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it is by now zlmost an axiom with demographers, lsbour econcumists
and economic historians that Indizn census data on women's economie
activity are seriougly flawed. Undercounting and changes in definiticn
from ene census to the next zre held to have rendered the numbers vola-
tile and unreliable. Most analysts studying labour forece changes over
time concentrate therefore on the data for men, and tend to draw con-
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clusions for the working populsilion on this basis.

I wish to argue in this gaper that the data on women, while flawed,
can tell us & considerable amount about women in the labour force, pro-
vided we are careful to sort out the good census years from the bvad,
and are clear about the gquesti ns we want answer:d. Furthermore,; male
labour force date -~annot be used as a proxy for weomen, at least in the
case of agricultural labourers. This is illustrated through the preli-
minary results of an exerelze chat examines the possible relationships
between certain apricultural variables and the incidence of female agri-
cultural labour. The first twe sections of the paper focus on the reli-
ability of the census detz over time, while the third considers the

data on female agriculturzl labourers ot the disagsregated state level,

1. Sources of Undercount of Women workers

As nas been noted by a number of writers, in all societies that
have undergone a degrees of monetlzation and commercialization, women
do two broad categeriesn of work = that which produces income whelher or
not this accrues directly to the woman, and that which does not. The
latter includes domestic work, however that is undewgtcod in the parti-

cular society, but (mainly) including all tasks related to the feeding,



clearing, nuolurance wile ool u.-LUraance of both adults and children,
Such work is largely wewen's work, ard women nazy, nerforce or ty choice,

epend bhe bulk of <whe working dsy on this tyve of work.

Income producing work iz ifs.lf of two types ~ thot which is done

in the home or o the family facm, and that wnich is done outside the

home. The latter i generzily wersk don: for wapges, though certain types
of petty trade and services would alsc be included. The former consists
of unpsid labour on the family Izrm, and outwork under some veriant of
the putting out sysetem. Such work dilfers from work done cutside the
home in two importan®t respects. It allows women more easily tc mesh
domestic work with income earning. On the negative side, the income
ceneratew by this work offen dovs not zccrue directly to the women, and
hence does not provic: her with tke degree ¢ economic (and social) inde=
pendence that incoms sarning ovitside the home and the conitrel of the
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husband/wothner-in Taw de. n oy

The suvmreces and extent of urdercounting of women workers vary for
the different celepories of work -npecified above. In general, four major

sources ci undercounting c.ur b lent. . fied:

i. sxeclusion of certain tyres of work,

ii. airect bias on tiue part of either the regpondent
or the corsus emwersator, beth of whom are usuaslly

]
rale,

iii. problsms in the criteria of "gainful work", "main
work!, "sucsidiary occupation" eto., and

iv. ditficulties in implementing the criteria arising
from the framing and ordering of questions in the
censur gqueztionnairz.
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Hen=inccme producing domestic work suffars most systemgtically
from exclusion. While it is now almost automatic that dorestic work
be ignored in census counting, the criteriz adduced to justify such
exclugion are arbitrary and quite incensistently anplied, In an
economy that 1s only vort menetized, (i.e.only-part of vroductlon
especially in agriculture is for sale, the rest being for own consumption)
there is analytically nc real distinction between domestic work znd
agricultural work whose product is consumed within the home., The
latter producestangivle goods while the former produces chiefly services,
although il i1s arguable that the work of cooking transforms tarigzivle
row materials inte tangsible focd. 1In any case, the distinetion between
poods and services ig not generwlly used for purposes of exclusion in
either labour force statistics or national income accounts. Though
atrost. care 1z tsken tc ensure religble egtimates of non-marketed agri-
cultural outpul, deowestic cul;ut fif we con 3o call the produce of
domestic work) is regularly excluded. While non-marketed services are,
it is true, more difficult to account than non-marketed goods, the task
is by no means an impossible cne., Certainly, whatever be the problems
in counting domestic output, the women who do this work can be counted
quite easily. There is no morc Justification for excluding them than
for excluding male cultivators producing food for own consuaption,.
The proper accounting of such workers will rescue domestic werk from
ite current association in ihe census with begging, theft and cther
similarly wnproductive activities. Tt will allew us also to know more
precisely which women (by age, literacy level etc.) do how much of such

work, and to know how domestic werk is combined as main or secondary



occupation with other tywes of work. Since the census data on ecoromic
activity and occupalional diastribution arc a ma, or basic ol policy
initiatives, redressing the conventional exclusion of domestic work
will go a considerable wazy towards helping fermulate policies sensi-
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tive to the needs of just under half the Indian population.

Undercounting of women workers dolng income—broducing work at
home is usuélly due either te problems of ambiguity in the criteria
or due to bias on the part of male respondents/enumerators in acknow=
ledging the existence and extent of women's work on family holdings.
On the other hand, women deing wage labour would be undercounted mainly
duec to a oriterion of "worker™ or "earner" that is so striet as to
leave out those who are only employed (by choice or, more oftemn, by

non-availability or work) for part of the reference period.

Some or 31l of these -ources of under enumeration have been
operative through the years in the Indian census. Let us now examine
the census fimpures to show which sources were operative in which census

and hence which type of workers were undercounted,

1I. Underccunting in the Indiun Census

The dats on work participation rates are well kncwn (Tablel).
Three features of the rates z2re noteworthy. Firgt, there is consider-
able fluctuation in the rates, especizlly over the last three censuses,
Second, the direction of change of female and, male rates is the same,
but the depth of fluctuation is greater for the female rate. Third,
the long term trend from the start of the century is downward for both

women and men, Much of the analysis of these datz has tried to



determine whethser the fluctuztions and the lownward trend ars duc to
changes in concepis, or 1o real econcmic and demographic changes in
participation. The latter could be cauvsed by changes in age-structure,
urbanizztion, and/or decline in traditicnal avenues of cuploynent

coupled with an ingufficiency of new werk orenings.,

1. Cocncevtual changes

Orne of the first problems encountered by designers of
census guestions in a semi-monetized econcmy is the choice between
income znd work criteria. The former excludes those who work without
carning an income (e.g. unpaid family labour), while the latter exclu-
des thuse who earn incomes wit out working (e.g. non—cultivating rentiers).
While it is arguable that all those who earn incomes should be consi-
dered "economically aciive" 1n some sense, it is far more important.to
include all these who zre wor. rs thon to include those whe consume

without producing. Certainly far mere women are likely to be counted

wnder the work rather than the income criterion.

The actual practice in the Indian census up to and inclusive
of the 1951 census was to use hybrid criteria with varying emphasis on
work vis a vis income. Till thz 1921 census, the pepulation was divi-
ded intc actual workers and dezendants. Actual workers inecluded all

those who earned an income gven if they did not work, and all those who

regularly worked regardlese of their ircome status.é/ Thus, while the
norzinal eriterion was work, the actual criterion was a hybrid; hence
both rentiers on the one hand end unpaid family labour on the other

were included in the eeoncmically active pepulation. DBetween 1901 and



1921, there was little perceptible change in the work participation

rates for either men or women.

The 19%1 census also uscd an amalgam of work and income to
defire the economically zctive population. Two categories of earners
(all income earners) and working dependants (non—earners who worked
to augment household income on a fairly regular basis)together consti-
tuted the econeomically active population. The rest were classified
as non-working dependants. Thus, in this census too, non-werking ear-
ners were.included, while unpaid family labour was also included but
as part of a distinet category. Whether these criteria were actually

implemented will be discussed later.

The fate of paid but marginal workers is a liftle more anbiguous.
Boih the 1921 wd 1931 censuses specified "regularity" as a requisite
for 'eing called a worker; since this was not explicitly defined, amd
was, furthermore, applied only to women znd children, i1t appears
apriori that a number of irregular, paid women workers may hove fallen
into the non~-worker category. This corresponds to the third source
of bias specified in section I above. On the other side, confusion
about the criteris led to the inclusion of 7 million non-incone
producing women doing domestic work iIn their own homes as working
dependants.

The 1951 census nominally shifted to a pure income eriterion

and classified the population intec seli-supporting earners, earning
dependants and non—earning dependants. This appears on the surface to

have made the criteria more consistent internslly on the basis of income
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and té have ereluded unpald {amily lsbour spriori. The detailed
[

instructions chow this not lo have bdbecn the intentiongzﬁhnd the
1951 criterion was also meont to be a hybrid of work snd incoie.,
However either due to direct bias on the part of the respondent/
emumerator or dug to difficulties in implewenting the criteria,
the actual eifect was very probably underenumcration of fumily
labour. This probtlem was uncvenly dictributed, being more ascute
in certyiin regions of the country, especially in the south, Orissa

and Bihar.

+ In 1961, there was o shift back to the work criterion, but
this was not the hybrid criterion that was explicitly in use upto
1921. HNon working income eainers ware now excluded.l/ Domestic
work continued te be excluded, but unpaid {amily labour and margi-
nal viorkers (those who had worked at least 1 hour per day during

the working sesson in ~grien. oure) vere netted in, Perhups ss a

result, the female work participation rate returned to the 1931
level, The pendulum swung ihe other way in the 1971 censuz - the
frawing and ordering of the gquestions ensured that most merginal
workers and probatly o large number of unpaid family workers were
left out.é/

The 1981 census attempted fo rectify the strictness of the
1971 census Ly dividing the populztion into mailn workers, mzrginal
workers and non-workers, and by starting with the guestion "Did yeu
work ony time at 211 last year?’. 1t wos sxpected that this would
not ornly net in all workers, but would also make z useful distinetion

between main and marginal workers, and would provide data that could



be compzrad to both the 1971 and the 1961 censuses. However the 1981
rate (provisionsl) lies almost half-way between the previcus two
rates. Whether this represents a resl decline from 1961 needs to be
exemined. It haz been suggested that differences in the ordering

of gquestions between 1967 and 1981 may zccount for the difference,
While we do not have snoupgh information yet, I find this sugrestion
difficult to accept since it is hard to fawlt the ordering or the

clarity of the 1981 questions.

It appears from the ahcve discusesion of sources of undercount-
ing and from the data in Ysble 1 that in 1951 and 1971 the strictness
of the criteria themselves accounts for a significant portion of the
decline in rates. A4 guantificaticn of this factor is naturally diffi-
cult, but scme attemyt has been made to comparce the 1951 census
date with disaggregated, stite-level datz cobtzined from the N3S Gth

Round (1955) end the ALL

Apart from 1951 and 1971, there were two other periods when
the rates declined signif'icantly, i.e. betweon 1921 and 1931, and
between 1961 and 19871. The rates fell for both men and women but
the [femzle rate underwent a much higher percentage declinc. Were

these declines real or due to concepitual shifts?

The gquesiion of the similarity or difference between the
1931 and 1951 censuses constifutes o puzzle with many layers.

"eaming dependent" appesrs

On the surface, the 1951 criterion of
more likely 1o exclude unpsid family labour than the 1931 criterion

of "working dependant", But a deeper examinaztion casts doubt on
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this aszunption. Thne decail o i .2 .c Lonis to the census enumerators
in 1951 specifised that “where two or more meubers of a family house—
hold jointly cultivate land and secure an income therefrom, each of
them should be regarded as earning a part of the income, none of thewm
3 7 ﬂw 4 y

is therefcre a non—esrning dependant. At this level therefore,
the 1951 census seens to have been no more exclusionary than the

1931 census.

However, serious questions must be raised for btoth years

in terms of implementaticn of the instructicns. The implementation

of the 1931 critericn for "working dependants" has already been called
into question.lg/ There is alsc some reason tc believe that the imple-
mentati.n of the 1951 census we< not very diffarent from that for

the 1931 census.li/

Thie muwlibzrs The e¢Tw=z ~ive us reason to believe that the 1931
gensus nvoived as much undere ating as the 1951 census. An exam-
ination of the sector-wise disaggregoeted dats lends strong suprert
to the belief ithat unusid family workers in agriculfture were eqﬁally
excluded in both censuses. Table 11 shows that after o significant
drop between 1921 and 1931, the sex ratio {females per 100C males)
among agricultural and allied workers remained constant in 1951. 1In
1961 it climbed back to the 1921 level. Thus, undercounting sf unpaid
women family workers in agriculiure probably ftook place equally in
1931 and 1951.

The decline in the aggregate work participation rate between
1931 and 1951 was due therefore to a continuing fall in women's

relative position in non-agricultural wcrk, and was not due to

a fall in agriculture. The stcoap £f211 in women's role outside
agriculture began between 1921 and 1931, and wes succeeded by a

further steep fall vetween 1931 and 1951, How do we
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know that this deciine was aot due o undercounting of unpaid family
labour in household industry akin to their wadercounting in awiculture?
While the sex-ratio in manulacturing did improve in 1961, it 1id not
return to the 1921 level, as was truc for agriculture. Secordly, in
all non=agricultural activities other than msnulacturing, the sex—
ratio in 1961 remained below *the 1921 lev=1l. Both factors iwiecate
a real decline in women's work éutside agriculture, In sum, the
rates for 1931 as for 1951 indicate mainly undercounting of family
workers within agriculture and real declines outside agricuiture
in wonen's work—-participation. Sufficient informetion iz rot yet
available from the 1961 census to explain the decline betwuoen 1961
and 1781, but it is likely th~t the deciine is largely a real one.
Apart from the overall undercount of women workers in agri-
culture, it would e wrefal to know the relative magnitudes of the
unde: :ount of unpaid family " bour vis a vis part-time wo.ge labourers.
Prior to 1961, judpements zbout what constitutes "regular" work may
well have excludul a2 significant number of the latter. Certainly,
we suspect that this happened in 1971. While no direct evidence of
the relative weights of the two sources of undercount exists,; some

indirect evidence can he adduced from the existing dat:..

Our hypothesis is that, at least in the 1971 census, unpaid
family labour was more likely to have been excluded than marginal
wage lzbour. In 1961 (the year of minimal undercount), the following
states were above the 2l1l-India aversge in the ratio of women agri-

cultural labourers to agricultural workers (i.e. labourers plus culti-



vators, with the latter including unpoid forily labour) - Andhra, bihar,
Kerela, Mohgrasntra, Tomilnadu and Viest Bengal. On the other hand,
Haryanz, Gujsrat, Madhya Prdesh, Punjab, Rajasthan, Assam snd Ultar-
Predesh were belew zverage while Karnataks znd Orissa were on the
border. (See Table IV). If our hypethesis were correct, we might
expect o areater undercount in 1971 in the iatter states which h-od
relatively mecre unpaid family leoccur in 1961. This would be reflected,
ceteris peribus, in a downward ghift in the rankings of work parti-
cipshion rates betweern 1961 =nd 1971 in these states. The reversce would
be true for the above averase states. This is indeed the case. With
the single excepticn of Uttar Pradesn, we fina that all the stztes whose
work participation ranks improved in 1971, hud above average prorcertions

of agricultural labcurers in 1361, snd vics versa (See Table IV).

A more rigorous test con be obtained by ranking the state level
ratios  of the 1977 femnle wora—purticipaticn rate to the 1961 rate
(See Table TII). This is then correlaved with %he ratio of women apri-
cultural labourcrs to agricultural workers in 1961. If there has been
2 relatively greater undercount of unpaid family labourers, the tuc
retios should be pesitively correlsted. In fuet, the correlaticn is
positive and significant at the 1% level. It would zppear from tiiz that,

unpzid family labour suffered mcre aeriously from undercounting in 1.J71.

The above alsco enables us te draw sone inferences about the
gpatizl distrivution of undercountinz. It would appear that tnc rroblem
wag relagtively more serious in those states that had highor vroperticns

of unpaid family iebourers relative to waged asricultural labourers .
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Ceteris paribusg, the undercourt was therefers srobanly hisher in
Gujarat, Haryana, Punjab, Rajasthan, UP and liauhya Fradesih than in
the southern and eastern states. dowever, a word of ccution is needed
here. The above discusszion ounly tells us a%out the widercount in 1971
relative to 1961. It is of course possible thut the 1461 data Tiem~

selves revresent o significant undercount, whose relstive magnitudeg

cannot rea.ly be assessed,

(ii) Economic & Demographic Changes

lhe long run declining trend in the work participation
rates for men and women may be due to real changes in age-structure,
urbanir~tion and/or the decline in truditional avenues of enmloyment.
A shift in the age-structure of the population towards the younger ages

( <ﬁ5) will Pove - notar~l tendency towards reducing the crude work
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partic pafion rate. Growing arbanization with concommitant growth of
the organised factory sgector and reductian in traditional industry
generally lecads to a disproportionate drop in women's employment. This
is 80 because the existing sexual divizion of labour assigns demestic
work almost exclusively to women, making it difficult for them to take
on factory work as well. J.P.ambannavar has quantified the relative
importznce of these factors for men and women. Ee concludes that for
men, 46% ¢f the deeline in the work participation rate is due to chang-
ing age=ztructure, 10% due to wrbanization and 44% to other causes; the
corresponding fipures for women are 26%, 30 and 4&%.15/ It is worth
noting that for both women and men, 44% of the decline is due tn

"unknown causes" of which presumably undercounting may form a signi-

ficant part.



To swn up, it aprearc thot despite the relatively greater under-
emumeration of women workers in the 1931 and 1951 censuses, the nmore
inclusive criteria did swey with this croblem. This iz corrcborated
by the foet that the sex—rotio of workers in agriculture and allied
activities wus zlmost identicslin 1961 =nd 1911. Secondly, the rela-
tive importance cof demogrzchic (a€e~struoture) and econonic (decline
in traditionel work) factors is reversed for men vis-a—vis women.

The most important factor for wemen ig the decline in traﬁitional
amployment avenuess this 1s borne out by changing sex-ratiog for
workers in modern menvfaocturing activities versus traditional product-
ion in the household sectorT As 2 result, women have been increzsingly
entering agricultare which has become their main avenue for growing
employment.lé/ The proporlion of wowen workers awong all workers fell
from 33% in 1901 to 27% in 1961. The sex ratio (women per 100C men)

amcng workers declined from 5o @ din 19071 to 460 in 1961 and further to

357 in 1581,

IIT Arricultural labourers -~ indices and incidence

Our objective in this s=ction of the paper is a fairly 1imi-
ted one. WYWe wish to cull out of the census data for the period 1961-81
what information we can abeut the incidence and regionai variation in
women agreicultural labourers., To do thisg, we have fto exuarine zlter-
native posgible indices of indicence and explain the relationships
between ther., We will zlso sel forward some preliminary hypotheses

about the factors underlying the regional variztions in incidence.
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Yhe discussicn is puivec oy tue belief thet census date on
women agricultural labourers sre less subject to undercourting (as
argued in the previous section) than are the data on woren cultivaters,
and can therefore constitute a falrly useful source of inforneztion.
Primz f:cie evidence to support this belief is provided by the frct that
our results do not change very much as between 1961 znd 1971, years in
which there were very sharp differerices in the extent of under-cnumera-
tion. In addition, we hypothesize that the factors that influence
woumien's participation as agricultural labourers may not be identical
to those that influence men; for example caste may be more important.
7

Thercfore, we focus some attention on regionzl variations in the ratio

of fem-le to male agricultural labourers.

Our use of census data for thisz neriod may be questioned on
the grounds 01 ik avidiialility of other information from the NSS and
Rural .nbour Enguiries. The . nsug, however, wi'h gl1 its flaws, is
the only large body of data with historical coverage. The preliminary
results presented here are part of a larger study thot incorporates
poth historical and field research; we therefore have found it useful
to see what can be obtained out of the census for ihe current pericd
before trying to see if similar patterns can be found in the historical

datz as well,

(i) Work-force variables - iuterrelations

A striking feature of the inter-state patterns of women's
work participation, the wnrker sex-ratio (columns 1 and 4 of Table 111),
the ratio <f agricultural labourers to women agricultural workers

{column 2 of Table IV) the agricultural labour sex-ratio and the
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proportion of agriculturzl labourers in the rural ferale population
(columms 1 and % of Table IV) is their stability over time. While
definiticnal and economic/demographic changes have affectued worlk-force
variables in this period, the stote-level rankings have remained vary
17/ L s e .
steady. Perhaps this is not surprising — unlike the woerk-force data
for men, there are very larpe inter-state variutions in the dotn for

women, and these differences have remained significant over the veriod.

During this time, the all-India decline in the female work
participation rate znd the worker sex-ratio ig reflected in similar
declines ror nost of the states., Punjab is a notable exception to
this trend; both ratiscs have increased there. The worker sex-ratio
has ~lso improved though tc a lesser extent in West Bengal., However,
it oust be remembered thnat these two stetes still rank the lowest
in both the variables concidered. Further, West Bengal ha; also
registered only 2 small dec ine (much below the all-India percentage
decline) in the work-participation rate, as have Gujesrat, indhra.
and Kerala.

Where agricultural labourers ere concerned, the state data
zgain reflect the all-Indin trends. In all states, the proportion
of women agricultural laboursrs arong agricultural workers Increased
between 1961 and 1971, as is now well known (Table iIV). However,
the proportion of women agricultural labourers in the rural feusxle
popuwlation did not increase except for Tamilnadu, Punjzb, Karnataka,
Andhra and MP (Table V);Zggi-ratio among agricultural labourers
actually declined. This raises the issue of the aprropriateness of

indices for woren agricultural labourers; we take this up later.
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We now toen to lhe Sintor-rel-~tions amor,y some of tha work-
force varizbles discussed above. We find trat the femzle work-parti-
cipation rate, the worker sex-ratio,the agricultural labour cex=-ratio,
and the proportion of women agricultursl labourers in the ruresl femzle
vopulztion are highly correlated with each other.lﬁ/ Broadly apecking,
the Indu~Gangetic belt, corsisting of Punjab, Harvana, U.F., 3ihar,
Orissa and West Bengal, lies below the all-Indis average for thesze
variables. The southern zone together with the Deccan platenw, i.e.,
Andhre, Madhya Pradesh, liaharashtrs, Karnataka and Tamilnadu lie zbove
the average, while Gujarat is a border-lire state. The vparticularly
excessive undercount of women cultivators in 1971 meant that the female
work-participation rate was below average that.ycar in Rajrsthon (the
state with ihe highust proportion of women cultivators in the fenale
population), 2lthough it had been sbove average in 1961. The reverse
is trme for Kerale (the stuite with the second lowest proportion of
women cultivators), and lor ti. seic Tegson:

.The correlations above indicate to us the extent to which
both the female work-participation rate and the sex-ratic among agri-
cultural lsbourers are influenced by the incidence of agricultural
labourers amnong the female population. This is true not only in
1971 when sgricultural lobourers censtituted 55% of a2ll women workers,
but even in 1961, when they were only 26%. The higher the proportion
of the femanle population working as agricultural lsbourers, the nigher
the ratio of fermle to male agricultural labourers. This is of parti-
cular interest, for those southern and central districts of the country
where, according to the census, there are actuzlly more wolien than men

agricultural labourers.
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Furthermore, it is the proportion of agriculturzl labourers in
the rural female populgtion that awpernrs to be causal, rather thun
the proportion of rgriculturzl labcourers among women agricultural
workers (i.e. lebourers vlus cultivators). Indeed, this latter ratio
is uncorrelated with the werk jarticipation rate in any year, and with
the proporticn of agricultural labourcrs in the female populaticn sand
the apriculturzl labourer sex-ratio inm 1%71 amd 1981. Thus, the distri-
bution of sgricultural workers into apricultural laboursrs :und culti-
valbors, does not appear to affect the other variablez, even thcupgh the
incidence of agricultursl labourers in the female population does. This -
might mean thut those faclors that determine the incidence of wemen
cultivators in the populetion may be quite inderendent of factors
affecling the incidence of women agricultural labeurers, or of the
total nunber o1l women worikers in the populstion, The implication of
this .yrothesis for the choic. of indices te reuresent women agricult-—

wrzl lobourers iz explored in the next part.

(ii) Alternative indices for women agricultural labourers

The two main zliernative indices to measure the prescnce of
women aggriculiurzl labourers ore thosé mentioned above = their pro-
portions in thé femple rursl population or amonyy female agricultural
workers, Other variables such as ths agricultural labour sex-ratio
and the proporticn of agricultural lgbourers among zll femzle workers
are¢ themzselves so highly correlated with the twe main indices (respect—

ively) that we focus on the latter at present.
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From the esrlier discussion, it would =ppear that the proportion
of agricultural lsbourers in the frusle populstion is likely to be a o
better index for densuring proleterianization amons rural WOmSIl, The
proportion among women agriculturcl weorkers gesms Loo ruch affectod by
faetors thit beve on indererndent wffect on the manmber of vomen culti-
vators. Yeor examn ls, West Benpgzl heg relatively fow agricultur:l labour-
ers in its female novulation,; but, because 1t zlsc hos Tew wormen culti-
vators, the proportion of asrieculiural labourers anong women agricultural
workers is relatively high., Ancther recson for preferring the index
with femcle rural populaticn in the denominator, is that 1t is less
vitiated by the undercounting problems that mignt affect an index depend-

ent on romen cultivators.

The guestinn remains whether the re’~ected index can provide clues
to zny interssting coloTliclisaips, Leyord simply measuring the distri-
buticn of women acricvltur ]l w, Jlrwe -3 between l.bourers and culti-
volbors. We do not drov it entirely but retrin it in the analysis, on
the understanding thet 1t contning information aistinet from that ‘conta-
ined in the ratio of agriculfural loboursrs to the fermale poprulstion and

the ogricultural laebourer sex-ratio.

Of particulzr intercat iz the finding that (4f issmr is excluded)
the rejecied index, i.e.,; the ratic of apricultural labourers to wonen
cogricultural worksrs is positively c rrelzted with the proportion of
(gross cropped ) cereals area devoted to rice. At first glince, this
aprears to confirm the traditiconnl belief that regional variaticns in

wowen agriculturszl labourers correspond to regional veariations in the
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extent of paddy cultivation. In fact, however, the observed relation-
ship is reflective »f g negative ceorrelation between saddy cultivation

19/

and the presence of women cultivators in tihe female rural population.

This negetive relationship between poddy cultivation and the
presence of women cultivatorg is one that has scmetimes been attributed
to shlizrp caste differenczes b:twren vomen of the lendhclding classes and
the zcheduled caste/tribe women who work as labourers in the uaddy
resgions. It may also be relat:d te agroclimatic factors cifecting labour
use in ihese meglons. This necede further exploration. Its effect,
however, is to reduce the total number of women sgricultural workers
in paddy regions, thereby raising the ratio of zgricultural lezbourers

crong women agricultural workers.

The above discussion implies that rpaddy regions are low on
wome:d rultivators, but are not necessarily high on women agricultural
labourers. This conclusion is borne out by the absengc of any correla-
tion between paddy and the proportion of agricultural labourers in the
rural femzle population (our chosen index for measuring incidence).

Hor is paddy cultivation correluted with the agricultural labourer

sex=ratio.

These conclusions nsed to be interpreted with some care. They
do not question the observed presence of women agricultural labcurers
in large numbers in the jaddy-fields of the couniry. But they do roise
the question of where tliise women come from, and whether they beleong to
the states in which they find work, or are migrants drawn from outzide.

This issue would be particularly relevant in the northeastern region



paduy is grown extensively using female tribal

of the country whezre
. ) . 20/ .. o . . : . .
nigrent labour. Farticularly piven the fact that the Census is
usually conducted around Narch(during the low season for female lzoour
demand in paddy), these women labourers are unlikely to Le counted in
the regions where tliey may actually work during the paddy transplinting

or harvesting scasons. This moy be exacerbated by a general undercount

of tribal womern.

What the Census seems to be telling us therefore, cspecizlly
in the northesstern states; is ncet whether there =zre women working as
agricultural labourers in a pzrticular region, but whether the woren
whe beleng to that region work as agricuiturzl labourers. Further,
even whe. the female migrant lz) wrers are drawn from within the state
itsell, they may be excessively undercounted because they are trihals,
and because itne Censug 1s conwucted at a sezson when they are not

working. iuch decrer exyloroti.. im necded therefore of the patterns of

femzle labour migration within the rural are-s.

Thig feature of femzle labour in paddy is less salient in the
southern states where rice cultivation is more dependent on the use of
the lszbour of the scheduled caste wormen of the regsion. However, even
here, inter—district migration of women zgricultural lsbourers during
peak geascns may affect the observed Census variations across districts,
This might explain, for instance, why the high paddy distrists ¢f Thanja=-
vur, Chingieput and South Arcot in Temilnadu, or of East and West Goda-
vari, Krishna and Guntur in indhrs Proadesh, have lower agricultural

labour sex-ratiocs than the internal districts in those states.
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Alternatively, it is possible that these district level variations
reflect a highor proportion of Mauiscouxeged" and vorr Zorpinal wonen
agricultural labourers in the hish paidy districts. Agein, this is

2 matter that demands firtier investization.

(iii) Agricultural lgbour incidence -- regionul factors

We have already seern, in thoe previous sub-seetion, that
neither the proportion of agricultural labourers in the femzlc popula-
tion, nor the agricultural labeowr gsex—ralio is correlated stabte-wise
with the proportion of srea wwder paddy. Secondly, (particularly in
regions where labour needg are met throurh migront femzle labourers)
the infrmation that the census gives us 1s more pertinent to ihe
guestion wihether the women belonging to g particular regicn weork as
agriculturasl l-heurers, rother than the guestion whether trere are

woman © arking as agricultural Tabourers in thot region,

This would secn. to inply thot the census dzta ought to be
analysed in relation %0 the [actors that cause ilc wosen of a parti-
cular region to become zaricultural i-bourers. Caste may be one such
factor. Bgqually importantly, the extent of regional impoverishment,
the rate of agricultural growth, the household income of rural labour
households, and the extent of male wmigration may be imrortant causal
Lactors determining why the wormen of a r:gion hecome agricultural
labourers, and it is to these facto?s th:t we turn our attention in
this gubgection, A third and related set of cansal factors may be

the landholding and tenancy patterns in a regicn, but these are
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part of our larger work, anu ore 0ot znalysed in this paper.

The analysis was done for 1960-61 and 1970-71. 4 crude index of
regional impoverishment can be obtained by the extent of dry land
in a region, and hence by the sxtent of area devorted to coarse grains.
We thercefore classified foodarainsg and cereals into the fine vearieties
(rice and wheat) and the cocrse verieties (jawar, bajra, othir nillens,
gram and pulses). The shure of coarse varieties in the gress cropped
area under cereals/foodgrains was tested against the incidence of
agricultural labourers in the female rural population, and the agri-

cultural labour sex-ratio.

5lightly under half the all-India cereal gross cropped area is
under coarse varieties, and just under 60% for zil foodgrains (Table
VI). The states waich have below the ave nge area under coarse varie-
ties are Assam, ¥est Benpgal, Bihar, Orissa, Uttar Pradesh, Punjab
ard Kerpla. The stoies 2luve the -verrnpe in coarse varieties are
Baryana, Rajasthan, Gujarat, raharuashtra, indnra and XKarnatzka.
Taiilnadu is on the border~line. While Madhya Pradesh is below average
at the state level, a district level classification shows that the
western districts are above average, while the eastern districts

(that have plenty of assured rainfall) are below average.

Rank correlations of the relative area under ccarse varieties
with the incidence of women sgriculiural labourers and the agricult=-
ural labour sex~ratio are significant, although both Rajasthan and
Haryena fall outside the fitted relation.gl/ This may well be the

result of the land-holding vattern in Hajasthan. On the other hard,
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Horyana, as we know, is a rel.tivel; prosperous otate despite the
high propertion cof coarse grains, and hence cur index of impoverish--

ment may be ingppropriate in this case, leading to the lack of fit.

It should be cemphasized here that these preliminary results
mist be treated with grect caution. State level analysis is probably
toc aggregative for us to plsce great relisnce on ity the district-
level anolysis is stili under way. PFurther, the statistical probleus
with rank correléfions need to be borne in mind, especially when
operating with fairly asrgrepative and non—standardized units such as

states.

Some cross-checking of the results was attempted using the
rate of agricultural growth in the siate, the income of rural labour
households, and the extent of mele migration, all factors that we
would expect to be related to the extent of regional impoverishment.
We fi1:1 very strong negative currelations between the incidence of
wonlen agricultural labhourcrs, the zpricultural labour sex—-ratio and
the growth-rates of cereal and foodgrain area and output (Table VIII)
as calculated by Bhalla and Alagh for the jeriod 1962-65 to 1970-73.22/
Thus the slowest growing ctates in terms of cereals/food agruing sre’

those with the highest incidence of women agricultural labourers.

Similarly, there is also a negative correlation between the
incidence of women agricultural labourers and the related sex-ratio
for 1970=71 2nd the annual income of landless agricultural labour

households obtained by the Rural Labour Engquiry for 1974—75.21/ Two
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states, Urissa ana West Beiizal lie utzade vhe fitted relationship,
but interestingly, thesc szme astuter hove tie second and third hignest
rates of prowth of wage-earning vomen in rural labour houceholds during

the pericd 1964-65 to 1974_75_2§/

Firally, if Assam is excludad, the rate of (inter-anc imtra-
district) male migration as a percent of the population enumersntel in
i state in 1971, is .osgitively correlated with the incidence of wormen
agricultural l:obourers, and also, thiugh less surprisingly, with the
apricultural labeur 3ex—rutio,25/ This, all three of the vorirbles we
have used, viz., the cereal/focdgrain growth~rate, the incore of
landless, agricultural labour households, and the extent of mele nisra-
tion, appear to bear out (or, at lerst, do not contradict) the irypothe-
slzed relationship Letween regionsl impoverisiuent znd the incidence of

women zgricultural labourers.

Two gualifications 1o the wbove aiscussion are worthy of
re-émphasis. First, no single index of regionsl impoverishment ccn be
comﬁletely satisfactory, especially when we are dealing with fairly
apgregative, stote level data. Thuy the coarse grains proportion in
gross cropped area under cereals/fordgrains is not a very good irdex
in the case of Haryana and, poszibly, Rajasthsn. Siwilirly, msle
migration is not a good index of impoverishment in the case of Aszan.
411 thesze stateg have relatively hish levels of annual income for
landless agricultural labour hnusehslds in 1974=75 according to the
Rural Labour Enguiry. Bven this last variable is not cuite satisfactory

since it refers to money, not real, iriccmes, cnd because tnere mnay te
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varigiicn in the aveilgbility and expense of such ceonsumption essen-—
tigls us non—caitnercial fuel which directly affect the purchasing

power of the househeld's income.

The gecond qualification arises from the possible relation-
ship between land-hclding cond tenancy patterrnz, and the incidence of
female apricultural labourere, o relationship that we lhiave not explered
in this poper. 1t is our hunch that land holding patterns are likely
to be quite important beth directly, and indirectly through their
effect on the impoverishment irndices that we hsve uzed in this paper.
The nature of these linkages asre nct, however, obvious and form part

of ocur larger invegtigation.

Conclusicn

sithoug. 1t hes been well tmown that agricultursl labour
is a & jor avenue for female ¢ yloyment, neither the feoctors under-—-
lying this phenomenon nor its implications have been asdequately studied
up to this poini. This veper ferms part of o lorger study thot ettempts

to wnderstana the characteristics of women agricultural labourers hizto-
rically and in.the cwrrent period. Since the Census, despite Lis.f]awa,
is the single most exhaustive source of historical informatieon on thé
subject, our work has led us into an cxamination of census definiticns
and procedurcs.
- 1 . N L] -

in this vaper, therefore, we have scrutinized the census
with the zim of discovering the relative extent of the underccunting
ol women workers in different years, the relative nmzgnitude of tre

undercount of unpaid (women) fomily workers versus marginal agricult-

ural labourers, sna the relative magnitude of the undercount across
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states. The very nzature of the enterprise dictates that our findings
would be indirect and inferential. It iz our judgement, however,
that the most serious undercounting of women workers took place in
the Census years 1531, 1951 and 1971. Secondly, the relative extent
of undercounting appears to¢ have been grezter, at least in 1971, for
women cultivators (i.e. inclusive of unpaid fauily labour) than for
agricultural labourers. Corresponcingly, the statr-wise distribution
of urdercounting was probably greater in Gujarat, Heryana, Punjzb,

Rajosthan, UP and Madhyas Pradesh, ceteris paribus,

We next attempted to examine alternative indices for measuring
the incidence of female agricultural labourers, and shcwsed that the
proportion of agricultural lacsurers in the rursl female population
ig likely to be the least DLiased index. Closely correlated to it is
the ratio of femazie to male agricultural labourers. Two finds are of
interest in this cconnection. First, evecluding Assam, the proportion
of cultivators in the rural femzle population tends to be low in
the paddy growing regions. Second, the census regional {i.2. state

and district-level) data tell us whether the women of a particular
region tend to work as agricultural labourers; the data do r>t tell
us about the presence of women (possibly from other regions) working
as agricultural labourers in a region. This calls for a deejper study
of the migration patterns of women labourers to the paddy growing

areas, especially in states like Orissa, Bihar, West Bengal and Assam,



27

IM'in21ly, the incidence of wonn uwiricultural lsbourers

2
L

vpears to be connected to factors wnderlying regional impoverishment.
1t appears to be the women from the poorexr regions (ccarse srain
growing, low foodgrain growth rates, hirh male migrztion, low house-
hold incomes for landless houscholds) who appear to predeminate
regionslly as agricultural lebouvers, although meny of these women
nay ~ctually find employment in the peddy growing regiens tirough

sigration.

Much remains to be done to further test these hypotheses
using digtrict level data, examining the historical information,
and chucking the deepcr cousal rdots in patterns of land-nolding
and porulation growth. Ior the purposes of this psper, w@we belicve
we have illustrated the point that census data on women agriculvural
labour:Ts can be quite inform:-tive, provided they are used with

sufficient caution.
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Table I

Al1-Indin Worker Ruate

-

el t“I‘k(-.‘I‘ S/ .
) . Population
Populaticn puta

Sex-ratio

Ylorkurs

Sex-rotin

Women Men

1901 31.70 61.11 972 504
11 33.73 61.90 964 Y]
21 32.67 60,52 955 516
31 27.63 58,27 950 A50
51 23431 54.04 94¢, 408
£ 27.93 57.712 941 460
71 (12.13) 14.22 (52.61) 52.75 930 (214) 215
81 (14.44) 20.35 (51.25) 53.19 936 (264) 367

(Provisional)

Source: Census of India, aricus ye-rs.
Notes: 1. The sex-rtio is defined throuphout this paper s
Wiomen per 1000 mzn"., For convenicncc, it is cxyprese d

in percentage terms in sone tables.

2. Mumbewrs in porenthescs corresnond to main workers,
i,e. excluding geccndary workers in 1971, and ngzpgingl

work

ers in 1981.

3. Beonomic data were neot tabulated in the 1241 Census
beecsuse of the war,
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Table T1

All-India Sex—-Ratlio arong Workers

Lgricultur:al

and allied ™ Non-agricultural
1911 550 146 '
1921 547 | 421
1931 469 353
1951 468 246
1961 547 231

Source: J.P.ir -nnavar, "Changes in Economie Actividy
ct mels: and femoles in Indie 8 1911=61"
Demozgraphy India, Vol.IV, No.2, 1975,

Table 4, P.352.

* Tncluding "general labourers" and thuse "nct else-
where classified".
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Table IIT — Workexr Rates and Sex-Ratios

1941 (.ain werkers.only)f N 1971 r 1961

i Yorkers,’ Fopula-  Work- Workers/ Fooula-  VWork- E Workcrs/ P;;;Ia Wiork~

f Powpuration Tion ers " Population ticn e@rs ¢ Population tion crs

[ e e e S - Sex~ | Sex— Sex— ' Sex- Sex~

i Wonen Mer. Ratics  EHatios E Women Mernn, Raotior  Ratios i Women Men Ratios Ratiocs
INDTA %20.84 53.20 936 367 ; 12.13% 52.61 930 214 {7 27.93 57.16 941 460
éndgﬁthra- %38.76 30.73 976 623 g 24,16 58,22 977 505 41,32 62.22 981 651
Assain :NA Rfd Ni Ni ] 5.45 48.€8 897 100 30.91 54.10 876 501
Bihar 11576 50.10 947 253 , 8.86 52.16 954 162 | 27.12 55.60 994 485
Gujarat : 24.32 33433 942 447 i 10,26 5124 934 187 27 .89 .47 940 490
Heryona 113,58 51,10 877 233 1 2,41 47.27 867 44 21.5i 52,17 &8 358
Karnataka  25.43 5450 963 449 1 14,20  54.4C 957 250 32,2 5838 959 52 6
Kerala 117,02 45.25 1034 389 | 13.49  45.00 1016 305 19.71 47.20 1622 427
Madhye Praicsh 30,40 54035 %1 526 | 18.65  53.74 941 327 43.99 60,21 953 696
Maharashire  |30.70  53.9C 938 53 | 19.70 52.C9 930 352 38,10 57.09 936 625
Orissa '. 19.68  56.12 982 344 | 6,81 55.32 988 122 26.58 60.75 1007 438
Funjzb 9.16  54.19  8i6 150 | 1,18 52.82 65 19 5.50 53,01 854 89
Rajasthai 121,15 50,76 923 385 I 8. 34 52.C9 911 146 35.89 568.14 908 56 1
Tauil Nadu ';27.41 57.46 978 467 : 15,09 56,02 978 763 31,286 59.74 992 519
Uttar Prulesh | 9.57 51,51 886 165 1 6.1 52.24 879 113 18. 14 58.19 909 23
Vest Bergal | 8.87 51.13 911 158 - 4063 8.83 891 B1 | 9.43  53.98 878 153

Sources Censug of India, 1981, Pzper 3, "Prcvisioncl Fopulation Tetals -- Workers and Non-Workers"
Census of Ingia, 1961 zod 1971, Part IT . (ii), Union Frimery Census ibstract

Hotes Data for fisse ace not zvailable so far in the 1981 Census., The minor States, Jammm and Kashmir, and
Unicn Territories have been éxcluded from the analysis,



Table IITI 4

. T

= Ranks corresponding to Table ITI

| 1921 1971 { 1961
1 2 3 4 ! 12 3 3 % 1 2 3 4

R R |
indhra Pradesh. 1 1 4 1 % 19 4 112 1 5 2
Aszam ‘HL N4 NL N4 12 12 11 1207 10 13 7
Bihsx 11 13 6 10 8 8 6 89 9 3 9
Gujarat ' 8 7 6l 7 1 8 7|8 12_ 8 8
Haryana (10 11 14 11{ 14 14 14 14|11 14 14 12
Karnataka 15 < 5 5| 5 4 5 6/5 5 6 5
Kercla 2 14 1 Ty 6 15 1 4|12 15 119
Mzdhyn Pradesh! 3 5 8 3 3 5 T 31 1 3 7
Hzhorashntrs 2 7 g 2 2 g 8 21 3 8 g 3
Orissa 8 3 2 9] 1) 3 2 10,10 2+ 10
Punjab 136 12 14015 6 15 1515 13 15 15
Rajasthan 7 12 10 8, ¢ 9 ¢ 9i 4 T 11 4
Tamil Nadu 4 2 3 4 2 3 5.6 4 4 6
Uttar Pradesh 112 9 12 0l 117 43 1113 6 10 13
West Bengal (14 10 11 11 ! 13013 12 13014 11 12 14
_ |

1 = Workers/Population (women)

2 - Workers/Population (men)

3 = Population Sex-ratio

4 = Worker

Sex=ratio




Table IV - Lgricultural labourers

32

among Lgricultural Workers

771987 (main workers only); 1971 1987

i 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

i
THDIa i 0.06 0.57  0.31 0.04  0.65 0432 0.18 0,30 0.21
fndhre Prodesh ' 0,09 0.70 0.414 0.06 0.76 0.42 0.19 0.50 0.34
Lesam i A N. Na 0.02 0.16 0.14 0.22 0.03 0.07
Biliar | 0.03 0.71 0.39 0.02 (481 0441 0.16 0.35 0.27
Gujerat i 0,05 0.60 0.31 0.05 0.56 0.29 0.22 0.25 0.19
Hexyan:, ' 0,03 0.30 0.26 0.01 0.41 0.24 0.20 0.06 0.11
Karnataka 0.07 0.65 0.30 0.04 0.67 0.32 0.22 0.29 0.19
Kercla t 0.01 0.89 0.59 0.01 0.91 0.53 0.04 0.63 N.36
Madiya Fradesh | 0.25 0.46 0.24 0,09  0.54 0.25 0.3 0.23 0.23
Mo’ rashtra N.14 0.54 0.35 0.09 .60 0.37 0.28 0.37 030
Orissa 0.03 0,68 0.30 0.01 0.72 0432 0.14 0.30 0.20
Punjab L.0C4 0.73 0.37 0.0008 0.66 0.31 0.03 0.11 0.18
Hejusthan | r.08 0.19 0.08 0.06 0.24 0.10 0.35 0.05 G.05
Tamil Kedu U.07 0.69 0.41 0.04 0.74 0.40 0.18 0.38 0.25
Uttar Predesh 0.03 0.42 0.19 0.03 0.51 0.22 0.13 0.23 0,12
We:: Bergal 0.1 0.72 0.%1 0.01 0.78 0442 0.04 0.36 0.27

o . ]
Sources Cengus of Indin, 1981, cr cit

1
2
3

Cengus of India, 1961 & 1971, op cit

-~ Cultivetors/Porulation (female, rurzl)

- lgricultural laboursrs/igricultural workers (female, rural)

- Agricultural labourers/igricultural workers (male, rural)



Table IV i = Ranks corrasoending to Table IV

3 3001 2
R 5= —
ftrdira Pradesh 2 3 s | 8 2
Lsgam Na 9 14 4 15 14
Bihar 4 5 9 4 10 4
Gujerat 9 & 5 10 " 9 9
Haryaone 3 11 11 12 T 13 135
Karnataka 5 9 6 7 it 8
Kerole 1 1 11 1 13 1
Fladhya Pradesh 11 12 1 11 2 10 !
Hoharashtra 10 T 1 3 4 3
Orisse 7 9 11 7 11 7 g
Punjab 2 c |15 9 15 12 1
Rajasthaon 4 14 ; 3 15 l 114 15
Tarpil Nadu 6 2 | 6 5 .+ 9 3 6
Uttar Praodesh 2 13 5 8 13 ! 12 10 12
Viest Bengel 2 i_11 2 ; 13 5 4
: |

Cultivators/Population (female, rural)

Agricultursl labourers/hgricultural workers

(female, rural)
i

sgricultursl 1atourers/igricultural workers

(mgle, rurasl)



34

Table V = Jlgricultural lcbourers = incidence

' — : ; —

; 1781 (main workers only)E 1971 ' 1961

1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
INDIL E 0.C" 0.13 0.61 0.07 0.13 0.50 0.08 0.09 @.82
fndhre Pradesh | 0.20 0.18  1.05 0.18 0.19 0.92 0.19 0.16 1.17
igsan b ona M. N 0.003  0.05 0.05 0.01  0.03 0.19
Bihax 0,0¢ 0.17  0.36 0.07 0.19 0.36 0.09 0,12 0.72
Gujarst 0.08 0.13 0.58 0.07 0.12 0.581 0.07 0.08 0,85
Horyana 0,01 0.9 0.12 0.01 0.09 0.07 0.01 0.05 0.27
Karnatska 0.12 G.13 0.89 0.09 0,14 0.58 0.09 0.09 1.00
Kexals 0.06 0.11 0.60 .07 0.13 0.60 0.06 0.07 0.89
Madhyz Pradesh 0.11 0.11 0.91 0.1 0.12 0.83 0.10 0.10 1.01
Mahar.shtre 0.16 0.14 1.08 0.14 .16 0.85 0.16 0.14 1.13
Oriss: 0.0€ 0.14 0.46 0.04 0.15 0.25 0.06 0,10 0.62
Funjab 0.01 Q.15 0.06 0.002 0.13 0.01 0,004 0.07 0.05
Rajosthan C.02 0.03  0.46 0,02 0.05 0.41 0,02 0.03 0,71
Tanil Fadu C.16 0.18  0.90 0.11 C.18 0.60 0.11 0.1 0.96
Uttar Pradesh 0.02 0.06 Ue25 0.03 C.10 0.30 0,04 0.06 0.61
west Bengel 0,03 0.15 0.18 0.03 0.16 0.15 ¢.03 0.10 0.23

‘Sources Census of India, 1981, op cit
Cengus of India, 1961 & 1971, op cit.
I -  agricultural lsbourcrs/Populction (female, Tural)
2 -  agricultural lebourers/Fopulation (male, rural)
-  hgricultural labourers {fenale)/igricultural labourers (male) - rural
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Table VA = Ranks corregpending to Table V

1981 ' 1971 | 1961
1 2 3 | 1 2 3 l; 1 2 3
| |

Andhra Pradesh 1 1 2 11 1 01 1 1
Assam NA NA  NLT 14 14 14 113 14 15
Bihar 7 3 10 & 1 9 |5 3 8
Gujarat 6 8 7 6 10 7 7 9 7
Haryana 14 12 13 13 13 13 13 13 15
Karnataka 4 8 5 5 7 6 5 8 4
Kerzla 7 10 6 [ 8 4 3 10 6
Madhya Pradesh 5 10 3 > 10 3 4 5 3
Maharashtra 2 6 1 2 4 2 2 2 2
Orissa 7 6 8 9 6 11 8 10
Punjab 14 4 14 15 8 15 15 10 13
Rajasthan 11 14 g | 12 14 12 14 9
Tamil Nadu 2 1 4 3 3 3 4 5
Uttar Pradesh 11 13 11 10 12 10 10 12 11
West Bengal 10 4 12 10 4 12 11 5 12
- ! —

1 = Agricultural labourers/Population (female, rural)

2 - Aigricultural labourers/Population (male, rural)

3 - fgricultural labourers (female)/Lgricultural
labourers (male) - rural
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Table VI = Cross Cropoed .ria (GCA)

197071 ’: 1960-61

TS 3""{ 1 2z 3
INDIL 0.46 0.55  0.36 0.9  0.59 5.37
fndhrs Pradesh 0.57 0.6% LB L 0462 0.67 0.33
Assan 0.01 0,05 0.8 | 0.01  0.05 0,99
Bihar 0.20 0.37  0.65 | 022  0.39  0.69

- |

Gujarat 0.31 0.B0 0.1 . 8.78 0,75 0.13
Haryona 0.53 0.64 0.10 | 0.60  0.76 0.08
Kurnotake 0.75 0.50  0.19 0.66  0.83 0.16
Keralo ™ 0.26 0.34  0.67 i 0.25  0.28 0.75
iadhya Pradesh 0.39 0.53  0.35 . 0.3 0.52 0.36
Maharashtrs 0.79 0.85  0.13 0.79  0.83 0.12
Orissa 0.09 0.23 0.86 i 0.10 0.18 0.90
Punj:bt .25 C.31 0.12 0.28 0.48 0.11
Rajasthan 0.8%3 ©,88  0.01 | 0.85  0.88 .01
Tamil Nedu 0.5 G.47 €37 1046 0.91 0.54
Uttar Pradesh C.36 0.4d4  0.23 0.42 0457 0.30
West Bengeal 0.03 0.12 0.93 0.02 0,16 0.97

Source: 11 Indipg Heport on sfericultursl Census, 1970-71,
Indizn hgricultural Stotistics, 1960-61, vol.l; 1967-68
to 1969-70, Vel 11,

+ The data for Heryana and Punjsb in 1960-61 {prior to their
partition) wos obtained by using district-level duailaj; Ambala,
Gurgnon, Hisscr, Karnal, Mahendragarh and Rehtek were included
under Harysna, while the remaining districts were included
under Punjab.

* For Kerala, toploca is included among “cocrse grains" since it
has the same staple function in the peorple's diet.

1 — GCA4A under coarse grains end milicts
GC., under 21l cereals

2 = GC.L unlir coarsc grains, millets, oulses
GCL under all food grains

3 = GCi: under rice
GCL unaer all ccereals
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Toule w1 & - 0 corraspending te Table
071 1960-61
1 2 3 1 2 3
indhra Pradech 5 6 T 5 6 7
Asson 15 15 1 15 15
Bihar 12 11 5 12 11 5
Gujarat 2 4 13 3 5 11
Haryana 6 5 13 6 4 14
Karnataka 4 3 10 4 2 10
Kerala 10 9 4 11 12 4
Madhya Pradesh 8 7 8 9 8 8
dinharashira 3 1 M 2 2 12
Orissa 13 12 3 13 13 3
FMunjab 11 12 12 10 10 13
Rajasthan 1 2 15 1 15
Tamil Nadu 7 n 6 7 9 6
Uttar Pradr-=h 9 16 9 8 7 9
West Bengal 14 T4 - 14 14 2
1 - GCA& under ¢oarse graing zmd millets
GCA under all ceresals
2 = GC4 urder coarse apraing, millets, pulses
GCA under 21l fcodgrains
3 - GCA under rice
GCA under all cereals



Table VII. - Income of agricultural lsbour households and
male migration

fnnual inccne of lardlesgs
agricultural lzbour house-

Fale migration

holds
% Ranks Bsa. Reverse
Ranks.

Lndhra Fradesh 15.2 6 1443 2
Aswmom 175 2 2459 13
Bihar 6.1 14 1654 7
Gujarat 13.1 8 2066 11
Haryana + 10 2980 14
Karnatzka 17«4 3 1528 4
Kerala 1642 4 1714 9
Madhys Pradssh 15.6 5 1527 3
Maharashtra 19.2 1 1672 a8
Orissa 11.9 9 1018 1
Punjab 3.2 10 3522 15
Rajasthan 7.7 13 2422 12
Tamil Hadu 1442 T 1618 5
Uttar Pradesh 5.8 15 2023 10
West Bengal 8.1 12 1618 5
Indiz 1710

Sourcet (Census of India, 1971, Special Monograph Fe.1,
"Birthplace migration in India", Aippendix 4, Table 1, pp 5-6.

Rursl Labour Enquiry, 1974-75, "Final Heport on household income
and expenditure of rursl labour households.”.

+ Data for Haryana are included in Punjab.
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Table VIIT

Growth rates (% annual compound rates)
(1962-65 to 1970-73)

Cereals Foodgraing

Erea Output Area Output
Indie 0.70 3.02 0.42 2.74
fndhra Pradeshy - 1.15 - 0.9 - 1.11 ~-0.98
Lssam 1.89 2,23 1.90 2,23
Bihar 0.52 1.88 0,52 1.52
Gujarat 0.40 474 0,22 4.50
Haryana 2.67 11.60 1.22 T.88
Karnataka - 1.96 2.47 - 1.88 2.45
Kerala 1.04 2.20 0.90 2.15
Madhya Pradesh 0.53 1.37 0.68 1.63
Maharashtra - 1.00 -G8 - 0.97 -4,89
Orissa 0.64 -0.62 0.63 -0.61
Punjab 517 12,42 2.67 10.42
Rajasthan 1.52 4.78 1.33 4.72
Tamil Nadu - 0.09 2.38 - 0,01 2.87
Uttar Pradesh 1.96 5.15 1.10 4.30
West Bengal 2.01 3.73 1.83 3.62

Source: G,85.Bhalla and Y.K.Llagh, Performence of Indian
Agriculture= 2 districtwise study, Sterling
Publishers, Mew Delhi, 1979, Tables 12 & 14,
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Table VIIIT 4 Honks corresponding to Table VIII

E Cereals 1 Foodgrainsg

} Area Cutput frea Qutput
fndhra Pradesh 2 2 2 2
Lssam 11 { 14 1
Bihar 6 5 6 4
Gujarat 5 11 5 12
Haryana 14 14 11 14
Karnataka 1 g 1 B8
Kerala 9 6 9 6
Madhya Pradesh 7 4 8 5
Maharashtra 3 1 3 1
Origsa 8 3 7 5
Punjba 15 15 15 15
Rajasthan 10 12 12 13
Tamil Nadu 4 9 4 9
Uttar Prade.h 12 ] 10 11
West Bengal l 13 10 13 10

| -

Growth - rates during the period 1962-65 to 1970-73 (reverse ranks).



Fcotnotes

1/

2/

SN

See, for exszmple, J.Krishnoourtys "Chenging concents of work
in the Indiun Censuses: 1301-61", Iudian Economic and Secinl
iliztory Review, Yol.XIV, lio,3, July-Senteumber, 1977, pp.323-340,

Income eazrned outside the hime iway not alweys accerue to the
women, e.t, when the family is recrulted as a part of » gary
by o labour contractor.

Such zacro data, complemented by micro-level, time—usc studiles,
would rprovide &z wealth of information zbout domestic work.

Doiestic work, of course, was excluded in all censuses except
for a "mistake" in Madras Yresidency znd a few other Zistricts
in the 193%1 census.

See poge 11 below, and footnote 13,

In the 1931 census, an overccunt due to the inclusion of women
doing only domestic work in their own homes had taker place
mainly in Madras Preszidency. Tt is possible that those in charge
of the 1991 ce.isus in Madras may have »ver-reacted to the earlier
g¢rror by interpreting the instructicns too strictly.

S1 vervision of cultivatior vas regarded as work,

The economic guestions started out by asking, "are you mainly

a worker or not?" If the answer was in the negative, the verson
was clagsified as mainly a non-worker, thoush s/he may huve had
scme secondary work, However, secondary work was not canvassed
rronerly.

The 19671 economic gquestions asied directly if the person was =a
cultivator, agricultural labourer, working in household industry,
or nny other work, If ncne of these, the verson was called a
non-worker.

See J.P.Lmbannavar, "Comparability and idjustment of the Indian
Working Force Data, Censuses 1911-61", Artha.Vijnena, vol.11
No./, December 1969, 1p.521~540. Two interesting features of
the state-level census rates may be noted. Tirst, while the
rate fell for most states between 1931 and 1951, there were
some .exceptions. Por men, therc wos a small rise in Hahsrashtra
and West Bengal., For wcmen, there was a perceptible rise in
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Maharashtre, Punjab, and West Bengal, and a suall rise in
Tadhya Pradesh. BSeccrd, counter to the pattern in other states,
the rote for wicisn wosiztrred ~ z2rked deslinc between 1951

and 1961 in Punjab, Rajazsthan, U.P. and West Bengal.

Cencus of Indir 1961, Vol.I, part II B(iii), General Economic
Tables, Lppendix IV, p.74.

Krighnamurthy, op.cit. p.326

Sec, for example, Census of India 1961, Vol.I part II B (iii),
General Economic Tables, fAppendix I, p.123 jmbamnavar, cu.cit.

While it must be remembered thot the true incicence cf child
labour is prebably higher than whet is reported, it would be
surprising if the work-rate for children aged 5-14 were =g
high as the rate for adults.

J.P,imbannavar, "Chanpes in economic activity of nalcs =i
females in India: 1911-61", Demcgrzphy Indisz, Vol.IV, 0.2,
1975, pp.345-364.

See hsok Mitra, The Status of Woren — Literzcy aad Bmployment,
IC5SR, 4llied Putlishers, N. Delhi, 1979.

LYhe rank correlaticn ccufficients for each of the five veria-
bles between 1961, 1971 and 1981 (with itself) sre positive and
significart at the 0.1% level.

The roux cuooeiotion ccsffielent between each pair of these
veriables is significant ot the 1% level or better in ezch of
the three census yesrs.

The correlstions were done only for 1961, becuuse of the excess-—
ive undercounting and hence wnrelisgbility of the rankings for
cultivators in 1971. The proportion of cultivators in the feunle
population was unusually high in sdssam when compared to other
paddy growing stotes, and hence, it loy completely outside the
fitted relation. TFoszibly, this is because parts of ligsam
resemble the hill states in having high proportions of wonen
cultivators,

I am indebted to Joan Mencher for bringing this to my ~ttention.

The crudeness of the index of regional impoverishment affects
the geedness of fit. The rank correlation coefficients between
the coarse groin retio znd the sex-ratic among agricultursl
labourers zre positive and significant in both yesrs, hut at the
5% level. The rank correlations between the coarse grain ratio

apd the incidence. of agkicultural labdurers -in she feusle populeation

are posltive.and sirnificant at the S%.level, provided Rajasthan
is excluded,
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T..e rank gorrelntien ~ne ieicnts hetween c. real/foodgrains
growth raies of ares and ouiput and the incidence of agri-

cultural lzbourers in the Temrle popu’ 2ticon as well a3 the

agricultural labour sex-ratio are negative and significant

at the 1% level fer both census years.

The rank correlation coefrficients ure nepative and signilicant
at the 1% level ir the caze of the incidence of sgricultural
labourers in the femzle povulution, =nd at the 5% level for the
apriculturzl labour sex~ratio in 1971. Interestingly, there
was ne siygnificent correlaticon between the incoms varizble
obtained by the 1963-65 Rural Labtour Enquiry ond the ogri-
cultural labour variables cbtained by the 1961 Census. UL
hypothesis that needs further investigation, therefore, is
that the incidence of women zpricultural labourers and rural
labour household incomes are becoming more closely (and nega-
tively) correlsted ovelr time.

Rural Lahcur Enquiry, 1974-75, op cit., and Rural Labour Enguiry,
196365, "I"inal Report'.

The rank correlation coefficients are positive and significant

at the 1% level, provided issam is excluded. ALssan spows a
giriking divergence from the fitted relationship since it bhas
voth a high rate of mzle (inter and intra-~district) migration and
a low inoidence ol women agricultural labourers.
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