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it becomes now pertinent to make an assessment OF
the role of the urban agglomerations and other urban centres
in the development of urbanization in iIndia, The proportion
of urban population, as found in Table-114 varies widely
between the States and Union Territories of the country.
However, the only redeeming aspect is that, from 1901 onwards
the proportion of urban population has steadily been increase
ing and which was only 10.34 per ceat in 19501, went up to
23.73 per cent in 1931. Table-11¢ indicates the proportion of
urban population to total population by the States and the
Union fot::ltarics in Indie between 1971 and 1931. In all the
States and the Union Territories the propartion of urban
population has increased between 1971 and 1931, The small
States of Manipur, Nagaland, Sikkim and Union Territories of
Arunachal Pradesh and Mizoram have recorded higher proportion
of urban population comprising 26.44, 15.54, 16.23, 6.32 and
25.17 per cent in 1931 as compared with 13.19, 9.95, 9.37,
3.70 and 11.36 per ceat in 1971 respectively.

Chandigarh and Oelhi are the most urbanised among
all the States and Union Territories of india with 93.6C and
92.34 per cent of total population respectively. Amoang the
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Table - 114
Proportion of Urban population to total population

India/State/ { 1971 -} 1931 } Percent of urban
Union Territories I X l population to
S TR T
i . B

India 20.22 23.73 100.60
1. Andhra Pradesh 19.31 23.75 7.93
2. Bihar 10.00 12.46 5.57
3. Gujarat 23.03 31.08 6.78
4. Haryana 17.66 21.96 1.31
S. Himachal Pradesh 6.99 772 0.21
5. Karnataka 24.31 23.91 6.36
7. Kerala 15.24 13.73 3.05
8. Madhya Pradesh 15.29 20.31 5.73
9. Maharastra 31.17 35.03 14.08
10. Manipur 13.19 26.44 0.24
11, HMeghalaya 14.55 13.03 0.15
12, Nagaland 9.95 15.54 0.03
13. Orissa 3.41 11.32 1.99
14. Punjab 23.73 27.72 2.96
15. Rajasthan 17.63 20.93 4.57
16. Sikkim 9.37 16.23 0.03
17. Tamilnadu 30.26 32.93 10.20
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Zable=11¢ contd.
13. Tripura 10.43  10.93 0.1¢
19. Uttar Pradesh 14,02  13.01 12.79
20. West Sengal 24.75  26.49 9.2¢
21. Andaman and

dicobar Island 22,77  26.36 0.03
22. Arunachal Pradesh  3.70  6.32 0.03
23. Chandigarh 90.55  93.60 0.27
24. Oadra and Hagar

Haveli - 667 0.01
25. Delhi 39.70  92.34 3.63
" e 26,46  32.46 0.22
27. Lakshadweep i 46.31 0.01
23, Mizoram 11.36  25.17 0.03
29. Poadicherry 42.0¢  52.32 020

Source : Census of India, 1931 Series - 1, India, paper 2 of
1931, Provisional Population Totals.

larger States, Maharashtra is the most urbanised with 35.03
per cent of its population living in urban areas. Hext to
Maharashtra comes in descending order Tamil Nadu, Gujarat,
Karnataka, Punjab and West Seagal where the proportion of
urban population to total population is higher thaa the
national average of 23.73 per cent. In contrast, the propore
tion is lower ia the States like Himachal Pradash, Binar,
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drissa and ITripura than the national average. Among the Uaion

and Arunachal Pradesh
Perritories, except Dadra and Sagar Havelli, /all units have a
fair proportion of urban population.

The above table also reveals another picture about
the contribution of urban population made by each State and
Union Territory to that urban population in India, We find
that the States of Maharashtra, Jttar Pradesh, Tamil dada,
West Sengal and Andhra Pradesh together coatribute slightly
more than half (54.27) of India's urban population. These
States along with Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, Gujarat, Bihar,
Rajasthan, Jelhi, Xerale, Punjab, Jrisse and Haryanna together
account for almost the entire urbaan population ian the country.

Table-115 indicates the growth of urban agglomee
rations and towns recordsd from 1901 to 1931, From this table
it will be observed that almost all categories of towns have
increased in number between 1901 and 1931 except for class V
and class VI urban units in wnich cases a general tread of
reduction in the aumber is clearly aoticeable. The signifi-
cant increase ia the number of Class I, Class II and Class
III urban agglomerations, cities and towns are striking as
they iacreased by 192 (300 per ceat), 223 (54 .36 per ceat)
and 504 (373.3 per ceat) respectively between 1901 to 1931,
The steady increase :lat.l-sOMra!ehcelmx. class II,
class I1I and class IV urban agglomerations, cities aand towas,
mainly after Independence, is a reflection of the socio-
econamic development of these areas. Similarly the fall ia



Table - 115

[ecities
Humber of Urban Agglomerations/and Towns in India, 1901.31

1 T 1 oy 1 1 1 1 I
8ize 1 1901 I 1911 I 1921 1 1931 [ 1941 [ 1951 1 1961 1 1971 I 1931

i b i i 1 L i i L
I.V1 1,934 1,776 1,920 2,049 2,210 2,844 2,330 2,531 3,245

%

i 24 23 23 23 47 74 102 145 216
11 42 39 45 54 77 95 129 173 270
11z 135 142 153 193 246 330 449 570 739
b 4'4 393 354 370 439 505 621 732 347 1,043
v 750 713 741 306 931 1,146 739 641 742
Vi 490 495 533 524 404 573 179 - 150 230

Source : Census of India, 1991 India, series~l paper 2 of 1991 Provisional

Population Totals.

LGP
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the number of class V and class VI urban agglomerations
cities and towns is largely due €O the movement of these
centres into higher classes as a consequence of addition of
population or they have merged with urban agglomerations.

Table-116 indicates the distribution of urban
population in each of the census year from 1901 to 1931 amoag
the six classes of urban centres. It is ianteresting to note
that except in cless I urban agglomerations and towns there
has been a reduction in the share of population for all the
size classes (Fig.55). For instence, class II and class III
urban agglomerations aand towns have remained almost in the
same position in the share of urban population between 1901
and 1931 while the share has reduced for the class IV, class
V and class VI considerably during this period.

The distribution of population in class I urban
agglomerations and cities increased quite rapidly after
Independence, aand is ia sharp contrast to the relative increase
or decrease of the population in the other size classes., in
1931, the class I urban agglomerations and cities accounted
for more thaa 60 per cent of the total urban population of the
country whereas the share of other classes is comparatively
very low.

A similar trend of increase in the distribution
of population will be noticed in the case of the States and



Table - 115
Distribution of Urban population by size-classes India, 1901.1931

¢ SN T 1 ¥ i 1
size | i i i i X X i
class I 1901 I 1911 1 1921 I 1931 1941 1 1951 X 1961 I 1971 1 1991

L W SRS o " Revvomiil i

I-Vi 100,00 100,00 100.00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100.00 100,00 100400
I 25.71 27.19 29,40 30.60 37.93 44,31 5077 56.21 60.37

) ¥ 1 11.29 10.49 10.33 11.95 11.41 9.95 11.00 11,24 11.65
I11 15.77 16.52 16,13 16.93 16,52 15.79 17.41 16.32 14.35
Iv 20,92 19.35 13,32 13,07 15,94 13.79 13.00 11.20 9.52
v 20.13 19.31 13,67 17.13 15.13 13,04 7.03 §4.57 3.61

Vi 6.13 5.54 7.10 5.27 3.17 3.12 079 0.46 0.50

Source : Census of Iadia, 1931, India, series 1, paper 2 of 1931, FProvisional
Population ITotals,.

$3°2%
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Union Territories in table-117 which brings cut the predomi-
nance of class I urban agglomerations and cities followed by
class 1II, class III, class IV, class V and class VI urban

Table -« 117
Distribution of Urban Population in States and Union

Territories by size classes (in per cent), 1931

State/Union nrritandr I § iz 11z } iv v } vI
2 ' % Bicssndbsciiod
i. Andhra Pradesh 53.69 16.17 20.95 7.32 1.75 0.12
2. 3ihar S4.12 14.33 19.26 10.06 2.02 0.13
3. Gujarat 57.92 14.53 13.37 10.23 3.74 0.21
4. Haryana 56464 10.32 14.80 11.64 5.33 0.27
5. dimachal Pradesh e 21.54 12.49 22.17 19.72 24.08
§. Karnataka 53.60 6446 17.75 13.74 2.37 0.53
7. Xerala 53413 9.52 31.36 4.79 0.70 ..
3. Madnya Pradesh 46.34 13,00 12.24 15.13 7.67 0.12
9. Maharashtra 75.2¢ 5.95 10.33 6.10 1.53 0.25
10. Maaipur 41.70 .. 11,29 14.64 16.72 15.65
11. Meghalaya 7226 es 14.67 5.39 2.55 5.13
12. sagaland .o es 56.36 24.75 18.39 ..
13. Orissa 41.53 12.76 21.33 17.03 6.31 0.44
14. Punjab 46.40 13.23 21.31 11,07 6.72 1.22
15. Rajasthan 45.52 10.05 22.02 13.74 2.61 0.06
16, Sikkim - s Tie¢ oo s 28,08




Zable-117 coatd.
17. Tamil Hadu 5219 15.99 12.52 7.40 1.76 0.14
13, Tripura 53.43 .. 925 23.13 6.02 3.12
19, Uttar Pradesh 51.49 12.71 12.34 13.35 3.85 1.45
20. West Bencgal 76.34 10.73 7.71 3.46 1.05 0.18
21. Andaman and

Hiccbar island .o es 10000 .o . .o
22. Arunachal Pradesh .o - o se 90.42 9.53
23. Chandigarh 100.00
24. Dadra and Jagar

faveli 100.00
25. 2Jelhi 99.32 022 0od5
26, Coa Damon & Oiu 60.12 13.33 11.13 11.53 3.79
27. Lakshadweep 100,00
23. Hizoram 61.38 14.43 23.64
29. Pondicherry 79.56 13.73 3.63 3.03

Source : Census of India, 1931 India, series - 1, paper 2 of
1931, Provisional Population Totals.

agglomerations and towns (Fig.56). Among the 20 States in
india (Assam and Jammu & Kashmir excluded by the census) 3,
aamely Himachal Pradesh, Nagaland and Sikkim have got no
class I urban agglomerations and cu-.ias, Sesides, all the
States have the largest part of their population residing ina
class I urban centres. West BSengal, the leading State in this



>

40

Troo™

el

loa”
el

vi

"oy v

wov

Mizecam

ni

TR

L6 3023 IR0
18000000000 3. IICOQO0CORRA]
1GUEIIDATIVEISFIIICRLIAIVAIICOU!

t

t

MECaR0RDAD3R

By Size Classes, 98|

Tee™
Population in

Teo™

3300233030383 I00 10 B
S aaa004308080000008 rl
JONESA000IEUICTITIACOLE

Madh ya Pr

7e

1€

]

lee™

_ 40
36

b —

[N LI A ]

e e L e e e e e T -

COROBDRONAN".CTCIOBEIN00RO00 JURD

NODC00DONEBUROLE CRONESCUEan.
" -

Rejesthan

1ML OCEMOEECCODUD! cronn

i€

Tripure

istend

!
E
©
w

oy vl

Pondicherry

[ I "

L"

ez’

18R0ACUCOBONNCOMLR3CDUORT

| ULGOODAUSUDLENE JCrBuLOn

i
COoM 100 OOOCAYOEOBCILAL

ODOoL ST RODAORODoONT ABAED

. ynd




regard in having the largest share of urban population liviag
in class I urban agglomerations and cities, is followed by
HMaharashtra, Meghalaya and Tamil Nadu,

A General Assesgmeat

India is now passing through & rapid phase of
urbanisatioa which is growing at a faster rate (44-5".)) than
the average rate of growth of the nation (2.377/). The propore

tion of urban population to total population was only 10.34
per cent ia 1901 but ia 1931 it weat up to 23.73 per cent,
being the highest ian Indian history.

Urbanisation is an index of the economic and
industrial progress of the country. The rate of urban growth
was small and unsteady upto 1921, afterwhich it has been fast-
er and steadier which indicates the stability ia the economic
life and expansion ian iandustrial activities. The accelerated
pace of iandustrialisation is the basic fact behind rapid
urban growth. Within a short span of time. The heavy laflux
of the rural population to the towns in the wake of iadustrial
growth has resulted ia an acute shortage of housiag, drinking
water, electricity, medical, educational, recreaticnal and
other urban facilities. The price of iaad and the reatal
value of urban houses have increassed many times and the inci-
dence of crimes, burgelary and thefts have increased with the
deterioration of law and order situation in the large aad
industrial urban centres.
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The population growth ia large cities has been
the result of both the natural increase and migrational flow
of people from the rural and small towns who are drawn to the
cities for economic reasons. The migration takes place
because labour moves from lower iacome area to higher area
maioly ia the city in search of better liviag. Today, major
centres are industrial with powerful magnetic attraction
giving better wage rate to its workers thaa those working ia
the agricultural sector. it is true that there 1s no balance
in the distributioa of economic activities among the urban
centres or rural areas. The high coacentration of activities,
particularly industries in the large cities, create a gravi-
tional force for the migrants but the small and medium
towns, oa the contrary, due to weak infrastructural facilie
ties have not attracted industries to be located there. The
result is aoticeable in the faster growth of larger cities
and decline of small and medium towns which hawve failed to
receive additional burden of urban population or even somee
time lose their population. The larger urban ceantres are also
the seats of importaat services like goverament, finaace,
banking and bulk trading. S0, a large number of rural migraants
consisting of the laandless labourers, carpeaters, barbars,
potters etc. come to large cities or metropolitan areas to
£iand out new ‘uvl.aymnt opportunitcies, In fact, poverty and
unemployment in rural areas drive the migrants to the city and
mostly the young people migrate from rural areas to cities and
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though econumic rewards may not be greater, the social
prestige will be greater as many of the rural f£olk take
agriculture as a lowly job.

In a sense, India presents the best example of
‘overurbanisation' wnich means thet the Indian cities are
growing more rapidly than what they are eguipped for. As a
result, in all walks of life there are shortage among which
the shortages of amployment and housing ia every urban area
most pronounced. The adequate supply of drinkiang water is one
of the burning problems ia various parts of the couatry.
There is a big gap between the gquantity of water required and
the quantity supplied. Tne dearth of urban transport results
in heavy traffic coagestion during peak hours. In oprder to
avoid the frequent journey, a large number of the lower
income group like hawkers, rickshaw pullers, loaders, hotel
boys aad low paid illiterate and semi-literate industrial
workers who can not afford living ia higaly reated houses
prefer to reside near the core of the city. They, therefore
create bustees or slums in commercial areas, railway statioas,
bus terminals or in the obscure parts of the city, occupyiag
lands illegally which are without the basic civic services.

In otherwords, it seems that if the preseant tread
continues, the future of urbanisation in India will be diae-
strious, as “"urbanisation will be a process of crisis, affec-
ting every aspect of urban life with severe and chroamic
deficits and innumerable other difficulties. This is the
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tragedy of overload and over-urbanisation and causes coacera
for the future of urbanisation in Iadia®. ‘!’

The rapid growth of urbanisatioan is, no doubt, a
good siga for any country but it should not be coafined to
only the large cities or metropolitan areas, coafroated with
formidable amount of chroaic problems which are uasufmountable
in many weys due tO perpetual spurts in demographic growth.

Indian economy is based on rural activities on
which above 76 per ceat of the total population is dependeat
for their livelihood. it is surprising that of the total urban
population in the country over 60 per ceat live ia class I
urban agglomerations and cities which stroagly uaderlines the
uniform as well as unbalaanced growth of urbanisation ian the
country. Urban planners and administrators should tackle the
uaeven, unbalanced and cnesided urbanisation, restricted mostly
to higher classes of urban centres., The total solutioa to the
problems created ia large cities and urban agglomerations may
aot be easy to find out. The first and foremost solution,
however lies in stemming the immigrational flow into these
centres though it is clesar that curbing migration can not be
the total solution to the major problems of metropolitan or
large urban ceatres. Migration is the result of diverse
opportunities avallable in the larger cities and metropolitan
areas together with lack of development ia the rural areas
and smaller urban centres. Since it is not possible to stop
immigration, the objective should be to curb further growth



of the large cities and metropolitan areas and providing deve-
lopment inceantives for the growth centres for achieving a more
balanced growth of urbaaization.

The satellite towns Or ring towns help in the
dispersal of population from city ceantre but they create great
pressure on transport system, as the large cities or metropo-
litan areas remain as the centres of diversified activities.
We often say that the dispersal of industries is the steeriag
hand in the dispersion of population from big cities but it
is not true at all times as aay big industry may aot be set up
for beyond the resource areas, the latter maialy coanstituted
by raw materials, power, labour and market. Iin that case,
small and cottage industries can be set up in small towns and
rural areas.

Urban poverty is an exposed form of rural povertye.
Therefore, action agaiast poverty has to be initiated in the
rural areas by proper regional planning avoliding all political
bias. The improvement of agricultural techaology is one of the
primary objectives of development planning to reduce the
dependence on agriculture and evolve a more diversified occu-
pational structure which makes rural areas more stable. The
development of rural areas is not possible until the economic
and social stagnation is broken and rural-urban disparities
between wage rates, income levels and employment opportunities
are considered.
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It is possible to say that an abaormal growth of
population in big cities is an a index of failure of policies
of dispersal of industries, development of small towns etc.
In India, to develop rural areas, it is necessary to create
more small towns. This would remove the existing gap between
large towns and small rural settlemeats. The small towns will
help to absorb the rural migrants and save the large cities
from overcrowdiag. Further, these towns can actively serve as
growth ceantres for the development of surrounding rural areas
providing various social, educational and health services.
The strategy of economic diversification makes it necessary
to advocate rural economic growth, now heavily depeadeat on
agriculture, through the iatroduction of new cottage and
small-scale industries based on agriculture, forest or aanimal
based products and the revival of traditional crafts. The
small towns may act as supplying ceatres for various inputs
like seeds and fertilizers, repair and servicing of agricule
tural implements, raw materials for rural based industries,
credit and banking facilities and marketing facilities for
the rural surroundiangs. The development of declining aad slow
growing urban centres will not oaly help in containing the
out-migration but also absord rural migrants and check their
tide towards large cities and metropolitan areas.

The gradual pressure of populatioa in large
cities resulting from immigration would be relieved, if a new
policy is adopted for iantroducing permit system which, in
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reality, will not succeed ian our country as there is great
difference in socio-economic coaditions between the city and
the country. The process of urbanisation will be balanced and
accelerated if the agricultural modernisation programme
succeads and other necessary ameaities like housiang, roads
and transportation, health ceantres, electricity, educatiomal
facilities and piped water supply come up side by side.

A master plan should be egalitarian and should
serve the needs not only of the upper classes of the soclety
but should also create an environment in which evea the urban
poor can live with human dignity. Urban planners should be
conscious of their responsibilities for the social, economic
and cultural welfare of the urban poor like domestic workers,
casual labours, coanstruction labours, hawkxers, pedlars,
vendors and petty shopkeepers who make a sizeable portion of
the urban population.

In short, the following policies are necessary
to develop an urban-rural coatiannum replacing the existing
urban-rural dichotomy and develop an healthy and balanced
urbanisation in iadia 3

i) to promote the development of smaller towas
and new urban centres to ease the pressure of increasiag
urbanisation;

i1) to develop declining and slow growiang urban
centres as growth focl and making them more productive and
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efficient by developing the necessary and efficieant socio-
economic infrastructure in them;

iii) to develop cottage and small scale agro-
based industry and revival of traditional crafts ian rural
areas, the supply of raw materials at cheap rates, financial
help and marketing facilities are necessary;

iv) to integrate aand streagthea the interdepenw
dence betweea the town and the surrounding rural areas the
diversity of occupational base of the rural areas is a musty

v) to augment civic services in urban and rural
areas as far as possible to make them f£it for a reasoanable
level of livings

vi) to locate new industries away from the large
cities and metropolitan areas;

vii) deconceatration of economic activities from
the core of the citys

viii) eaviroamental improvement of slums and
bustees;

ix) efforts to tackle the problems of cities and
metropolitan areas on a more comprehensive and regional
basis.



