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Chapter Four

ESTIMATES Off WOBKES EASE ABB SgSBCfOBB

of vcmtim -force ift nmm m&w

I. Introduction s

Labour is generally found to be the most important 

factor of production at a given point of time in ©ost of the 

economies* An accurate end precise measurement of its growth 

in each of the State economies over the relevant period of 

time, therefore# assumes great significance especially when 

our interest is to study the inter-state economic growth 

differentials* the task, however# becomes quite difficult 

from the very beginning especially in a typically under­

developed country like India where ary effort at identifying 

end measuring the economically active population itself 

involves insurmountable conceptual problems* $be problems 

are further complicated when we try to compare the levels of

*1 For a detailed discussion of the major problems involved in 
any attempt to identify and measure the economicalty active 
population in underdeveloped countries# see V*lf* Kothari t 
Level and Structure of Employment in a Developing; Economy. 
unpublished Pfa.B.iheeie submitted to the Bosboy University 
in 1961$ Ch.II. Bee also# W.E.Moore * "She exportebility 
of the * Labour Force1 Concept°# American Sociological Review* 
Vol.ia# 10.1, Feb.# 1965.
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working force in different States of India by applying a 

uniform concept because, a© we have already noted earlier, 
the levels of development differ substantially among different 
States of India indicating all the consequent differences in 

the predominant forms of economic organization* One may argue 
here that these differences are not likely to be significant 
in the sense of aifooting the comparability of the point 
estimate of the levels of working force in different states 
inasmuch as all these States are integral parts of a single 
nation* Broad structural similarity and integrity of Socio­
cultural set-up and environment would ensure to a large extent 
some comparability in identification end measurement of 
economically active population in different States of India*

Moreover, oar primary interest is to compare the levels 
of working force in different States at two different points 

of time and examine the inter-state variations in the growth 
and structure of working force rather than those in the 
absolute level of qgt working force in different States as such* 

And in this connection, one may argue that, "Since the limi­
tations associated with a given concept would be reflected 
more or less equally in the corresponding estimates of the 

size of working force during different years, it is likely 
that the resulting estimate of tire growth of working fore©
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between two different years is a comparatively reliable
• estimate.”* *2 In other words, if w© apply a uniform concept

consistently In different States at two distant points of time,

the analysis of the growth and the growth differential of

working force would be least sensitive to the choice of that

particular concept from a set of broadly similar alternative 
*%concepts. ^

However, the analysis of the growth of working force is 

rendered meaningless and comparability over the period seriously 

impaired if the definition or the concept of working force 

itself goes on changing year after year. Secondly, the 

analysis of the differential of working force is all the 

more disturbed if at one point of time the definition of a 
worker is uniformly applied to all States and at mother 

point of time the definition is not applied uniformly to all 

States. Unfortunately, the concepts and definitions them­
selves have undergone significant changes between the 1961

census and the 19?1 census of India. ^ Moreover, it is perhaps' /

*2 Of. Bakul E. Dfaol skins fhe Sources of Economic Growth in India, 
(Barodai Good Companions,1974)?.•

*3 Cf. l.P.iienieon* Why growth Kates Differ* Postwar Experience 
in'' line Western Countriee.'''(Wa6ti'^agfoo8 ~f'fee'Brookings Institu­
tion,.

*4 She fact that the definition of a “worker” has undergone a
significant change between the 1961 Census and the 1971 Census 
has been explicitly stated the Census Commissioner himself, 
while putting forward the provisional results of the 1971
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only in the 1961 0ensue that the concept and definition seem 
to have been applied and implemented with a reasonable degree 
of. uniformity in all States. 3 In the light of this, it becomes 

necessary, therefore to examine in detail the problem of 
comparability between 1961 end 1971 census economic data and 
derive a set of comparable and consistent estimates of working 
force for the two bench-mark years (vis., 1960-61 and 1970-71) 

for each State* *

The next two sections of this Chapter have accordingly
i

been devoted to somewhat detailed discussion of the concepts 
end comparability of the 1961 census and 1971 census statis­
tics on working force. The fourth section, then, describes 
the specific method followed in the present study to adjust 
the worker rotes and the working force so as to make the
census. See, Census of India 1971. Series I. India. Paper 1 of 1971 - Supplement, ^rovlsionai iopulatioia Totals, (beihi.
197il;p.29. 1

*5 It may be noted here that the decennial population Census 
especially the one conducted in 1961* remains even now the 
only major source of data on working force in India inasmuch 
as it provides comprehensive and fairly reliable inf onaation 
on total working force cross-classified by sex, broad age- 
groups, rural-urban residence, broad industrial categories 
end, of course, regions.
Fora brief discussion of various other sources of data on 
working force, see Bafcul H. JDholakia, op.clt., p.79. See also, 
Report of the Committee of experts on Unemployment Estimates Planning Co ami sision,.foveriSaeS't of India''(1970')'!' Cb*X\rV
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bench-mark figures for 1961 and 1971 broadly comparable and 
consistent with each other. In the fifth section the compara­
ble and consistent estimates of the broad sectoral distribu­
tion of wo iking forces are derived far ■tee bench-mark years 
1961 and 1971. Finally, In the sixth and last section of the 
Chapter, the growth of working force by sectors during the 
period 1960-61 to 1970-71 is presented for each of the fifteen 
States under consideration.

XI. Definition of "Worker" -in 1961 and 1971 0ensue $

She obvious point that we my note regarding the 
problem of comparability of the 1961 census data with the 
1971 census data on the working force, at the very outset, 
is that the definition of a "worker” has undergone significant 
change® between the two censuses, fbe ma^or difference in the 
definitions of a "worker" between the two censuses lies on the 
following points? (a) In the 1961 census, some regular work 

of more than one hour & day throughout the greater part of 
the working season would qualify a person to be treated as 
a "worker" in the case of seasonal activities! while in the 
1971 census, there was a change of reference period from ‘last 
working season* to ‘last year*. Moreover, unlike the 1961 
census, in the 1971 census, there is no condition regarding
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the minimum amount of viork necessary for a person to qualify 

as a "worker". <b) In the 1961 census, s person was returned 

as a "worker”, if he/she was employed on any of the fifteen 

days preceding the day of enumeration in the ease of regular 

employment in aay trade, profession, services, business or 

commerce* In the 1971 census, there was a change in the 

corresponding reference period from a fortnight to a week*
(c) Use most important difference between the 1961 census and 

the 1971 Census regarding the definition of a "worker" is their 

treatment of the persons whose main activity 1® not economic 

in nature, nonetheless they spend some time in the economic 

activities, too? (e.g.) some of the women, students, youngsters 

etc. fhe 1961 census regarded them as "workers" while the 

1971 census included theta among non-workers. However, they can 

be separated from the other non-workers on the basis of their

secondary activity in 1971 *
/

As it is expected, because of the above mentioned diffe­
rences In the definition of the "worker" and because of the* . 

change in the orderisg of economic question© in the two census 

slips, many authors have come to the conclusion that the 1971 
census data and the 1961 census data on the working force are

# gnot strictly comparable. This becomes obvious if we look at

*6 A list of the main studies, which have come to the unique
conclusion that the 1971 Census data on working force ore not 
couparable to the corresponding 1961 Census data, would
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the Bex-wise worker rate® 3a 1971 ia relation to those in 1961. 

liable 4«1 indicates the treads in the sex-specific WPS 

observed in different States during the period 1911-1971. Even 

a cursory look at gable 4.1 shows clearly that there is a 

sharp decline in the WPS in all the categories in each State*

. the fail being more pronounced in the category of females than 

that in the category of males* When we compare the change in 

WPR observed during the decade 1961-71 with the corresponding 

long-term trend observed during the period 1911-1961, we find 

that the WPS revealed by the 1971 census deviate significantly

include, for instance, (a) J. Kriehnamurty t "Yforklag Force in 
1971 Census - Some Exercises on Provisional Results", Economic and Political Weekly* Vol.XX, Io.3» January 15, 1971. TOT.
Kri's^n'eiD'urtyi.s "Working Force in 1971 Census - Unilluminating
’Final' Results," Economic end Political Weekly* Vol.VIIX,
Special lumber, August, 1975, p*l5lf,(of J.P.Ambannavar j 
"Comparability of 1971 end 1961 Census Economic Bata", The 
Indian Journal of Rabour Economics. Vbl.16, July-Oct*19737 
(d j Bskiil H. Bhol^ia i fffe Waurcee of Economic Growth ia India.
op.cit*, Oh.III. (o) B&kul''S* "Woiakla T"',EstiBSi"tes" df' the.Work-
ing Force in Gujarat - An Analysis of the 1971 Census Data",ffhe - 
M.S .University Journal. Vol.23, Ho.2, July-Sept.1974. (f) 
iiavindra'H•'' Bbola^iaV "Bis trlct Worker Bate® in Gujarat - A 
Factor Analysis", Journal of the Gujarat Research Society.Vol.37, !lo.3, JuIy“T97$7 '

It is important to point out at this stage, that, as ©.». 
Duncan argues, a change in Census definition may sometimes fee 
inevitable "because the 'things' being measured are changing 
qualitatively sad structuredly, as well as quantitatively*..
It is clear, therefore, that 'non-comparability is not merely 
a technical problem, and that in spite of any technical 
virtuosity in reconciling discrepant definitions, strictly 
comparable data are also data which carry & bias of temporal 
perspective". See O.D. Duncans "Population Redistribution 
And Economic Growth* A Review", in Economic Development and 
Cultural Change* Vol.7, Oet. 1953.
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from the broad trend observed between the years 1911 and 1961 
•in the case of almost every State* We may therefore conclude 
that the change in concept of a "worker” in the 1971 census 
had powerful depressing effects on the fits, in each State

#*7
in both the categories of males and females. 1

*£he question naturally arises at this stage as to which 
one of the above-mentioned points of difference in the defi­
nition of a "worker" between the 1961 and the 1971 Censuses 
accounted most for the non-comparability of the data on working 
force# By mid large the experts on the subject have expressed 
the opinion that the first two points of difference mentioned 
above are of little practical significance* and it is the 
third one which is the most important contributory factor 
towards the non-compar ability of the two censuses on working 
force. If that is really so, then one may expect that as soon 
ee the final results on the secondary activity of the non- 
workers are available* the problem o f comparability would be 
resolved. But such expectations may be entirely misplaced 
because one cannot rule out the possibility that in order 
"to sisipli# their task the enumerators chose in many cases to 
ignore the secondary activity which, if recorded, would

*7 It may be noted in this connection that 3.3?. jtabaanavar
(op.oit.) also arrives at a similar conclusion after conduct­
ing the rank-correlation analysis of the worker rates*
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v involve making mapy more entries on the Individual Slip** 

Unfortunately# the fears expressed by many observera regarding 

the pooei lie under reporting of second ary workers have score 

or less been confirmed by the provisional estimate of persons 

with non-work aa main activity end productive work as secon­

dary activity, now available in fable B-VII of paper Humber 3 

of 1972* * She total number of persons reporting ‘work* as 

their secondary activity is so small that the addition of 

these workera to the reported working force doe® not signi­

ficantly alter primary labour participation rates.

fbtts, there is a need to adjust the 1971 census figures 

on the working force before any meaningful comparison is sae&e 

between the results of the 1961 census sad the 1971 oensus* 

I'hi© need was timely recognised sad "in order to preserve , 

comparability between the two censuses, *.**•»*, it was 

decided to rosort to a sample survey to find an answer.

In the next Section, we discus© the results of this particular 

re survey*

*0. J. Hrlstanaiaurty : "Working Force in 1971 Census - Some 
'Exercises on Provisional desultB’*, op.cit.

*9 Census of India 1971* Series 1 -■ India. Miscellaneous Studies,
Paper ‘1.of 19?4 ‘s, 'Sepori'on Hesurvef"of "Seonoli'o"'Cii'eatioris
Some Results*
It. may be mentioned here that this publication will be here­
after referred to aa *the HeBurvoy*•
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4 HI. ghe Heaurvey and the Problem of Oospar&billty *

fbe main objective of the resurvey according to what 

has been explicitly stated in the document itself, was pri­

marily "to find an adjustment factor employing which the 1361 

and 1971 census participation rates can be made comparable

over time and independent of any effect of the difference in
#10the concepts employed in the two censuses"* Moreover, it 

is also possible on the basis of the data presented in the 

Resurvey to separate the effects of pure definitional changes 

on the one hand and other So cio-economic-eultural-demographic 

factors taken together on the other hand, which have contri­
buted in lowering the WPils between 1961 and 1971. It is tfaie 

exercise which is obviously sore relevant from our point of 

vie«?.Since the Reeurvey gives the adjusted Wigs for 1971 

which are supposed to be oonparable to the corresponding WPKs 

in 1961, the difference in the 1961 ¥®ls end the 1971 adjusted 

WiPRs aey, according to the llesurvey, be ascribed entirely to 

the operation of the Socio-econoialc-oultural-desographic fac­

tors during the decade, fhe difference between the reported 

1971 census WPRs ©ad the 1371 adjusted ¥»J?Ks may be regarded 

as the net contribution of the definitional changes between

*1° Ibid.
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the two censuses, ihls exercise of isolating the net contri­

bution of the definitionol cbengeB is done in gable 4.2.

Looking to the overall worker rates for persons, we find 

that between 1961 and 1971 Censuses, the WfBe have declined 

by different absolute amounts ranging all the way fro© 2.25 

percentage points in Punjab to as high as 16.31 percentage 

points in Hajasthsa.ffae fall is significant in almost each 

State, the relative contribution of the definitional changes 

in this fall is also different for different States. In the 

ease of tf.P., for instance, definitional changes account for 

almost 81^ of the observed fall in WIPES, while in the case of 

West Bengal and Punjab, the definitional changes actually 

made negative contribution implying that the change in the 

definition of & "worker” in 1971 census somehow tended to 

overestimate, rather than underestimate, the total number of 

workers in these two States, i’bis is just incredible. She 

1971 census definition of a "worker” has already been accepted 

to be more restrictive as compared to the liberal definition 

given by the 1961 Census. It is therefore very difficult to 

imagine a case where a person who qualifies as a "worker” 

according to the 1971 census definition, does not qualify as 

the same according to the 1961 CeneuB definition. Sven if we
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concede for a wbile that this le possible sad proceed to 
l throw a more detailed look at the figures given in fable 4 #2 

above, we would come across several other aspects which 

indicate basic inconsistency in the results of the Hesurvey ♦ 
For instance, in five States, via*, Andhra I'radeeh, Bihar, 

Maharashtra, Orissa and fun^ab, according to the lesurvey. 

the 1971 Census overestimated the Bale Workers as compared to 

the 1961 Census; aad only in one State vis#, West Bengal, 

according to the lesurvey. the 1971 Census overestimated 

the Female Workers as compared to the 1961 Census* It is this 

finding which throws serious doubts on the results of the 

Hesurvey# because even if we grant the possibility of a 

person qualifying as a "worker" according to the 1971 Census 

definition and not qualifying as the same according to the 

1961 Census definition, it ic very difficult to understand 

why only Male Workers are overestimated in the abo ve**s©ntioned 

five States and only Female Workers are overestimated in West 

Bengal. In fact, figures in fable 4*2 bring out clearly that 
in the ease of ail those five States where the Male workers 

are reported to be over-estimated by the 1971 Census in rela­

tion to the 1961 Census, the contribution of the definitional 

changes in lowering the $Bie among females between the two 

Censuses is not absolutely insignificant*
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fhe second important feature which fey itself oasts 

serious doubts on the results of the ^esurvey is the one 

relating to the extent of the contribution of definitional 

changes in explaining the actual define observed in WPRs 

between the 1961 census and the 1971 Census* In U.P* almost 
84$ of the observed decline in the Male VJKi is explained by 

definitional changes, while in Gujarat only 4# and in Madhya 

Pradesh oiuy 6$ of the observed decline in the Male WfS. is 

explained fey the definitional changes* similarly, in the case 

of female WPR, in U.P. aoout 69?' and in M*?* only 17$ of the 

decline is explained by definitional changes* Inasmuch m the 
existing defferences in the nature and structure of the econo­

mies of 1>«P. end M.P* are not extremely wide, the above results 

reflect either the inadequacy of the sampling design of the 

Resurvey or the basic operational failure of the Survey itself 

to estimate the net effect of definitional chaises on the 

observed V/Hi.

ffae third reason why we may doubt the results of the 

llesurvey becomes obvious once we separate the effects of the 

broad categories of Influences on the overall worker rates by 

States, f© do this, we shall assume the additive s&del of WPHs 

of the type which has actually been considered by the
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Heeurve.y for the purpose of isolating the contribution of 

definitional changes* First of all, w© isolate the effects 

of ctenges in the age-sex-erea composition, of the population 

of each State between 1961 and 1971 on the overall 1VFR of 
that State. Shis can be done by assuming that the age-sex-area- 

-specific S'iTti in each State has remained the same between the 
1961 Census and the 1971 Census, thus, by applying these age- 

sex-area specific WB3.& to the corresponding population category 

of each state in 1971, we get the age-sex-area specific 

workers in 1971 which may ultimately be added up and then di­

vided by total population of the State to arrive at the over­

all IPE. the overall W2R so derived would indicate the effect 

of changes in the age-sex-area composition of the population 
in the btate between 1961 and 1971* However, there is some 

problem in doing this* She 1961 Census classifies workers by 

area, sex end Only four broad age-groups viz*, 0-14» 15-34, 

35-59 and 60+ besides the category of Age not stated (i.e*

A IS}} while the 1971 census gives population and workers

by area, sex and eight broad age-groups viz*, 0-14, 15-19,

20-24, 25-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59 and 60+ besides the cate- 
* 12gory of ASS. fo ensure the inter-census uniformity of

11 Of. Census of India 1961. Vol.Z* India. Fart IX-B(i) -
, 0 eneraiT ‘^conoaf c faSres. L,~ ' Irir"

12 Cf. Census of India 1971* Series 1 - India, Paper 5 of 1972 -
Economic Character let ice of ffopulatioa* " '' .
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age-groups, we ere therefore required to derive the estimates
\of area-sex-specific W?Rs for the age groups 15-29 and 50-59
\

for the bench-mark year 1961 * i?or this purpose we ean assume 
that the area-sex-specific W.R observed for the age-group 
35-59 in each State is also applicable to the corresponding 
population in the age-group 30-34. Similarly, by lumping the 
categories of 60+ sad iUS8, we have arrived at the area-aex 
specific WPS for these two categories taken together* the 
area-aex specific WPR for the age-group of 0-14 have been 
derived directly* Saving derived the set of the area-sex-age 
specific \'PRs for the bench-mark year 1961, we can derive the 
required population in the relevant age-groups from the 1971 

census data by clubbing together some of the more detailed 
age-groups distinguished iy the 1971 census to arrive at the 
corresponding population base for the year 1971» then, by 
applying the above-mentioned methodology, we can derive the 
overall W5E for each State for the bench-mark year 1970-71, 
which As already indicated above captures the effects of 
changes in age-sex-area composition of the population. 
Appendix table 4A»1 presents the estimated area-eex specific 
workers when the 1961 age-specific ?Bls are applied to the 
corresponding population categories of the 1971 census. 
Appendix table 4A.2 gives the eex-area-epecific \SPSe in 1971
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based on the assumption of constant age-sex-area-specific 

wm® •, between 1961 and 1971#

Shoe, no© we emerge with four different aeries of overall 
WPHa for all the States* vis#* the 1961 Census series of 

overall v/PR, the 1971 Census aeries of overall fTR, the 1971 

adjusted series of overall WM. as obtained from the Besarvey. 

and the estimated 1971 series of overall W3?R which capture© 

the effects of changes in the age-sex-area (imposition of 
population between 1961 and 1971# On the basis of these four 

series we can isolate the contribution of pure definitional 

changes, changes in the age-sex-area composition of population 

and the changes in other socio-economic-cultural factors in the 

actual decline in the overall WEi, revealed by the reported 

census data, between the bench-mark years 1961 and 1971# 
gable 4.3 shows the contribution of these factors in the 

observed decline in the overall WHS for each State between the 

two Census years. She gable shows that only in Kerala and 

Bihar, the demographic factors have changed favourably; in 
all other State® the contribution of the demographic factors 

is positive in reducing the overall WES between 1061 and 1971* 

Moreover, the Sable clearly reveals that the socio-economic- 
-cultural factors taken together turns out to be the ©ingle 

most important factor, except in U.P.$ in explaining the total
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fable 4*5

Contribution of Different Factors In fee Observed gall la the Overall
Worker Population ^atio Between the 1961 Census and the 1971 Census

(figures in Percentage points)
States total

Observed
fall

VBl - WPt
1961 1971

Contribution Contribution Contribution
of Demographic of Definiti- of Socilo-
Factors o»ai Changes Bco-Cultural

factors
to - to mz - to to - to

1961 1S71R 1971A 1971 1971E 1971A
1 2 3 4 5

1. Andhra 10.47 1.01 2.45 7.01

2. Assam 14.92 1.82 4.07 9.03
3* Bihar 10.36 -0.06 1.33 9.09
4. Gujarat 9.62 0.62 3.36 5.64
3. Maryana 11.48 0,16 2.89 8.43
6. Karnataka 10.74 0.65 3.16 6.93
7. Kerala 4*19 -1.09 1.85 3.43
8. I.P. 15.58 2.57 2.23 10.78
9* Maharashtra 11.49 1.30 1.26 8.89

10. Orissa 12.44 1.97 1,89 8,58
11. Punjab 2.25 0,29 t o • •d

t

2,10

12. Rajasthan 16.31 1.42 4.96 9,93
13. taail lladu 9.79 0.57 1.91 7.31

•r

fh••«*$*

*** 8.13 0.60 6.60 0.98
15. West Bengal 5.25 1,27 -0.03 4.06

Mote i 97*135 stands for the WKl in 1971 derived on the basis of 
the assumption of constant age-eex-area specific WPRa
between the 1961 census and the 1971 census. Y’FS^^stands 
for the adjusted \7PH ia 1971 given by the Resurvey.

Source : see the text
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observed fall in between the 1961 census and the 1971 

census, if we accept the results of the Eesurve.v* ‘i'he moi'e 

interesting thing to observe fro® the table 4*3 is that the 

States life© Assam, Bihar, i!.P. and Eajastbaa have experienced 

a sharp decline of about 9 percentage points or more in the 

overall WPE only on account of changes la the socio-economic 

and cultural factors# On the other hand, in the States like 

Kerala, Punjab, Dttar Pradesh and West Bengal, the changes in 

the socio-economic and cultural factors have hardly contri­

buted even 4 percentage points to the observed decline in the 

overall 'IPS* This looks quite implausible particularly when
*115we consider the conclusions of various studies on the subject*

*13 See, for instance, i
a. J.I.Slnhas fhe Indian Working Forces Its Growth and 0omgo- 

s it ion*
b* Kar.aia lath* * Female fork Participation and Economic Deve­

lopment - A Eegioml Aa8xysis1’, in Economic and Political 
Weekly, IS ay 23, 1970, p,846.

c. Eavindra H* Bholakia s “District Worker Dates in Gujarat - 
A Factor Analysts”, op.cit.

d* Bakul H.lholakia end Eavindra H* Bbolakia * "Worker Hate 
Differentials Affi0ng states**, Economic ^'liaes* Yol«15,
January 3, 1976*

e* Bafcul E* BhoX&kia end B«dha B* Bholakia j "Factors Influen­
cing the Inter-State Differentials in Female Participation 
Betew«Vishleafean* Vol.IX, llo*3, Eept«1976*

f* Sudha B* Bbolakia : "Determinants of the Xnter-Bietrict 
Disparity in Labour Participation Dates in Gujarat",
Journal of fhe Gujarat Eesearoh Society, Yol«33, Ko*3, 
3uIy',i'W6*n



availability sad inadequacy 0£ the data required for conduct­

ing the time series analysis. However, these studies taken 

separately cover both the years under consideration, i.e.,

1961 and 1971, and it is significant to find that the lessor 

conclusions of such studies remain store or less the seme for 

Doth the years (taken separately). fbe broad conclusions of 

all these studies have been that the economic factors in 

general and productivity and employment pattern in particular 

are the most important factors in explaining thatvariations 

in the WPRe among females* and the variation® in the UKe 

among females are largely responsible for the corresponding 

variations in the overall WPS* Sow, it is obvious that 

neither the productivity nor the employment pattern has changed 

so drastically, in any of the Indian States during the 

sixties, as to bring about a steep decline in overall *?PR 

of the magnitude revealed by the last column of fable 4.3.

In the light of ail this, the results of the fable 4*3 

appear to be quite misleading and of doubtful validity, this 

only implies that something went seriously wrong with the 

Eeaurvey.
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= Let us astir briefly see some of the probable reasons which 

might have led the itesurvey to yield^ results. Eeaaing the 

explanatory notes on the seed, methodology and other relevant 

details about the fiesurvey. one tcay immediately raise the 

following object! on a and argue that each one of them might 

have, in practice, affected the results of the Heeurvey 

adversely s-

(1) The period of the itesurvey varied widely among States 
ranging all the wsy from ..December 1971 (Assam, Bihar and 

Gujarati to June - July 1972 (lest Bengal}• As the itegiatrar 

General & Census Commissioner has himself put it* ”Xt would 

have been appropriate to do the field work in March 1972 so 

as to reproduce tbe Census field conditioners closely as 

possible. But we had to conduct the Survey at different times 

in various States fro® December 1971 to April 1972. However, 

in West Bengal and Jammu & Kashmir the survey extended upto 

Julf & June 1972."

(2) ffa© length of time taken to conduct the Survey was also 

different in different States ranging from only about a fort­

night in Assam and Bihar to ae long ao four months in best 
Bengal.*1* this has all the probability of affecting the

*14 Cf. ffae Heeurvey. op.oit., fable 1.
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crces-section comparability of the result© beoaase in the 1971 
census, reference period for the case of regular employment 
la trade, services etc* was about a week and in the 1961 
Censue, the same was scout a fortnight*

(3) The methodology followed in the survey was cased on an 
interpenetrating sampling design "in which houses were selec­
ted instead of individuale and the 1971 or 1961 census ques­
tions were canvassed among individuals in alternate houses

^■1 ffiselected according to the design*••* ' thus, the respondents
were not the same for both the sets of questions* Bence, 
precise effect of change la questions cannot toe measured. The 
whole procedure followed in the ilesurvey is based on the 
assumption that two different Bets of respondents to whom the 
two different sets of questions were asked were identical 
in all relevant respects* This is all the more questionable 
because two different sets of respondents were selected out 
of the same block which was a fairly small areal unit, and 
there too, the principle of alternate ©election was followed*

(4) The agricultural years 1970-71 (relevant for the 1971 
census/ and 1971-72 (relevant far the Besurvev) were net 

comparable in general and moreover, the degree of their 
incoraparabil Ity varied from State to btate* Inasmuch as the

*15 -The Reeurvey* op* cit. * p.i



,the relative degree ox eueoese on the agricultursl front end 

tie general economic conditions prevailing in a particular 

yea£ ere likely to affect the point estimate of the total 

working force, this factor would have its impact on the 

results of the aeaurvey«

(5) Such studies should not be based on samples because for 

such studies, however random sample one may select, one cannot 
be sure about the complete unbiasedness of the sample# $fc© 

population base in such studies is -so diverse said stratified 

with respect to various characteristics that unless all these 

strata are taken into account, the bias with respect to the 

neglected characteristics is hound to enter into the sample# 
Inasmuch as the socio-economic-cultural and demographic 

attributes of the selected sample differ^ fro© the correspond­

ing attributes of the population as a whole, the results derived 

on the basic of the sample will differ fro© the results based 

on the study of entire population# ibis argument applies with 

a much greater force to the case of the inter-etate compara­

bility of the estimates based on such a sample.

She shove discussion leads to an inevitable conclusion

that even the results of the Beaurveff need to be adjusted at
\

least la some categories of some States' before any meaningful



comparison of the census date on the working force relating 
to tiie bencfe-mark years 1960-61 and 1970-71 can fee made* It 
is clear that la some states, in some categories, the Resurvey 
obviously went wrong in the sense that in spite of the 1971 
census definition of a “worker** being more restrictive in 
nature as compared to the 1961 census definition, the Resurvey 
adjusted the WPR in a downward direction» If we want to 
readjust the workers and the WPRe in 1971 from the 1971 census 
publication, only, we can use the reported workers in the 1971 
census for those categories where the adjusted workers given in 
the kesurvey happen to be less than the corresponding 1971 
census reported workers and for the remaining categories and 
States, we can tiee the adjusted workers aid the WPBs given by 
the Resurvey, Such Readjusted workers and WPRs derived by 
combining the 1971 census and the Resurvey are presented 
below in Appendix gable 4A.3, Henceforth this set of workers 
and WFSs will be referred to as the Readjusted worker© and
Readjusted TiBie* However, for reasons discussed in detail

16 ihe States ia each category where the adjusted workers reported 
by the Resurvey are found to be lying below the reported 
workers la the 1971 Census are listed below in a tabular foriat

Category States
a* Rural Males

b. Rural Females
c, Urban Sales
d. Urban Females

Andhra Pradesh, Bihar, Maharashtra, 
Orissa, Punjab,
West Bengal,
Bihar, Oujarat, Maharashtra, Orissa, 

Punjab, West Bengal,
Punjab*
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isi the present and the preceding Section©, we have our 

•own reservations in accepting even the need-jus ted fffii for 
all categories end ail States, In the next section, therefore, 

v;e can make an attempt to modify these Readjusted WJ*Hb wherever 

necessary*

I¥. Sstlaates of Comparable Worker Eate in 1970*71 :

Let us now turn to the method by which we can derive 

a consistent set of estimates of the working force for the 

year 1971 comparable to the one given by the 1961 census* 

ihere could be several methods by which one can derive the 

coaparaoie estimates of working force for the year 1971* 

However, all these various possible methods can be classi­

fied into the following three broad categories of methods of 

adjusting the working force estimates *

(a) She Sex-^atio Method s ftae crudest variant of this 

method assumes that the sex-ratio among workers, i.e*, the 

number of female workers per thousand lade workers, remains 

the same between the two census years, say 1961 and 1971* On 

the basis of this assumption, we can readily derive the 
estimate of total working force for the year 1971 comparable 

to that of 1961* ffae relative merits of this method are that 

it is easy to operate and that it is capable of generating
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comparable industrial composition of the working force if
V'

the assumption of cons tact sex-ratio among workers is applied 
to each of the industrial categorise.'!be relative demerit® of 
this method are that it assumes coos teat sex-ratio among 
workers between the two census years, nnsaifte* *-

and that it assumes ateolute comparability of the count of 
male workers Between two censuses, although the definition 
of a «worker” has undergone a significant change. Some econo­
mists have therefore, gone to the extent of completely 
ignoring the estimates of female working force and, instead, 
preferred to treat the growth and composition of the male
workers as equivalent to the growth and composition of the

„ *17
working force as a whole.*

A more sophisticated variant of this method relates the 
sex-ratio among workers to the sex-ratio in the population by 
age and area*

*17 I’his method has been used by Dr* V.S. Yyas to estimate the 
extent of structural change in Gujarat* s agriculture. See,
V.S. Vyae : "Structural Change in Agrlculture and Small farm 
Sector”, Vishleshan, Vol.I, Sfo«4, December, 1975*

*18 For further detail© regarding this method, see Savlndra H. 
Btaolskia x "Hural-Urban Income Inequalities - A Su/ggested 
Model sntd its Application to Gujarat”, presented at the 
Seventh Gujarat Bcomaie Conference held at Vclsad in 
Nov ember 19? 5 (mimeo.)
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fbie oe thod is capable of generating the industrial 

composition of workers also, without assuming cone tent sex- 

-ratio among workers. However, this variant of the method 

also has to assume that tr.e rale workers are comparable 
between two censuses in spite of the obvious definitional 

changes, 'ibis is a vexy serious limitation of this method 

since, as we have airt-ady seen earlier, the count of male 

workers has also been affected adversely by the definitional 

changes. She only d ix'f erence Is that male workers have been 

affected to a lower extent ae compared to the female workers. 

But then it reran ins a difference of degree and not of kind.

(b) Age-Structure Method s Ibex© are several variants of 

this method, the crudest one assumes that the growth of work­

ing force is exactly equal to the growth of population between 

the two censuses which amounts to assuming a constant overall 

\H?IU A more sophisticated variant of the method assumes age- 

-eex-area-specific IBs to be constant between the two 
censuses, ihe advantage of this method is that it takes into 

account all the demographic influences on VPH, vis., the 

changes in the area eo&poBiticm of the population! changes 

in the sex-ratio of the population and obengee in the age- 

structure of the population between the two years .the demerit 

of this method is that it totally ignores the socio-economic
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and cultural influences on the WPR. She most sophisticated 

variant of this method ©loo takes into account changes in 

WP1 due only to changes in the enrollments in schools and 
colleges.*1^ however* even this method otili ignores the 

other socio-economic and cultural influences on WPH. If the 

economy is in the early stages of development, the Age-Struc­

ture Method tend© to overestimate the growth of working force* 

because in the process of development, the socio-economic and 

cultural influences have a depressing effect on the WPE 

especially is the initial stages.

(c) Historical Irena Method s Shis method consists in fitt­

ing © suitable time trend in the overall or oetegory-wioe VPE 

on the basis of the past observations and then estimating the 

required value of WER by feeding the corresponding value of 
the variable * time* in Use estimated trend equation, ibis is 

by far the most sophisticated method of estimating the compa­
rable working force because the Historical 'Xread Method takes 

into account almost all the possible influences on the WFR.

*19 Ibis method has been used by Dr, B.H. Dholakia for estimating 
the working force at the All India level for the period 
1960-61 to 1968-69; and also in the case of Ou^arat for the 
year. 1971. See, Bakul H. £holakla« fbe Sources of Economic 
growth in India* op.cit. Chapter IlT."”lee also,"lBakul H7™” 
i)bolakiai "Estimates of the Working Eorce in Gujarat - An 
Analysis of the 1971 Census, Bata’*, op.cit.
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fb# greatest limitation of this method, however, is that it 
requires a sufficiently large number of comparable and consie- 
tent observations on the working force at different points of 
times and the major diilioulty with the Indian Censue is that 

hardly any two consecutive censuses are comparable bo far as 
the data on working force are concerned, fortunately, the 1911 
census and the 1961 census could be regarded as at least 
broadly comparable, because the concept of a "worker” under­
lying; 1911 Censue is much similar to the one underlying the 
1961 Census.It should be noted here that the 1921 Census also 
hod a similar concept of a ’“'worker*'. However, the year 1921 
was exceptionally abnormal in character. Ihere were serious 
draught conditions wide-spread in a majority of Indian States 

with the result that the death rat© in creased steeply. Thus, 
though the concept of a "weaker" was similar in 1921 census 
as in 1361 census, the data on working force given by the two 
censuses may not be regarded as broadly comparable. One may 

therefore fit a rough and ready trend in WBi on the basis of 

the 1911 and 1961 census data by assuming that these two 
observations of W'PH lie on a straight line with respect to 
time? and then use the same for estimating the value of WR 

for the required year. A more sophisticated method in this 
case could be t© relate the WPS with some other variable, sqy,
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population (or which nor© information is presumably available) \
' \

iarsi then by assuming that the trends in the two variables are
correlated, we can derive the estimate of the IBS for the

, , *20 Required year#

Having reviewed briefly the different methods that can 
be devised to estimate comparable working force for a speci­
fied year with respect to any given base year, let ue try to 
evolve a method of adjusting the working force in each State 
relating to the bench-mark year 1971 in order to sake it 
comparable to that in the year 1961* It Is quite plausible 
to assume that the net influence of the conceptual differ cnees 
on the reported fefft was ail so far as the 1911 census and the 
1961 census data are concerned. Given this assumption, we 
can readily ascribe the entire change in the WB to the 
simultaneous operation of the various demographic and socio- 
economic-cultural factors during,the period 1911-61. ibis is 
a fairly long period of about fifty years during which there 
have been significant changes in the socio-economic-cultural

*20 Dr. 3.H. Dhoiakia has derived comparable estimates of the 
working force in India for the Census year 1951 on the basis 
a slightly different variant of the historical trend method.He has applied the trend method, to'estimate primarily the 
sex-sector-apecific WffU for details, see B&kul H. Dhoiakia i 
'fhe Sources of -economic Growth in India, op.oit. Chapter XXI*
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end political set up in almost every &tate of indiai and it 

is quite likely that almost each of these factors had some 

role to play in bringing about the observed fell in the WBt 

between 1911 to 1961* Row, even if we grant that there have 

been significant changes in the Boeio-eeoaoiaie-cttltural set up 

during the decade 1961 to 1971, it would still not be a bad 

guess to assume that the extent to which WPR might have fallen
i

between 1961 and 1971, could not have been greater than the

one observed between 1911 and 1961. In other words, if we

assume that WM ha® fallen at the most by the same extent

between 1961 and 1971 as between 1911 and 1961, we get the

lower limit for the value of in 1971. ibis exercise can

be carried out separately for melee and femalesj and in the

light of the non-availability of conclusive evidence for

alternative assumption a if we assume that for each sex, the

extent of net influence of the socio-economic-cultural factors
on the WPS remains the same for the urban residence as wel^e

for the rural residence* we can isolate the effects of changes

in the sex-area composition of population on the observed WKl
#21during the period. 1961-1971 * fbue, we een arrive at the

21 Unfortunately, the eg e-composition of the cottar able state-wie< 
population for the year 1911 is not available. It is therefore 
not possible for us to isolate the mi effect of changes in 
the age-composition between 1911 and 1961 on the observed fall 
in IHi during the period 1911-1961 • Hence, the lower limit 
that we hay© set for ecx-arsa-specifie I'M for the year 1971 
is likely to have a downward bias (i.e. the actual lower limit
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lower Halts of the ¥EEs by four braid categories, vis,, Rural

Melee? Rural Seiaales, Urban Males end Urban Females. low, In

the light of these lower limits of WEE by categories, we can
#22compare the Readjustee fPBe for each State. We reject the 

Readjusted in the category where the Readjusted 1971 WHl 

falls below the lower limit? ** and we accept for the remaining 

categories the Readjusted WS& given in the Appendix gable 
4A„3 below* ^ One thing needs to be noted here, that not for

is most likely to be higher than the one indicated by the 
figures that we have derived), inasmuch as the probable ctenges 
in the age-composition are likely to have exercised a depres­
sing effect on UBl between 1911 and 1961, making thereby the 
observed change in Y»'PE between 1911 end 1961 an over-estimate 
of the net effect of socio-econ;.s:ic-cultural factors during the 
period 1911-1961.

22 For deriving the lower limits of WPR in the ease of reorgani­
sed states of Punjab and Eery ana, we have assumed that the 
extent of net influence of the socio-economic-cultural factors 
on ¥?R in Punjab and Haryana taken separately is the same as 
that indicated by the corresponding figures for old Punjab.

25 She States in each category where the Readjusted WIPE is found 
to be lying below the lower limit that we have derived are 
listed below in a tabular form :

Category
a. Rural Males
b. Rural Females

c* Urban Males 
d. Urban Females

States
Eadhy a Pradesh and Maharashtra.
Assam,Biter,Gujarat,Madhya Pradesh, Mahara­

shtra, Orissa, Rajasthan, TataUKadu,
West Bengal.

Madhya Pradesh
Assam, Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, 
Or loss, Raj as than, Samil lladu.

24 fhe States in each category wbero the Readjusted WPS has been 
found to be acceptable are listed below in a tabular form s

Category States
a. Rural Males Assam, Bihar, Gujarat, Baryaaa, Kerala,

Punjab, Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh, West 
Bengal.
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fable 4*4

Estimates of Seac-Speelfio Worker Bates by Rural-Urban 
Uesi&eaoe for the year 1971

(Figures in per cent)

States Rural Areas Urban Areas
Males Females Bale© Females

' ri" 2 ' 3' ' 4 5 ’in

1 • Andhra 63*35 45.26 52.56 18.70

2. Assam 49.13 26.43 31.2© 8.05

3. Bihar 52.73 22.25 47*48 8.11

4* Gujarat 53.28 31.76 47.29 8.76

5. Heryoaa 48.22 24.74 46.41 5.91

6. Kaxnataita 59.63 36.32 52.15 15.04

7. Kerala 46.53 16.65 44.81 12.15

8* £5*3?* 57.29 ; 44*64 46.79 13.32

9* Maharashtra 53.05' 44*74 51.06 12.88

10. Orissa ^ 58*58 23.96 53.54 11.48

11. Punjab 53*73, 5.93 49.68 4.14

12* Eajastbea 55.16 32*28 45.40 8.03

13* famil Kadu 61 .88 31.82 53.59 12.32

14* O.P* 58.39 15*70 33*82 7.37

15* Y/. Bengal 48.90 5.31 49.80 4*64

Source * see the text*



m

Ell States and for all categories the trHt fell significantly 
between 1911 and 1961* * For all those categories where the 

Wfa either increased or foil by lees than one percentage point 

between 1911 end 1961, we can assume that the socio-economic- 

cultural factors ore neutral if not favourable between 1961 

t*nd 1971 eo that the only source of change in the WEE ie the 

change in the age composition in the relevant category between 

1961 and 1971. For these categories, we accept the estimate of 

SIM in 1971 based on the assumption of cone tent age-specific 

WPS between 1961 and 1971 • Thus, we emerge with our esti­

mates of the area-sex specific Ifls for each btate for the 

bench-mark year 1971 • 1'bese estimates ere presented in Table 

4*4« By applying the set of estimated 1'IEs to the correspond­

ing population categories m each ^tate, we have obtained the 

comparable end consistent set of estimates of the working 

force by sex and rural-urban residence in each State for the 

bench-mark year 1971.She estimates of total working force 

classified by sex and rural-urban residence, so derived, are 

given in Table 4*5*

b. Sural Females Kerala, Uttar Pradesh•
c* Urban Males Assam,Bihar,Gujar&t,Haryana, Kerala, Maha­

rashtra, Fun j ab,Raj asthan,U.P., ? .Bengal. 
d. Urban Females Gujarat,Kerala, C.P. Bengal.

*25 She States in each category where this procedure 1© followed 
are listed below in a tabular form s 

Category States
a. Rural Bales Andhra Pradesh", Karm-1aka, Orissa Tamil Badu
b. Rural Females Andhra Pradesh, Haryana, Karnataka, Punjab.
c. Urban Males Andhra Pradesh,Karnataka, Orissa,Tamil ladu
d. Urban Females Andhra Pradesh,Haryana,Karnataka,Punjab,
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fable 4 .5

Estimates of Workers by Sex and Rural-Urban Residence
for the year 1971

(Figures in *000)

States Sural Areas Urban Areas All Areas
Hales Females Sales Fein ales Persons

1 2 3' 4 5 6

1. Artuhra 11212 7876 2266 765 22119
2* Asearn 3718 1831 430 51 6 030
3. Bibar 13567 5560 1480 204 20911
4. Gujarat 5245 2972 1873 310 10400
5 * Haryana 2131 951 444 48 3574
6* Karnataka 6714 3969 1941 511 13135
7. Kerala 4119 1504 778 210 6611
8. M.P. 10211 7609 1772 420 20012
9. Maharashtra 9274 7704 4408 912 22298

10. Orissa 5882 2410 535 97 8924
11. Punjab 2974 285 865 61 4185
12. Rajasthan 6101 3280 1100 170 10651
13. I’atcil Ha&u 8935 4549 3424 779 17687
14. B.P. 23479 5612 : 3661 412 33164
15* W.Bengal 8397 859 ’ 3119 218 12593

Source i Bee the text*
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fable 4.6 »

The ixteat of Bndereeiisation of the Readjusted Workers in 1970-71
X

(Figures In per cent)

States Degree of Underestimation* of Workers in 1970-71
Rural Area© Urban Areas Total

persons
idles female© Males females

1 1 1 2 ..... ....3...........-....4_1 _ j_: 5
6 ' "

1. Andhra 4.91 26.83 4.94 31.63 13.64

2. Assam • 46.16 - 26.46 14.26

3. Bihar * 37.79 - 32*35 10.41

4* Ou^arat - - 36.17 a» 10.34

5* H&rysna - 65 .83 • 8.35 17.63

6. Karnataka 2.84 39.48 5.67 32.09 15.47

7• Kerala «* - - - -

8. fl.P. 3.03 43.19 3.72 29.76 18.92

9* Maharashtra Q.S3 37.47 33.99 14.69

10. Orleea 4.76 32.57 5.42 23.71 17.92

11. Punjab - . 62.11 - 34.43 4.76

12. Rajasthan T 39.05 a* 25.29 1243

13* Tamil Radii 4.36 33.68 5.70 5-26 12.20

14. 8.1?. a* a* a» aft -

15* West Bengal - 13.85 - - 0.94

* Degree of underectisation is given by
Qttr estimated vorkere * the heading ted workers 100

Source : fabig 4.5 and Appendix fable 4A.5 of the present Chapter.
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; It will be au interesting exercise to compare our 

estimated workers by broad categories with the corresponding 
Readjusted workers la 1970-71• fable 4*6 below presents the 

extent of und ©r ee t ka el ion of the Readjusted workers compared 

to our estimated workers. One important thin© which becomes 

very clear from our method of estimation is that our estimated 

workers ia each category can only be greater than or equal to 

the Head justed workers in that category* thus, over estimation 

of the Readjusted workers in any category is simply ruled out 

because, for the reasons stated in the preceding two sections 

of the present Chapter, we ail along treat the Readjusted 

work ears as the lower limit, for our estimation purpose* is 

for -this reason that we do not have any chenge in sign in the 

fable 4*6 in any category. Moreover, in the case of Rural Males 

and Urban Malee, only in five States there e^ems to be some 

underestimation of workers, and there too, the degree of 

underestimation is not appreciably different between the rural 

areas and urban areas, for can it be regarded as fairly 

significant*

However,, the degree of underest imation in the case of 

female workers in rural areas and urben areas is quite signi­

ficant* In the ease of Rural Females, Rerela and U.P. do aot
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register any underestimatioiij while, la the rest of the States
?

there is substantial underestim&tion oi workers* On the other 

head, in the ease of Urban Females,Gujerat, Haryana, Kerala, 

famil Kadu, l-.F. and W. Bengal can be regarded as the States 

where the underestimation of workers is either absent or mild. 

Barring the case of Andhra Pradesh, the degree of underestima­
tion chloral female workers is greater than that in urban 

female workers.

In the case of total workers', Kerala and tf.P# do not have

any underestimation of workers; Punjab and **# Bengal have
/

relatively very low degree of underestimation! while the rest 

of the States show a significant degree of underestimation.

Before we go over to the next section, let us compare the 

overall worker rate implicit in our estimates with the ones 

given by the **ead;jttsted workers and the Resurvey in the light 

of the reported worker rates in the 1961 and 1971 Censuses. 

fable 4.7 gives all thee© overall worker rates for the fifteen 

Indian States. It is obvious from the table that the overall 

worker rate has fallen between 1960-61 and 1970-71 in each of 

the States, though the extent of decline differs front *Hate to 

State. Ihe largest fail of about 6.2 percentage points in the 

overall worker rate is registered by Rajasthan whereas the
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gable 4*7

Worker Sates In the Indian States* Tor the year 1960-61 & 1970-71

; (Figures in per cent)
i

States Tear Tear 1970-71
1960-01 lieported 
Reported

M3 noted 1 Readjusted Estimated
'■' 1 " ' 2 ' 3 4 5 S

1• Andhra 51*06 41*39

2* £ seats 43*27 29*35

3* Bihar 41 *40 31.04

4* Gujarat 41.07 31 *45

5* Haryana 37*92 26,44

6. Karnataka 45*40 34.74

7* Kerala 35*31 29*12

8* 1.3?, 52*30 36.72

9 .S&fearasfetr© 47*91 36.46

10, Orissa 43*66 31.22

11* Fun;) ah 31*13 28.86

12, Rajasthan 47*55 31.24

13* Tamil h'adu 45*57 35.78

14, y.r. 39*12 30.94

15* feet Bengal 33*16 27*^1

43.64 43.91 50.84

32.42 32.42 37.76

32.37 33*08 36.93

34.81 34.93 30.95

23*33 29.33 35.61

37.90 37*90 44*83

30.97 30.97 30*97

30.95 30*95 48.04

37.72 37.73 44.23

33.11 33.38 40.67

26.74 29.41 • 30.86

36.20 36.20 ' 41.34

37*69 37.69 42.93

37.54 37.54 37*54
\27.8? 28*18 20.42

Source s (t) lor Colusms 2 to 4, ?h&\*te8uryey,
(it) For column 5, Appendix'lafeie 4573 below* 

(ill) For Colusrn 6, Table "¥*5'‘kfeoveT'''



stagiest decline of the order of about 0.25 percentage point 
io Registered by Punjab.She other important thing to note 

from" gable 4*7 is that there exist© significant diversion 

between the adjusted worker rate given by the Hesurvey end 
our estimated worker rate In most of the States. Only in 
Kerala and Uttar fradeeb, the two turn out to be identical $ 
for all other States, the estimated worker rate turns out 

to be quite greater than the adjusted worker rate given by 
the Heeurvey« Shi© only implies that the Itesurvey has seriously 
underestimated the extent of the influence of the definitional 
changes on the worker rate©* while it has seriously over­
estimated the influences of the socio-economic-cultural factors 
on the overall worker rates In most ol’ the Indian States.

V. Industrial Structure of the Working force*
1960-61 and 1970-71 *

In this section* our primary task is to prepare a 
set of comparable and consistent estimates of the structure 
of working force in the fifteen Indian States for the two 

bench-mcrk years 1960-61 and 1970-71. For this purpose, the 
1961 census, the 1971 census end the Resurvey are the basic 
sources of data, fable B-.X of the 1961 census classified the
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workers in the following nine broad industrial categories *

I* Cultivators
II* Agricultural labourers

III. Mining, Quartylag, Livestock, Forestry & fishing,
Hunting Plantations* Orchards end Allied Activities.

IV* Household Industry 
V. Manufacturing

VI. Construction

VII* trade and Commerce
VIII* transport, Storage and CosRiaunieation

IX. Other Services.

gable B-I Part A of tbe 1971 Census also classified 
workers into nine broad industrial categories which are listed 

below s

I* Cultivators 
II* Agricultural labourers

III. Livestock, forestry, Fishing, Hunting & Plantations, 
Orchard, end Allied Activities.

IV. lining & Quarrying
V. Manufacturing, Processing, Servicing end Repairs ,

a. Household Indus try
b. Other than Household Industry
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VI. Construction
I

YXI. trade and Commerce 

VIII. transport, Storage and Communications 

IX. Other Services*

table 1Q of the Eesurvey classified workers by the 

following three broad industrial categories $

1• Cultivators 

2. Agricultural labourer©

3» Other workers.

It should be noted that the first two industrial cate* 

geries in each one of the three sources have remained the 

same. She Eesurvey lumps all other industrial categories into 
the ‘other workers*, whereas the two ©ensues give data 

according to fairly detailed industrial categories. In spite 

of the broad similarity in the claesificatory eyutema of the 

two censuses, they differ^ significantly a© far as the treat­

ment of household industry is concerned, “in 1911, category 

III of 1961, ‘Mining, Quarrying, livestock, Forestry <Ss Fishing, 

Hunting & Plantations, Orchards and Allied Activities* was 

replaced by (a) category III ‘livestock, Forestry, Fishing, 

Hunting & Plantations, Croharda and Allied Activities' 

including Household establishments and (b) category IV,
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'Mining and Quarrying* * including Household eet&bllsteents*
She remaining workers in household establishments iacludfdjjf 

in category IV 'Household Industry* were in 1971 included under 
category V «Manufact ur in g, froeeesing, Servicing and lepaire* 
of which they formed part (a) 'household industry’." 9 

(emphasis addedi. Ibus, the 1961 census included in its 

category IV 'Household Industry*, a part of the industrial 
categories III and IV of the 1971 census* la other words, the 
1961 census overestimated the workers in the Industrial 
category 'Household Industry* as compared to the 1971 census 
by also including in it those workers who are primarily 
engaged in 'livestock, forestry, fishing, Bunting & planta­
tions, Orchards and Allied Activities' and 'Mining and 
Quarrying*.Secondly, unlike B-I part A Sable of the 1971 

census, B-I fable of the 1961 Census did not give workers in 
'Mining and Quarrying1 separately. However, fable B-IV part C 

of the 1961 census provides detailed information on the 
occupational divisions which, in turn, "makes it possible to 
suitably adjust the 1961 figures for all ages without re-

&0*7
course to approximation. the occupational divisions given 
by the 1961 census are further sub-classified into two parts*

*26 Cf. J. Irish namurthy* "Working force in 1971 census* Un- 
llluminating • Final* Results", op«clt«

*27 Ibid.
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Household establishments and Hoa-household establishments.

The Mon-household establishments under division 0 along with 

the non-household establishments under division 1 made the 

industrial category III of the 1961 census, whereas, according 

to 1971 census scheme of classification, total workers under 

division 0 would form the industrial category III of the 1971 

census and total workers under division 1 would form the 

industrial category I? of the 1971 census. On the other* tend, 

the workers in household establishments under division 0, 1 

and 2-3 made the industrial category of Household industry in 

the 1961 census, whereas, according to the 1971 census cLassi- 

f icatory scheme, the workers in household establishments under 

divisions 2-3 only would make the industrial category of 
Household industry of the 1971 census. By making these adjust­

ments In the 1961 census class!ficatory system, we can make 

it comparable to the 1971 census classification.

At this stags, it is important to note that our primary 

interest lies in the broad three sector classification of 

workers, the three sectors being the primary sector, which 

includes agriculture and allied activities, forestry and 

fishingi the secondary sector, which includes mining & quarrying 

large-scale manufacturing m small-scale aaenufectuiring, 

construction end electricity^ gas & water supplyi and the
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tertiary sector, wbi cb la elude & trade & transport, banking

& insurance, public administration and other services* It is 
to

poseible^clearly distinguish these three sectors from one 

another in the 1971 census classifieatery system of worker®. 

She aggregation of the first three industrial categories of 

the 1971 census corresponds exactly to our concept of the 

primary sector? the aggregation of the industrial categories 

I? to VI of the 1971 census clearly defines the secondary 

sector} and the aggregation of the industrial categories 

VII to IX as given in the 1971 census fully covers the terti­

ary sector for our purpose. Obviously, the classifies to ry 

system of the B-I Sable of the 1961 census does not allow 

for a clear-cut demarcation between the primary sector and 

secondary sector. However, as indicated above, we can make 

the necessary adjustments in the 1961 census classification 

to make it comparable to the 1971 census classification, which, 

in turn, can be used to derive the three-fold sectoral compo­

sition of the total working force in the year 1960-61 • Table 

4.8 presents the broad sectoral composition of the working 

force in 1960-61 •

The table clearly reveals that only in four States, viz., 

Kerala, Punjab, fa&il Jfadu and vfeet Bengal, the share of 
primary sector in total employment in 1960-61 was lees than
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65?j* *a all other States the share of primary sector in total 

employment was greater then 70$ in 1960-61| in Madhya Pradesh 
and Rajasthan, it was greater than even 80$. On the other 
hand, the share of secondary sector in the total employment 
did not exceed 20$ in any of the Indian States in 1960-61 • 
Actually, in as many as seven States, via,, Assam, Bihar, 
Maryana, Madhya Pradesh, Orissa, Rajasthan and Ottar Pradeab, 

the share of secondary sector in total employment was less 
than even 10$ in 1960-61 • Madhya Pradesh did not have even 

10$ of total workers in the tertiary sector also. In the 
remain lag States the share of tertiary sector in total employ­
ment was greater than 10$ in 1960-61* In Kerala, tertiary 
sector accounted for more than 30$ of employment in 1960-61*

After having derived the sectoral composition of the 
working force in 1960-61, the major problem which still 
remains is to estimate the sectoral composition of the 
estimated workers in 1970-71 * Inasmuch as the underlying 
concept of a worker has significantly altered between the 
1961 and the 1971 censuses, it a&y not sound illogical to 
expect that the overall composition of working force revealed 
by the two censuses may also not be comparable. Ibis becomes 
quite clear, if we go into the closer details* As pointed out



earlier, Sable 4>6 above reveals that the degree of under­
estimation of workers is higher for females In general and 
rural females In particular• Insofar as the rural female© are 
mostly employed in agriculture and allied activities, this 
would imply that out of those workers, who would have been 
included in the working force in 1970-71 had the 1961 census 
definition of a worker been adopted, relatively more workers 
would belong to the primary sector which, in turn, leads the 
overall share of the primary sector as actually reported by 
the 1971 census to rise when the additional workers are also 
taken into account to restore comparability in the overall 
count of workers in the two censuses* Moreover, a change in the 
definition of a * worker' itself may lead to a serious under- 

enumeration of workers in the household sector* ffae Hesurvey 
in its efforts to restore comparability between the 1961 end 
the 1971 census data on working force, has also attempted the 
broad sectored composition of working force on comparable 
grounds* She Eesarvey* however, distinguishes only three broad 
categories of workers, vis*, cultivators, agricultural labour­
ers and other workers. 1’he first two categories of workers 
classified by the Eesurvey form a ma^or part of the primary 
sector. For the remaining port of the primary sector, 
secondaxy sector ai4 tertiary sector we can assume - and the



assumption is fairly plausible - that the percentage distri­
bution of the other workers of the Resurvey ie the same as 
that of the 1971 census other workers. Shis exercise can be 

, carried out by each on© of the four categories classified above 
in the previous section© which, in turn, would enable us to
arrive at the broad sectoral composition of the Readjusted 

*28workers by each one of the four categories, ffae broad 
sectoral composition of the Head justed workers classified by 
sex and rural-urban residence is presented below in the 
gable 4.9.

From the gable 4.9. it can be readily observed that for 
dixferent categories of workers the sectoral composition 
differs substantially. Even within a given area, the sectoral 
composition significantly differs between the male workers and 
the female workers. In rural areas, barring the case of 
Punjab, the share of primary sector in the total employment 

in the category of ©ales is less than that in the category 
of females. Xn urban areas also, except the cases of Punjab 
and 1'eet Bengal, the share of primary sector in total employ­
ment in the category of males is significantly less than that 
in the category of females. fhe fable 4.9 also shows signifi­
cant variations in the distribution of workers between the

*28 For the definition of the Readjusted workers, see the conclud­
ing parts of tbe third section of the present Chapter. For 
those categories where tbe reported 1971 Census Wl?Rs are 
accepted, the 1971 Census composition of the working force 
is applied.
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secondary sad tertiary sectors for the four categories of 

workers*

Moreover, Satie 4*9 forms the teals for der iving the 
estimates of the overall sectoral composition of the estimated 
workers in 1970-71 which is comparable sad consistent with the 
1960-61 sectoral composition presented above in gable 4*8*
For those categories of workers where the Readjusted workers 
are accepted without modification to be included in the final 
estimates of the working force in 1970-71, it is but natural 
to accept the implicit sectoral composition also* tor those 
categories of workers where the Readjusted workers have to be 
revised in the upward direction for preparing the final 
estimates of the comparable working force, we can distribute 
the additional workers among the three sectors in the same 
proportion as observed for the respective category of the 
Readjusted workers• ibis would amount to assuming that the 
sectoral composition of the area-eex-speclfic Readjusted 
workers also applied to our estimates of the area-sex-specific 
workers which are comparable to the 1960-61 working force* 
fhe sectoral distribution of the area-sex specific estimated 
workers in 1970-71 so derived is presented below in Appendix 

fable 4A*4*
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This, however, does not mean that we have assumed the 
same overall sectoral compositton of worker© ae given in the 
19?1 Geaaus or the Resurvey or the Readjusted workers. In­
asmuch as the area-eex composition of our estimated workers 
differ fro® that of the Readjusted workers* the overall sec­
toral compos it ion of workers is most likely to be different 
in the two cases eventhoughsfor each category of workers 
separately, we might have assumed the same sectoral compo­
sition. 1'hie is because the overall sectoral composition of 

workers is a weighted average of the category-wise sectoral 
composition, the weights being the category-eomposition of the 
total workers. low, even when we assume the same category-wise 
sectoral composition of workers, in so far as the category- 
composition of the total workers differs for the estimated 
and the Readjusted workers, the overall sectoral composition 
of the estimated workers will be different fro® the one of the 
Readjusted workers, that the category-coopooit ion of the total 
workers differs significantly between the Readjusted workers 
and our estimated workers is clearly brought out by table 4.10. 
Only In Eerala and Uttar Fradeah, the category-composition 
of the Readjusted workers turns out to be exactly the same 
as the one of our estimated workers. For all other States, 

the category composition of the two sets of workers clearly
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differs. It is interesting to note that in all these States 

proportion of rural female workers in total workers is higher 
and the proportion of rural male workers in the total workers 
is lower for our estimated workers compered to the Be adjust eel 
workers. Shis implies that out of the total additional workers 
over the Seadjusted workers, a majority of the workers were 
added in the category of rural females, ’ibis implication along 
with an observation from the gable 4.9 above that the category 
of rural females has the maximum share of primary sector among 
all other categories in most of the States, ensures that due 

consideration baa been given to the fact that the workers in 
the primaxy sector are likely to have been underemioerated 
relatively to a greater extent*

How it is just a matter of .summing up the relevant 
columns from the Appendix fable 4A*4 below to arrive at the 
overall sectoral composition of our estimated workers for the 
year 1970-71• fable 4*11 presents the overall sectoral break­
up of our estimated workers In 1970-71 with its percentage 
distribution* Fro© the table, it can be readily seen that in 
Kerala, Punjab and ®est Bengal the share of primary sector 
in total employment is less then 65$, while barring famil- 
ladu, in all other States, the share of primary sector in 
total employment exceeds 7Q$* In fissa», Bihar, Madhya Pradesh
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\ and Orissa it is actually greater than even SO?S* On the other 

\ hand, except Kerala and West Bengal, no other State has a 

share of secondary sector in total employment greater than 15$. 

In -kssaxa, Bibar, Haryaoa, Madhya Pradesh, Orissa, Rajasthan 
end Uttar Pradesh the share of secondary sector in the total 

employment is less than even 1Q£*

Comparing the re suite of the fable 4.11 with those of 

the fable 4.8 above, we find that the changes in the structure 
of the working force between 19b0-61 and 19?0-71 were of 

different nature in different States. In five states, vis., 

Gujarat, Haryana, Karnataka, Maharashtra and Rajasthan the 

share of primary sector in the total employment has fallen 

between 1960-61 and 1970-71. However, Karnataka can be regard­

ed a© having a more or less constant structure of working 

force between 1960-61 and 1970-71. In Haryana, the structural 

shifts ere largely confined to the secondary and tertiary 

sectors? the farmer having improved in its importance and the 

latter having reduced in its importance. In all other States, 

the share of the primary sector in toe total employment has 
gone up significantly. Only in Andhra Pradesh, one say find

*29 Shis phenomenon is in sharp contrast with toe celebrated sector 
hypothesis of Colin Clerk which he propounds in SEhe Conditions
of Economic Progress (Londont MacMillan, 1957) • However, "tie",..
If im© elf V' ’ poln to o ia t“ ~t bat ”e failure of this proportion to fall 
can generally be attributed to some temporary, or occasionally 
more permanent, economic difficulty.0(p.497)* See also XVI. 
Bauer end E.S5. fataey t ”Bconcmic Progress and Occupational 
Distribution", in Economic dour sal. Vol.61, December, 1951.
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relative constancy of the employment structure between 

1960-61 and 1970-71. this phenomenon is of great concern 

and calls forth immediate attention of the planners, fhe 

cause for this phenomenon can he the increasing population 

pressure ©u laid and the capacity of the primary sector to 

absorb readily the auditions! workers. At any rate, unless 

the present tendency of the structural ctenges in most of the 

Indian States is immediately arrested, it could prove to be 

a major retarding factor in the growth of the State economies.

71. Growth of Working Perce Between 1960-61 and 1970-71 >

Before we conclude this Chapter, let us examine the 

growth of working force in the Indian States between 1960-61 

and 1970-71* gable 4»12 presents the growth of working force 
by broad sectors in the fifteen Indian States between 1960-61 

and 1970-71. From the table, it is clear that the overall 

growth of working force is ranging fro® only about in Biter 
to more than 24$ in Haryana during 1960-61 to 1970-71. She 

only other state where the growth of total working force is 

less than 10£ is West Bengal• On the other hand, in as many 

as three ;aore states, vis., Gujarat, Karnataka and Punjab, 
the growth of total working force is greater than 20$.
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In the case of the primary sector, the growth of workers 

between 1960-61 end 1970-71 varies all the way from about Blfl 

in Rajasthan to 37^ in Kerala. In as many as nine States, via., 

Assam, Gujarat, Haryana, Karnataka, Kerala, Madfcgra 1‘radeeh, 

Orissa, Punjab and Tamil dedu, the growth of workers in the 

primary sector is greater then 2G>« during 1960-61 to 1970*71. 

Only in five States, viz., Gujarat,Haryana, Karnataka, Maha­

rashtra and Rajasthan, the growth of workers in the primary 

sector is less than that in the total workers during the 

sixties. In the rest of the States, the growth of workers in 

the primary sector ie greater than that in the total workers. 

Actually, in Bihar, Kerala end West Bengal, the growth of 

workers in the primaxy sector is almost twice that of the 

total workers.

la the case of the secondary sector the growth of workers

turns out to be negative in Assam, Bihar, Punjab and. West

Bengal} while in Bihar, Kerala, Orieea and Tamil Hadu the

growth of workers in the tertiary sector turns out to be

negative. On the other hand, in the same five States, where

the growth of workers in the primary sector turns out to toe

lees than that in the total workers, the growth of workers in
-{M: In

the secondary sector turns out to be greater thaa^the total

workers. However, in the case of tertiary sector, in seven 
States, viz., Andhra Pradesh, As©am, Gujarat, Karnataka, 
Maharashtra, Punjab and Baja©than, the growth of workers 
exceeds that of the total workere during the sixties.
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MCA iJ.U Tf

WEE
iFigures la *000)

State® Sural Areas Urban Areas All Areas
Males Females Males Females Persons

1 2 5 4 5 6

1. Andhra 11213 7877 2266 765 22120

2. Assam 3946 2171 443 64 6629

3. Bihar 14414 7083 1605 261 23363

4* Oujarat 5379 3162 1929 329 ' 10799

5. Haryana 2329 951 463 48 3790
I S. Jassau St 

Kashmir 1140 495 233 23
1B9lJ

7» Karnataka 6713 3969 1941 511 13135
8. &erala 4353 1939 821 230 7344
9i M.B. 10525 7904 1942 444 20714

10. Maharashtra 9984 7866 4692 957 23499
11. Orissa 5882 262? 535 105 9149
12. Punjab 2949 2§5 684 61 4160

13* Rajasthan 6452 4063 1160 211 11886

14. Saoll HaOa 8935 5269 3424 910 18538

15. U.P* 23247 7008 3478 295 34 026

16. ^.Bengal 8870 1636 3378 246 14130

Sources See the text, section 17.



Appendix gable 4A.2

1961
(Figures In Per cent)

States Rural Areas Urban Areas All Areas
Kales Females Males Female® Persons

. . 1 ■ '" 2 3 4 5 6

1. Andhra 63.35 45.26 52.56 18.70 50.85

2. Assam 52.14 31*33 5343 10,12 41.51

3t Bihar 56.02 28.34 51.48 10,37 4146

4* Gujarat 54.65 33.78 48.70 9.31 40.45

5* Haryana 52.66 24.74 48.40 5.91 37*76

j€, J & K 37.10 28.03 50.95 ' 5*86 40.97]

7« Karnataka 59.66 36.32 52.15 13.04 44 .S3

0. Kerala 43.18 21.48 47.30 13.31 34,40

9. U.V. 53.05, 46.3? 50*70 14.08 49.73

10. Habaraehtra. 57*11 45 *68 54.34 13*53 46*61

11. Orissa 38.53 26.12 53.54 12,41 41.69

12* Punjab 53.30 5.93 51.02 4.14 30.84

13* Rajasthan 50.34 39.99 47.85 9.94 46.13

14* fasil Sadia 61.38 36.86 53.59 14.93 45.00

15* U.P. 57.81 19.61 51.13 5.28 33.52

16. West Bengal 51.65 10.12 53*94 5.22 31.89

Sparc©* See the text, section IV.
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