,30 . 3.42 LI 6,86 -573 49.23  é0.68 -20.72
£, Karnataka 4,65 448 469 L7 73 LM 000 - L03 0.60 -Rob 467 2091 IGL6S
3, herala 2.8 1870 113 1511376 1LFE 6.8 -0.31- LI -0 600 -2 .81 LA
10, Hoohys pradesh 209 0.9 LS LS Léd 8. 035 =038 051 03 -l147 -19,5 .51 10.76
11, Kaharashtra 540 344 L9 .06 54T 4R LI 055 0.33 115 -.S5T 1599 6.47 -11.02
2. fanipur RN LB 04 225 T ndl 0B -4.49 -1} ~1.67 040 TI6 -T3.63  T2.00 -63.45
13, heghaleve CGS e 03 LB 01 e AR LN -LIS 248 6400 8333 -89.05 I7TLA43
14, Kagaiand c KA HA KA KA KA KA. K.A A KA KA KA. K4 KA KA
15, frissa RO TR Y B 494 440 61 L7 05 .5 . 1,82 8.3 160 .93 413
if, Punjab 2B 294 4k B4 245 130 0,05 1,04 -1 L4 L7V B8 -k%.00 9.8
17, Rajesthan L5 245 L@ - LS 28 LI A0 0,44 086 0.3 IR 1680 -1870 G.BO
18, Tapil Kadu ST R 1200 . SRIT 806 943 . LIT 4 207 LI 80T 435 M. 1B
iS. Tripura L4 28 LM ATE LE 44 4.8 -LT T G5 -G M3 5249 11691 5612
2, Gittar Pradesh L35 L4 216 261 4 138 0.5 ~0.3% 0.8 046 .05 -12.20 3L70 1318
2, Hest Bemgal |, 723 ST0 Q8D 5.8 L& 751 SLS O LI0 T SLTR 646 ALK 543 -31.9% £I5.H4

22, Deibi LW Led 0 Lo 40 242 Lig 7.1 08109 4LTY Z03.06 B84 4257

Sources f{entrai Statistical Organiatioy (Indva, Hinistfy of Planning, 1983, Key results of last three guinquennial K.5.S. Epguiries an Daplovaent and
tinerpiovpent, 3Gth Round, dan-Bec, [383, Report ¥o, 313,
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It has .increased continuously in urban areas. and

ifrate of male unemploy-

in fural areas also, the 198

ment is- slightly higher_than the 1972-73 rates,

:The states of kerala, Andhra Pradesﬁ and Tamil
Nadutobserved the highest rates, and Meghalaya, Assam
and ﬂimachal Pradesh the lowest rates of male unemploy-
'ment'consistently;for all the three National Sample
~Survéy {(NSS) rounds, in rural as well as urban areas.
It can generally be said that the states with highest
malefunemployment_rates have lower percentage of long-
distance migrants as compared wifh the.stétes‘with

those recording lowest male unemployment rates.

The correlation resuits aléo support this obser-
vation. There is a négative but weak relationship
of migration ratios and unemployment rates, a modera-
tely‘negativé-corfelation of intef;state migration
ratio with unemploymeht in rural areas and a positive

correlation of unemployment with short-distance migration.

: (
However, the relationship between unemployment

and ﬁigration cannot be static one only., If we see
the femporal éhanges in migration levels (Table II.5)
and changes in unemployment over time (Table III.75,‘
"we find that the highest increase in unemployment
rates are almost surely associated with declines in

’migrétion specially the long-distance migration,
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If the changes in unemployment situation between
1972-73 and 1977-78 are considered, we find that the
states with highest unemployment rates and those
regigte:ing big increases in them observe decline in

their migration levels. -

AThis aﬁplies to the states of Kerala, Andhra Pradesh
and Tamil Nadu which have highest unempléyment rates
both in rural and urban areas separately., It also
holdé true for the éfates of Haryana, Himachal Pradesh,
Bihar and Jammu and Kashmir which registered highest
increase in rural male unemployment rate and also for
Himachal Pradesh,‘Tripura, Keralé, Jammu and Kashmir
WEich did so with reépect to urban male unemployment
rates, | \ |

we find that short-distance migration increases
with a decline in unemplOyment_rates, whereas the long-
distance migfation_does not do so. The typical examples
are Andhra Pradesh, Maharashtra and Tripura., We can
thinKk of it as a phenoménon wherein if there is a decliﬁe
in unemployment rates the local response in the form of
intra~district migration is more likely than any all

India effect through long-distance migration,

ggad:Length and Migration:

e

Table ITT.8 shows thé road length per 100 square

kilometres in various states in 1961, 1971 and 1981,
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v , TABLE III.S8

-

~ROAD LENGTH PER HUNDRED SQUARE KILOMETERS - 1961-1971-1981

State/U.T. | ' Road Length in (Kms.) . Percentage variation
1961 1971 1981 1961-71 1971-81
1. Andhra Pradesh . 19.66 32.65 46.78 66.07 43.28
2. Assam <. 23.94" 51.70 66.35 115.87 -22.08
3. Bihar R 46.56 47.01  48.10 - 0.87 . 2.32
4. Gujarat : _ 13.09 24.91 30.886 90.30 23.88
5. Haryana N.A 28.09 54 .17 © N.A. 92.84
6. Himachal Pradesh 14.00 24.38 36.91 74.14 51.39
7.. Jammu & Kishmir ‘ 4.72 7.81 5.31  65.47 -32.01
8. Karnataka : 32.59 38.04 58.81 "16.72 54.60
9. Kerala _ : : 50.28 °  142.41 274.93 183.24 93.06
10. Madhya pradesh | 10.71 16.99 24.20 58.64 42.44
11. Maharashtra ' ' . 16.861 20.37 58.58 22.64 "187.48
12. Manipur _ 14.00 ©.25.30 123,72 80.71 -6.25
13. Meghalaya N.A. 14.00° ' 23.23 " N.A.- 65.93
14. Nagaland 15.00 . 30.74 ©'37.92 104.93 23.386
15. Orissa 20.08 42 .83 77.17 113.30 80.18
16. Punjab S 24.89 118.85 81.66 377.50 - -22.88
17. Rajasthan S 12,04 18.05 21.18 49.92 17.34
18. Tamil Nadu 36.47 ; 51.30 102.05 40.66 98.93
19. Tripura ' 14.00 ' 55.58 . 76.03 297.00 36779
20. Uttar Pradesh S 33.59 ‘44,48 . 51.99 . 32.42 16.88
21. West Bengal . ' 74.03 47.00 64.21 -36.51 36.62
22. Delhi _ . - 187.71 195.15 1064.73 3.96 445,60
‘ INDIA - . ' - 21.64 25.97 , 20.01
Source: 1. Central Statistical Organisation (India), Ministry of Planning,

1984, Statistical Abstract of India., 1984

2. (India), Ministry of Transport and Shipping, 1965, Basic Road
Statistics of India.

3. Transport Research'Division, (India), Ministry of Shipping and
Transport, 1871, Road Statistics of India.
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Delhi, Kerala and Tamil Nadu are the states with the
hﬂghést length of roads per 100 square kiiometres
at ail points in the study peried. From 1971 onwafds
Punjéﬁ. Tripura and Assam also emerge as the states
with;highest incidence of roads per 100 sqg. km, We
knpwﬁthese are the states which have high migration
ratios except that in Tamil Nadu and Kerala inter-
state migfation'ratios,'specially in rural areas is

very 'low,

{The states with iowest'iéngfh of roads per sg.
km.-ére Jammu and Kashmir, Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthén
and Gujarat. We can say on the basis of the results
in tﬁe previous chapter that these states have low
and declining levels of migration in their male popu-

lation.

.iThe road development is assbciated with increase.
in migration levels can be substantiated by the fact
that in Delhi, Maharashtra, Punjab, Tripura, Assam
and Orissa the road length has recorded higher increases.
Thesé are the states withArelatively stable migration
ratios at relatiVely.highe; levels; Wwe also find that
states like Uttar Pradesh and Bihar which have low
ané declining levels of migration also have short and

slow:growing road length,
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S0 wé can say that road length is a meaningful
socio;economic factor as far as migration, specially:
ghat'éf lbng-diétance,_is concerned, The correlation
results also support this observation. It has very
highicorrelaiion with migration@éatio (Xl)} still
higher corrélation with urban migration ratio (X3)
and very high correlation with inter-state migration.
ratio (X4) and extremely high With the inter-state
migration rati¢ in rural areas (XS). However, its
negative cbrrelétion Wwith short-distance migration-

is understandable.

Hospitals and Population Mobility:

Table III.9 gives the number of hospitals per

one lakh of population (X 'We find that Delhi,

38)
Punjab and Manipur have moré hqgﬁitals per: lakh popu-
lation thén”any other states at all points in study
peridd. Except fcf,Manipur which has low percentage

of long-distance migrants <¢'specially so in urban areas,
the Sther two have high migration levels with high and
incréasing proportion of inter-state migrants in them.
On the éontrary, the less-developed states of Uttar

Pradesh, Bihar and Madhya Pradesh have low and declining

Aumber of "hospitals per lakh of population.

’The increase recorded by Punjab, Mahéfashtra,

Delhi, which already have high“values of this variable,
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TABLE IITI.9

HOSPITALS PER LAKH POPULATION - 1961, 1971, 1981

Staﬁe/U.T, i - _ : Xas Percentage Variation

1961‘ - 1971 1981 1961-71 1871-81

Andhra_Pradesh

1. 1.05 1.48 1.98 40.95 " 33.78
2. Assam - 1.89 3.69 N.A 85.43 - N.A.
3. Bihar 1.186 0.62 0.99 ~-46.55 59.868
4. Gujarat 1.49 2.03 3.68 36.25 81.28
5. Haryana : o N.A. 1.06, 1.865 N.A. 55.68
6. Himachal Pradesh . - " N.A. 5.16 "3.39 N.A. -34.30
7. Jammu & Kishmir 1.59 4.52 5.41 184.28 19.69
8. Karnataka _ ' "1.83 1.50° 2.37 -18.03 " 58.00
9. Kerala ‘ 0.87 2.42 4.74 178.-16 895.87
10. Madhya pradesh ' 1.48 0.66 1.15 -55.71 74.24
11. Maharashtra 1.85 1.44 3.98 ~26.15 176.39
12. Manipur 5.26 2.97 3.50 ~43.54 17.85
13. Meghalaya N.A. 3.14 2.98 N.A. -5.10
14. Nagaland N.A. 6.86 12.28 N.A. 79.01
15. Orissa 1.37 1.36 1.82 ~0.73 -33.82
16. Punjab 2.41 1.54 4.99 -38.10 224.03
17. Rajasthan 2.04 2.07 1.563 1.47 -27.10
18. Tamil Nadu - 1.53 1.14 1.44 -25.49 26.32
18. Tripura = 3.57 2.98 ,3.37 ~16.53 13.09
20. Uttar Pradesh . . 1.15 1.14 1.37 -0.37 20.18
"21. HWest Bengal 3.31 1.05 1.10 - -68.29 4.76
22. Delhi 3 2.00 2.61 5.31 30.50 103.45
Note: While calculating the number of hospitals, a hospital was assigned

weight=1, and a dispensary a weight = 1/3.

Source: Central Statistical Organisation'(India),‘Ministry of Planning. Statistical
Abstract of India (for vears 1961, 1971 and 1981)
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and Kerala and Gujarat may be related with. the high
"and étable level of migration invfirst three and
moderate and fairly stable levels in the last two,

. The éorrelatiqn of this variable with migration-
‘ratics is very weak but still we can include it in
jfﬂe ‘set of variableé'of socio-economic development,
the combination of which infldenceé'migration levels

4

‘and changes in them.

Expenditure on Educatiéﬁ
and Migration:

This sectibﬁ’contéins an analyvsis of the trends
in tﬁé per capita expenditure on edﬁcatién on fotal
and rural population separately. The amount of per
capifa expend iture and the changeé in.it1over time
havefbeen discussed, along withbthe difference of per
_qépiﬁa expenditure on education in rural areas and
the population as a whole, But the‘per capita expendi-
ture on education in rural areas could not bé calculated
for 1981 because the ministry of edﬁcation has stopped
publishing expehditure figures for education in rural
areaé separately since 1970. The results are preéented

in Table ITI.10.

The states of Delhi, Manipur, Tripura, Maharashtra,

and Nagaland spend the highest per capita amounts of

)

money on education at all‘points in the study period.
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Table ifl. t0,

3 Percapita Expénditure on Educati@n and Changes

1

States/U. 1,5, . Percapita Expenditure Percapita Absolute Difé~  Difference as % of Percentage Decadal Change i

{1z Rupees) Expenditure’  erence Rural Expenditure .
LB In Rural freas X34 - K37 {Per Capita) - (Y34} (Rural} Xs»
: {in Rupees)
.- K37 )

, {91 1971 1981 1961 1571 1961 1971 1961 1971 1961-71  1971-81  1984-71

{.  Andhra Pragesh 7.14 14,28 40.78 2.95 9.38 4,19 4,90 142,00 52.7% 100,00 185,97 21.97
2. fscas : 7.96 19,88 9.00 4,12 1,46 344 b.72 83,50 51.05 62.56 -54,73 719,42
3. Bihar © 4,Bh0 9,35 3LAB 2.3 .30 2,63 4.05 - {17.94  Tbk.42 92.38 260,12 137,867
4, Bujrat ‘ . 9.19 74,43 - 50.50 5,07 22,97 4,17 .46 81.26  6.36 165,83 106,75 323,06
3. Haryana i CCNTE 20,810 5410 WAL 11,22 N 9.59 H.4,  65.47 N.B. {59.97 N.A.
6. Himachal Pradesh WA, 42,2% 92,40 MR, 29.90 WAL 12,33 0 N.AL 4124 N.A, 118,80 N.A,
7. Jamsu % Kashair 274 2545 87,32 LW 7.41 2,44 16,04 73.44 216,46 308,54 187,08 124,55
2. Karnataka 7,49 .3 4450 .12 7.9 - 4,37 (L3 130,06 105.67  {71.03 119,21 154,44
9. Kerala 1,47, 29.53 64,04 7.74 - 2246 373 7.07  707.91 3i.48. 157,45 184,59 190.18
10, HRadhya Pradesh. 6.24 15.65 . .84 2,77 g.58 .47 7.07 125,27 B2.40  {50.80 103,43 209,75
11, Haharashira 12,37 32,08 61,05 390 17.02 B.47 15.06  217.18 68,48  159.34 90.31 336,41
12, Hanipur 14,08 50,14 115,80 8,13 4z.84 5.9%7 7.30 12,76 17.G4 250,10 126,96 425,64
13, Heghalaya KA. d3.06 0 70,20 NA. 0 12,95 WAL GL24 N.A. 1,62 NA 413,51 H.h.
i, Nagaland 11,65 43,33 157.66 0.15  36.40 11,50 6.95 Tebb.6b 19.04 271,93 263,86 24166.6b
19, ODrissa A2y 12,79 3.9 .04 7.20 2,20 5.9 108,33 T77.6%  200.94 209,30 252.9%
1. Punjab 9,27 25.40 70,81 3,97 16,20 5.3 13.20 133,50 B1.48 - 217.16 140.85 208,06
17, Rajasthan 6.2% 1B.01 31,95 2.48. 8.92 LBL  9.09 153,63 101,91  1B6.33 132,93 1259.68
18, Tamil Nady 9,43 - 22,04 47,77 L79 17,41 5,64 4.9 148,81 2B.81 - 133.72 (16,74  131.45
i9,  Tripura 13,63 38,34 113,45 531 26,06 B.32 12,18  15A.89 46,56 181,19 195.91 892,66
20, Uttar Pradesh 5.38 © 1306 29.58 1.6 b, 15 347 6,19 234,16 100,65 142,75 126,49  281.99
21, ¥est Bengal 9.76  18.00 48,50 4,28 12,20 5.48 . 6,80  123.04 55.74 94.67 155,26  185.03
22, Delhi I8.41 107,20 101,98 23,15 65,86 14,96 91,34 p4.62 62,77  1B1.79 -4,87  1B4.49
India 7.84 19,78 KA X199 1L27 463 B.O 145,77 75.51 152,30 K. A, 23819

Source ¢ » fitnistry of Education (IHDIAI, 1964, Education in India 1060-41, Vol,].

. Ministry of Education and Social welfare, (INDIRT, 1973, "Education in India 1969-70.
: ""‘j}fs*“b 01 B dnce™ € 3 geiar wrebw (577
) V\N\M%h il = (S Y C AN

{

; Cdamane i TN SNV -

Rl AT T P S O~ S U L D
N A Ned  gremiNor,

1



102

These are the very staﬁes which s?end'the highest
amouﬂts on eduéation in rural areas also, except that
Nagaiand in 1961 used to spend minisculé amounts,'per
capi%a, in. rural areas aﬁd Maharashtra's expenditure

in rdral.aréas is lower tﬁan thét of Tripura, Gujarat

in 1961 and Himachal 'Pradesh in 1971. On the other hénd
Bihar, Orissa, Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh are the
states which spend the lowest éﬁount cf money, per capita,
on education in total and rural population separately.
Rajaéthan and Jammu and Kasﬁmir'are the two other states
withicqmparatiVely lower expenditure on educatiocn., We
find that the states with high overall expenditure on
education are marked by high expenditure in rural areas
and those with low owerall expenditure have, low
experditure in rural areas. But for all the stafes

the per capita expenditure on education in rural areas
is lower than the amount of per capita overall expendi-
turej although the difference, in absolute and relative
termé, may show gquite different values for different
states; Moreover, for all the states except Gujarat,
Nagaland and Tamil Nadu the difference has increased

in 1971 as compared to the same in 1961.

The amount of difference of overall and rural is
greater for Delhi, Maharashtra, Tripuras for both ¢ :¢;

the ﬁoints of time.,” The other states with highest
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differengé are Nagaland inp196i énd,Jammu and Kashmir,
Pupjéb and»Karnaéaka in 1971. Tﬁe lowest difference
in tﬁis respect is observed by Jammu and Kashmir,

‘ Mgdhfa pradesh, Bihar at both the times, Crissa and

. Assam in 191 and Gujarat and aAndhra Pradesh in 1971,

However, the absolute difference of expenditure
i , .
in total and rural areas may not be important as it

is affected by levels of expenditure. ,So, we take the
‘ différeﬁce‘(X36-X37) as percentage of expenditure

in réral areas and find that Maharashtré has the
_highést difference, in absolute as well as relative
terms. In these relative terms the state bf Uttar
Pradesh, Maharashtra and Rajasthan have the highest
difference of overail and rural areas, and Gujarat and
Manipur have the 10West, for all thg points in study
period, The other states with highest difference, in
relative terms, are Kerala, and Nagaland in 19%1, and
Jammu and Kashmir and Karnataka in 1971. The other
states with lowest expenditure are Delhi, Jammu énd
'Kashmir and Assam in 1961; and Meghalaya and Kerala in
1971. We find that Nagaland and Kerala have 'bridged

the gap whereas in Jammu and Kashmir it has increased.
We can say that the states with highest per capita'
_expeﬁaiture on education, generally, have high migration

levels in their population and those with low.expenditure
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have low levels of migration, Similarly, the states
witﬁ:high per capita expenditure on education in rural
areaé record high-migrat;on in theif rural population
and ﬁhose.with low value of it have low migration

levels in-pural population as compared to all India
rural and alsé in comparison with migration levels in
their own urban areas. We can also say that the states
'withéhigh expenditure and high gap of overall and rurél
expenditure have ﬁigh énd incféasing'levels of migration
both'in'rural and urban areas. _The fypical example of
ﬁbis}isIMaharashtra. The states with‘low overall per
capiﬁa expenditure on education, like Bihar, Matha
Pradésh‘and Uttar Pradésh, and those wiﬁh low expenditure
in rural éreas, like Bihar and ﬁammu and Kashmir have

low migration levels.

We can also see that the highest percentage
variation in per capita expenditure on education (X36)
are associated with high and stable or increasing
levels of migratién. Punjab and Maharashtra are examples
of it. Oh the contrary, those with lowest levels of
per capita expenditure and lcwest décadal changes in
overéli and rural expenditure;vper capita, are associated

with low and declining migration levels.

-
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CHAPTER IV
MIGRJ'AT.ION, URBJANI.S;"ATION AND ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT IN RAJASTHAN (A DISTRICT
LEVEL ANALYSIS IN THE ALL INDIA CONTEXT

lNTRODUCTORY STATEMENT

‘The growth rate of population in RaJasthan has
beeniabove the all India growth rate, except during
©1911-21. The gap has been the widest during 1971-81
and éxcep£ for the tiny states of'Manipur, Meghalaya,;
Nagafand, Sikkim and Tripura, Rajasthan ha§ recorded the
highest growth in this decade. During the last two
decades the growth of urban population has been pheno-
menai. It has been significantly higher than the corres-
pondfng all India growth raées which Were themselves the
highést in the century.‘ The growth of urban populatioﬁ
was Higher than the'growth of total population during
.thesé decades., According to an estimate by B.C. Mehté,
urban population is expected to increase by 115% during
the last 30 years of the present eentury whereas total

pOpuiation will increase by 65 per cent.1

A look at the Table IV.1 reveals that in most of
i of
the dlstricts also, the growth/urban population was

i

significantly higher than the growth of total population,

However, the districts of Bikaner and Churu, which

{ -

1. :B C. Mehta (1983),"Population of RaJasthan in
2001", paper presented”at the XIII Rajasthan Eco-
nomlc Conference, March,



: TABLE IV.1
DECENNIAL GROWTH RATE OF POPULATIDN AND THE URBAN POPULATION ERONTH (1901-1981)

tirban Population Growth

Gronth ofPopulation : - .
1901-11  1911-21  1921-34 1931-41 1941-51  1951-541 1961-71  {971-81

State/Distt, 1961-11 1911-20  192i-31  1931-41 1941-51  i951-b1 194171 1071:81'

7845 BB.95 6694 80,29

1. Banganagar 83,7 -17.2 1025  54.6 18,0 54,6 3.4 - 44,51 11.47 46,75 178,75 53,23
7. Rikaner -B.4 -39 8.2 34.3 8.8 25,4 8.5 4,57 5.18 26,33 230 s B.31° . 26,20 26,43 38.iB
3. Churu 15,1 -0.% 2.3 2.6 15,0 73,9 2,7 3.5 11,62 .5 9.3 347 1959 0 1439 2631 30§
"4, hunjhunun 8,1 -4,3 15,8 20,1 9.9, 2.2 9.1 28.40 2.30 -8.43 19.53 1562 .73 LY .77 S
S, Rlwar -4,7  -il.4 5.9 8.8 2.0 26.5 7.6 5.3 LT2 -3.59 509 13,16 5.5% -1L.07 0 1436 S0
6. Bharatpur 8.5 -iL7 2,1 163 5.5 26,7 2904 26,09 -14.08 -7.88 135 i5,76 20,65 4,49 30.b6 26,55
7. Swai Nachopur -G8 -10.1° 19,1 130 12,1 23.3 76,5 . R4 -6 TR -6.76 . 11,88 10,49 . 82,54 0,10 7,81 42,05
8. Jaipur -5,8  -16.0 1,5 139 3.3 24,8 0.5 391 -i5.7% -7.08 17,78 18,18 Be.89 1469 £9.38  b6:Z3
3. Sikar -0.b -i,5 12,7 41§ 16,0 213 7.0 M L3 -4, 13 18,24 14,52 3,33 -0 23.5b 57,0
10, Aiser -3.2 3.7 15,2 14,9 20,2 19.1 17,5 7473 5,68 15.45 10,29 . 18,76 41,58 1L.60 18,19 80,89
if.. Tosk 46,0 -7,7 i6,5 16,9 3.4 .3 75,7 5. L6 -5 15,39 9,50 115 Q9% 48,79 LTS
2. Jaisalmer 5.4 -20.b 1306 2L3 . 134 8.6 8.8 42,45 -7,% -%.97 25,55 5,20 - 12.64 LT 78.42 77,33
3. Jodhpur Bi2,5 . -12.1 .0 25,9 20,4 3,7 0.2 4335 (.63 -$,3¢ 25,37 29,35 3263 - 1878 3B.BS 54.08
14.  Nagaur. 6.7  -12.8 16,6 355 16,4 22,4 /0 2870 -4,58 IS R L 9 11 13,62 24,87 20,17 28,43 S5L.0D
15, Paii S EE It 1.3 11,4 15,0 21,9 0.4 342 -2,32° -1722 0 14,3 I8.07 0 6419 <1486 41,31 HIS.T2
16,  Bareer -5.3 -6,0 9,5 -128.0 2.4 3.1 19,72 4378 -2,95 0 Gl 6,82 35,31 4878 26,43 4L.3% 7697
171, Jaior 10,7 -7.2 15,8 144 15,0 25.1 22,1 35,14 L T 6,76 17,23 B33 -11.99 19,48 146,45
8. Sirohi Sit. 4 -9,5 1.8 8.8 22,9 2i.6 20,3 27.54 L2 -2.95  16.28 5,35  50.h1 - 28,98 317 2672
19, Phiiware 23,7 5.2 15,4 19.3 5.3 1B.B 20,8 24,04 5,49 (.93 11,15 20,56 5.3  -6.03 3,35 64,58
20, ddaipur 23,7 6.2 14,4 18,3 7.6 227 26,4 3,39 -2%.88 7.3 47,75 26,08 85.B5 L EJZ 0 3869 9B.6T
7i,  Chittaurgarn 23,3 b.b 14,4  18:5 3.4 217 Zh.4 .20 . -85 0 7.6 30,06 . 30,24 20.59 7.18 44,55. 5.9k
2%, Dungarpur 59,0 1.9 0.7 20,5 11.4 32.% W3 WE L 18220 1542 2,73- B0 1373 -LSF 0 45,9 &Lk
(23, Ransware 13,4 i7.1 18,7 15,1 18,9 33,3 7S 85,77 7 10,53 15,3 20,57 2083 2604 c 33,73 66,20
2%, Pundi 7.7 -85 159 15 12.5 2.5 31,6 30.64 . LZ . 7.7 21,88 550 3W05 0 8.3 Zh.e% 513
75.  ¥ota 16.3 -2.8 1.2 132 5.4 2.6 4.8 3545 Leb -4,52 - 16,99 20,94 42,20 &LlE 0 TLEZ  71.00.
26, dhalamar 18,9 -0.b - 10,2 3.5 8.1 71,9 2.8 15.8% 9.90 -§.88 LS 7.7  7ASI . -2 7B - S6.A3 55.56
RAJASTHAN +6,7 -6,3 1.0 1B £5.2 78,2 7.8 3.3 -4,83 6,03 112 2243 36,47 5.5

/.5 104

Source:; 1. Census of India, Rajasthan Ser, 1B, P+ Beneral Report, i571

- 2. Census of India, Rajasthan, Ser. 18, Part I, Final Totals, 198} \'Hiﬁdi.‘» ifor 1981 data.) .

anT -
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‘already had a high»proportidn of their populatiocn
liviﬁg in urban areas, were exceptions to this trend
during 1961-71 as well as 1971-81, and the districts
of Bundi and Jaisalmer, which had a.low proportion of .
theif pOpulatiqn living in urban ‘areas, violatéd the
trend during 1961-71 and 1971-81, respectively. The’

‘distfict-level urban population growth is also shown

in figure 4.1.

éThe fast growth of urban pOpﬁlation hasg resulted
in aﬂ'increase in urban ratio of Rajasthan from 16.25
Vin 1561 to 17.60 in 1971 to 21 in 1981, the decadal
rateéof increase in it‘maiching almost of the same for
Indié. A look at theiTable IV.2 reveals that the six
distficts of Rajasthan namely Bikaner, Ajmer, Churu,
Jodhpur, Jaipur, and Kota haVe{ﬁrban ratio consistently
higher than the all India urban ratio at all points in
the study period, whereas Ganganagar and- Jhunjhunu héve
urban ratio equivalent to that of Rajasthan. Although
the dispersion of urban ratio at district level in
Rajasthan is loﬁér than the dispersion experienced by
fhis ratio at state level for India, and the spatial
distfibution is becoming‘leés unequal over time (Table
1V.3) there exist sharp differences ({see figure 4,2),
For éxémple, és opposed to the districté mentioned above,

whicH have urban ratio higher than the all India and
} - -
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CTABLE IV.2

Proportion of Population Living in Urban Areas (Urban Ratio)

District Urban Ratio (X188} . Decadal Percentage
' variation

T 198t 1971 1981 1961-71 1971-81
{, Banganagar ‘.. 14,50 16,60 Z0.61 14,48  Z24.1¢
2, Bikaner, : 42,340 41.40 ‘39.48 2,13 -4,54
3. Bhuru 31,60 - 29,60 29.22 -6.33 . -1.,28
4, Jdhunjunu . C17.70 17,40 20,74 -1,69 19:20
3. Alwar . B.10 9.10, T 11,08 12.35  21.76
6. Bharatpur. 1B, 70 13,80 17,97 . 0,73 23,790
7. Sawai Madhupur - 16.20 11,90 C1%,42 16,67 0 12,77

8. Jaipur 26,30 30,00 - I6.56 14,07 21,87 -
9. Sigar - 17,50 17,00 20,25 -2.86 19.12

19, Ajmer. . . 37.490 37,60 42,80 0.53 . 13.83
11, Tonk ' ; 14,70 17,49 . 1R.36 "18.37 3.52
12, Jdaiselmer : G.70 o 14,60 13.55 50,52 -7.19
13, Jedhpur’ 29,599 31.90 34,77 6.69 9,00
14, Naggur 12.90 - 12,390 14,56 -4.63 18,37
18, Fali . 3.5 11,39 18,42 18.95 63,01
16, Barmer 6,19 7.30 8.78 19.67 20,27
17. Jalor ' 4.50 4,40 " B.06 -2.22 B3 18
{8. Sirohi 16.40 17.90 17.90 9.15 0.60
19, Bhilwara 7,30 11,00 14:39 50.68 30.82
20, Udaipur 10,50 12,30 15.07 12.84 22,952
Z1. Chiturgarh 9,350 16,40 13.18 9.47 26,73
22. Dungerpur o 5.30 5.90 6.46 11,32 9.49
23. Banswar 5,20 s 3,10 6.22 -1.,92 21.96
Z4, Bundi 15,30 14.&0 17.01 -4,38 16,51
25. ¥eta 18,90 24,00 31,93 26.98 33,06
26. Jdhalawar 7.70 g.350 11,66 23,38 22.74
fajasthan 16,25 17,60 21,60 8,29 19,34
INDIA . *17.98 19.91 23,70 10,73 19,4038

Sources i. Census of India, 1971, Series 18, Rajasthan General Report, Part 1.,

2. Census of India, 1981, Series {8, Rajasthan, Ffrovisional Population
Tbtale, Paper 1 of 1981. -



TARBLE IV. 3

AVERAGES OF AND LEVELS OF DISPERSION IN, MALE MIGRANT RATIOS AND URBAN RATIO -

36

) ‘ 1961 1971 1981 e
‘Ratio/Year Average ‘ Coefficient of wvariation
| 1961 - 1971 1981 . 1961 1971 1981
1. Migrant Ratio (X1) 12.05 12.91 12.49 53.38 B . 43.68 44.62
2. Migrant Ratio in (Xz) '9.68 10.34  10.11 '80.78 50.50 52.74
Rural areas _ L : o
3. Migrant Ratid in 25.00 25.61 25.05° 38.58 33.865 31.75
Urban areas (X3) C . : B : R
4. Inter-State Migrant Ratio 2.12 2.02 . - 2.08 173.11 118.74 108.65
(Xa) ' ‘ R
- 5. Inter-S5tate Migrant-Ratio 1.42 1.23 .41 243.15 171.71 150.35
_ in Rural Areas (Xs) . _ . _ : .
6. Inter-State Migrant Ratio 5:50" 5.861 -5.37 . 95.20 74.39 69.09 .
in Urban Areas (Xs) ) i N ,
7. Intra-District Migrant Ratio - 6.69 7.58 6.77 27.18 42.02 .34.57
{(X7) ' N _ g
8. Intra-District Migrant Ratlo 8.14 7.20 . 6.15 32.67 47.88 42 .85
in Rural Area (Xs) ‘ . :
9. Intra-District Migrant Ratio 10.12 10.40 10.42 26.28 - 31.07 35.09
~In Urban Areas (Xs) . ‘ : : :
10. Urban Ratio (Xi0) 15.50 16.70 19.29 - 65.41 58. 53.28

)



110

equivalent to the value of it in Rajasthan the lowest
urban ratios consistently experienced by Jalor, Banswara,
,Dungérpur, Barmer and Jhalawar in 1961, 1971 and 1981

are even less than half of "the urban ratio of Rajasthan.

l

Table IV.2 shows that for all districts, except
Bikaﬁer and Churu'ﬁﬁ%§?§marginal but continuous decline
was éxperienced,_the urban ratio in 1981 is highef than
the dorrespOnding 191 figure. In fact, ocut of the
twenﬁy four such distgﬁcts séventeen districts registered
a coﬂtinuous increase in the urbén ratic; six districts
whicﬁ had decline in 1961-71 registered very high .
increases in it during the next decade whereas only
one &istrict, Jaisalmer,had a decline in urban ratio.
duridg'1§71-81,‘although it had an increase of over

50% in the previous decade.

out of the 24 districts, which show an increase
in urban ratio during the study period, 18 show a definite
and éignificant éccelefation in the decadai rate of
increase, for 5 districts the rate of increase shows
a decline and only in éase of Jaisalmer a decline during
the latter period opposed to the heaviest increase in
previous decade is observed. The highest decadal rates
of increase in urban ratios were registered by Kota,
which had one of the highest values of urban ratio and

by Bhilwara and Jhalawar, which had one of the lowest
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~urban ratios. But the question arises as to how the
high: or low growth of urban population in the districts
of Rajasthan is related with the levels of urbanisation

in them. Let us consider the following results:

‘Coefficients of Correlation

Decadal growth

. of urban ' . o
Urban population . 1951-61 1961-71.1971-81
ratio : . .
191 | | 0.329 =0.279 =-0.323
1971 | | © 0.358 -0.094 =0.322
1981 " S 0.352 =0.071 =0.186

The 1951-61 urban growth seems Eo be related positivély
with the level of urbaniéation. However, the signifi-
cantly neéativevcoefficients of COrrelation of tﬁe
19611urban ratio with the growth'of urban population
}auring the subseguent decades of sixties and seventies,
a similar value of the coefficient of correlation of
‘the 1971 urban ratio with the growth of urbaﬁ populaﬁionl
during  the seventies, can be taken to mean that the
high growth of urban population in post-19%1 period is
taking place in the districts with low rather than high
urban ratio., It is necessary to know the structure

and pattern of migration in Rajasthan.in_the proper and
reieVant soclio=economic context in order to understand

the‘true'nature of urban processes in the state,

\
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:The objective of'this chapter is to take no£e of
the district-levél migratioh pattern in Rajasthan and -
to see whether its relations with certain socio-economic
variables aré-similar to, or different from the relation-
sﬁipg we observed in the state-level analysis fér India.
Unfoftunately, the data on per capita income and the |
.sedﬁéral shares of income, unemployment rates, per capita
expenditure on educaticn and also on per capita expendi-
ture?on education in rural areas. are not available at
district level -and consequently the per -capita availabi-
lity}and the sectoral structure and composition of income
and the temporal changes in them, the unémplqyment
situétion in rural and ﬁrban.areas separately, as also
the per capitacexpenditure on educatioﬁ; which we fdund
helpful in the earlier analysis for sfates of India,
are being left out here owing to the above-stated data
limitations. However, a discussion on'relation of
migration structure with:the behaviour of Fhe indicators
of agricultural development in various districts at
various points in-study period and an analysis of the
structure of male employment in non-agriculture and
non-household manufacturing, occupafions, in rural and
urban areas separately has been done; Apart from these,
two dther indiCatofs are - road length per hundred
square kilometres and hospitals per lakh of population

were also considered,
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Migration Pattern in Rajasthan:

. In tbe earlier chapters we discussed Rajasfhan
in tif;e context of all India trends and in relation to
the Sthef states, We find that all migrétion.ratios
in Réjasthan, except the inter-state migratioﬁ'ra?iO'
in rural areas {Xg) were significantly below thevcorres-.
ponding all India levels, although the.gap has narrowed
vdown’during the study period, ekcept again in the case
of iﬁter—staﬁe rural ratio (XS) which maintains higher'
than all India position (see Table 1IV.4). Rajasthan
had high rural as well as urban out-migration both in
1971§as‘well as 1981, although it had a positive decadal
growth of net ﬁigrants. .As opposed to‘the all India
trend of QOntinuous decline in éll the migrant ratios,
Rajagthan had confinuous decline in its migration ratios
~'in ufban,areas.(x3, Xé, X9) only. All other ratios,
parti'cularly those of rural areas registefed.an overall
incrgasé dﬁring the study periocd, except ‘that long- .
distance migration levels in rural &reas show a marginal
decline. This‘continuéus decline in migration ratios
in urban areas has to be taken note of in a situation -
- of Rajasthan where urban procesées'are'widening and
deepening, Since we have already done state;levéi'
analfsis in earlier éhépters, it would be pertinent to

proceed to district level analysis.
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Migration Ratios: District _ .
evel Behav1our- : :

Before_we go to the discussion on levels of
dif ferent migration .ratios, let us have a look at .,

the mean values and see how uniform are the dlstrlbu_

tions of these indicators around respective mean values.

The Table IV.3 shows that the average for inter-
state migration ratios (X4, 5 X6) ;n 1981 wWere 1ewer
than the corresponding average in 1961, although the
.actuél figures for Rajasthan {Teble IV.4) show that
intef-state migration ratio (24) in 1§81 was marginally
above the same in 19;&. So, we can conclude that
during the study period there was a decline in the
longidistance migration levels in Rajasthaﬁsfotal male
population as alsc male population in rurai and urban

areas separately, .

.As regards the unifofmity or otherwise, of distri-
butions of these variables across districts, the level
of dispersion measured by the coefficient of variation
shows that rural migrant ratios (X, Xg and Xg) were
mofe'unequal in their distributions as compafed to
their urban counterparts (X3, X6 and Xg). A compérison
of figures 4.3:end 4.4 will help to grasp the broad
rural-urban dissimilarity in migration leﬁels. Wwe

can also say that the dispersion level experienced

by idtra-district migration ratios\(Xi, Xg and Xg)

i
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are significantly less than their counterparts - migrant

!

ratiés (Xl, X, and X3) and the ratios of long-distance

2
migration-(x4, XS' and X6). But at the same time, it

is true that all ratios, except intra-district migrant
ratios (xX,, Xg, and Xg4), show a decline in disparity |
overlfhe study period, whereas these three tendito become
less uniform over time.

iIf we compare the dispéﬁity-in spatial.distribution

of féese migratibn ratios, across districts with the
disp;rityvacross states which we discussed in chapter I7I,
we fiﬁd that thé migration ratio (Xl) during 1961 and
1971;_the migrant ratio in rural areas (X2) throughout
the Study period, migration ratfo in urban areas (x;)

in 1961, the inter-state migration ratio in rural areas
\(XS)‘in 1961 and 1971 and the inter-state migrant rat;o
in Grban areas (XG)'in'196i, were significantly more
unequdal as compared to the level of disparity experienced
at state-level. We can conclude that migration levels

in rural areas, specially w.r.t. long-distance migration,
-vary much more across districts_as compared to the
variation of their urban counterparts and also as

compared to the variation levels across states in this

regard.
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Migration Levels in Different
Districts - The Highest and-
the Lowest:

Table IV.4 exhibits the migration scene in the
districts of'Rajasthan. The figures 4.3, 4.4 énd 4.5
also highlight the spatial temporal variations in rural
migrétioh,‘urban migfation.ani long-distance migration
levels, respectively, Ganganaéar and Kota are the'
districts which have the pigﬁeét values of all migration
ratids consistently in 1961, 1971.and 1981; Ajmer,
Bikaﬁer,and Jhalawar also have highest value of gigrant
ratic x,) consistently for a;l'the_tﬁree.poinﬁs of time
in the study period. Ajmer has relatively low migration
level in rural areas Qhereas w.r.t, urban migrant ratios
(X3,iX6 and Xg)(it'figures among the highest in 19%1
but die to the decline if experiences in all its migration
ratios over time, it dges not stand among thevhighest
at the nexf two points in the study period, Bikaner
has the highest values of migrant ratio in rural areas
(X,) and intra-district migrant ratio (Xg) consistently
for all points in the study period, higheét value of
inter-state migrant ratio (X4)‘and intré—district
migrént ratio (X7) in 1961, but its migration ratios
in urban areas are yery'low. The low migration ratios
in urban areas (X3. Xg ana Xg) of Bikaner and the
declining over in Ajmer, despite their having higﬁest

values of urban ratio (Xlg) indicates the low share of
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migration in their urban growth, JhalaWar is among
- the highest w.r.t. X,, X and X, but its high levels
in 1961 w.r.t. X5, X3 and X8 experience fast declines

over'the next two decades.

:There are a few more observations that can be
made#ébout some otﬁer districts, Bundi fecorded the
highéét levels w.r.t. miérant ratio (Xl) and all'migrant
ratios in rural areas (X2, Xz and Xg) consistently in
1961, 1971 and 1981.. Similar is the case with Chittor-
' garhg Bharatpur has one of the highest values of inter-
state migrant ratios (X4, X5 and X6),‘although other
indicators show belqw’average valueé. On the other
" hand Pali exper iences high leveis of short-distance
miérétion (%7, Xé-and Xé) and low levgls of long-
disténce migration (X4; XS and X6) in" its total rural

popuiation and for rural and urban aréas separ ately,

lSikar and Jﬁunjhunu'have'lowest values w,r.t, all
migréﬁt ratios, consistently at all poihts in the study
per iod, except thatlin Jhunjhuny district inter-state
migrétion ratio (X4) and inter-state migration ratio
in rural areas (XS)”are not among the lowest and its
inter-state migrant ;atiq in urban areas (X;), for which
it had one of the lowest values in 1961, increased very
fast, This exception may be due to educational.insti-

tutions run by the Birlas, and seeing the temporary
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and esoteric naﬁure of these migrations, we can ignore
this exception. Bharatpur, Alwar ard Churu have low
migrént\ratioh-&xl) and low rural migrant ratio x,)

in 1§71 and :1981. They have consistenfly lowest le?els
of sﬁort—distance migrétioh especially in the rural areas.
Nago&r has one of the lowest values of all migrant ratios
in its urban_ areas (X3, Xg ana‘Xg) and alsoAthe lowest
valué,for inter-étate_migrant ratio (X4) and inter-state
miggsnt ratio in rural areas (X ;) consistently through-
out the study period. Tonk generally recorded low

values for all migration ratios th;oughout the study
peridd.- It can be put in the category of Sikar and
Jhunjhunu, Barmer, Jaler, Pali‘and Bhilwara have the
lowést values of intér-gtate migrationvratid (Xé).
Swai%ﬂadhopur has low values of migration ratio (Xl)

and of all the migrant ratios im its rural areas (Xz,

X amd Xg). | |

The Pattern of Temporal changes
in Migration Ratio:

Let us have a look at Table IV.5 in order to
know the changes in migration situation at the district
levef; Ajmer which had relatively low migration levels
in rural areas and high-migration levels in its urban
areas éxperieﬁced.a steep and continuéus‘decline in

eachfindicator during 1961-71 as well as 1971-81.

1.



THBLE 1V.3
Percentage Decadal Changes in Higramt Ratios, 1961-7i, 1971-81

DiStY_‘i[t X, X, . I; 4 . :(:I Xa 17 " ~ Xa Xg
. 196371 1971-B%  19h1-T1 1670-B1  1981-T1 (97i-B1  1981-J1.1971-80 1961-T1 1974-B1  19h1-71 1978-81 I9bI-T1 1971-81 19&i-7i i‘i?i—m 19h8-71 1971-81

7o-bB8 3895 <036 -7 ;12.96 0.9 - 819 B8 .97 42,78  -b.8l

1, Banganagar -14.8% .78 15,57 5,57 -ib. LIS S35 ¥
2. Bikaner ) -6,3  -3.58 .28 5,02  -14,15 -i6.00 12,50 -7.82 0,00 50,57 WAL 198 -6 -16ET ©OR02 -18,10 -27.82 -13.65
3. Chury T -8.3%¢  -p.93 -2,37 T-LSE -1 ~LLTG -2.80 -8,93 149 -1.33 -L8 -e2B . -BT7T 000 -16.95 -9
4. Jhun jhunun .03 A8 22,77 -LTF -18,63 16,33 231 L LT O-9.5 WiLe0 -4.78 -0.42 3.4 -3 3R
- 3. Alwar ' 2,68 -1.2b -1.68 -13,07 7.52 -8.00 . 1546 -13.5F IR 25T, iz.06 7.9 .74 -i1.97 9.8 -14.37
b, Bharatpur - Co-ibie -13.07 0 -7.95 <2109 -4.03 L33 -8.46 509 -6, 38 -2 19.77 -10.04 -8,9% -17.33 -13.13 8,79
7. Swai Hadhopur 7.48 -19.83 - 4,57 -2B.63 316 - -t1.27 1,00 -1.94 12,56 <476 . -2.28 -iLM 18.03 -29.93 8.5 -i1.77
g8, Jdaipur V 5,36 1279 14,50 0.0 -11,32  Z.6% 14.89 24,00 20,00 477 -188 0 1.22 -1.7h  -7.88 0 -15.7  -6.28
9. Sikar -4,08 -5.43 . 5.4 12,81 -22,47. 2,98 6.2 -1.80 16,34 -18,7% $.35 -i15.28  -9.27 -T.MG - 342 -tLe0 3629 BT
i0. Rjeer -15.86 -7.74 -12,35 7 -L26 0 -19.75 -19.34 0 -14.20 -22.19 0,06 -30,00 -1B.07 -32.25 1800 -10.79 -8,12  -4.59 1869 -11.39
{1, . Tonk C =173 -LBL 0 -1E8E 49,58 T 4302 4 82,93 -3b.06 4,47 1260 - i71,53 57,03 -10.00 -2.38 -14,34 10,25 8,127 23,00
12, Jaisalmer. 43,75 17.7% 8.26  35.20 j2,82 -z7i.88  107.81 -29.32 -39.39 -20.00 104,73 -Z5.19 14,83  9.16 © -438 199 7819 LY
13. Jodhpur 46 81,36 3T.E0 Led 16,81 -%.63 -15.720 -B.9% - -6.25) 333 -I2.90 -193 L33 <017 36,80 -§8,07  -Zb.al -BY
14, Hagaur B0 10,89 .12 -9.9% 11,8 -20.41 5,71 -16,80 - 5T.44 0,00 ! -15,76 -33.79 .46 -1 .87 -16.83 16,08 -13.32
19, Pali 99 1.y ~3.21  -4,33 i1, -4.44 64.71 - 76,19 38,97 -6l 30,90 19.48 -L05 -LTR 0 <R30 -R06 8,24 -%93
i6, Barmer 3428 6,82 .53 -2 2168 3,89 .46 -8, .00 -1t 326 -22.99 33.86 - %85 00 -1 3.81 36,4
17, dalor -15.92 18,47 <2056 6.09. 35,38 12,02 47,50 30,51 80,60 .93 -8.43 96,92  -26.83 15,74 -30.50  8.45 39,437 210
18, Sirohi 15,85 -~6.09 24,28 -7.40 -2.82 -71.98 2i.74 B3 63,38 1395 -840 1,97 12.87 -186,07 19.67 -15.47 ~1.85 -10.0
19. Bhilwara S,k -2047 L AT LLT2 46,36 -2,52 44,18 1L10 57.8% 1438 -G 7.8 LW -1t 49,90 -19.2¢ W0 3.9
20, Udaipur {7.86  {Z.B8 25,48 -£,83 -6,3 15,61 13,10 46,07 30,00 48,98 -1Z.55 18.7% i6.41 7.6 24,73 466 -191 9.8
21, Chittaurgarh 12,97 26,20 {143 19.23 15,13 43408 © 14,48 60,38 11,25 36,32 30.49 69,30 12,37 17,03 - 11,69 12.83 14,60 30,68
22, Bungarpur 185,45 4949 222,87 55,36 . 9.4 il.e4 -15.79 BSR4 -3L9L BL2S 19,75 G684 75530 -99.06 286,97 -al.09 14,69 -i5.17
23, Banswara -1.63 30,54 -6,22 36,08 18,48 27,59 1,85 66,36 -9.20 85,49 970 4550 0 -LEF 1487 ~2.99 26,83 13,66 -2.79
Z3. Bundi - 3Led 1299 5.2 -39 1025 218 55,75 3580 128,99 3534 -23.01 52,94 31.29 -35.40 0 3578 -39.88 8,70 -i0.80
73, Kota 6,23 0,32 -0 -3.22 -2.58 -1L.3 98,72 9.13 2.63 259,38 - 14,79 -19.5 T U SIS -0.82 -17.73 -3 6.3b
2b, Jhalawar -10.39 -17.96 -19.78 <2530 212 -10.12  -1LT76 -i368 -HT06 1772 2.0t -12.86 4,73 -24.38 =372 -29.87 77,81 -1.93
RAIASTHAK 4,348 0,63 6:32 -4.3a RCTE LRSS Y4 S PE - - S O I 4 Y -1.87  -6,83 i6.36  -7.08 15.29 -10.848 -1 <208

ALL-TRRIA -7.ef ~4.88 -9.00 -12.85 -15.000 -4.9% ~L3 -5 -5 -t

-H.BS -17.42 0 -10.05 -15.60 -8, -15.38 1756 -2.82

0cT

Note: lbid Source: idi
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Ganganagar which had highest values w.r.t. all migration
ratios, recorded decline in migration ratios proper

X, and Xi) and the levels of long-distance migration

during 1971-81., Decline in long-distance migration

ratios and increases in short-distance migration in case
of Génganagar‘district are more prominent during sixties
than'during seventies, although inter-state migration
rétio (X4) reéordssteeper'declines during both. the
decades. ‘Kota is another_dist:ict wﬁich had highest
values for all migrafion'ratios at all points in the
studf periecd. In it the migration level (Xl) shows a
mé@ginal-increaSe whereas long-distance migration level
(X4); particularly in its rural areas (X5) show a high
and continuous increase, although all other ratios
_expefience a moderate rate of decline., 1In its.case

Xg increases the rate of increase in the latter decade.
Bikaﬁer.which 1ike Kota had highest values of all ratios,
experienced a continuous increase in its long-distance
mig;étion,'speciallyvin the rﬁral areas. Bundi which
had the highest levels of short-distance as well as
long-distance migration in rural areas in 1% 1 records

further continuocus increase in them, rate of increase
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being higher during sixties thén Seventies._ Jhala&ar
which had one of the highest values of all migration
ratiés, records decline in all migratibn ratiOS,AeXcépt
" an iﬁcrease in‘intra-district migration ratio in urban
area§ (Xg) during sixties, 1Its inter—state migrant
ratié in fural areas (XS)'registere§ steeper declines.
sirohi islﬁhe dnly distriét, with one of the highest
valﬁé of migrant ratios which registered increases in
all the migrant‘ratios, except the urban ones (X5, X,
Xg).é We'find that from among high migfation districts,
Kota, Bundi, Bikaner and Sirohi record increase in
inter-state rural ratio (Xsi wheréas Ganganagar, Ajmer
and Jhglawar register declines in it.

It would be pertinent to note that Sikar which
is among the dlstrlcts w1th the lowest values w.r.t.
all migrant,ratios,'suffers further erosion in all of
themg except for a small increase in X8 dur ing the
seveﬁtiest Similarly Churu, which is another 1ow
migrétion district, records declineés invall its migranf
ratids. On the other hand, Jhunjhunﬁ ;ike Sikar, has
the lowest values w,r.t. all migrant ratios, records
" incréase in all its ratios except urban migrant ratio

(X3) and intra-district urban migrant ratio (Xg).

From among the districts with the lowest migration
-

ratios sikar and Churu suffer erosion in levels of



migration, long-distance as well as short—distanée;
in rural as well as urban areas, whereas Jhunjhunu
which also has the lowest values of all migfation
ratiés, shows an increase in all of them except in
urban migrant ratio (XB) and intra-district urban

migrant ratio Xyl

I o .
Now, a few more observations that can be made

aboug increase in migfation levels, Chittaurgarh‘is
the only district with'cOmparatively high migration
levels, and which has specially»high{iggeﬁiéﬁgteemiéﬁa-
giahﬁinifﬁral areas, recording continuously high
incréaSes in all migration ratios during the study
period, Moreover, the rates of'inérease.in.all migra-
tion‘;atios during seventies is higher than the rates
of'iﬂcrease in them during £he eariier decades. On

the ather hand;'BanSWAra and Dungarpur, which had very
low, values for all migration ratios in 1%1, record
incréase in all of them duringvthe study period. The‘
lOngidistance migration iﬁ'their urban éreas show 3
cont inuous increase in both the-decades; the rate of
incréase went up in the latter decade. Jaipur had very
high levels of migration in urbaﬁ areas and low migratior
level in rural areas and experienced increase in all
its rural ratios CXZ, Xs_and 28) wheréas'all its urban
ratios {X;, X' and Xy) decline. " Its migration level

(Xl), particularly Ioﬁg-distance migration (X4)

P ) ) e
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increases in both the decades and the decadal percen-
tégeﬁrate of increase increases in the seventies but.
its éhort-distanée migration level (X7) declines at a
mbdefate and increasing rate, Jaisalmer, Jodhpur,
‘Barmér and Bhilwara have con;idefably low migration
ievefs except high intra-district urban migration ratio
(X8)§in the case of the létter two, &ll of them record
increases in most of their migrant ratios. The decli-
ning’migrént ratioé in case of Jaisalmer are inter-
state rural (XS) and int;a—district rural (XB). Jodhpur
expefiences deciine in long-distance as well as short
distance migration ratios in urbaﬁ areas, the rate of
decline in case of Xe is faster during the latter
decade, whereas the rate_df decline iﬁ X4 sibws down.
In Bérmer and Bhilwara, the exception to{th; all round
increases in migratiéh is the long-distance migration
Ain ufban areas KX6>'  Pali continuously improves its
migration ratiomxxi) whereas Jalor experiences a
moderate decline in it during 1961-71 followed by
modefate ingrease during the next decade. But common
thing between them is that their rural migrant ratio
(Xz)‘declines and urban migfant ratio (X3) improves
ddriﬁg the study period'1961—81.' Moreover, a dichotomy
of iﬂcrease ih all inter-state migratiQn ratios (X4,
aﬁdixé) and a decline in ali intra-district migration

Xg
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: : .8
ratios (X7, Xg and ng is common to them, although

intra-district urban ratio (Xg) in Jalore district

shows a continuous Iincrease, rather than a decline.

:While analysing tﬁe all-India figures we noted
the urban specificness of decline in migration ratios
-5uring 1961-71 ahd the rural specificness of decline

in them during 1971-81, Both of thesé tendencies were
also confirmed by the state ievel and city-level analyses,
The urban-specificness of decline in any particﬁlar
district means that the urban migrant ratios mpvé more
in négative directién or. less in positive direction as
>compared to their *rural counterparts. Similarly, obser-
ving the rural specificness of decline in migrant ratio-
would mean that the rural ratios move more in negative
and less in positive direcFiOn'és compared to their

urban counterparts.

‘It would be pertinent to mention the districts
which go against these trends, Jaisalmer, Nagour, »
Jalof, Dungarpur and Kota are the five districts which
6i015tefboth these trends w.r.t, X, and X3. Apart from
these districts Alwar, Bharatpur, Tonk, Pali, Chittaur-
garh ‘and Jhalawar violate the urban specificness of
declfne in migrant ratios during 1961-71 but observe
the rural-specificness of decline. The five districts

Bikaner, Ajmer, Jodhpur and Bhilwara observe the
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urban specificness of decline during»1961-71 but they
viol;te the rural specificness of it duriné the next
decade. We .can say tﬁe majority of the districts cbserve
the drban specificness of decline during the sixties,

and rural specificness of it during the next deéade we

'noted‘fbr\all India and majdrity of the state.

Aforesaid trend were violated by Jaisalmer, Banswara
andeQF§Qin ;elaﬁi@n £o migrant ratios (X2 and X3) and
inter-state migrant ratio (XSIand Xé)., Thelfive-distriCts
namely Tonk, Ganganagar,vBikaner,‘Swai—MadhOpur and
Dungarpur don't follow any of these all India trends
withfrespect”toﬂxswand Xé. Out of these the first did

not follow theWurban specificnes$ during the sixties,
the_n@xt_twpwviplatedh%be”trend_6f rural specificness

dur ing _the seventies and the last two were in line with
both 'the all India trends with respect to migrant
‘ratiésﬂxz andjxé);

:Weﬂfind that districts of Bharétpur,!Chittaurgarh,
Jhal§Wa¥ violate the urban»specificnessvw.r.t. migrant
ratios proper (X, and XS)_and inter-state migrant ratios
(X5 and Xg). ‘While Ajmer, Jodhpur and Bhilwara resist
the rural specificness of decline for migrant ratios

(X2 énd'X3) and also for inter-state migrant ratios

(X5 ana X6)‘ Jaipur does so w.r.t, inter-state ratios
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'only. vWe'can say that the trend of ufban.specificness_
of décline dﬁ:ing the sixties and that of rural specific-
neés;of decline in the next decade_éxist when we considér
long;distance migration'sepafately.

Socio-Economic Setting of Migration
Scene in Rajasthan:

:Rajasthan“is character ised by economic underdevelop-
ment;and_institutional backwafdnesé.. It is one of the
states with the lowest level of per capita income and
the‘primary,sector provides it the highest share of
NSDP.. It consistently figures among the states with
low Share of secondary sector'in_NSDé;_although it has
relatively higher share of tertiary sector in - NSDP. The
share of tertiary sector in NSDPwof Rajastban is as
h.jlgh las;:the c;ase of West B?ngal and -Maharashtra.

. In fact, its per Capita,;ncome“(?ci) has been

_ decliﬁingvpve:,time, - The figurés for PCI at constant.
(;976-71) prices qre‘aVailabl%Zig5o-71 onwérds only. In
each year, from 1971—72_to,1981-82¢»the-PCI«has heen
lower than the 1970-71 figure of rupees 620, In chapter
III we notice that the average of 1980-81 and 1981-82
PCI was 3.3 per cent below the average of 1970-71 and
1971-72 PCI (Table III.3). That chapter reveals that
it‘was.21 per cent below the corresponding all India

level of PCI_(Table IIT.2). The index number of PCI
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{1970-71=100) was 94 in 1981-82, During 1979;80, énd
1980-81 it was 86 and 90'respectively. In 1960-61
Rajasthan rénkéd 6th place among the major 17 states,
in réspect of PCI.- In 1975-76 its rank was 9th., If
we éonsider three years{(1978-79‘to 1980-81) average
PCI ﬁhe rank of Rajagthan was 11th among the major 17

\ i
states of India.

} .
The unsatisfactory income profile, coupled with

the backwardness 6f the state in terms of other socio-
economic indicators we discussed in chapter III, ‘can

be rélated with the decline in the already low levels
of all its migrant rétios during the seventies, except

a small increase in inter-state rural migrant ratio
(Xs)j This exéeption is insignificant'becauge thé

small increase in seventies is preceded by a many-fold
decline during the sixties. The high estimates of net
outmigration from its rural and urban areas of Rajasthan
is also to be noticed as a supporting point.

Migration in Relation to Agricul-
tural Development in Rajasthan:

In 1981-82 the agriculturé and allied activities
contributed 51.45 per cent at 1970-71 prices, to total
NSDP ‘of Rajasthan. Agriculture and animal husbandry
accéount for about seventy per cent of the state's
:wérkforce. In order to understand the migration

situation of the state it is necessary to examine
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closely the agricultural situation in Rajasthan and

“also the spatial and temporal variations in it.

JA comparative study of area aﬁd production of
.dlfferent crops in Rajasthan 1nd1rectly brlngs the fact
to the notlce that its share in the country's production
of main crops is very low, compared tq its share in the

area under main crops.

The agricultural productién in Rajasthan is Eighly
unstéble.  There ekist glaring regional’disparities
in.iﬁs agricultural development. There is no secular
trend in area and production of crops in‘its. .For'
example, the index of area under all crops is largely
determined by the food‘érains group. With the triennium
1967-68 to 1969-70 as thevbase year, the maximum index
of area undér food grain was 118.48 in the year 1973-74
and the minimum value of it was 95.82 in 1968-69 in the
periéd 1967-68 to 1979-80. There have been fluctuations
in all three indices of area, namely food grain, non-

foodgrain and all crops.3

2. Acharya, S.S.(1983),  "agricultural Development
of Rajasthan. - Some Issues™, paper presented
in the seminar held at HCM State Institute of
Public administration, Jaipur-on March 10-12, P- 24

3. !Difectoféte of Economics and Statistics, Rajasthan,
- Jaipur, 1981, "Agricultural Index Numbers of
Rajasthan, 1967 68 to 1979-80", p.14..
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The levels of inter-district ineéuality meas ur ed
by the coefficient of Variation, in the agrlcultural
output per worker and the yleld per hectare, were higher
thénithe levels of inter-state inequality in them in

1961, 1971 and 1981 {Tables III.1 and IV.6).

fIn the Sixth State'Five Year Plan, under the head
Agriéultural and Allied gcﬁivities, the Command Area
Devefopment (CAD) feceived the highest priority consti-
tutiﬁg 4,88 pér cent of investment, whereas the Drought
Prone Area Programme KD.P.A.P.) and D.D.P. (1.95%) was
listed next in the prioritybfollowed by Rural Dévelopmént
‘Programme {1.39%). The minor irrigation (1.25%)4 was
put next to them., The idea of C,A.D. invisions a

larger concentration of output and modern input-use

"in a few pockets of high productivity,

1

The structure of land-holdings is quite unequitable.

Whilé marginal and small holdings (0-~2 hectare), number-
i'ng about half of the total land-hdidings, occcupy less
thanéone-teﬁth land, bkig holdings (10 hectares and above)
claim about 11 per cent of the>tota1 holdings occﬁpying

neariy half of the land.5

4, Draft VI Plan {1980-85) and Annual Plan 1981-82,
,Rajastﬁan, P20

5. Agricultural Situation in India, August 1985,
Directorate of Economics and Statistics, Depart-
ment of Agriculture and Cooperation, Ministry of
ngrlculture and Rural Development.




LEVELS OF DISPERSION IN SOCIO—ECDNOMIC VARIABLES - 1961,

13+

TABLE IV.6

1971,

1981 -

o o
Coefficient of Variation

population (Xz28)

25.

18

66

Variable/Year -
, ‘ ' . 1981 1971 1981

1. Percéntage of male workers 58.45 42?1Qf 34.

© " in non-household manu- : S
facturing (Rural Areas) (X19) - :

2. Percentage of maleworkers 35.17  39.69 25.48
in non-household manu-. ' ’ )

, facturing (Urban Areas) (Xzo)

3. Percentage of male,workforce ' 56.20 34.46" 29;10
in non-agricultural :
occupations (Rural) (Xz21) .

4. Percentage of male workforce f8:35 9:12 - 6.90
in non-agricultural occu- :
pations(Urban)‘(Xzz)

5. Average area under 54.75 = 38.62  46.45
agriculture per worker T : .
(Hectare) (Xza)

6. Average agrlculturdl output per 61.886 77.59 93.36
worker (Rs) (qu) : ' ‘ '

7. Average agriculture vield . 59.03 -73;49 86.12

: (Rs./Hect) (X25) .

8. Percentage of area under 94.55 83.74 68.64
irrigation {X28)

9. Road length per 100 sq. kms: 47.41  68.90  33.61

. (Xe7) . ' R - 3
10. Hospitals per lakh 77.79 24 .56
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. The underdeveloped agriculture of Rajasthan,
markéd by unstable;production, regional inequalities,
lop-éided priorities, and an antiquated frame of‘land-
holdihés, has one more speciality to its credit. The
;miniﬁum guarantee against price fiuctuations and a
price sugport for agricultural produce are missing
in Rﬁjasthan. .A look at the agriculturai index numbers
of Rajasthan reveals that high production of crops is.
usually accompanied by fall in prices. One example
of the relation among the aréa-sown, agricultural
: prod&ction, agricultural productivity and agricuitural
prices will help us to unaerstand'it. In 1970-71 the |
area under crops was very large {Index Number 109.77)
and the agricultural.production was the maximum (Index

No. 180,97).°

7

}In 1970—71, the land productivity of agriculturg/}
was élso the highest of the pericd. The index number
of if»was 161.33. However, the price response to this
food-crop year was disappéinting. The index number of

harvest prices of all crops was 89,21 in 1970-71,

6. In this section, the cbservations about the -
ragricultural index numbers are based on an
analysis of period from 1960-61 to 1979-80,
with the triennium 1967-68 to 1969-70 as
the base period, See Appendices III to XI
in D.E.S. Rajasthan (1981).
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'In the previous chapter we noticed that Rajasthan
has one of thé highest agricultural area per worker
x,) in 1961, 1971 and 1981, On the other hand,
Rajasthan is listed among states with lowest valués
- of tﬁe other three indicators namely, output per worker'
(xééf,'yieid per hectare (XZSZ, and‘peréentage of area
under irfigation (X26)‘ Furthérmore, we find that
the area under agricuiﬁure per worker, output per worker
énd ?ield pér heétare show high rates of increase during
the sixties. However, during the next decade the first
of these three suffers a'decline, the rate of increase
goes down draétically in the case of the second and'
médefately in the case of the thiré. The percentage
of afea under-irrigation increased much faster dufing

the seventies than during the sixties.

It is generally true for Rajasthan that the
sixtiés were the years of agricultural developﬁent
due to institutional reforms and greater availability
of modern agricultural inputs. But from the mid-
seventies there is a stagnation in the agricultural
production. While Rabi production attained é piateau;
the Kharif prcduction was still susceptible to the
vagaries of monsoon. The increase in migration level _
in rural areas (Kz). particularly in the short-distance

migration in ruridl’area (X,) during the sixties and
8 g :

- an
e
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é decline in them during the seventies seemé to have
some relation with the above-stated reality of agricul-
tural deveiopmeﬁt_during sixties and a_staghafion since
mid-seventies. |

Agriculture and Migration
at District Level:

we will utilise table IV.7 and'IV.B to understand
the spatial and temporal profile of agrigultural_deveIOp-
ment in Rajasthan. Ganganagar; Bundi and Kota are the |
diétricts with the highest values of all the four indi-
catofs-of ag;icul;pral‘development under consideration
consistently in 1961, 1971 and 1981. Jhunjhunu, Sikar
and Nagour are districts with the lowest values of all
the indicators of agriculturél development._ We observed
in the first part of this chapter that these agricul-
turally most developed districts have the highest levels
of migration, short-distance as well as long-distanCe
in rural and urban areas, except that the urban ratios
are not equally high in Bundi, We also noted that the
above noted three agriculturally most backward districts
had the lowest levels of short-distance migration in

their rural and urban areas.

The four western Rajasthan districts of Jaisalmer,
Jodhpur, Nagour and Barmer have the highest area under

agriculture per worker (X,3) in 1961, 1971 and 1981,
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TRRLE 19,7

AVERABE RBRICULTURAL ARER AKD DUTPUT FER HORKER, YIELD PER HECTARE - 1961, 1571, 1981

Pistrict Average area under Bverage Agritultural fverage Agritditural percentage Yariation in

Agriculture per - outpet per worker (Rs) © Yiedd (Rs./Hertare fAverage figricultural Yield
. : Area per worker Dutput per worker
B P I T e B (Xzs) ilas} : {¥24) {Xzs)
1961 1970 198t {94 1974 98¢ {965 1971 1981 1968-71 1971-81 1961-71 1971-B1 191-7% 1971-B)
f.  Bangamagar 306 3.37.2,99  1BKG,40 36A7.22-3329.78 599.55 1087.53  {113.9% S 10,13 -11,28 99,7¢ -9.20  -Bi,39 243
7.  Bikaner .24 2.3 2.9 185,06 146,24 219:84 CB,7F 63U 99,44 342 -3 -26.98 50,33 -7 BLLW2
3, Thuru 80 .30 L,BF 250.44 05,80 SGE.B 137,68 13Z.08 175,06 27.07 25,63 22,03 65.64 =365 .97
4. Jhunjhunun 6,90 1,60 1.80 208,18 . 431,60 646,30 225,56 789,71 3E5.10 77,78 12,50 111,42 49,88 . 19.38 313
3, Alwar 147 1,98 1.9% 947,90 1776,22 659,83 869,67 896,13 - 1078.56 69,73 ~22,73 224,19 -6,30 9080 20,38
b Bharatpur U O T Y 9.71 3080.53 1475.63 707,47 18%0,80 703,11 27.69 ~16.87 234,22 3,77 161,63 T1.9%
7. Swai Hadhoper 1,23 171 1,42 891,29 {393,639 {184,580 615.54 814,16 BI12.15 19,02 -16.96 101,60 -15,00 12,99 1,94
8. Jdaipur L03 130 128 . 549,45 150,77 008,86 522,08  £99.36  7B7.42 12,86 ~14,87 91,24 -3.99 3396 12,99
9, Gikar- 1.0 1,59 {78 M52 586,39 £29.75 06,67 345,35 35381 54,37 11,95 76,67 13.08 13,97, w22
i0,  Aiser.” 3 L L3 82,44 132138 53133 370,07 604,97 89,12 26,15 -18,90  173.B9 60,55 {17.52 -31.6h
11, Tonk .87 2[‘.64 7,14 350,97 1417,98 1074.97 028,27 5Bt.34 503,16 0,48 12,30 43,09 -24,06 10,05 -13,44
12, laisaiper 4,63 2,99 595 - 40L9T 220,16 bEES 9,40 TLE6 16,92 S35 3L1F 0 AR 01 -69.75 -18.92 -77.09
13, dodhper 2,4 b 7.4 246,77 735,73 264,43 PE4.98 244,08 167,41 14,63 186,99 . ~b5.17 11345 113,15 -55.98
14, Nagawr 2,63 .16 LE 356,03 688,82 415,60 135,47 111,98 222.2% -17.87 -13, 83 67,86 -37.8] 96,82 4,83
15, Fali- 178 2,270,053 477,49 1082,10 591,16 287,60 478,60 3B6TIZ 27,53 -32,6G 126,62 45,37 78,09 -18.86
16, Baraer IO 392 369.49 541520 339,77 110,91 40,50, 86,65 22.82 - -4.i6 202,07 -69.53  -53.68 113,95
17, dalor .99 20 2.3 472,88 1495.2% 727,22 23772 468,06 . 309,54 60,80 -25.63 217,18 -51.49 96,50 ~34.72 -
16, Sirohi §.32 0 164 LHR 1237.09 032,03 T10.3% 93170 628,32 600,85 24,24 -28,05  -17.38 -30,50  -35.42 -9
19.  Bhiiwara 6,70 §.01 0,8 516,37 BBR.E2 703,39 732,93 800,34 815,08 28,57 -22.52 71,51 -20.60 .20 1.84
26, Udaipur 0.57 0,88 0.81 326,16 1049,26 §2BR. 33 STE.04 125324 15R4.E3 54,39 -7.93  227.B9 20.47 116,60 30,61
4, Chittaurgarh ™ 0.32 48 L.00 631,56 (450,72 930.8% TOBLIB 123331 944,82 28,26 15,28 122,65 -14.,46 74,15 -2 23
22, Dungarpur 07 L0 8.9 630,26 BI6.S1 638,68 gan, 16 B1G. 14 697.37 © 3.4 -14,95 21,22 5.42 5,82 10,77
23, Ranswara 0,87 1,30 LIS - BZ4.28 238,78 B4L.69 345,09 935,19 74433 49.4% -11,08 50,30 -11.89 1,07 -22.08
28,  Bundi 70 219 1LEE 0 13a4,0 46375 800,37 2139.95  2886.15 28,07 -26,03 . 242,73 -0.86 (87,37 3L
723, fota .64 2,40 L35 {06157 1585.70 bab.36 - 71082 612,97 46,34 -18,75 60,77 -7,03 3.9¢ 14,3 -
26 Jhalawar f.30 1,82 .28 938,92 1355,39 716,98 TIR54 TIIY 73S0 38,93 -3.32 0 42,28 <37 200 02
RAMSTHAN 1,47 2,02 1.73 SELBE  1046.73 1i86.62 . 384.00 518,00 6B4.00 37,42 -14.3% 85,63 13.3b 18,90 32,08
Rotes: 1. The 1941 figures for avera%e area under agriculture per worker, agriculivral cutput per vorker and average agriculfural yield (Rs,/Heclare) are
?gér{fss" far 1360-a1, 1‘?6_ ,‘62 and {962-b3,  The 1974 hgure_s are averages for 1970-71 and 1972-73. The [98{ figures are averages for 1980-82 AHD
2. The estinates of area, output and vield are based on 13 principal trops, -
3. The apricultural output was calrulated st the average 1370-73 prives, -
4. Figures for Rajasthan are tased on 1% crops and for that reacon are not sirictly coeparable to the figqures for districts.
Souree: 1. Bhaila, E.S,_and flagh, Y.K., 1979, Perforpance of Indian Moricuitures Bistrict-wise Study,
Z, - {easus of india, 19481, ﬁéjasthan, Yol. X1V, 'Part [1 B(i) Beneral Econceic Tablés, Table £-101
3. Census of India, 1971 Rajasthan, Series-i8, Part 11 Biii) General Econonic Tables, Tabie B-1f}
5, Census of India, 1981, Rajasthan, Series-1B, Part If1 AkR, ¥oi,I{i) Beneral Cconomic Tables, Table B-111

5 -lDirs:lnratr{ of Econpaits and S(atisti:s, Rajasthan, Statistical Abstract of Rajasthan for y}ears 19862, 1963, 1971, 1973, 1987,

v
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But these districts have the lowest output per worker
g(x24)' the lowest yield per hectare (X,.) and the lowest
percentage of area under irrigation (X26). Except
Nagodr; the abéve_mentioned wéstern'districts are-
expefiencing further decline or stagnation in their
labour productivity, land productivity aﬁd percentage

- of area under irrigation.

- The four southerﬁ Rafasthan districts of Bhiiwara,
Udaiﬁuﬁ, Chitféufgarh'and Dungarbur have the highest.
valués of'output per worker CX24), yield per hectare
szsf.and high,pérceqtage of area under irrigation
CK26Y cqhsistently. But the ag;icultural area per
worker is the loweét in them at all pbints in the study
periocd. These districts record increase in all the
inaiéatbré of ‘agricultural development. The increase
in migration levels is taking place ;n fhe above-mentioned
two éroups of western districti;/and southern disﬁricts}.
.The fact of'increase in migration levels of agricul-
turally backward and stagnating districts, speak df the

’ZR

possible importance of area under agriculture (X23

determining the migration levels,

Ganganagar where continuous agriculturgl deveiOp-
ment has been taking place but the area under agriculture
per worker (X,,) declined during 1961-81, experiences

decline in migration levels, particularly the inter-



, RAJASTHAN |
AVERAGE AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT

PER WORKER
(1961—81)




138

state migration levels. Kota ié‘ﬁlso agriculturally
developed and makes further strides in this respect

éver‘time. Unliké Ganganagar, the agricultural area
;er Gorker'(X23) increases in it. We find that long=

distance migration level in rural areas (XS) of Kota

increases, whereas it (%) declined in Ganganagar.

:While this ;elationship-éf area under agriculture
per Qo:ker (X23) énd the migration levels, is similar
to the one we cbserved at state-level for India; the
generalisation that the land-pressure is the most
important factor deciding the migration levels, cannot
be made with'eéual confidence for the districts of
Rajaéthan. Most of the districts of Rajasthan are
agriculturally backward and have very high area
available for, and cohing under.égricuiture. We
find‘that during the sixtie84due to large-scale area:

' expansion in agriculture, the inter—district disparity
in this respect went down almost one-third. High
area1under agriculture per worker became almost a
common factor. On the other hand worker productivity
and land producfivity inéreased>differéntialiy over
.space and the distribution became more skewed. The
figures 4.6 and 4.7 highlight this growing inequality
over'space and time. At the district level in Rajasthan

the deéiding factor bec¢ame the output peéer worker (X24),v
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rather than the agriculture area per worker {X,.,). It

23
is slightly different from the all India results where
land-pressure is the most important deciding factor.

It needs to be studied in detail as to in which districts

and in what time horizons the land-pressure will become

morewiMportant and relevant factor of migration.,

:The correlation results-also suppdrt these obser-
vatiéns. The correlation results {Appendix IV.1) show
that the agricultural output per worker-(X24) and percen-
vtageéof area under irrigétion (X,6) are becoming more
impoftant factors relasted with migration. In 1961 the
Qorker productivity (X245 was the only indicator of
agricultural‘dévelopment'which’had significantly positive

relation with the migration levels, Next to it in

23)'

althdugh its relation with migration levels was not

importance was the agricultural area per worker (X

significant even at 10 per cent level of significance.
In 1§7i and 1981 also the worker productivity (X24)
maintains the high and significant correlation with
migration levels. The coefficient of correiat;on of
agricultural area per worker.€X23) with migration
levels, declines continuously'froﬁ 1961 to 1971 énd
From 1971 to 1981. On the other hand the coefficient

of correlation of thé percentage of area under irrigation

{X26) with migration levels in 1971 and 1981 were higheé
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than the 191 counterpart. It seems that on the whole
with the expansion of irrigation'and increase in output
in sixties and seventies, the area under agriculture per
wor ker (X23)”has pecome the less relevant and less
significant indicator of agricultural development in
Rajaéthap as far as migration is concerned., It is quite
understandable in a situation of erratic rainfall,
uncertain and unstable agricultural. production in the
state. |

Occupational Structure and
Migration:

et i ot i ot et et

In the absence of the data on sectoral shares of
inco@é‘at district lével,‘We will consider the percentage
of méle workforce engaged in non-~agricultural occupations:
and the peréentage of male workforce engaged in.non-
household manufacturing. We find from table IV.6 that
the inter-district différences as regards these two
indicators have narrowed down.

Non-agricultuyre Workforce
and Migration:

:Table IV.9 gives the structure of nOn;agricultural
workforce in rural énd urban areas separately for all
the districté of Rajasthan. Agriculturally backward
districts have lpw‘proportion'of their urban workforce
in ndn-agricultural occupations (X22). However, the

picture regarding rural areas is not that clear-cut.:
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We find that the districts with the lowest proportion

of tﬁeir rural workforce engaged in non-agricultural
occuﬁations belong to two extremes. The agriculturally
mostfdeﬁeloped districts like Ganganagar, Dungarpur

and Bharatpur as also the backward ones like Churu;

éarmér and Jodhpur £all in the same bracket, It can

.be oﬁserved that the districts with the highest proportion

)

of rdral workforce in nOn-agricultural occupations (le
are mostly backward agriculturally with the exception

of Kdta.

;Tbe high proportion of workforce in non-agricul-
&ural occupations cannot, perhaps, be related with
agricultural development.‘ It seems that gquite often
thatgagricultural backwardness :ather‘than'agricultural
deveIOpment is ‘associated with it. The continuous
decling in X21 and stagnatioﬁ in X22 of the agricul-
turally developed districts bear testimony to the point.
The cdorrelation results (AppendivaV.l) also support
theif Observation., There ié a weak positive relation

of Xél and X,., with the indicators of agricultural

22

development.,

The general trend of decline in the proportion
of non-agricultural workforce, in rural as well as
urbaﬁ areas, during the sixties in most of the districts

of Rajasthan indicates that non-agricultural sector during
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the dedéﬁgﬁstagnéted as compared to the agricultural
sector. But the fact of decline in the percenfage

*6f ﬁon-agricultural workforce in urban areas (Xzz) in
many%diétricts during the seventiesg points that the
stagﬂatiéh of sixties did not change to any better
»situétion. "The look at table IV.9 and theicorrelation
results in Appendix IV.i reveals that in the districts
of Réjasthan'these two indicators are not at all
posifively related with the migration levels,
Workforce in Non-Household

Manufacturing and Migration .
in Rajasthans: ' !

Tablé Iv.,10 giveé the prqportion of non-household-
ing éanufaéturing in the workforée bf various districts
of-Réjasthan in the rural and urban areas separateiy.
Pali, Ganganagar,'SwaifMadhgpur, Ajmer, Bundi and
Udaipur have the highest percentage of its workforce
in rural as well as urban areas, engaged in nén-housef
hold'manufacfufing. Incidenfally, all these are agri-
éulturally developed districts. On the other hand,
Jaisé}mer,'churu and Barmer which figure consistently
in 1961, 1971 and-1981.'among the agriculturally most
backWard districts, have the lowest percentage of male

wor kforce in non-household manufacturing.

1

O0f all the indicators of agricultural development,
the worker produc;ivity,‘i.e.)agricultural output per

worker (X24) seems. tO be most strongly correlated with



PERCENTAGE OF MALE WORKFORCE IN NON-HOUSEHOLD MANUFACTURING AND .

TABLE 1IV.10

- PERCENTAGE DECADAL VARIATION

- 1961-1971-~ 1981

PERCENTAGE CHANGE

District RURAL URBAN RURAL
(X19) (Xz20) (X19) {X20)
N 1961 1871 1981 1961 1971 1981 1961-71 1971-81 - 1961-71 1871-81
1. Ganganagar. 1.48 1.31 2.46 16.28 16.73 18.96 -11.79 87.79 2.76 13.33
2. Bikaner 0.61 0.75 2.51 10.50  10.08 . 13.30 22.85 234.87 -4 .00 31.94
3. Churu 0.186 0.45 - 1.14 7.76 8.59 11.25 181.25 153.53 10.70 30.97
4. Jhunjhunun Q.77 1.11 3.69 1.11 9.04 14.47 - 44 .16 .232.43 -13.33 60.07
5. Alwar 0.73 1.18 . 3.32 12.98 11.05 20.25 61.64 181.386 -14.87 83.286
6. Bharatpur 0.41 0.78 2.03 11.99 13.58 18.27 80.24 160.26 13.34 34.44
7. Swai Madhopur 1.47 1.15 2.56 14.87 14.28 17.15 -21.77 122.861 -2.79 20.27
8. Jaipur 0.38 1.58 4.50 17.45 18.93 . 25.45 315.79 184.81 . B.48 34.44°
9. Sikar 0.75 1.49 3.15 10.29 11.63 14.31 98.67 111.41 13.02 23.04
10: Ajmer - 1.30 1.73 4.28 14.07 17.31 . 22.87 33.08 147.40 1 23.03 32.12
11. Tonk 0.47 1.11 2.82 13.40 12.88 21.15 136.17 154.05 -3.06- 62.
12. Jaisalmer 0.04 0.56 2.03 8.76 326 9.9 300.00 262.50 -62.79 *187.24
13. Jodhpur 0.44 0.71  1.81 11.73 14.62 18.59 61.36 126.76 24 .64 27.15
14. Nagaur 0.42 0.83 2.51 13.91 18.20 21.01 | 121.43 169.88 . 30.84 15.44
15. Pali 1.49 2.58 3.864 20.57 25.73 23.83 - 73.83. - 40.54 25.09- -7.00-
16. Barmer 0.18 . 0.81 1.07 7.48 10.75 23.87 221.05 75.41 43.72 122.05
17. Jalor 0.54. 1.39 1.82 4.56 7.36 '9.30 120.37 52.94: 61.40 26.
18. Sirohi 0.72 2.02 3.82 8.89 7.52 13.30 .. -1.80.56 89.11 12,41 76.86
19. Bhilwara 0.72 1.19 2.93 16.71 21.13 21.586 65.28 146.22 26.45 2.04
20. Udaipur 0.88 1.37 3.01 11.39 15.17 17.70 55.68  119.71- 33.18 16.68
21. Chittaurgarh 0.686 1.42 2.80 11.81 12.27 15.05 115.15 97.18 - 3.87 22.686
22. Dungarpur 0.53 0.68 . 1.72 10.23 . 10.586 14.99 28.30 152.94 3.23 41.95
23. Banswara 0.26 0.58 1.48 6.84  8.72 15.28 123.08 155.17 27.49 75.23
24. Bundi 1.10 1.28 3.09 23.45 22.67 21.78 1.82 175.88 -3.33 -'-3.893
25. Kota - 1.24 1.71 4.06 11.87 23.64 23.52 237.90 137.43 102.57 -0.51
26. Jhalawar 0.69 1.45 2.62 12.11 16.80 17.40 110.14 80.69 - 38.73 3.57
" RAJASTHAN . 0.75 1.23 2.81 13.28 15.71 19.84 64.00 128.486 18.30 26.29

82

38 -

Source:

Same of Table IV.A.

ot
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the workforce in non-household manufacturing occupétions.
From Table IV.10 we find that the districts with high
prbpértion of workfofce in non~household manufacturing
_havefthe higher levels of male»migration in them. On
the other hand the districts with low proportion of
workforce in nonfhouéehold manufacturing have relatively
lower levels of male migration in them; For the districts
of Réjasthan the proportion'of male workforce in non-
household manufacturiﬁg has a positive correlation with
most ‘of the migrant-ratios. The percentage of rural
malelworkforce_in non-household manufacturing (Xlg) has
significantly positive coefficient of correlation with
migration ratios. However, its urban counterparts
C(zof has positive but not significant relation with
migration levels. These results conform to what we
found in our state-level analysis for India., However,
the lower value of coefficients of correiation of X19
and 226 with the inter-state migrant-ratio (X4) as
compared to, 6 the intra-district miérant ratio (X7), is a
relaﬁionship contrary to what we observed at the st ate-

level for Irdia.

}
H

Indicators of Road Development
and Health in relation to
Migration in Rajasthan:

-

A look at tables IV.11 and IV,12 reveals no

significant pattern offfelationship of these indicators



TABLE IV.11

ROAD LENGTH PER HUNDRED SQUARE KILOMETERS - 1861, 1971, 1981

District ' ~ Road Length Percentage .
. (In Kilometres) Variation
C(Xz1)
1861 - 1971 1981 1861~ 1971~
' ' : 71 81
1. Ganganagar 5.71 ©7.09 9.86 24 .17 38.07°
‘2. Bikaner 3.44 4.08 5.28 18.60 29.11
3. Churu 4.63 5.13 .8.23 24.21 60..43
4. Jhunjhunun 8.11 9.08 12.80 11.96 40.87
5. Alwar 165.64 15.68 18.09 0.26 21.68
6. Bharatpur _ 16.83 18.33 18.52 8.27 1.04
7. Swai Madhopur " B.24 8.85 10.13 7.40 14.48
8. Jaipur g.55 10.09 14 .54 5.65 44.10
9. Sikar 9.36 9.45 13.14 0.96 33.05
10. Ajmer 17.75 19.44° 19.96 g.52 2.67
11. Tonk 7.70 8.98: 10.68 16.62 18.93
12. Jaisalmer ...1.80 2.02 5.156 12.22 154.95
13. Jodhpur 7.58 8.71 17.53 14.91 101.26
14. Nagaur - 9.15 9.82 12.11 7.32 23.32
15, Pali 9.39 13.57 - 15.48 35.84 14.00
16. Barmer f33.84 4.77 9.57 24.22 100.63
17. Jaler 6.38 7.286 11.886 13.62 £53.36
18. Sirohi 13.43 14.13 - 17.15 5.21 21.37
19. Bhilwara 5947 10.88 13.93 14 .09 28.03
20. Udaipur 17.91 18.60" 19.44 3.05 4.52
21. Chittaurgarh 18.20 19.133 12.45 135.73 ~-35.569
22. Dungarpur 18.989 18.69 25.01 --1.568 33.81
23. Banswara 14.31 15.39 14.73 7.56 -4.28
24 . Bundi 13.53 13.98 16.38 . 3.338 - 17.02
25. Kota 11.72 13.84 11.75 18.08 -15.10
26. Jhalawar 18.086 12.20 12.33 -32.45 1.07
Note: 1861 figures refer to 1962~63 whereas those for 1971 refer to 1870-71
and 1981 figures réfer to 1980-81
Source: Directorate of Economics and ‘Statistics, Government of Rajasthan,

Statistical Abstract of Rajasthan for years 1963, 1873, 1982.
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TABLE IV.12

HOSPITALS PER LAKH POPULATION - 1961, 1971, 1981

' (X28) Percentage |
: Variation

Districts 1961 1971 1981 1961- 1871-

' ' 71 81

1. Ganganagar 1.06 ° 1.17 0.98 10.38 -16.24
. 2. Bikaner S 2.03 2.45 1.48 20.69 -39.58
3. Churu. 1.87 1.26. '1.58 ~24.55 25.40
4 Jhunjhunun - 1.40 - 1.46 "1.67 4.298 14.38
5. Alwar. 2.02 1.70 1.49 -15.84 -12.35

' 8. Bharatpur 1.39 1.43 0.96 2.B8 -32.87
7. Swai Madhopur 1.17 1.40 - 1.30 18.66 -7.14-
8. Jaipur 1.32 - 1.60 . 1.39 21.21 -13.13
9. Sikar 1.22 1.12 1.45 . -8.20 29.48
10} Ajmer 2.42 1.71 1.91 -29.34 11.70
11! Tonk 0.60 1.49 1.73  148.33 16.11
12! Jaisalmer 1.10 2.88 2.58° 171.82 -13.71
13.J Jodhpur 2:37 1.70 1.17  -28.27 -31.18
14 Nagaur 1.38 1.16 1.30 -16.55 12.07
15. Pali 1.49 . 1.73 1.92 16.11 10.98
16. Barmer 0.62 1.49 1.08 140.32 -28.86
17! Jalor 1.28 " 1.44 1.21 12.50 ~15.897
184 SBirohi 2.84 - 2.12 -1.89 -25.35 -10.85
19. Bhilwara 1.97 1.93 1.67 -2.03 -13.47
20. Udaipur 1.43 1.53 1.26 6.98 -17.65
21. Chittaurgarh 3.20 1.85 1.05 ~48.44 ~38.36
22. Dungarpur 8.49 1.32 1.12 -84.45 -15.15
23. Banswara 1.05 2.02 1.58 92.38 ~-21.78
24 . Bundi 4.33 1.85 1.63 ~-60.88 -11.89
25. Kota 2.13 2.10 1.556 -1.41 -26.19
26. Jhalawar 2.65 1.565 1.82 ~41.51 17.42
Note: While calculating the number of hospitals, a
hospital was assigned weight =1 and a dispen-

sary weight 1/3. =
Source: Directorate of Economics and Statistics,

Government of Rajasthan,

Statistical Abstract
of Rajasthan for years 1961, 1971, 1981.
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with'tbeflevels of migratioﬁ. The results in Appendix
IV.lishQﬁ £hat there is a weak negative correlétioh of
these twb\indicators with migration 1évels, except for
a weak pogitivéfQQ;ggiapﬁoﬁé@itﬁ;migrétibnkinihﬁbén
areaé (XB),.especially with the short-distance migration
levels in urban areas {Xg). It seems that these factors
in tﬁemsélves are not any determining factors as far as

migration is concerned.

4
¢

-
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUS ION

The study identifies certain important trends and
permits generalisations which have major policy dmpli-

cations.,.

!Contrary‘to fhe general notion that with development,
the ievel of_inferéction_increases, the percentage of
lifetime ﬁigrants of long-disténce as well as short-
dzstance»in India's rural as well as urban male population,
declined'thrOughodt the sixﬁies.and ﬁhe seventies, This
is cérrdbbrated’by several‘other_fiﬁdings. The growth of
male migrants was less than the growth of male population,
The:growth of rural to rural and urban to rural streams
of male migrants was less than the gr&wth of rural male
population, Similarly, the growth of rural to urban and'
urban to urban streams of male migrants was less than the
growth of urban male population. Furthermore, if we
consider thé percentage of current and inter-censal
migrants in these streams separately, we get confirmation

*

of the declining tendency of male migration,

For all types of male migrants in India, migrant
ratio in rural areas is less than the same in urban
areas. The difference is greater for backward states

and lower for the developed states. The inter-state
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migrant ratio is lower than the intra-district migrant -
ratio in the male population of India. 'Similar is the case
with its rural male population. This is true for almost

allvfhe states,

:However,’in the urban areas the long-distance migration
levels were higher’thanvthe short-d istance migration
lévels in 1961 and 1971. But in 1981, the urban areas
‘also recorded levels of long—distancéj%igratioﬁ which
were lower than the shéftfdistanCe migration levels, The
higher percentage ofrlong-distaﬁqe than shoft-distance
migrants in tﬁe urban afeas is observed in the developed
and the developing states. The share of 1ong—diétance
as well as Shortdﬂistaﬂce migrants in the total internal
migrants residing in rural areas of India and most of
the states, has been declining, It implies thatiinter-

district movements have become more usual.

The rate of decline in thefJ&vels of migration in
the male populétion of India has been more drastic in
urban areas during the sixties and in rural areas during
the éeventies. This rural—urban'dichotomy holds even
when we consider long-distance and short-distance migrations
separately. During 1971-81, the decline in long~distance
male migration levels in rural as well és uban areas,

has been greater than during. the earlier decade.

\
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There is arcléér_éut différence in the migration’
~ situation ofvdeveloped and backward states., The developed
.statesvgenerally.have the highest migrant ratios andt
particularly high inter-state migrant fatios iﬁ rural
as well as urban‘areas,’whereas tﬁe_backWard states
record the lowest values of these ratios. States in
the latter group experiencebéteeper fates of decline
in their alréady low levels of male migration than
‘devel oped states, Iﬁ backward states the deélines in
male ﬁigr§tion levels have been stéeper in rural areas,
during 1961-71 as well as 1971-81., This means they
Violate the urban speci§icness of decline in male
migration levels which is observed_for\all India and
for the developed stafes'during 1961-71. In the
relatively backward states the shére of rural areas
in the totaliinternal male migrants declined during
the study peribd, whereas for a few develgped states
it has increased.‘ The backward states have recorded
distinctly high levelg of rural as well as urban.out_
migration, zero or negative growth of rural to rural
outmigration and negative‘net inter—étate migration
and -a negative decadal rate of interéstate migration

in their internal male population,

OU¥ study of the class I cities for 1961 and 1971

and of all metropolises for 1961, 1971 and 1981, after

out
carrying/necessary adjustments for the changes in the
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concepts @ff!urban area' and ‘migrant', discovered a few
importamt trends. |

.There is a great disparity among the cities regardimg
the levelé of ﬁi@fation as well as the levels of long-
distance migration in the male ﬁopulation; In most of
the qities;vthese lévels are lower than the corrésponding
figures for the all India urban male migration in 1961
as well.as 1971. . Mofeover, the levels of mig;ation and
long-distance migration in them in 1971 were lower than
the qorreSponding levels in 1961, The cities with the
highest and iowest levels of migration have considerable
rank-consistency for 1961 and 1971. One.significant fact
about the spatial pattern.of migration infgﬁties is that
those with the highest levels w.r.t. both the indicators
are either in the devéloped states or they are the

industrial centres of the otherwise backward states.

_The'majority of cities experienced déciines'in the
migrant ratio as well as in the inter-state migrant ratio.
A few, which registered increase is both of these ratios,
had consistently higher levels of migration in 1961 and

1971.

The majority of cities experienced growth of male
population higher than the growth of urban male population
of India as a whole. However, for all except_six'cities,

the growth of male migfants was lower than the growth of
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the male population in them. In fact, in one-fifth of

the total cities, the growth of male-migrants and inter-
state male migrants Qas negative. Most of these cities,
"with a £alling number of migrahts belong to the relatively

backward states.

Migrétion level in almost all metropolises declined
in the sixtiés as well as the seventies., For most of the
metropolitan cities the decline in migration le&els in
the sixties wﬁs«steeper than thé'decline’during the
seventies. In 1981, the inter-state ratio in almost
all_@étrOpolises was iower than the corresponding figure
of 196 1. ﬁdst 6fvtﬁe metropblises during the sixties
experienced growth rate of male migrants and male population
lower than the corresponding figures for urban areas of
India. Howevér, during the seventies the opposite was
" true. .The métrOpolises with high levels of migration |
and high growth of male population belong to the relatively
advanced states whereas those with low and fast declining
levels»of male migration and experiencing low growth of
male migrants in them belong to a relatively backward

_state.

The states with the lowest levels of per capita
income (P.C.I.) the highest shares of ¢he primary
sector and the lowest shares of the secondary sec tor

in their net state domestic product (N.S.D.P.), observe
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the lowest levels of male migration and exhibit steeper
declines in them, have high rural-GSgweli as urban male
outmigration and observe negative net inter-state decadal
migration. On the other hand, the states having high
leveié of P.C.,I., the lowest“shafe'of primary sector

and the highest Share of secondary and tértiééysectors
experieﬁce the diametrically opposite migratién scene
consistently in 1961, 1971 and 1981. However, it mﬁst

be mentioned that the states with the'highest levels of
P.C.I. also have a continuous decline in migration ratios.
“The states with low P.C.I., bigger primary sector and

- smaller secondary sector but proportionately high
tertiaryisector exhibit a dichotomy of having the lqwest
migration levels in rural areas and higher migration levels

in urban areas,

The correlation results elaborately confirm these
relationships. Migratién ratio (Xl) has pcsitivé relation
with P,C.I. The migration level in urban areas (X;) has
highef positive relation with P.C.I. than does the
migration level in rural areas (X,). . At higher level
of P.C.I., the level of 1ong-diétaﬁqe'migration in male
population is generally high and opposite is the case
with short-distance ﬁigration. The levels of inter-state
migration in rural areas (XS) are more positively related
with P.C.I. than are the i&véls of inter-state migration

in urbar areas (Xé).

had
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The share of the priméry sector in N.S.D;P. has
high negative correlation with male migration in total
male.population and in rural as well as urban male
population. TheAShare of the tertiary sector has
higher positivé,correlafion wiih migrationvlevels in
male population than does the share of the sedondary
sector. However, if we consider rural and urban areas
separately the reverse would be the case., Correlation
of the share of the secondary sector 1is NSDP with long-
distance migratiOn,vespecially in urban areas and the
corrélation of the share bf the tertiary-sector in WN,S.D.P.,

especially in rural areasare high and significant.

The increase in the share of the secondéry sec tor
and decliﬁe in the share of the primary sector in N.S.D.P,
Of the most backward states during the sixties are
associated with higher rural than urban outmigration
and the lack of urban specificity of male migration
levels during the decade. Similarly the states which
did not exhibit the urban specificity of decline in long-.
distance migration levels during the sixties are associated
~with decline in the share of their primary sector in
N.5.D.P. The lack of)urbaq specificity is true for
thé states with high shares of primary sector. During
1971-81, the rural specificity of decline in male migration
'is associated with the general trend of decline in the
share of the primary secfor; and improvement in the share

of the secondaryvsector'in the N.S.D.P.
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Disparities in the levels of agricultural develop-
ment have increased significantly}thro&éhout the study
period. There is hiéh imequality_in the distribution
of 1§ﬁd. The conceﬁtratién of agricultural development
in a few pockets, the unegalitarian patterns of ownership,
éultivation and tenancy and the most dismal record of
land reforms are some of the salient features of the

political economy of agriculture in India,

The agriculturglly less dgveloped states have net
negafive migration in 1971 as well as 1981 and a negative
rate of migrants for 1971-81. Declines in migration
levels are more prominpent in the states which report
lowervafea_under agriculture per worker, irrespective
of the fact whether they are agriculturally developed
or backward. Those with highest area under agriculture
per worker continuOusly'increase long-distance migration
levels especially. in the rural areas. The states with-
thé lowest area nnder'agriculture pér worker have negative
net inter-state migration and a negative decadal rate
thereof, ' Phe decline in area per worker during 1971-81

is significantly telated with the fural—specificity of
.decline in migration levels during the'decade. Correlation
results also tell that land-pressure is the most important

factorrdeéiding migration levels especially in rural areas.
The percentage of male workforce in non-house-hold
manuf acturing is positively related with the male migration

levels., The relation is stronger\in rural areas than in
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urban areas and is all the more valid for long-distance
migration whereas short-distance migration is negatively
related with the non-hossehold manufacturing occupations,
It cénvgenerally be said that the states with highest
unemployment rates have lower’percentage of long-distance
migrants aé cdmpared with fhose recor@ing lowest male
unémployment rates. The highest increases in unemployment
rates are almost ceftainly associated with declines in
migration, specially long-distance migration levels, With
any decline in unemployment rates, local response in?the
form of intra-district migration is more likely than any

all India effect through long-distance migration.,

’Road development is associated with increase in,
o:_stébility at higher levels of migration, especially
long-distance migrafion. Availability of roads and
hospitals can be included in the set of'vafiables of
;ocio-economic development the combination of which

influences the migration levels.,

For all the states the per capita expenditure on
education in rural areas was significantly lower than
the corresponding figure for the state as a whole, High
per capita expenditure on education and high incfeasé
in it are associated with high and stable or increasing

levels of migration,

. The growth of population during the present century

has béen higher for Rajasthan than for all India. During
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~ the last two decades, the growtﬁ of the urban population

in Rajasthan has been significantly higher than the growth

of population in it. This is true for most of its districts

- also. This urban growth was significantly highef than the
corresponding all India growth rates which in turn were

highest in tbe century. The urban.ratio in Rajasthan,

and most of its districts as well, has experienced accele-

raﬁed increase, .The 1951-61 urban growth seems to be

related positively with the level of urbanisation. However,

higher growth of drban population in the post-1961 pericd

is taking place in the districts hitherto less urbanised.

In Rajasthan, all the male migraﬁioﬁ ratios, except
the inter-state migration ratio in rural areas (XS), were
significantly below the corresponding all India levels
in 1961, 1971 and 1981, It recdrded high rural as well
as urban out-migration both in 1971 and 1981, although .
it had a positive deéadal rate of net migrants. As
opposed to the all India trend of conﬁihuous decline
in all migréﬁion ratios, Rajasthan had continuous decline
in its migration ratios in urban areas only., all other
ratios, particularly those of rural areas registered an
overall iﬁcrease during the study period, except that
long-distancé migration level in rural areas show a
marginal decline, The long-distance migration levels
suffered decline during the study period in Rajasthan's
total male population as also the male population in ~

rural and urban areas separately.
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Migration levéls‘in rural areas, specially the
long-distance migration levels vary much more across
the districts of Rajasthan 6r compared to the variation.
of their urban counterparts and also as compared to the

variability across states in this regard.

Il

The majority of. districts of Rajasthan cbserve
the.urban §§ecificness of decline during the sixties,
and rural specificness of it during the‘next decade
which we noted for all India and_m§§§rity of these
states. These tehdencies are also perceptible when we

consider the long-distance migration alone.

The very iow and declining levels of P.C.I. eof
Rajasthan, very high share of priﬁary secto; in its
NSDP and its backwardness in terms of other socio-
vécéﬁomic indicators haﬁé been accompanied by the decline
in the already low levels of migration in and high
estimates of net outmigration from, its rural and

urban areas.

The share of Rajasthan in the country's production
of main crops is very low as compared to its share in
the‘area under/main crops. The agricultural production
is highly ﬁnstable.' There is no sécular treﬁd in afea
aﬁd production of crops in Rajasthan. Glaring regional

disparities.exist in its agricultural production., The

%
levels of inter-district inequality for Rajasthan in
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tbe_agricultural output per worker and the yield per
hectare were'higher than the levels of inﬁer-state
inequality for India in these indicators in 1961, 1971

and 1981,

The lop-sidedness of £he policy of larger concen-
"tration of butput and modern input use in a few pockets
of high productivity is all the more accentuated in the
drought-prone and famine-hit conditions of the gebgraphically
vast Rajasthan, According to the 1atest agricultural
census, the structure of lénd-holdings in Rajasthan is
highly unequitable, The fact that high broduction'of
cfops is usually accompanied by fall in prices means
that even the minimum.guafantee against‘price fluctuations
and a minimum of price support for agricultural produce

dn~b®e are missing in Rajasthan,

In Rajastban, thé sixties are associated with
agr icultural development. Since the mid-seventies
there is a stagnation in its agricultural production.
This faét—seems to have some relation with the ingrease
in migration levels in rural areas (X,) and particularly
in the short-distance migration levels in rural areas
C&S) during the sixties and a deéline in them during

thHe“seventies.

.

The agriculturally most developed districts have

the highest levels, and the égficulturally most backward
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ones record the loweét ievels of male migration, short_
distance as well as long—distanée, both in-rural and
urban areas. Increase in migration levels is seen for
the districts experiencing expansion in the area under
agriculturé per worker, whether ;hey belong to the group

~of agriculturally developed and progressing or to the

>group of égriculturally backward and stagnating districts,

" ©On the other hahd, the deéline in the area under agriculture
pe:'worker'for individual diétricts is accompanied by
decline in migration lévelé; _This relationship is
similar to the one noted in the state~ievel'analysis for
India. However, most of the districts of Rajasthan are
backward, cover a iarge’geogréphical area and have a
very high area available for, and coming under agr iculture.
In Rajééthan,due to large-scale area expansion during
the sixties, the inter-district disparity in agricultural
area per worker has gone dowﬁ and its distribution has
become more uniform. Oﬁ the other hand, labour productivityamd

?*“*ifgﬁ agriculture increased diffé}entially ovér space and

their distributions became more skewed,

The stable high and significantly positive correlatior
of thé agricultural output per worker with male migration
levels in 1961, 1971 and 1981 and the declihe in the |
coefficient of correlation of area under agriéulture
Qith migration levels from 1961 to 1971 and from 1971 to

1981 can be taken to mean that the opportunities of

'
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.productive employment in agriculture.or a lack of these
is, in general, the most important factor effecting
mobility in the distficts of Rajasthan whéreas the iand—
pressure is not as oppressive and constraining a factér
as if would seem to be in the state-level anélysis for
Indiavas a whole, It shoﬁld be seen in relatioﬁ to the
Spegial situation of erratic rainfall, uncertain énd'
unstablé agricultural production in the peculiar geo-
physical setting of Rajasthan, Nevertheless, the

- generalisation that,lcetérisbparibué, higher the area
under agriculture per worker, higher wlill be the male
migration levels and lower the decline in thesebmigration
levels is too well estsblished by our overall analysis
‘to be rejected merely by the correlation results of

- district-level analysis for Rajasthan,

It can be observed that'the agriculturally backward
districts, generally, have low proportion of their urban
male Qorkforce and high proportion of rural male workforce
in non-agricultural oc@upations; although the position
is not very clear-cut specially w.r.t, rural male work-
force. Statistically, bbth these indicators have a
weak positive relation with the indicators of égricultural
development. The general trend of decline in the proportion
of non-agriqultural workforce, in rural as well as urban.
areas, during the sixties_in most of the districts of

Rajasthan indicates that non-agricultural sector during
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this decade stagnated more as compared to- the agr icultural
sector. But the fact of decline in the percentage ofvnon-
agriéultural workforce in urban areas in many districts
during the seventies also points that the stagnation of
sixties_did not show any significant improvement. These
two indicators 6f non—agricultu:al.workforce are not at

all ﬁositively related with the migration levels.

In Rajasthan; the employment in non-household manﬁ—
facturing'odcupations as percentage of rural male work-
force and as percentage of urban male wérkforce, is‘more
strongly positively related with worker productivity in

0.3-1'\‘0»\1—*?\“?— - thewm amy other indicatoer of-

Aagricultural development. These indicators have positive
relation with the levels of migration in population. These.
results are in conformity'with the state-~level anélysis for
India. VAVailability of roads and hospitals does riot seem
to have any positive or significant relation with the

migration levels in the districts of Rajasthan,
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