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1. Introduction

URBANIZATION as a process of becoming urban, involving a change over
from rural agricultural occupation to non-agricultural occupations and
associated with the organisational and behaviourial changes, is both an antece-
dence and a conseguence of several forces set in motion in a society undergoing
transition. These forces represent a complex of vectors (of varying magnitude
and direction) of economic development, modernization; cultural, socia and
political changes; and the governmental policies. Urbanization is both a quan-
titative and qualitative process and its study is of greater significance and rele-
vance in the study of population, partly because differential urbanization may
explain a significant variationsin the demographic processes and partly because
the mechanism of the process itself is not yet fully understood.
Uttar Pradesh, the most populous state of India, provides a good sociologica
laboratory for the study of urbanization in Indian context. Some distinct fea
tures of the urbanization in Uttar Pradesh are:

1 The state has cities which have existed for a long time, but in modem
and demographic sense it has not made much progress [1].

2. The levd of urbanization in the State is comparatively very low; its rate
of urbanization too is low and the disparity in urbanization between the
State and country as a whole has progressively widened.
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3. Within the state, there are clearcut zones of conurbations and the growth
of towns is limited to a part of the State [1]

In the recent past, many large cities of the State have experienced net out
migration of people [2]. Being a state large both in area and population, it is
characterised by many contrasts and diversities. In the light of this fact, we
attempt here to highlight regional differentials in the process of urbanization
in the state. Our specific objectives are to explore: (a) the regional variations
in the level and speed of urbanization, (b) concentration of the urban popula
tion, and (c) the distribution of labour force by various economic activities.

Data for this purposes are drawn from the censuses of India (1951, 1961 and
1971). The concept and definition of '‘Urban’ is same as adopted in the cen-
suses of India, in the period under study. The choice of contiguous administra-
tive divisions to study regional variations is arbitrary but it is convenient and
serves the purpose.

2. Analysis and Findings

Distribution of Urban-Rural Population by Divisions. The state is divided into
11 divisions for the purpose of administration. Table 1 givesthe percent urban
and rural populations as well as the number of towns/urban agglomerations in
different divisions. There are five divisions, namely, Rohilkhand, Meerut, Agra,
Allahabad and Jhansi, which have larger share in the State's urban Population
than their share in rural population. These divisions account for 68.75 percent
of the urban population and 60.07 percent of the towns. Among them Allaha
bad has comparatively asmall share in the total number of towns/urban agglo-
merations but the highest share in the aggregate urban population. For this
reason the average size of the towns in this division is relatively larger.
Garhwa and Kumaun, the two hilly divisions are small in population and have
the minimum share in both urban and rural population of the State. The rest
four divisions, namely, Lucknow, Faizabad, Gorakhpur, and Varanasi, have
a smdler share in the urban population than their corresponding sharein the
rural population.

Comparative Degree of Urbanization. The simplest and the conventional
measure of the degree of urbanization is the proportion urban (i.e., the propor-
tion of urban population in the total population). The divisions of the State
show awide variation in the degree of urbanization (Table2). It varies from 4.57
in Garhwal to 21.61 in Allahabad division. The divisions that exceed the cor-
responding State average are Rohilkhand, Meerut, Agra, Allahabad and Jhans.
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TABLE 1—PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF URBAN AND RURAL POPULATION
AND TOWNS/URBAN-AGGLOMERATIONS BY DIVISIONS, 1971

Stafe,fDiviSion Rural Urban Towns|Urbar-Agglomerations
Uttar Pradesh 100.00 100.00 100.00
Garhwal 1.75 .52 4,78
Kumaun 2.14 1.83 4.09
Rohilkhand 11.08 15.11 14.67
Meerut 10,25 16.93 19.11
Agra : 9.24 13.81 11.95
Allahabad 10.54 17.82 6.15
Jhansi 4.82 5.08 8.19
Lucknow 11.24 10.44 7.51
Faizabad 13.28 4.61 7.17
Gorakhpur 14.67 4.42 4.78
Varanasi 10,99 9.43 11.60

Source : Computed from Census of India, 1971, Series 1, India, Paper 1 of 1972, Final
Population, pp. 24-37 and 128-133

A drawback of this conventional measure of the degree of urbanization is that
it does not take into account the distribution of wrban population according
to size of urban places, To overcome this, Davis has suggested an index [3],
which is the unweighted mean of the percentage of population in urban places
of different size classes. It gives greater weight to the larger places and thus
expresses the extent of urban concentration. Table 2 gives the percentage of
the total population living in towns/urban agglomerations of various size limits
as well as the values of this index of urbanization. 1In the computation of the
index, the towns of size less than 5,000 have not been considered. The highest
value of the index is given by the Allahabad division followed by the Meerut
division. The four divisions which show the index to be higher than that of the
state are Rohilkhand, Mecrut, Agra and Aliahabad. The Jhansi division with
urban proportion above the statc average shows the value of the index of urbani-
zation to be smaller than that of the State. Garhwal, Faizabad and Gorakhpur
divisions are the least urbanized and the remaining four (viz. Kumaun, Jhansi,
Lucknow and Varanasi) fail in the intermediate level of urbanization.
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TABLE 2—PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION IN TOWNS/URBAN-AGGLOMERA-
TIONS OF VARIOUS SIZE LIMITS AND INDEX OF URBANIZATION IN
DIVISIONS OF UTTER PRADESH, 1971

State] Division All Towns| Urban- _ Percentage of Total Population in Towns of Size Index
Agglomergtions 5000+ 10,000+ 20,0004 350,000+ 100,000+

Uttar Pradesh 14.02 13.99 1333 1i.86  9.52 8.00 11.34
Garhwal 4.57 4.05 0.82 — — - 0.97
Kumaun 12.19 11.84 1151 846  2.82 - 6.93
Rohilkhand 18.20 1820 17.60 16.05 1232 £.79 14.59
Meerut 21.24 2117 2013 17.59  13.79 10.52 16.64
Agra 19.61 19.61 1841 1651 14.15 13.30 16.40
Allahabad 21.61 2161  21.20 2049 19.96 18.59 2037
Jhansi 14.66 1456 1348  10.58  5.80 4.62 9.81
Lucknow 13.16 1316 1293 11.65 8.96 8.28 11.00
Faizabad 5.36 5.36 5.00 3.92 222 1.03 3.51
Gotakhpur 4.68 4.68 4.47 31.80  2.52 1.97 3.49
Varanasi 12.27 12.23 11.24 9.85 8.33 7.48 T 983

Source : Same as that of Table 1.

The high variaoility in the economic levels as between the different regions
of the State is perhaps reflected by the regional differentials in the urbanization.
Within the State, the divisions which are at a relatively higher level of urbani-
zation fall in the central and western regions of the State. These parts of the
State have high per capita incomes, due to concentration of industries, large
farm holdings, and adequate irrigation facilities {4]. Excepting Dehradun and
Nanital districts, the rest of the hilly regions are economically backward. These
regions lack transport facilities and record very high pressure on cultivated land
{4]. Barring the Dehradun and Nanital districts, it is the least urbanized part
of the State. The Eastern region of the State is the poorest. It is characterised
by recurrent floods, itregular rainfall, poor land productivity, high density aad
very low level of industrial development [4]; the level of urbanization too is
low.

Speed of Urbanization. Speed of urbanization refers to the rapidity of growth
of urban population (U) relative to the total population () over time (z). Statis-
tically, it may be defined as the rate of increcase of U/T. It describes the direc-
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tion and rate of change of the degree of urbanization over time. Since the total
population (T) has two components, urban population (/) and rural popula-
tion (R), the speed of urbanization may also be defined as the rate of increase
of urban population relative to rural population (i.e. the rate of change of U/R).
If « is the rate of increase of /R and £ is the rate of increase of U/T, mathe-
matically it can be stated that

u:=——T~[3*
(r=U+<+ R).

Obviously, for the same values of B, = wili be higher for lesser values of R/T,
Also for all values of £ the following inequality holds,

e > B, if U#0, R*=0
and & =5, if =490, R=0.

Moreover, as the percentage urban gets higher, it neccessarily becomes more
difficult to make a large proporiional gain in that ratio [5I. Thus, to compare
the speed of urbanization in the population which vary markedly in the level
of urbanization and also exhibit low speed, the rate of change of U/R is a more
senstive measure than the conventional measure (rate of change of U/T).
Table 3 gives the urban-rural ratio and speed of urbanization (100 «) by divi-
sions, experienced during 1951-71. Urban-rural ratio of 1951 is adjusted for
definitional changes in 1961 Census.

A comparison between Table 2 and Table 3 reveals that the divisions with
lower levels of urbanization have been urbanizing at a faster rate, as compared
to the regions with relatively higher levels of urbanization. The rank correla-
tion coefficient between the ‘Index of Urbanization (1971)" and the ‘Speed of
Urbanization (1961-71)” was found to be — .7727. This relation calls for study
in detail. Perhaps a mullivariate approach using different socio-economie, cul-
tural and political factors as explanatory variables would appear to be useful
in this regard.

- Concentration of Urban Population. Concentration of urban population refers
to the relative importance of large cities within the urban aggregate at a parti-

() )= (R) R R e )

On Sclving the abovc equation we get
(T UYi3 /Uy _ T
=\=® ( T.) F\T ) R
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TABLE 3—-URBAN-RURAL RATIO AND SPEED OF URBANIZATION IN THE
DIVISIONS OF UTTAR PRADESH, 1951-71

State| Division Urban-Rural Ratic in Year Speed of Urbanizatian (100}
(in percentage) B in decade

To5T* 7961 1971 1931-61 T961-71
Uttar Pradesh 13.42 14.75 16.31 B 9.91 " 058
Garhwal 2.37 3.23 4.79 36.29 48.30
Kumaun 9.45 10.47 13.88 10.79 L 32587
Robilkhand 2084 = 2085 2226 . 0.05 ; 6.76
Meerut 22.72 24.06 26.97 5.90 12,09
Agra 20.68 23.09 24.39 11.65 5.63
Allahabad . 2oR 24.74 21.57 S -7} (R 7.11
Jhansi 14.30 15.66 17.18 9,51 971
Lucknow 12.86 14.28 1515 104 6.09
Falzabad - 459 4.98 5.66 8.50 13.65
Gorakhpur 3.61 4.16 4.91 15.24 18.03

Varanasi 10.98 12.42 13.99 1311 12.64

*Adjusted for definitional changes in 1961 Census, ,

Source : Computed from Census of India, 1951, Vol. II, Uttar Pradesh, Part TI-A, General
Population Tables, and Census of India 1961, Vol. XV, Uttar Pradesh, Parl IT-A,
General Population Tables and Census of India 1971, Series 1, India, Paper 1 of 1972,
Final Popualtion, pp. 24-37, and 128-133.

cular point of time. Qver time, it may change because certain urban units grow
relative to the aggregate and other new urban units appear within the nrban
system. From among a number of ways of measuring concentration, we have
used here the redundancy measure. The redundancy measure in respect of a
division may be defined as

Ci = logn — Hi (U)
: ny
= logm; + [ pilogpii=1,23,...01
i=1
Where C:is the concentration of urban population in the i-th division, n: is the

pumber of urban places in i-th division and p; is the population of the j-th
urban place in the division i, relative to the division’s urban population. The
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value of this measure ranges between zero (when all the urban places in 7 are
of the same siz¢) and log n: (when whole urban population is one city).

ny
H:(U)= j pi log pi
ji=1

is called the entropy function. Swaason [6] found this measure to be appro-
priate on such grounds as the ease of interpretation of extreme cases, indepen-
dence of the population distribution function of size characteristics and elegance
of the spatial size concentration effects as well as the variation of concentration
within a state. The concentration within state may be defined as

I !
Ci=logn — H(U)= ] pi Ci -+ s pilog -2
L=1

nifn
i=1
where p« is the share of i-th division in the State’s urban Population, n; the

number of urban places in the i-th division and n the number of urban places
in the State, The expression

!

Pt
I pilog min
L'=1

gives the extent of spatial concentration of State’s urban population among its
division, Being the weighted average of the logrithms of the estimated slopes
of the Lorenz curve at each point, where the weights are city sizes [7], its use-
fulness is eavisaged over other concentration measures based on Lorenz curve,
Column 4 and 5 of the Table 4 give the hypothetical maximum and observed
values of concentration by divisions. Column 6 gives the measure of concen~
tration relative to its hypothetical maximum value (index of concentration of
urban population), The highest concentration of urban population [8] is given
by Allahabad division followed by Lucknow division. Meerut division which
is the second largest in the state in urban population as well as in index of
urbanization, ranks sixth. The least concentration is recorded by Garhwal
division, followed by Kumaun. The two components of log n — (H)} U have
been computed. The rank correlation coefficient between the ‘Index of urbani-
zation’ and ‘Index of concentration’ was + .6636 and that between the ‘Index
of concentration® and ‘Speed of urbanization’ (1961-71) was — .6545.
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TABLE 4—AVERAGE CITY SIZE AND THE CONCENTRATION OF URBAN POPU-
LATION JN THE DIVISIONS OF UTTAR PRADESH, 1597i

Division Average Percentage Ratto Log ny Log ny — H; (U} Index of Concentration
Sikes Popiiion o Stares Lok n .0 e 00
(&) Urban Population T Logng x 100.
n {90 po)
1 2 3 5 ]
Garhwal 4,543 0.5133 0.1969 9.33
Kumaun 11,828 1.8236 1.0792 0.1070 9.91
Rohilkhand 43,540 15.1123 1.6335 0.2960 18.12
Meerut 37,461 16.9333 1.7482 0.3218 18.41
Agra 48,894 13.8135 1.5441 0.4848 31.40
Allahabad 122,663 17.8225 1.2553 0.6784 54.05
Jhansi 26,210 5.0778 1.3802 0.2313 16.76
Lucknow 58,803 10.4424 1.3434 0.5987 44.60
Faizabad 27,202 4.6108 1.3222 0.1502 11.36
Gorakhpur 39,102 4 4189 1.1461 (4.2637 23.01
Varanasi 34,367 9.4319 1.5318 0.6112 3991

Total urban populuation of the division
Number of towns in that division

{

* Average city size =

. P
I B; log win = 0584
i=1
i
e = .4401
i=1
C=lognr— H) = 4985

SoURCE : Same as that of Table 1.

Agriculture, Industry and Services in the Urban and Rural Labour Force. Pre-
dominance of agriculture and industrial backwardness are perhaps responsible
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for the low level of urbanization in the state. A direct correlation is often cited
between industrialisation and concentration of population in large urban places.
Bach of them are considered to be cause of the other. The increase of industrial
population relative to agricultural population and increase of urban population
relative to rural population have been observed to be concomitant in the history
of today’s urbanised nations. Because the population data cross classified by
agricultural, industrial categories are not available, labour force data have been
utilized in the following analysis. However, population ratios may differ slightly
from the labour force ratios, as the number of dependents per worker may differ
in the various brackets of the population [9]. The various economic activitics
in which the labour force is divided are here placed in three groups as follows.

1. Agriculture—agriculture, forestry, hunting and fishing.

2. Industry —mining and quarrying, manufacturing, construction and
utilities (electricity, gas and water).
3. Service —commerce, transport, storage, and communications as well

as public and private services.

According to the 1971 census, agriculture accounts for the highest share in
the states labour force. Among the divisions, this share of agriculture varied
from 62.22 in Meerut to 91.05 in Gorakhpur, state average being at 77.99
(Table 5). Rural-urban classification of the labour force does mnot strictly
correspond to its agriculture non-agricultural classification; rural labour force
includes some who pursue non-agricultural activity, and its urban counterpart
includes some who pursue agriculture. The percentage of the agricultural in the
rural labour force for the state is 89.18, it varics among the divisions from 78.78
in Meerut to 93.19 in Jhansi which shows that the non-agricultural component
of the rural labour force is larger than the agricultural component of the urban
labour force. The ratio of agricultural labour force to rural labour forge, can,
symbolically, be expressed as

f'a+ Us

R= I'a""f'ﬂTl

where R stands for the ratio of agricultural labour force to rural labour force;
re, Us and rme for rural agricultural labour force, urban agricultural labour
force and rural non-agricultural labour force,

The degree of urbanization of the labour force engaged in an activity may
be defined as the percentage ratio of labour force engaged in that activity in
the urban to the total labour force in that activity. Table 6 gives the degree of
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TABLE 5—COMPARISON BETWEEN PERCENTAGES OF RURAL LABOUR FORCE
AND PERCENTAGES OF AGRICULTURAL LABOUR FORCE IN
UTTAR PRADESH, 1971

State! Percent Agricultural ~ Percent Rural  Percentage Ratio of
Division Labour Force Laboar Force  Agricultural ro Rural
Labour Force

Uttar Pradesh 7799 87.46 89.18
Garhwal 86.58 96.66 89.57
Kumaun 77.96 89.96 86.66
R ohilkhand 77.93 84.03 92.74
Meerut 62.22 78.98 78.78
Agra 69.51 81.57 85.21
Allahabad 71.14 79.64 89.33
Jhansi 81,93 87.91 93.19
Lucknow 8L.70 88.33 92.44
Faizabad 88.23 92.50 92.64
Gorakhpur 91.05 95.78 91.05
Varanasi 75.55 88.33 §5.54

Source : Computed from Census of India 1971, Series 21, Uttar Pradesh Part I1-B (i), Econo-
mic Tables pp. 2-135.

urbanization of total, agriculture, industry and service lahour force, for the
years 1961 and 1971. Meerut division ranks first in the degree of urbanization of
total labour force, followed by Allahabad. But in the degree of urbanization
of industry and service Allahabad occupies the first place and the second rank
goes to Rohilkhand. The divisions of Rohilkhand, Meerut, Agra, Allahabad,
Jhansi are above the state average in the degree of urbanization of agriculture.
The divisions which are above the state average in the degree of urbanization
of service are Rohilkhand, Agra, Allahabad, Jhansi, and Lucknow. Further
the labour force in each of the three economic activity groups has become
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rnore urban in the decades 1961-71. It should be noted here that the data on
labour force of 1961 census and of 1971 census are not perfectly comparable,*
As the Table 6 depicts, agriculture is a rural activity and between the groups
of non-agricultural activities, service is more urban than industry.

Table 7 gives the percentage distribution of urban labour force by economic
activity and service-to-industrial workers ratio for 1961 and 1971. The share of
industry in the labour force is greater than that of agriculture but smaller than
that of the service sector. The percentage of agriculture in total labour force
variesfrom 647 in Allahabad to 1823 in Jhansi. Garhwal, Kumaun, Rohil-
khand, Jhansi, Faizabad, and Gorakhpur divisions are above the state average
in percentage in agriculture. The percentage of industry in the tota labour
force varies from 12.39 in Garhwal to 33.55 in Varanasi. Rohiikhand, Agra,
Allahabad, Gorakhpur and Varanasi divisions are above the state average in
thisregard. The percentage of service in the total labour force varies from
55.23 in Rohilkhand to 74.66 in Garhwal. Garhwal, Kumaun, Meerut, Allaha-
bad, Jhansi, and Lucknow divisions are above the corresponding state average.
Notable is the increase in percentage of agricultural labour force in urban
aress in dl the divisons during 1961-71. This may be due to (a] addition of
new towns in 1971 that have relatively larger percentage of agricultural labour
force, (b) relatively dower growth of industry and service than the growth of
total labour force and (€) change of definition of labour force in 1971. With
the exception of Rohilkhand, Meerut, Jhansi, and Agra, ratio of service workers
to industrial workers had increased during the decade in al divisions. It shows
that of the urban non-agricultural economic activities, the service sector had
grown & afaster rate than the industrial. For Rohilkhand, Meerut, Jhansi,
and Agra divisions, however, the reverse is true.

In the rural areas, agriculture Js the major component of labour force (87.68
percent of the total labour force) and the other two components (industry
and service) are minor (table 8). The Garhwal, Rohilkhand, Jhansi, L ucknow,
Faizabad and Gorakhpur divisions had a larger share of agriculture than the
Sate in 1971 The share of agriculture in the total labour force in the rural
areas has increased in the decade 1961-71. The Garhwal and Kumaun divisions
are the exceptions where there was an increase in the share of services and a
decrease in those of agriculture and industry. Except Allahabad and Rohil-

*Firstly because of definitional change and secondly due to the reason that labour force
engaged in mining and quarrying, in 1961, isincluded in agriculture (due to non-availability
of separate data), through the effect of second factor is ailmost negligible in case Of Uttar
Pradesh.
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TABLE 6—DEGREE OF URBANIZATION OF AGRICULTURE, INDUSTRY AND
SERVICE IN UTTAR-PRADESH

Stare] Division Year Degree of Urbanization of
Total Labour  Agriculture  Industry — Service
Force
Uttar Pradesh 1961 10,17 0.98 31.84 43.08
1971 12,54 1.69 45.14 54.34
Garhwal 1961 2.22 0.31 6.65 35.33
1971 3.34 0.50 18.31 22.32
Kumaun 1951 595 047 19.07 42.20
1971 10.04 1.37 35.98 42,22
Rohilkhand 1961 14.71 2.14 40.86 51.17
1971 15.97 3.17 55.94 64.38
Meerut 1961 17.82 2.74 26.47 38.33
1971 21.02 3.41 42.67 54.05
Agra 1964 16,72 1.29 40.30 4591
1971 18.43 1.82 55.60 56.67
Allahabad 1961 17.05 1.16 51.51 56.79
1971 20.36 1.85 | 60.86 68.85
thansi 1961 9.81 1.45 21.77 4194
1971 12.09 2.69 41.14 60.80
Lucknow 1961 10.35 1.05 36,98 53.04
197¢ ii.61 i.38 44,94 62.89
Faizabad 1961 3.63 0.42 17.84 29.04
1971 4.61 0.85 28.33 35.56
Goarakhpur 1961 3.p9 0.21 18.45 28.31
1971 4,22 0.53 26,31 31.53
Varanasi 1961 9.02 0.75 27.36 37.40
1971 11.67 1.55 37.32 47.20

Source: Computed from Census of India 1961, Volume XV, Uttar Pradesh, Part 11-A,
General Population Tables, pp. 294-412 and Census of India 1971, Series 21, Uttar
Pradesh, part 11-B (i), Economic Tables, pp. 2-135.
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TABLE 7—PERCENTAGE COMPOSITION OF URBAN LABOUR FORCE
CLASSIFIED BY BRANCH OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY IN
UTTAR PRADESH

State{ Division Year Toral Urbrn Agricul-  [Industry Service Ratio of
Labour ture Service
Force Workers
Per 100
Industrial
Workers
Uttar Pradesh 1961 100.00 7.34 30.56 62.10 203
1971 100.00 10.49 28.56 60.95 213
Garhwal 1961 100.00 12.55 13.24 74.21 560
1971 180.00 12.95 12.39 74.66 603
Kumaun 1961 1¢0.00 6.60 2091 72.49 347
1971 100.00 10.68 19.43 69.89 360
Reohiikhand 1961 100.00 10.49 29.85 59.66 200
1971 100.00 15.46 29,31 55.23 188
Meerut 1961 100.00 791 27.12 64.97 240
1971 100.00 10.08 27.10 62.82 232
Agra 1961 100.00 4.81 32.23 62.96 195
1971 100.00 6.87 32.95 60.38 184
Allahabad 1961 100.00 479 34.08 61.13 179
1971 100.00 6.47 30.88 62.65 203
Jhansi 1961 100.00 11.29 23.63 65.08 276
1971 100.00 18.23 19.09 62.68 238
Lucknow 1961 100.00 8.10 25.53 66.37 260
1971 100.00 9,70 22,08 68.22 309
Faizabad 1961 100.00 10.03 30.26 59.71 157
1971 100.00 16.20 27.01 56.79 210
Gorakhpur 1961 100.00 5.95 33.20 55.85 146
1971 100.00 10.93 32.77 56.30 172
Varanasi 1961 100.00 6.14 36.98 56.88 154
1971 100,00 10.03 33.55 56.42 168
Source : Same as that of Table 6.
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TABLE 8--PERCENT COMPOSITION OF RURAL LABOUR FORCE CLASSIFIED

BY BRANCH OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY IN UTTAR PRADESH

Stare] Division Year Total  Agricul-  Industry Service Ratio of
Rural fure Service
Labour Workers
Force per 100
Industrial
Workers
Uttar Pradesh 1961 100.00 81.52 7.41 9.07 122
1974 100.00 $7.68 498 7.34 148
Garhwal 1961 104,00 92.6% 4.23 3.09 73
1971 100.00 89.12 1.91 897 470
Kumaun 1961 100.00 88.10 5.62 6,28 112
1971 100.00 85.47 3.86 10.67 277
Rohitkhand 1961 100.00 82.73 7.45 9.82 132
1971 100.060 89,30 4.3% 5.81 132
Meerut 1961 10000 60.99 16.34 2267 139
1971 130.00 76.09 9,69 14.22 147
Agra 1961 106.00 75.53 9,59 14.88 155
1971 100.00 83.66 5.91 10.43 176
Allahabad 1961 100.00 83.84 6.60 9.56 145
1971 100.00 87.67 5.08 7.25 143
JYhansi 1961 100.00 83.53 6.68 9.7 147
1971 100,00 90.09 3.78 5.55 148
Lacknow 1951 100.00 88.20 5,02 6.78 135
1971 100.00 91.16 3.55 5.29 149
Faizabad 1961 100.00 £9.27 5.24 5.49 105
1571 100.00 91.72 3.1 497 151
Gorakhpur 1961 100.00 90.09 5.39 4.52 34
1971 100.0D 90.56 4.05 5.39 133
Varanasi 1961 100.00 80.83 9,73 9.44 97
1971 100.00 £4.20 7.45 8.35 112
Sounrce : Same as that of Table 6.
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khand, the ratio of services workers to industrial workers has increased during
1961-71 in dl divisions. Even in Allahabad, the reduction in the ratio is not
dgnificat.  The increase of the ratio of service to industrial workers reflects a
Slower growth of industry relative to that of services in rural areas. Comparison
of the ratio of service to industrial workers between urban and rural areas
reveds that among the non-agricultural economic activities, service dominates
more in urban than in rural areas.
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