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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 consequence 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, social 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 variations in 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 sociological
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 level 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 gives the 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 a small 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.
Garhwal 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 smaller share in the urban population than their corresponding share in 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 a wide 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 Jhansi.
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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
varies from 6.47 in Allahabad to 18.23 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 total 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
this regard. 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
areas in all the divisions 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 slower growth of industry and service than the growth of
total labour force and (c) 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 all divisions. It shows
that of the urban non-agricultural economic activities, the service sector had
grown at a faster 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, Lucknow,
Faizabad and Gorakhpur divisions had a larger share of agriculture than the
State 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, is included in agriculture (due to non-availability
of separate data), through the effect of second factor is almost negligible in case Of Uttar
Pradesh.
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khand, the ratio of services workers to industrial workers has increased during
1961-71 in all divisions. Even in Allahabad, the reduction in the ratio is not
significant. 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
reveals that among the non-agricultural economic activities, service dominates
more in urban than in rural areas.
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