India’ s Decelerating Urbanization and |ts Consequences for

Country’s Socio-Economic Devel opment

The rgpid urbanization and a high rate of urban population growth in the developing countries
during fifties and sixties of the past century atracted the attention of a large number of socid
scientists and policy makers. By that time most of the developed countries had dready achieved
a high levd of urbanization. The wesdern modd of development found increasing urbanization
an integrd pat of the development in which cities remained as the engines of nationd socio-
economic growth. On the bads of western experience urbanization is consdered a finite process,
a cycle through which nations go in ther trangtion from agrarian to indudtrid society (Davis,
1972). A basc feature of this trangtion is the profound switch from agriculturd to non
agricultur  employment. The two important hdlmarks of the indudrid society ae the
concentration of more and more economicaly active populaion in manufacturing and service
sectors and since both manufacturing and service activities have higher productivity they absorb
more manpower by paying higher wages and hence population agglomeration. In such a
framework it was expected that many of the developing countries many of which got
independence during fifties, would follow the western drategies of economic development and
consequently the western path of urbanization. During fifties and gSxties of the twentieth century
a large number of developing countries indeed experienced a very rapid growth in therr urban
population, paticulaly in ther capitd or few leading dities, resulting into high degree of
primacy. Many scholarly writing on world urbanization in the fifties predicted that, if the pace of
increase that obtained between 1950 and 1960 were to remain the same, by 1990 the fraction of
the world's people living in cities of 100,000 population or larger would be more than haf and
most of them will be resding in deveoping countries (Davis, 1972). Many scholars and
governments in the developing countries considered this rapid growth of urban population and
high primacy (concentration of population and activities in the leading cities) as a mgor
impediment in redizing their devdopment goas (U.N., 1983) of equitable development. Severd
explicit and implicit policies were adopted by governments of many developing countries to
dow down the urban growth particularly the population growth in large cities, by focusng on

reducing the migration to these dties from rurd aess. The latest data on world urbanization,



however, shows that a the beginning of the twenty-fird century, a number of developing
countries do not have even one third of their population in urban aress. Beddes, there is a
noticesble dowing down of the rate of urbanization as well as rate of urban population growth in
the past two three decades in most of the developing countries. The latest census of India (2001)
adso confirms this dowing down of urbanization in India. In this paper an atempt is made to
andyze the trend of urbanization in India and in mgor sates and the probable reasons for the

dow down of urbanization and its socio-economic implications.

There has remained a great academic interest in the Indian urbanization process A number of
scholars have andyzed Indias urban experience, paticularly in the post independence period
(Bose, 1978; NIUA, 1988; Mohan Rakesh, 1996). Though detailed and find population data by
rurd urban classfication are yet to be released for 2001 census, the provisond population data
for rurd and urban areas as well as for individua urban centers have been ether published or put
on the census webste for most of the dtates of India From this sketchy data, it is hard to have a
veary dealed andyss of the changes in the country’s urbanization scene for the latest census
decade and underlying reasons of decderating urbanization. Neverthdess usng the avalable
data we have tried to focus on some of the important aspects of country’s urbanization process in
the past 30 years and have highlighted some of the issues tha demand serious atention from
planners and policy makers.

Leve and Tempo of Urbanization:

Table-1 presents trend in some demographic indicators of the urbanization process in India
during the past 100 years. Definitional changes adopted by different Indian censuses to define a
place as urban, however, should be kept in mind while interpreting this data. The mgor changes
in the definition of urban in India took place between 1951 and 1961 as a result of which 810
towns of 1951 were declassfied as rurd in 1961. From 1961 onwards the definition of an urban

place in Indian census  has remained more or less stable. A quick glance at this table shows that,

" Indian Census defines towns and cities primarily in terms of forms of local self- government. All places
with a municipality, corporation, cantonment board, or notified area committee are considered urban
centers. Other settlementswhich do not satisfy the preceding criterion but fulfill the following conditions
are also considered urban in the Indian census 1) having a minimum population of 5,000; 2) having at
least 75 percent or more male working popul ation engaged in non-agricultural activitiesand 3) havinga
density of population of at least 400 persons per sq. km. In addition to these, some places that do not



there has been a steady ncrease in the size of country’s urban population in the past 100 years.
The urban population of the country has increased by more than 10 times from 26 million in
1901 to 285 million in 2001 (Figure 1). India now not only has the second largest urban
popuation of the world;, the sze of its urban population exceeds even the totd population of
each country of the world except China and India In 1901 nearly 11 percent of the country’s
population lived in urban areas. This proportion increased to 17 percent in 1951 and about 28
percent in 2001, a two and a haf times increase in the proportion urban in 100 years. India now
holds a very unique urban scenario, a country with swelling urban population but without much
urbanization. In 1990 there were only 10 out of the 27 countries of East and South East Asa that
had alevel of urbanization below that of India (Gupta, 1996).

The datistics about the annual exponentid growth rate of urban population and rate of
urbanization (average annud rate of change in percent urban) in India during past hundred years
shows that urban population of India grew by less than 1 percent per annum up to 1921. In the
next three decades there was a continuous acceeraion in the growth rate of country’s urban
population from 1.7 percent per anum during 1921-1931 to 3.5 percent per annum during 1941-
51. During 1951-61 the growth rate of urban populaion declined dightly mainly because of the
declassfication of a number of towns due to definitiona changes. In the next two decadesi.e.
during 1961-71 and 1971-81 there was a Steady accderation in the growth rate of urban
population. After pesking up a 3.8 percent per anum during 1971-81, the rate of urban
population growth has decelerated in the subsequent two decades i.e, during 1981-91 and1991-
2001. The trend in the rate of urbanization dso remained fluctuating. But never before, India has
regisered a decderation ether in the growth rate of its urban population or rate of urbanization
for two consecutive decades. The process of urbanization in post Independence period was the
fastest during 1971-81. The Sze of urban population incressed from around 109 million in 1971
to around 160 million in 1981, an addition of nearly 50 million people. The number of urban
centers increased from 3126 in 1971 to 4029 in 1981, an addition of 903 urban centers. The level
of urbanization increased from around 20 percent to 23 percent and country recorded an average

satisfy thesethreecriterion are also classified as urban, if they have distinct urban characteristics such
asmajor project colonies, areas of intensiveindustrial development, railway colonies, university campus,
important tourist centers etc.



annua growth rate of urban population of 3.8 percent per annum. The rate of urbanization dso
gpeed up from 1.06 percent in 1961-71 to 1.72 in 1971-81. The results of the 1991 census
regarding urban population growth and rate of urbanization, however, were fa beow the
expectation. In spite of a near closeness of the projected and enumerated tota population in
1991, the size of enumerated urban population was far below the projected urban population for
1991. The United Nations projected Indids urban population in 1990 about 230 million (medium
vaiant). The Expet Committee dso projected Indias urban population in 1991 around 230
million (Regisrar Generd Of India, 1988). Thus enumerated urban population of India in 1991
was about 13 million short of the projected urban population in 1991.

The average annud growth rate of urban population during 1981-91 declined to about 3.1
percent compared to 3.8 percent during the previous decade, though the growth rate of tota
population remained more or less dable. The rate of urbanization dso declined from 1.72 percent
to 1.02 percent per annum during the same period. The level of urbanization according to 1991
census remained around 26 percent nearly 1 to 1.5 percentage point lower than wha was
projected. This dowing down of the pace of urbanization became a maiter of hot debate among
the scholars. Initidly the onus of this decline was passed on the data error, more particularly on
the under enumeration of the urban population in 1991 census. More detailled studies, however,
showed that the recorded dow down of the urbanization was genuine and could not be attributed
soldy to under enumeration, though it was accepted that urban population of 1981 was dightly
overdated due to the wholesde adminigrative notification of towns in some daes (Mohan
Rakesh, 1996). Again this dow down of urban population growth rate was supported by the fact
that a large number of states as well as urban centers at dl levels experienced this dow down.
Later on more detailed studies attributed this dow down due to identification of reaively fewer
new towns, decline in the volume of rurd to urban migration and increesng concentration of
population in the rurd aeas adjacent to large urban centers (Premi, 1991; Gupta, 1996).
Nevertheless, most of the scholars consdered this dow down in urbanization only temporary-
phenomena and commented that it “would be a midake to presume tha urbanization will
continue to be dow during 1990s and beyond” (Visaria, P., 1997, Mohan Rakesh, 1996). It was
adso expected that an extensve reclassfication of locdities or large villages as towns would

become necessary during the 1990s. But the data available in provisond 2001 census shows that



the trend of this dowing down of urbanization has continued even during 1991-2001decade. The
average annuad growth rate of urban population during 1991-2001 has declined to around 2.7
percent. Smilarly the rate of urbanization has aso declined to 0.8 percent per annum.

It is interesting to see that the rate of rura population growth for the country as a whole during
dl three decades since 1971 has remained more or less stable and there is a steady decline in the
urban rurd growth differentias over the past three decades (Table 3). The projections of
urbanization prepared prior to the 1991 Census envisaged that by 2001 the share of urban
populaion in the country would reach about one-third, very close to the level observed in the
two mogt urbanized dates of India in 1981 (Maharashtra and Tamil Nadu). Later on the
projections for 2001 were modified in the light of the results of the 1991 census. According to
the Planning Commission, by 2001 census about 30.5 percent of the Indians would be residents
in urban aess (India, Planning Commisson, 1992). But the level of urbanization as per 2001
census is nearly 2.5 percentage points below than what was projected by Planning commission
for 2001.

State Wise Pattern and Trend of Urbanization and Urban Growth:

The urban scene of India cannot be understood properly without understanding the spatia
dimenson of urbanization and urban growth. Table 2 provides trend in the level of urbanization
during 1971-2001 for 17 mgor dtaes of India, having a totd population of 5 million or more in
2001. The data relate to undivided states of U.P., Bihar and Madhya Pradesh due to nornt
avalability of data separately for Uttarancha, Jharkhand and Chattisgarh, newly carved dates
from U.P., Bihar and Madhya-Pradesh respectively. Till 1991, Maharashtra was the most
urbanized date of India In 1981, Tamil Nadu followed Maharashtra in the level of urbanization.
In 1991, however, Gujarat replaced Tamil Nadu as the second most urbanized sate of the
country after Maharashtra. The result of the 2001 census with respect to level of urbanization,
however, is a great surprise as Tamil Nadu surpassed loth Maharashira and Gujarat and became
the most urbanized date of the country. With only 10 percent of its population living in urban
aress, Himacha Pradesh remains the least urbanized dtate of the country. Nevertheless, with few
exceptions the regiond pattern of urbanization has remained quite stable over past 30 years. The

western and southern dtates have dways remained reatively more urbanized than northern,



central and eastern dates. All the four southern states i.e. Tamil Nadu, Karnataka, Kerada and
Andhra Pradesh and two western states of Maharashtra and Gujarat generdly had the level of
urbanization higher than the nationd average wheress in northern dates only Punjab and in
esgtlern dates only W. Bengd have that digtinction. These dtate wise differentids in the levd of
urbanizetion are found to be closdy following the spatid diversty in indudtrid and agriculturd
development (NIUA, 1988).

There is no consgent trend in the date wise differentids in the rate of urbanization during the
last three decades. During 1971-81 Orissa registered the highest rate of urbanization (4 percent
per anum). In some less urbanized sates dso (U.P., Bihar, M.P., Haryana, and Andhra-Pradesh)
the rate of urbanization was between 2-3 percent per annum. The more urbanized States
registered rdlatively lower rate of urbanization. In the next decade Kerda registered the highest
rate of urbanization (4 percent per anum). In generd, the rate of urbanization during this decade
dso was rdaivey higher in the less urbanized dates and vice-versa. However, with the
exception of few daes (Himacha Pradesh, Keda), the rate of urbanization declined
ggnificantly in most of the dates during 1981-91 decade. During 1991-2001, Tamil Nadu has
experienced the highest rate of urbanization (2.8 percent per annum) followed by U.P. (dmost 2
percent per annum). This exceptiondly high growth rae of the urban population in Tamil Nadu
is because of the adminidrative declaration of a large number of rurd settlements as urban in
2001. Kerda has regisered a negative rate of urbanization during 1991-2001. In most of the
dates the rate of urbanization during latest census decade has further declined compared to
previous decade.

Since rate of urbanization does not tell anything about the level of urban or rurd populaion
growth rates, in Table 3 we present the average annud growth rate of urban and rurd population
as wdl urban rura growth differentids for the 17 dates for 1971-81, 1981-91 and 1991-2001
periods. The growth rate of urban population for states during 1991-2001 varied from around 45
percent per annum in Haryana and Tamil Nadu to as low as 0.8 percent per annum in Kerda
Andhra-Pradesh, W. Bengd, and Bihar were the other dtates that registered the urban growth rate
lower than nationd average. The trend in the urban population growth rates shows that urban
population growth rates have declined continuoudy during the next two decades in mogt of the



dates. Tamil Nadu, Punjab and Haryana are the only dates that have experienced acceeration in
their urban growth rates during this period. In generd economicdly developed dSates have
registered lower urban growth rates compared to economicaly backward states with low and
moderate levels of urbanization. For example, during 1971-81 period, out of the seven states that
registered growth rate of urban population above the nationa average (3.8 percent per annum) 5
were economicaly backward dates (Orissa, Uttar-Pradesh, Bihar, Madhya-Pradesh, and
Rgasthan) and only two (Haryana and Karnataka) were economicaly developed dates. This
pattern has continued even during 1981-91 and 1991-2001.

It is dgnificant to note that many of the dtates that have registered higher growth rates of urban
population have dso regigered higher growth rate of rurd population. During 1971-81
Rgasthan, Himacha Pradesh, Bihar, Gujarat, Assam, Haryana, West Bengd and Uttar-Pradesh
regisered the average annud growth rates of rurd population higher than the nationad average.
Some of these dates (Bihar, Himachd Pradesh, Rgasthan and Uttar-Pradesh) also registered
accderdion in ther rurd population growth rate during 1971-81 compared to earlier decade.
During 1981-91, Assam, Bihar, Madhya-Pradesh, Uttar-Pradesh, and West Bengd not only
regisered growth rate of rura population above the nationd average but aso experienced
accderdion in it. The accderation of rurd population continued even during 1991-2001 in
Bihar, Rgashan and Uttar-Pradesh. In addition to these three dates, growth rate of rurd
population aso acceerated in Gujarat, Jammu& Kashmir and Kerda during 1991-2001. Thus we
see that many of the economicdly backward dates that have experienced redively higher
growth rate of urban populatiion have dso experienced higher growth rate of rurd population.
One very important reason for their higher growth rates of population in rura and urban aress is
their continuing higher naturd increase rates both in rurd and urban aress.

The growth rate differentids between rural and urban population across the states dso do not
show any consgent pattern over the three decades and are smilar to that shown by rate of
urbanization. For country as a whole there is a deady decline in the rura urban growth
differentids from 2 percentage points during 1971-81 to one percentage point between 1991-
2001 (Figure 2). Interestingly, in dl the less developed states there has been a continuous decline
in the difference between rurd and urban population growth rates. This is quite consgent with



the fact mentioned above tha in less developed dates the population growth in both rurd and
urban areas is mainly because of their higher naturd increase rates and urban areas in these states
do not offer much opportunities to attract labour from their rurd areas. In the economicaly
advanced dates, either there has been a decrease during 1981-91 and then increase in the gap
between rural urban growth rates or vice versa. Assam is the only date that has experienced a
steady increase in the gap between rurd and urban population growth rates.

Components of Urban Population Growth:

For formulating redigic policies with respect to urbanization, it is important to have darity
about the components of urban population growth. Urban populatiion growth results from 1)
naturd increase, 2) rurd to urban migration, 3) reclassfication, and 4) boundary changes of the
exiding urban centres. However, it is difficult to caculate the precise contribution of the
different components of urban population growth due to problems inherent in the data available.
For example, the data on the population added in the urban areas due to boundary changes is
often not avalable. Data ae avalable only on one or two components and share of other

components is often estimated as resdud.

The edtimates provided by Regisrar Generd’s Office shows that during 1951-61, nearly
41 percent of the urban growth was because of rura to urban migration. According to these
edimates the share of rurd to urban migraion in urban population growth declined sharply in the
subsequent decades and has remained more or less constant during 1961-71, 1971-81 and 1981-
91 (18-20 percent). Even after making the necessary adjustments in data by some authors we
not find much difference in the share of different components in Indids urban population
growth. For example Visaria has dso provided the edtimates of the components of urban
population growth for 1961-71, 1971-81 and 1981-91. These estimates are presented in Table 4.
According to his esimates natural increase contributed around 60 percent of the urban growth
during 1961-71 and 1981-91. His edimates about the contribution of rurd to urban migration
during 1961-71 and 1971-81 are quite close to Regidrar Generd’s estimates. For 1981-91 period
his edimae for the contribution of rurd to urban migration is dightly higher i.e 28 percent
compared to 20 percent as given by the office of the Registrar Generd. All these estimates show
that the contribution of the net reclassfication of the settlements has declined continuoudy in



urban growth from 15 percent during 1961-71 to 13 percent in 1971-81 and 9 percent during
1981-91 (Table-4) and this seems to be the most important factor in the dow growth of urban
population during 1981-91. For 1991-2001 we have the SRS data about the birth, death and
natural increase of the rurd and urban population. The natural increase of urban population is
1.44 percent during 1991-2000, which means that dmost 55 percert of the urban growth during
the latest decade is caused by naturd increase and the remaining urban growth is due to rurd to
urban migration, reclassification and boundary changes.

Digtribution of Population and Growth by Urban Size Class:

The other important aspect of Indian urbanization process that has drawn attention of the experts
is the top-heavy urban hierarchy and the metropolitan growth. This urban hierarchy of India can
be studied by the digtribution of urban population and urban centres across different population
gze categories. Indian census classfies urban centers into Sx population Sze categories i.e. class
| cities (population 100,000 or more), class Il towns (population 50,000-99,999), class Il towns
(population  20,000-49,999), class IV towns (population 10,000-19,999) class V towns
(population 5,000-9,999) and class VI towns (population < 5,000). Since distribution of urban
centers by population is not yet avalable for dl the states for the 2001 census, in Table 5 we
present the dstribution of urban centers and urban population by size class for 1961, 1971, 1981,
and 1991. In this table dl the condituent units of an urban agglomeration are consdered as one
urban center. Of the 3690 urban centers in 1991, 296 were class | cities. There is a steady
increase in the number of dass | cities as wdl in the share of their population to country’s totd
urban population. These cities together possessed nearly hdf of the country’s urban population
(51 percent) in 1961. In 1991 they possessed around two third (65 percent) of country’s tota
urban population. In contrast the proportion of urban population in most other size class
categories has remained fluctuating or declining. This changing pattern of urban concentration is
often seen as an outcome of the faster growth rate of larger cities and declining or stagnating
growth of smaler urban centers. Very often this argument is supported by caculating the growth
rae of population in different population Sze categories between decades. However, this is a
purdy datigticd artifact and is expected because being a the top of the urban sze class
hierarchy class | category adds a number of urban centers in every subsequent decade that
graduate from lower categories. This can be eaborated by caculaing the growth rates of urban



centers by sze dass (ingantaneous approach) as well caculating the population growth rate for
common urban centers (cohort gpproach) a two point of time (Table 6). It can be seen that the
decadadl growth rate of class 1 cities is much higher in each decade when cdculaied using
indantaneous method, but when the growth rate in different gze class of urban centers is
cdculated usng cohort gpproach it does not differ much across different population sze
categories. In redity in each sze class there can be some fast growing cities and towns and some
dow growing cities and towns.

The emergence and dominance of metropolitan cities (as per Indian census a city having a
population of 1 million or more is cdled a metropolitan city) is another chdlenging aspect of
India’s urbanization. In 1901 only 1 city i.e. Cdcutta has more than a million populaion. By
1981 this number increased to 12 and further increased to 23 in 1991 and 35 in 2001. The
metropolitan cities together possessed nearly 8 percent of country’s total population and 33
percent of country’s urban population in 1991 (Table 7). As per provisond figures of the 2001
census, metropolitan cities together possessed nearly 11 percent of country’s total population and
38 percent of country’s urban population. However, in a country with vast territorid expense, a
billion people, and a long urban history, so many large cities are expected. One favourable aspect
of this metropolitan growth is that now we have a very favourable spatid spread of these large
citiesthat may help in achieving the gods of baanced urban development.

Since 1991 Mumba has become the most populous city of the country followed by Kolkata,
Chenna and Delhi. Since long these four cities have remained a the top of the urban hierarchy
of the country. It will be interesting to look into the growth rate as well as the migration Stuation
in these four leading cities of the country. By 2001 the population of Greater Mumba U.A. has
grown to aout 164 million followed by 132 million in Kolkata, 13.0 million in Dehi and 6.4
million in Chennai (Table 8). Thus except Chenna, the other three metros have dready crossed a
10 million mark. The rate of population growth in Cacutta and Chennai UAs during 1991-2001
is even lower than the nationad urban growth rate and the urban growth rate of their respective
dates. During the last two decades the population growth rates have declined for Greater
Mumba and Chennal urban agglomerations. It has remained amogt stable for Kolkata UA. For
Dehi U.A., however, the rate of population growth continues to be more than 5 percent per
annum even during 1991-2001. The populaion growth in these cities is taking place manly in



the nearby urban centers that have been included in the respective urban agglomeration rather
than in the main city. However, wha is important with respect to these cities is thar inordinate
size and the huge population that is added to them in every decade.

Migration to these cities has dways remained a matter of serious concern and often it is held
responsble for the rapid population growth in these cities Many perceive migraion as a man
resson for deteriorating qudity of life and increesng unemployment rates in urban aress. There
is no denying of the fact tha migraion has played a very sgnificant role in the growth of these
cities Over the decades, however, migration is losng its importance. Table 9 presents the
proportion of migrants and in-migration rates by sex for these cities for 1971, 1981 and 1991. In
1991 the proportion of inmigrants ranged from 24 percent in Kolkata to 39 percent in Ddhi. The
proportion of migrant population as well as in-migration rates for both the sexes have declined
vay ggnificantly in every metro during past two decades. In generd the in migration rate has
remained higher for femaesthan for maes.

As expected, employment continues to be the most important reeson for male migration in dl
these cities. For femaes, marriage and “family moved’ are the two most  important reasons. The
data on employment related migration is not directly comparable for 1981 and 1991 because
business as a reason for migration was not included in 1981 and has been consdered a separate
reason in 1991. But even if we combined employment and business related migration there is
dight decline in employment related mae migration in Mumba and Kolkata The proportion of
females moving to Mumba and Kolkata due to employment has aso remained dmost constant.
However, employment reaed migration of maes has increesed dggnificantly in Ddhi and
Chennai. In Chenna employment related female migration has also increased during 1981 and
1991.

Discussion and Conclusions

The above andyss suggests that perhaps India has adready passed the phase of rapid urban
growth. Even by middie of 21 century, mgority of Indids population is expected to live in rurd
areas. Contrary to popular perception, rurd to urban migration has not been a very important



factor in India's urban growth in the past three decades and its share in urban population growth
has remained more or less congant. The process of reclassfication of rurd settlements in the
category of urban has dso dowed down. It seems that the level of urban population growth rate
has remained very much tied up with the levd of naturd growth rate of urban population. The
rate of naturad increase of urban population has declined from 1.97 percent per annum during
1971-1981 to 1.44 during 1991-2001. It is expected that the overdl urban growth rate may
decline further in the coming decades unless there is an increase in net rurd to urban migration
or fadter reclassfication of rurad settlements into urban category. This steady decline in urban
population growth rate, therefore, should be considered a welcome sign. However, wha remains
a matter of concern is the decline in the rate of urbanization at such a low levd and a decline in
the rurd urban growth differentid. It is seen that compared to 1971-81 the rates of overal urban
population growth and urban naturd increase have declined by 30 percent and 27 percent
respectively during 1991-2001 decade. During the same period the decline in rurad population
growth rate and rurd naturd increase rate is only 4 percent and 16 percent respectively. This
implies that rural areas add a huge population due to natura increase which remains tied up there
only and does not get trandferred to urban areas. During 1981-2001, 234 million people were
added in the rurd aess of India Thus we see that in just 20 years a country of Indonesa’s sze
(232 million in mid 2002, U.N. edimates) is added in country’s rurad areas. The number of rurd
to urban migrants on the bass of place of last resdence increased from around 23 million in
1971 to 33 million in 1981 and 40 million in 1991. But the growth of urban migrant population is
74 percent compared to 99 percent of overdl growth of urban populaion during 1971-'91
period. The intra decadd (migrants with 0-9 years duration) rura to urban migrants congtituted
about 47 percent of the total rurd to urban migrants both in 1971 and 1981 but their share has
declined to 39 percent in 1991.The intra decadd rural to urban migrants congtituted around 2.5
percent of the total rurd population of India both in 1971 and 1991. The intra decada rurd urban
migrants formed only 13 percent of the tota rurd population increase during 1981-91. Thus we
see that rurd to urban migration could transfer only 1 out of eight persons who were added due
to population increase in rura areas during 1981-91.

This dtuation is in sharp contrast to what happened in developed countries during the course of
thar increesng urbanization. The increasng urbanization in developed countries was totdly



migraionled, as the rate of out migration was o high that it not only compensated to negative
rate of naturd increase in cities but aso kept the rate of urban population growth higher than
rurd population growth rate. As a result the countrysde started de-populaing dong with
increedng urbanization. This is not hgppening in India Tamil Nadu is the firg dae to
experience a negaive rura growth rate during 1991-2001. In most of the other sates,
particularly in more populous dtates the rate of rurd population growth ill remains high and

will continue to remain so for quite some time.

Severd factors seem probable in holding back ever-increesng rurd labour from migrating to
cities. It is probable that rurd development programmes such as Rura Labour Employment
Guarantee Programme (RLEGP), Integrated Rurd Deveopment Programme (IRDP), and
Jawahar Rojgar Yojana, (JRY)) etc. could generate more employment in rurd aress, thus
redricting rura out migration to cities There is dso evidence that ggnificant increese in rurd
productivity in some of the dates like Punjab, Haryana, and Gujarat have attracted large rurd
labour from poorer sates like U.P., Bihar, and Orissa to their rura areas which otherwise would
have migrated to cities.

However, it is fdt that ingead of rurd development, it is the decderation in rurd productivity in
some of the dates and increasng date-wise and regiona disparities in rurd  productivity
throughout the 1970s and 1980s (Mohan Rakesh, 1996) that have kept large rurd labour
dagnating. The share of agriculture in GDP has fdlen from 55 percent in 1950-51 to 32 percent
in 1990-91 whereas labour engaged in agriculture continues to account for dmost two-thirds of
the labour force. Though the unemploymert rates in 1999-2000 are higher in urban areas (4.8
percent) than in rurd aeas (1.5 percent), it is wedl accepted that the incidence of
underemployment and disguised employment remains much higher in rurd areas compared to
urban areas. The unemployment rates have remained amost unchanged during 1983-1999-2000
both in rurd and urban areas (The Nationd Human Development Report 2001). In 1999-2000
amost a quarter of population in rura areas (27.09 percent) and urban areas (23.62 percent) were
below poverty line Though there has been dgnificant decline in the percentage of population
below poverty line both in rurd and urban areas during 1983-1999-2000 in dl the states, but
even now in some of the mgor states (Orissa, Bihar, Madhya- Pradesh), more then one-third (37-



48 percent) of the rurd populaion lives bedlow poverty line. The decderation of urbanization
could as wdl be contributing to further impoverishment of rurd aess of many of the
economicaly poorer daes rather than holding back the rurd labour due to greater rurd

prosperity.

The changing nature of urban economy might have dso acted as a deterent for migration of
illiterate or semi literate, and unskilled rurd migrants. A large rurd labour force dill continues to
be illiterate or semi literate and unskilled or semiskilled. The shift of heavy industry dominated
manufecturing sector to software and high tech Informaion Technology based indudrid
development in few metro cities would be a dissuading factor for this type of labour to migrate to
cities. This is reflected in the fact that the proportion of labour force employed in manufacturing
fdl for the firg time in the 1980s since 1931. The dow down of population growth in many
leading cities of the country could have aso redricted the employment opportunities in informd
sector as quite a large number of informa activities in these cities developed due to ther fast
population growth.

The deteriorating Stuation of housng and other infrastructure and worsening of quadity of urban
life due to air, water and noise pollution in large cities might have dso acted as a deterrent to
rural people to migrate to cities. It is too evident, that Indian cities suffer from acute problems of
deteriorating infragtructure in the form of poor housing, inadequate availability of drinking
water, paucity of drainage and sewerage facilities, virtud breskdown of locad public transport,
and pollution. Mogt of the metro cities have large number of housdess population and crowding
conditions continue to deteriorate. For more than one fourth households in Mumba and Kolkata
the number of persons per room was found 5 or more (NFHS-2, 1998-99). Squatter and dums
have become an integra pat of the urban India There has been a Seady increase in the
proportion of population living in dums, paticularly in the mgor metropolitan cities. Nearly half
of Mumba’s population in 2001 (49 percent) was living in dums. A continuous increase has
been registered in the percentage of dum population in other metropolitan cities aso (Table 10).
These dums present very disma picture of urban living and lack most of the basc services, and
ae marked with gross environmenta deficiencies. Badcdly, it is the squaor and ginking of

these areas and the sub-human living conditions in the dums that have over scored the postive



role played by urbanization. It is, however redized that dum growth cannot be equated anymore
with poverty as traditiondly understood. While, affordability of housng is important, severd
policy and market digortions serioudy limit the availability of land and virtudly deny access to
lower income groups( Sivaramkrishnan, 2002).

Mogs big cities have dso experienced a deady decline in the qudity of ther physcd
environment. Air and water pollution are the serious problems encountered in most of the metro
cties of India The concentration of ambient air pollutants in many of the cities are high enough
to caue increesed mortdity, diseese prevdence, deficits in  pulmonary function and
cardiovascular and neurobehaviord effects. Air pollution is dso a serious cause of damaging the
material resources of cities, such as buildings and various works of art. According to a World
Bank article, Delhi is one of the world's most polluted dties. In fact, in 1999, the average tota
suspended paticulate (TSP) leved in Dehi was 378 micrograms per cubic meter — gpproximately
five times the World Hedth Organization's annud average sandard. Furthermore, TSP leves in
Dehi exceeded the WHO 24-hour standard on 97 percent of dl days on which readings were
taken (The Hindu, 2000). A recent survey found a dgnificant concentration of lead in the
children's blood in Mumba and Ddhi dties. Overdl 45 percent of children in Ddhi and 50
percent of children of age three years or less were found to have devated levels of lead in ther
blood (10.0 ng/dl or higher). The dtuation in Ddhi was paticulaly chdlenging as 10 percent of
the children have a lead level of 20 ng/dl or higher and 0.2 percent have a lead leve of 45 ng/dl
or higher in ther blood. Eight percent of children in Mumba dso have a lead level of 20 ng/d
or higher in their blood (NFHS-2, 1998-99).

The ever-increasng number of motor vehides in the metro cities is the mgor cause of the ar
pollution in these cities. Air qudity surveys shows that about 50-60 percent of ar pollution in the
cties is from automobile emissons. Among the four metro cities Delhi has the largest number of
registered vehicles of dl types. In 1996 Dehi has 2630 thousand motor vehicles. Each of our
metro cities adds a few hundred vehicles daily mainly because of the lack of proper public
transport facilities. Delhi tops the lig with about 650 (The Hindu, 2002). Increesng number of
two wheelers and tucks are mainly respongble for increesng number of road accidents. A large
number of these road accidents turn out to be fatal.



Wadte disposd dso remains a serious problem in these cities (Table-12). A large amount of this
waste remains uncollected in dreds and roads exposing ditizens to dl kinds of harmful
pathogens and bacteria. In 1996 Mumba generated the largest amount of solid waste i.e. 5355
tonnes per day followed by Dehi (4000 tonnes/day), Kolkata (3692) tonnes /day) and Chennai
(3124 tonnes /day). The problem of solid wastes remains chalenging in al these cities because
most of the items included in solid waste are nontdegradable in nature, and cause serious
environmental hedth hazards. The plasic waste has become a serious environmental and hedth
problem (CPCB, 1998).

Water pollution is another important problem. In 1995 Mumba generated gpproximately 2228
mi/d domestic wastewater followed by Kolkata (1383 mil/d) and Ddhi (1270 mil/d). The
generdion of industrid wastewater is dso highest in Mumbai. Neverthdess, compared to Dehi
and Kolkata (75-80 percent) the collection of wastewater is better in Chennai and Mumba (90
93). A large amount of this collected wastewater in Mumba and Chenna is disposed in the sea
while in Kolkata and Dehi it is digposed in the Hugli and Yamuna rivers respectively, thus
making these water bodies highly polluted.

Noise pollution is another problem. In dl the metro cities noise pollution levels have been
messured above than the prescribed standard. Kolkata experienced the highest noise pollution
level in dl the aress like resdentid, commercid, sendtive and indudrid in both time, day and
night (CES, 1995).

Deteriorating urban hedth has become a critica issue because of the emergence and spurt in
some of the diseases related to poor environmenta sanitation and poor living conditions such as
maaria, tuberculoss, as wel as HIV/AIDS and other sexudly transmitted diseases. The
relatively limited plague epidemic that began in Surat in1994 fad created a serious scare in India
about the consequences of the unregulated urban growth.

All these problems coupled with lack of productive jobs would have discouraged the potentia
rurd migrants searching for better livelihoods in cities. This argument can be supported by the



fact that the growth of value-added in industry and in the tertiary sector wasin the range of 6to 8
percent per annum, whereas that of agriculture was in the range of 2.5 to 3 percent per year
during the same period. Thusin spite of a much lower productivity of agricultura sector, alarge
rurd labour remained tied up in rurd areas (Mohan Rakesh,1996).This dow down of
urbanization then becomes a matter of serious concern and requires attention from national
policy makers and planners. This aso provides city planners and administrators an opportunity to
take corrective actionsin order to make cities more conducive for economic and socia
development and improve upon the quality of urban life with respect to physical and socid
environment. Keegping the fact in mind that alarge number of rural people migrate to cities
seeking employment, the first and foremost task is to once again orient the industria sector to
generate more jobs that absorb large rurd |abour, without compromising productivity. For
achieving thisit is necessary to think some innovative and affordable solutions that may be
implemented in the rurd aress, particularly in the poorly developed states without incurring huge
investments. Rura labour is dso to be made more responsive to industry needs by providing
necessary kills and technical competency by opening avariety of vocationd centersin rurd
areasfor illiterate and less educated labour. The case for improving urban infrastructure is strong
and long overdue. However, programmes regarding the urban infrastructure can only be
supportive of this larger endeavour of generating more employment opportunities and making
cities as engines of growth. This should not be seen as a counter argument to the need and
importance of developing the rurd aress but it is an attempt to bring into focus the positive role
to be played by urbanization in the overal nationd development. There is a need to change the
academic antipathy of sixties and seventies that saw urbanization, particularly the growth of big
citiesas ‘ cancerous rather than * cataysts of development and hence projecting urbanization as
an undesirable phenomena.in the process of overdl nationa development. This has negatively
affected the policies towards urbanization in developing countries as well as atitude of donor
agencies towards supporting the development of cities. The hgppeningsin past century show that
urbanization is inevitable, and needs to be considered a positive force in the overal nationd
development. The response to increasing urbani zation and growth and development of cities at
our stage of development needs to be viewed positively, though there is no denid of the fact that
it should be more balanced and more responsive to nationa development goals. Our cities need
to be better managed and to be made better habitable. Lot needs to be done in the field of the



urban governance. The 74th Amendment in the congtitution marks a significant set of initiatives
in Indiato make urban loca bodies as inditutions of saf-governance. Urban local bodies have to
be made accountable for efficiently managing the cities. Much more can be learn from the
experience of the tremendous rapid improvement in infrasiructure in some of the large citiesin
East Asaand Latin Americain spite of a much rapid urbanization in their respective countries.

The laest data on world urbanization shows that & the beginning of the
twenty-first century a number of developing countries including India do not have even one third
of ther population in urban aress. The laest census results show that in India there is a
noticesble dowing down of the rate of urbanization as well as rate of urban populaion growth in
the past two decades. The rate of rurd-urban migration as wel as contribution of rura-urban
migration in country’s urban population growth has remained amos stagnant over the past three
decades. There is a dgnificant shift in the country’s urban hierarchy. Many of the larger cities of
the country like Mumbai, Kolkata, Chennai etc. that remained at the center stage of the country’s
urbanization process and earlier atracted lot of attention from the scholars and policy makers
due to ther rapid population growth and heavy in migration have recorded only modest rates of
population growth. However, there is noticesble sub-urbanization process around dl these cities.
In contrast some of the inland cities like Dehi, Bangaore, Hyderadabad etc have become the
new happening centers, burding with activities and people. All these changes in Indids
urbanization process not only need to be dudied in detall but have sgnificant implications for
the overdl socio-economic development for country and dtates, particularly for the states which
continue to experience high natura increase both in rurd and urban areas and leg behind in
socio-economic  development.  Currently Indian States are passng through different phases of
demographic and socio-economic trandtion In this paper we discuss the changes in different
agpects of urbanization process and the changing indudria scenario of India usng data from

secondary sources such as different censuses, NSSO surveys and other sources.

Table 1 shows that there has been a Seady increase in the size of country’s urban population in
the past 100 years. The urban population of the country has increased by more than 10 times
from 26 million in 1901 to 285 million in 2001. India now not only has the second largest urban
population of the world; the Sze of its urban popuéation exceeds even the tota population of
each country of the world except China and India. In 1901 nearly 11 percent of the country’s



population lived in urban areas. This proportion increased to 17 percent in 1951 and about 28
percent in 2001, thus regstering about two and a hdf times increase in the proportion urban in
100 years. According to Planning Commission India was expected to have nearly 30.5 percent of
her population in urban centers by 2001(India, Planning Commission, 1992). But the levd of
urbanization as per 2001 census is nearly 2.5 percentage points below than what was projected
by Planning commission for 2001. Thus India now holds a very unique urban scenario, a country
with swelling urban populaion but without much urbanization.

During 1961-71 and 1971-81 there was a Steady acceleration in the growth rate of urban
population. After pesking up a 3.9 percent per annum during 1971-81, the rate of urban
population growth has decelerated to 3.9 percent per annum during 1981-91 and 2.7 percent per
annum during 1991-2001. Similarly there is a steady decline during 1981-2001 period in the rate
of urbanization (change in percent urban) and urban rurd growth differentid. For example for
country as a whole there is a seady decline in the rud urban growth differentids from 2
percentage points during 1971-81 to one percentage point between 1991-2001. This dow down
of urban population growth rate at nationd level has dso been supported by the fact that a large
number of dates as well as urban centers a al levels have experienced this dow down. In
generd, trends in the date wise rate of urbanization as well as urban rurd growth differentids
have remaned fluctuating (Tables 2&3). Interestingly, in dl the less developed dates there has
been a continuous decline in the difference between rurd and urban population growth rates. In
the economicdly advanced dates, ether there has been a decrease during 1981-91 and then
increase in the gap between rurd urban growth rates or other way round. Assam is the only State
that has experienced a deady increase in the gap between rurd and urban population growth
rates. It is interesting to see that the rate of rural population growth for the country as a whole
during al three decades since 1971 has remained more or less stable and there is a steady decline
in the urban rurd growth differentids over the past three decades. The economicdly backward
dates that have experienced relatively higher growth rate of urban populaion experienced higher
growth rate of rura population too. One very important reason for their higher growth rates of
population in rurd and urban aress is their continuing higher naturd increese rates both in rurd

and urban aress.



Components of Urban Population Growth:

Urban population growth results from 1) natural incresse, 2) rurd to urban migration, 3)
reclassfication, and 4) boundary changes of the existing urban centres. However, it is difficult to
cdculate the precise contribution of the different components of urban population growth due to
problems inherent in the data avalable. For example, the data on the population added in the
urban areas due to boundary changes is often not available. Data are available only on one or two

components and share of other components is often estimated asresdud.

Higoricdly, rurd to urban migration has remained the most important component of the urban
population growth both in developed and developing countries. The dudies on  Indian
urbanization during fifties ad sxties have dso highlighted the importance of rura to urban
migration in Indids urban growth, particulaly in the growth of the metropolitan cities of the
country (Davis, 1951; Bogue and Zacharia, 1962; and Bose, 1980). Over the decades, however,
the contribution of rurd to urban migration in urban populaion growth is found to be on dedline.
It is estimated that during 1951-61 nearly 41 percent of the urban growth was due to rurd to
urban migration (Office of the Regidra Generd of India, 1986). The esimates of the different
components of urban population growth during 1961-71, ' 71-81 and ' 81-91 are provided in table
4. The shae of rurd to urban migration in urban population growth declined sharply during
1961-71 and remained more or less constant during subsequent two decades (18-28 percent). The
contribution of the net reclasdfication of the settlements has declined continuoudy in urban
growth from 15 percent during 1961-71 to 13 percent in 1971-81 and 9 percent during 1981-91.
For 1991-2001 we have the SRS data about the birth, death and naturd increase of the rura and
urban population. The natural increase of urban population is 1.44 percent during 1991-2000,
which means that dmost 55 percent of the urban growth during the latest decade is caused by
naturd increese and the remaning urban growth is due to rurd to urban migration,

reclassification and boundary changes.



Digtribution and Growth of Urban Population by Size Class.

As seen earlier the number of urban centers in India tes increased by more than two and haf fold
in India in the past hundred years from 1916 in 1901 to 5133 in 2001. Indian census classfies
urban centers into six population Sze categories i.e. class | cities (population 100,000 or more),
class Il towns (population 50,000-99,999), class |1l towns (population 20,000-49,999), class IV
towns (population 10,000-19,999) class V towns (population 5,000-9,999) and class VI towns
(population < 5,000). Since didribution of urban centers by population is not yet availadle for dl
the states for the 2001 census, in Table 5we present the distribution of urban centers and urban
population by size class for 1961, 1971, 1981, and 1991. In this table dl the condituent units of
an urban agglomeration are consdered as ore urban center. Of the 3690 urban centers in 1991,
296 were class | cities. There is a Seady increase in the number of class | cities as wdl in the
share of their population to country’s tota urban population. These cities together possessed
nealy hdf of the country’s urban population (51 percent) in 1961. In 1991 they possessed
around two third (65 percent) of country’s total urban population. In contrast the proportion of
urban population in most other Sze dass caegories has remaned fluctuating or dedining. This
changing pattern of urban concentration is often seen as an outcome of the excessve growth of
larger cities and declining or dagnaing growth of smdler urban centers Very often this
argument is supported by cdculating the growth rate of population in different population sze
categories between decades. However, this is a purdy datistica artifact and is expected because
being at the top of the urban Sze class hierarchy class | category adds a number of urban centers
in every subsequent decade that graduate from lower categories. This can be daborated by
cdculating the growth rates of urban centers by Sze class (instantaneous approach) as well
caculating the population growth rate for common urban centers (cohort gpproach) a two point
of time (Table-6). It can be seen that the decadd growth rate of class 1 cities is much higher in
each decade when cdculated usng ingantaneous method, but when the growth rate in different
gze of urban centers is caculated using cohort gpproach it does not differ much across different
population Sze categories. In redity in each Sze class there are some fast growing cities that
may be graduating to higher category very fad.



The emergence and dominance of metropolitan cities (as per Indian census a city having
a population of 1 million or more is caled a metropolitan city) is another chdlenging aspect of
Indias urbanization. In 1901 only 1 city i.e Cdcutta has more than a million populaion. By
1981 this number increased to 12 and further increased to 23 in 1991 and 35 in 2001. The
metropolitan cities together possessed nearly 8 percent of country’s total population and 33
percent of country’s urban population in 1991 (Table 7). As per provisond figures of the 2001
census, metropolitan cities together possessed nearly 11 percent of country’s total population and
38 percent of country’s urban population. However, for a country with a hillion people so many
large cities are expected. Mumbai continues to be the most populous city of the country followed
by Kolkata, Chenna and Dehi (table 8). There is a dgnificant shift in the country’s urban
hierarchy. Though the four metros continue to be & the hdm of affar a number of secondary

metros are growing very fast and experiencing a significant face lift.

It will be interesting to look into the growth rate as well as the migration Situetion in the
four leading cities of the country. By 2001 the population of Greater Mumba U.A. has grown to
about 16.4 million followed by 13.2 million in Kolkata, 13.0 million in Delhi and 6.4 millionin
Chennal (table 9). There has been asteady decline in the growth rate of dl the four metropolitan
cities snce 1981. During the last two decades the rate of population growth in Mumbai declined
from 4.9 percent per annum in 1971-81 to 3 percent per annum in 1991-2001. Only for Delhi
U.A. therate of population growth continues to be more than 3 percent per annum during 1991-
2001. The rate of population growth in Cdcuttaand Chennai U.As islower than the netiona
urban growth rate as well as the urban growth rate of their respective states. It is, however,
important to note that most of these cities form big urban agglomerations and include different
condtituent units a different point of time. This very much affectstheir inter decada growth
rates. Very often neighbouring condituent units, many of which are large citiesin their own right
having independent satutory status, grow very rgpidly due to spill over of the population growth
from the main city. These nearby cities maintain close socio-economic and functiond
interactions with the main metro through daily or weekly commuting and virtualy serve as

resdentia suburbs to the main metro.



Migration to Mumbai, Kolkata, Dehi and Chenna has dways remained a matter of
serious concern and often it is held responsble for the rapid population growth in these cities
Many perceive migration as a man reason for deteriorating quaity of life and incressng
unemployment rates in urban aress. Table 10 presents the proportion of immigrants and in-
migration rates by sex for the four leading cities of the country in 1981 and 1991. In 1991 the
proportion of in migrants ranged from 24 percent in Kolkata to 39 percent in Dehi. The
proportion of migrant population as well as in migration rates for both the sexes have declined
very dgnificantly in every metro during past two decades. The information on the reasons of
migration by sex for these four cities is presented in table 11. Employment remains the most
sgnificant reason for made migraion in dl the cities. For femdes, mariage and “family moved
are the two most  important reasons. The data on employment related migration is not directly
comparable for 1981 and 1991 because business as a reason for migraion was not included in
1981 and has been considered a separate reason in 1991. But even if we combined employment
and busness rdated migration, there is dight decline in employment rdated mae migration in
Mumba and Kolkata The proportion of femaes moving to Mumba and Kolkata due to
employment has aso remained dmos condant. However, employment relaied migration of
maes has increased ggnificantly in Delhi and Chenna. In Chennai employment related femde
migration has aso registered an increase during 1981 and 1991.

Discussion and Conclusions:

The above analys's suggests that perhaps India has aready passed the phase of rapid
urbanization. Even by middle of 21 century mgority of India's population is expected to live in
rural aress. In contrast to popular thinking rural to urban migration has not been avery important
factor in India s urban growth during the past three decades. The process of reclassification of
rurd settlementsin the category of urban has dso dowed down. It seems thet the rate of urban
population growth has remained very much tied up with rate of natura increase of urban
population. The rate of natural increase of urban population has declined from 1.97 percent per
annum during 1971-81 to 1.44 during 1991-2001. It is expected that the rate of naturd increase
in urban areas may decline further in near future resulting into decline in the overal urban

growth rate unless there is an increase in net rural to urban migration or faster reclassification of



rurd settlements into urban category. Therefore this steady decline in urban population growth
rate should be consdered awelcome sign. However, what should worry planners and policy
makersisthe decline in the rate of urbanization at such alow leve of urbanization aswell as
declinein the rura urban growth differentid.

It is seen that during 1971-2001 the decline in overdl urban population growth rate and
urban natura increase rate is nearly 30 percent and 27 percent respectively whereas during the
same period the declinein overdl rurd population growth rate and rurd naturd increaserateis
only 4 percent and 16 percent respectively. Thisimpliesthat rural areas add a huge population
due to naturd increase which remains tied up there only and does not get transferred to urban
aress. During 1981-2001 234 million people were added in the rurdl aress of India. Thus we see
that in just 20 years a country of Indonesid s size (232 million in mid 2002, U.N. estimates) is
added in country’ s rurd areas. Though there is a steady increase in the number of rura to urban
migrants (migrants defined on the basis of place of last resdence) from around 23 million in
1971 to 33 million in 1981 and 40 million in 1991 aswell asin the share of rurd to urban
migrants in the country’ s total migrant population from around 14 percent in 1971 to 18 percent
in 1991, it isinteresting to note that intra decadd (migrants with 0-9 years duration &t the place
of enumeration) rura to urban migrants condtituted about 47 percent of thetota rurd to urban
migrants both in 1971 and 1981 but their share has declined to 39 percent in 1991. Again these
intradecadd rurd to urban migrants form only a negligible proportion of the total rura
population of the country. For example their proportion in country’ s rurd population was 2.5
percent in 1971, increased dightly to 3 percent in 1981 but again declined to 2.5 percent in 1991.
Similarly intradecada rurd urban migrants accounted only 14 percent of the total increasein
rural areas during 1961-71 which increased to 23 percent in 1971-81 but declined to only 13
percent during 1981-91. Thus we seethat rura to urban migration could transfer only 1 out of
seven persons who were added due to population increase in rural areas during 1961-71 or 1981-
91.

The history of urbanization processin developed countries show that their increasing
urbanization was totaly migration led as rurd to urban migration not only contributed to higher
urban growth but it also compensated for negative naturd increase in urban aress. As aresult the



countryside started depopulating aong with increasing urbanization. This does not seem to be
happening in India. Tamil Nadu isthe first State to experience a negative rura growth rate during
1991-2001 and that too because of the fact that more than 300 rural settlements of the Sate were
declared urban in 2001statutarily, indicating a prominent role of adminigirative reason rather

than economic or socid transformeation of these settlements.

It will be worthwhile to explore the reasons that might be holding back the ever-
increasing rurd labour from migrating to cities. Thereis aposshbility that many rurd
development programmes (Rurd Labour Employment Guranttee Programme (RLEGP),
Integrated Rurd Development Programme (IRDP), and Jawahar Rojgar Y gjana, (JRY))
indtituted by government during seventies and eighties for generating more employment in rurd
areas might have resulted into some improvement in rural economic development. Thereisaso
evidence thet sgnificant increase in rura productivity in some of the states like Punjab, Haryana,
and Gujarat has atracted rural labour from poorer states like U.P., Bihar, and Orissato their rura
areas. SO apart of labour that would otherwise migrate to cities now migratesto the rura areas
of agriculturdly prosperous states. In contrast to these agriculturaly prosperous states in some
poorer states rura productivity has decelerated continuoudy throughout the 1970s and 1980s.
This has resulted into increasing state-wise and regiond disparitiesin rurd productivity in
contragt to reduction in the state wise industria productivity. This deceleration in rurd
productivity is also considered areason for not releasing enough rura labour (Mohan Rakesh,
1996). Thisis supported by the fact that though the share of agriculturein GDP has fdlen from
55 percent in 1950-51 to 32 percent in 1990-91, labour engaged in agriculture continues to
account for dmost two-thirds of the labour force. In the economicaly backward states the share
of rurd labour engaged in agricultura activitiesis even higher.

Perhapsit isalso asgnd of the inability of changing urban economy to absorb the semi
literate, unskilled rurd migrants. A large rurd labour force continuesto beilliterate or semi
literate and unskilled or semiskilled. The changing nature of labour intensive manufacturing
sector to capital-intensive high tech software and eectronic industrid development in few metro
cities could also lead to lower absorption of labour in urban areas. This can be supported by the
fact that the proportion of mae workers employed in secondary sector has remained stagnant in



urban areas since 1961 onwards (34 percent). This indicates that not enough jobs are generated in
the productive nonagricultura sectors to absorb unskilled or semiskilled rurd [abour force. The
dow down of population growth in many leading cities of the country could have aso restricted
the employment opportunitiesin informal sector as quite alarge number of informd activitiesin
thesecities developed due to their fast population growth in earlier decades.

All these structurd factors coupled with deteriorating Stuation of housing and other
infrastructure and qudity of lifein atieswould have kept away potentia rura migrantsto cities.
It istoo evident that Indian cities suffer from acute problems of deteriorating infrastructure such
asnon - availahility of affordable housing, inadequate availability of drinking water, paucity of
drainage and sewerage facilities, virtua breskdown of locd public transport, and pollution. The
housing shortage and poor quality housing is perhaps the most apparent and most discussed
problem in the metro cities. Most of the metro cities have large number of houseless population
and crowding conditions continue to deteriorate. For more than one fourth householdsin
Mumba and Kolkata the number of persons per roomis5 or more. A large number of peoplein
these cities do not have any toilet facility within the house and defecate in the open or use public
toilets. Squatter and dums have become an integrd part of the urban India. There has been a
Seedy increase in the proportion of population living in dums, particularly in the mgjor
metropolitan cities. The highest proportion of the population living in dumsis found in Mumbai
where nearly haf of the populaion in 2001 was resding in dums.

Mogt big cities have dso experienced a deady decline in the qudity of therr physca
environment. Air and water pollution are the serious problems encountered in most of the metro
cties of India The concentration of ambient ar pollutants in many of the cities are high enough
to caue increesed mortdity, disease prevdence, deficits in  pulmonary function and
cardiovascular and neurobehaviord effects. Air pollution is aso a serious cause of damaging the
materiad resources of cities, such as buildings and various works of art. According to a World
Bank aticle, Ddhi is one of the world's most polluted cities. In fact, in 1999, the average totd
suspended particulate (TSP) level in Delhi was 378 micrograms per cubic meter — gpproximately
five times the World Hedth Organization's (WHO) annua average standard. Furthermore, TSP
levels in Delhi exceeded the WHO 24-hour sandard on 97 percent of al days on which readings



were taken. A recent survey found a sgnificant concentration of lead in the children’s blood in
Mumba and Dehi cities Overdl 45 percent of children in Dehi and 50 percent of children of
age three years or less were found to have eevated levels of lead in their blood (10.0 ny/dl or
higher). The studtion in Ddhi was paticulaly chalenging as 10 percent of the children have a
lead level of 20 ng/dl or higher and 0.2 percent have a lead level of 45 ng/d or higher in thar
blood. Eight percent of children in Mumba adso have a lead leve of 20 ng/dl or higher in ther
blood (NFHS-2, 1998-99). Wadte disposd dso remans a serious problem in the metro cities in
India. A large amount of this waste remains uncollected in dtreets and roads exposing citizens to
al kinds of harmful pathogens and bacterias. In 1996 Mumba generated the largest amount of
Municipd solid waste (5355 tonnes per day) followed by Dehi (4000 tonnes/day), Kolkata
(3692) tonnes /day) and Chennai (3124 tonnes /day). Deteriorating urban hedth has become a
criticd issue because of the emergence and spurt in some of the diseases related to poor
environmentd sanitation and poor living conditions such as mdaria, tuberculoss, as wdl as
HIV/AIDS and other sexudly transmitted diseases. The reatively limited plague epidemic thet
began in Surat in1994 had created a serious scare in India about the consequences of the
unregulated urban growth.

No doubt many of the metro cities have experienced very rapid population growth in
earlier decades and have dready possess an inordinately large population. Even with modest
growth rates during the past two decades a large population has been added in cities like
Mumbai, Kolkata, and Delhi. It is worth mentioning that in spite of a dow down in the urban
population growth rates over past two decades the qudity of living in these cities continues to
deteriorate. This brings into focus the issue of urban management. Severa scholars have
advocated the need to strengthen loca bodies and issues rdated to efficient urban management.
We fed tha this dow down of populaion growth could be converted into a timely opportunity to
invest, manage and plan the urban infrastructure both in exising as wel as in would be metros
through holigtic planning and efficient management (for a detalled discusson of this issue please
see Mohan Rakesh, 1996).

The Nationd Human Development Report 2001 shows that unemployment ratesin 1999
2000 are higher in urban areas (4.8 percent) than in rurd areas (1.5 percent). However, it iswell



known that the incidence of underemployment and disguised employment remains much higher
inrura areas compared to urban areas. The unemployment rates have remained amost
unchanged during 1983-1999-2000 both in rura and urban areas. The report aso showsthat in
1999-2000 almost a quarter of population in rura areas (27.09 percent) and urban areas (23. 62
percent) were below poverty line. Though there has been significant decline in the percentage of
population below poverty line both in rurd and urban areas during 1983-1999-2000 in dl the
gtates, but even now in some of the mgjor states (Orissa, Bihar, Madhya- Pradesh) more than one-
third (37- 48 percent) of the rurad population lives below poverty line. The deceleration of
urbanization could as well be contributing to further impoverishment of rurd areas of many of

the economicaly poorer sates. We do not have evidences to show that there has been large-scae
rurd indudridization, particularly in large north Indian Sates. It seems that the benefits of higher
indugtrid and overal economic growth have not been as widespread as they should have been
and are not being shared with would be urban immigrants (Mohan Rakesh). All these problems
coupled with lack of productive jobs would have discouraged the potentia rurd migrants
searching for better livelihoods in cities. This argument can be supported by the fact that the
growth of vaue-added in industry and in the tertiary sector was in the range of 6 to 8 percent per
annum, whereas that of agriculture was in the range of 2.5 to 3 percent per year during the same
period. Thusin spite of amuch lower productivity of agricultura sector, alarge rura labour
remained tied up in rurd areas (Mohan Rakesh,1996).This dow down of urbanization then
becomes a matter of serious concern and requires attention from national policy makers and
planners. This aso provides city planners and administrators an opportunity to take corrective
actionsin order to make cities more conducive for economic and socia development and
improve upon the quaity of urban life with respect to physica and socid environment. Keeping
the fact in mind that alarge number of rural people migrate to cities seeking employment, the

first and foremost task isto once again orient the industrial sector to generate more jobs that
absorb large rurd |abour, without compromising productivity.

For achieving thisit is necessary to think some innovative and affordable solutions that
may be implemented in the rurd areas, particularly in the poorly developed states without
incurring huge investments. Rura labour is aso to be made more responsive to industry needs by
providing necessary skills and technicad competency by opening a variety of vocationd centers



inrurd areasfor illiterate and less educated labour. The case for improving urban infrastructure
is strong and long overdue. However, programmes regarding the urban infrastructure can only be
supportive of this larger endeavour of generating more employment opportunities and making
citiesas engines of growth. This should not be seen as a counter argument to the need and
importance of developing the rura areas but it is an atempt to bring into focus the pogtive role
to be played by urbanization in the overdl nationd development. There is a need to change the
academic antipathy of sixties and seventies that saw urbanization, particularly the growth of big
citiesas ‘cancerous rather than ‘catalysts' of development and hence projecting urbanization as
an undesirable phenomena.in the process of overdl nationa development. This has negatively
affected the policies towards urbanization in developing countries as well as attitude of donor
agencies towards supporting the development of cities. The hgppeningsin past century show that
urbanization isinevitable, and needs to be consdered a pogtive force in the overal nationd
development. The response to increasing urbanization and growth and development of cities at
our stage of development needs to be viewed positively, though there is no denid of the fact that
it should be more balanced and more responsive to nationd development gods. Our cities need
to be better managed and to be made better habitable. Lot needsto be done in the fied of the
urban governance. The 74th Amendment in the congtitution marks asignificant set of initiatives
in Indiato make urban loca bodies as indtitutions of salf-governance. Urban local bodies have to
be made accountable for efficiently managing the cities. Much more can be learn from the
experience of the tremendous rapid improvement in infrastructure in some of the large citiesin
East Asaand Latin Americain spite of amuch rgpid urbanization in their respective countries.

A further rationd to have higher levd of urbanization dso emerges from the fact that the
disparities in saverd indicators of socio-economic development between rurd and urban aress
ae gndler in those dates of India tha have reatively higher levd of urbanization than vice
versa. The corrdation coefficients between level of urbanization and ratio of urban to rurd ratio
of severa indicators of socio-economic and demographic indicators show that there is a negative
relationship between level of urbanization and urban rurd ratio of Human development Index,
urban rurd femde literacy ratio, urban rurd ratio of mass media exposure and standard of living
index meaning thereby that those dates that have rddivey higher level of urbanization have
relaively lower disparities in these indicators of development between urban and rurd aress than



vice versa. It is expected that dowing down of urbanization may not only increased pressure on

the adready crowded agricultural resources of the poorer and economicaly less developed states

but may further widen disparities in rurd development across Indian dates as well as rura urban
disparities with in the less urbanized ates.
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Tables
Table 1: Trend of Urbanisation in India, 1901-2001"

CensusYears  Number of Urban Per cent Annual Rate of
Towns® Population Urban Exponential  Urbanization
(in millions) Growth Rate

1901 1916 259 10.8 - -
1911 1908 25.9 10.3 0.0 -0.46
1921 2048 28.1 11.2 0.8 0.87
1931 2220 335 12.0 1.7 0.71
1941 2422 44.2 13.8 2.8 1.50
1951 3060 62.4 17.3 35 254
1961 2700 78.9 18.0 2.3 0.40
1971 3126 109.1 19.9 32 1.06
1981 4029 159.5 233 3.8 172
1991 4689 217.6 25.7 31 1.02
2001 5161 284.5° 27.8 2.7 0.82

Includi ng interpolated population of Jammu and Kashmir and Assamin 1991 and 1981 respectively where census
could not be taken in respective years

2 Citiesand Towns included in Urban Agglomerations are treated separate units

3total population and urban population of India for the year 2001 are provisional and include estimated population
of those areas of Gujarat and Himachal Pradesh where census could not be conducted due to natural calamities
during the appointed period.

Source: http://www.censusindia.net



Table 2A: Trend of Urbanisation in the States of India, 1971-2001*

India/States Percent Urban Rate of urbanization
1971 1981 1991 2001° 1971-81 1981-91 1991-2001

Andhra Pradesh 19.31 23.32 26.89 27.08 2.08 153 0.07
Assam 8.82 9.88 111 12.72 1.20 1.23 1.46
Bihar® 10.00 12.47 13.14 13.36 247 0.54 0.17
Gujarat 28.08 31.10 34.49 37.35 1.08 1.09 0.83
Haryana 17.66 21.88 24.63 29.00 2.39 1.26 177
Himachal Pradesh 6.99 761 8.69 9.79 0.89 1.42 127
Jammu & Kashmir 18.59 21.05 23.83 24.88 132 132 0.44
Karnataka 24.31 28.89 30.92 33.98 1.88 0.70 0.99
Kerala 16.24 18.74 26.39 25.97 154 4.08 -0.16
Madhya Pradesh’® 16.30 20.30 23.21 24.92 245 1.43 0.74
Maharashtra 3117 35.03 38.69 42.40 124 1.04 0.96
Orissa 841 11.79 13.38 14.97 4.02 1.35 119
Punjab 23.73 27.68 29.55 33.95 1.66 0.68 1.49
Rajasthan 17.63 21.05 22.88 23.38 194 0.87 0.22
Tamil Nadu 30.26 32.95 34.15 43.86 0.89 0.36 2.84
Uttar Pradesh’ 14.02 17.95 19.84 21.02 2.80 1.05 1.98
West Bengal 24.75 26.47 27.48 28.03 0.69 0.38 0.20
INDIA 19.91 23.34 25.71 27.78 1.72 1.02 0.81

IProvisional results of Census 2001

2Including Jharkhand,3Including Chattisgarh,4Including Uttaranchal,

Source: Census of India, 1991, Series— 1, India, General population Tables, Part-11 — A (i)

Census of India, Provisional Population Totals, Paper — 2 of 20010f states, Rural-urban Distribution

Table 2B: Distribution of Districtsand Their Urban Population by Range of Percentage of Urban
Population in India: 1991 and 2001

Level of 1991 2001
urbanisation Absolute Percentage Absolute Percentage
category Number  Populati  Number  Populati Number  Populati  Number  Populati
(in percent) of on of on of on of on
districts In districts  In districts  In districts In
thousand thousand thousand thousand
<20.0 349 15164 58.8 69.7 331 19416 55.9 68.0
20.0-50.0 199 5710 336 26.2 205 7687 346 26.9
>50.0 45 882 76 4.1 57 1432 95 51
Total 593 21755 100.0 100.0 593 28535 100.0 100.0

Source : Astablel



Table 3: Average Annual Growth Rate of Urban and Rural Population and Urban Rural Growth
Differentials (URGD) in the Major States of India, 1971-2001"

Country/ Rural Urban URGD

States 1971-  1981-  1991-  1971-  1981-  1991-  1971- 198191  1991-

81 91 20017 81 a1 20017 81 20012

Andhra Pradesh 157 184 1.36 3.96 432 1.46 2.39 248 0.10
Assam 2.00 2.26 167 3.27 3.96 3.62 127 170 195
Bihar® 1.88 2.26 213 4.37 3.02 2.55 249 0.76 0.42
Gujarat 201 152 171 347 344 3.27 146 192 156
Haryana 2.00 2.29 2.06 4.67 4.34 5.08 2.67 2.05 3.02
Himachal Pradesh 2.06 194 161 2.98 3.78 3.24 0.92 184 163
Jammu & Kashmir - 244 2.87 - 459 3.62 - 215 0.75
Karnataka 175 177 121 4.10 2.96 2.89 2.35 119 168
Kerda 146 0.36 101 3.19 6.10 0.76 173 574 -0.25
Madhya Pradesh® 176 2.24 182 4.45 4.39 2.79 2.69 215 0.97
Maharashtra 1.62 187 152 3.36 3.89 3.13 174 2.02 161
Orissa 1.46 179 1.38 522 3.62 2.98 3.76 183 1.60
Punjab 161 177 123 3.68 2.90 3.76 2.07 113 253
Rajasthan 243 2.55 2.75 4.62 3.96 312 2.19 141 0.37
Tamil Nadu 122 133 -0.52 247 1.96 4.28 125 0.63 4.80
Uttar Pradesh’ 1.80 2.26 213 474 3.87 2.82 2.94 161 0.69
West Bengal 185 2.30 1.69 2.76 2.95 2.02 0.91 0.65 0.33
INDIA 1.78 1.80 1.70 3.83 3.09 2.70 2.05 1.29 1.00

TProvisional results,2lncluding Jharkhand,,3 TncTuding Chattisgarh, 4Tncfuding Uttaranchal,
Source: calculated from Census of India, 1991, Series— 1, India, General population Tables, Part-11 — A(i) and Censusof India, Provisional Population Totals, Paper—2of
20010f states , Rural-urban Distribution



Table 4: Components of Urban Population Growth in India, 1961-2001

Components 1961-71 1971-81* 1981-91°
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Absolute increase 30.2 100.0 49.9 100.0 57.7 100.0
Net reclassification of
locdities from rura to urban 45 14.9 6.7 134 5.3 9.2
3. Net rural-urban migration 6.3 20.9 9.8 19.6 16.6 28.8

Natura increase
|. of initid urban population 18.8 62.3 245 46.1 34.0 58.9

[1. of inter-censal migrants 0.7 2.3 11 2.2 1.8 31
(net figure)
Residua (incl. Errors and -0.1 -0.3 7.8 15.6 - -

changes in boundaries)

1 Excluding Assam

2 Including Assam as well as Jammu and Kashmir
Source: Visaria, P. (1997): Urbanizationin India: An Overview, Published in Urbanisation in Large Devel oping Countries: China, Indonesa, Brazl,andIndia, Edited by Gavin

Jonesand Pravin Visaria pp. 273

Table 5: Percentage of Urban Population in India by Size-class of Urban Centers, 1961-2001"

Size Class 1961 1971 1081 1991 2001*
Class | (100 000+) 514 57.2 60.4 652 68.48
Class Il (50 000-100 000) 112 10.9 11.6 11.0 957
Class 11 (20 000-50 000) 16.9 180 14.4 13.2 1241
Class IV (10 000-20 000) 12.8 10.9 95 78 6.95
Class V (5000-10 000) 6.9 45 36 26 236
Class VI (< 5000) 08 0.4 05 03 0.24
Total 100 100 100 100 100

T Excludes Assamin 1981 and Jammu and Kashmir in 1991
Source: Census of India, Provisional Population Total, Paper — 2 of 2001, India

* Thefigurefor Uttar Pradesh, Uttranchal and Chattisgarh were taken fromwww.censusindia.net



Table 6: Average Annual Growth Rate of Urban Population (in percent) in India by Size-class of
Urban Centers, 1961-1991"

Size Class I nstantaneous M ethod? Cohort Method®

1961-71 1971-81 1981-91 1971-81 1981-91
Class 1 (100 000+) 4.32 4.60 3.92 3.62 3.01
ClasslI (50 000-100 000) 349 4.22 251 344 2.78
ClasslI1 (20 000-50 000) 2.60 253 2.28 3.28 2.62
Class IV (10 000-20 000) 174 2.10 1.02 3.29 253
Class V (5000-10 000) -1.09 145 013 383 2.66
Class VI (< 5000) -2.18 4.86 -2.42 3.52 2.88
Total 3.27 3.86 3.13 - -

1 Excludes Assamin 1981 and Jammu and Kashmir in 1991

2The growth rateis calculated by considering the total population of townsin each size class as per census
classification.

3The growth rateis calculated by considering the total population of townsin each size class according to their
classification in base year and the total population of the same towns in the next census, e.g. the growth rate of 3.62

percent per year for class| cities during 1971-1981 refers to the growth rate of population of the same number of towns during
1971 and 1981 classified as class | citiesin 1971.

Table7: Growth inthe Number of Million Plus (1,000,000 Population or more) Citiesin India1901-
2001*

Census Number of Population of million
Years Citieswith Population in Per cent cities as per cent of
population more million increase India’s
than one Million Total Urban
Population Population

1901 1 151 - 0.6 5.8
1911 2 2.76 08.3 11 10.7
1921 2 313 13.2 1.3 111
1931 2 341 08.8 1.2 10.2
1941 2 531 55.8 1.7 12.0
1951 5 11.75 121.3 33 18.8
1961 7 18.10 54.1 4.1 229
1971 9 27.83 53.7 51 255
1981 12 42.12 51.3 6.2 26.4
1991 23 70.67 67.8 84 325
2001 27 73.02 52.6 10.50 37.8

Source: Calculated from Censuses of different years



Table8: Trend in the Population Size and Decadal Growth Rate of the Four Metropolitan Cities of
India 1981-2001

Metropolitan City Population (In Million) Growth Rate
1981 1991 2001 1981-1991 1991-2001

Greater Mumbai Urban Agglomeration 9.42 12.60 1.64 33.69 29.94
(i) Greater Mumbai Municipal Corporation  8.24 9.93 119 20.41 20.03
(ii) Other constituent units 1.18 2.68 4.45 126.46 66.82
Kolkata Urban Agglomeration 9.19 11.02 13.21 19.88 19.91
(i) Kolkata Municipal Corporation 412 4.39 4,58 6.61 411
(i1) Other constituent units 5.06 6.62 8.63 30.69 30.41
Delhi Urban Agglomeration 5.72 8.37 12.79 46.18 51.93
(i) Delhi Municipal Corporation 4.88 717 9.81 46.89 36.83
(ii) Other constituent units 8.45 1.20 297 42.05 147.74
Chennai Urban Agglomeration 4.28 5.42 6.42 26.41 20.28
(i) Chennai Municipal Corporation 3.27 3.84 421 17.24 9.76
(ii) Other constituent units 101 1.58 2.20 56.07 39.71

Source: Census of India, Provisional Population Total, Paper — 2 of 2001,Rura-urban classification, Maharastra,
Delhi, West Bengal and Tamil Nadu.



Table9: Percentage of Migrantsto Total Population and | n-migration Ratein thefour metro cities
of India by sex, 1971-1991

Metropolitan Per centage of All Duration In-migration Rate*
Cities Migrantsto Total Population

1971 1981 1991 1971 1981 1991
G. Mumbai
Total 56.9 515 375 1.87 153 0.87
Mde 61.1 54.6 38.8 1.86 1.44 0.82
Femde 50.9 47.4 35.9 1.87 158 0.93
Calcutta UA
Total 37.3 313 23.7 0.85 0.60 0.31
Mde 39.9 32.3 22.9 0.91 0.59 0.28
Femde 334 29.4 24.7 054 0.60 0.34
Delhi UA
Total 51.7 44.6 39.1 3.38 2.66 118
Mde 52.9 45.1 39.2 3.64 2.82 124
Femde 50.2 439 39.0 3.06 247 111
Chennai UA
Total 36.7 345 27.6 1.96 153 0.36
Mde 374 34.1 274 2.08 147 0.34
Femde 36.0 34.9 27.8 1.82 158 0.39

Source: Computed from Migration Tables of different Census years

Inmigration rate refers as follows:

MR = (MI/PI)*K

Where,

MR = Immigration Rate

MI = Total number of in-migrants to the city within one year prior to the census enumeration.
PI = Population of the city as of census date

K = Constant (100)



Table 10: Reasons for Migration by Sex to Four Metropolitan Cities of India — 1981 and
1991

Reason for G. Mumbai Kolkata UA Delhi UA Chennai UA
Migration M F M F M F M F
Employment

1981 50.4 6.8 443 11.7 52.1 10.5 37.7 7.4
1991 46.5 35 36.0 3.7 52.4 29 47.2 7.1
Business

1981 - - - - - - - -
1901 12.9 1.2 5.2 0.5 7.7 0.6 5.6 1.0
Education

1981 5.3 2.1 2.1 1.9 25 1.6 3.0 1.3
1991 4.8 2.2 2.9 0.9 1.9 0.8 4.1 2.0
Family M oved

1981 19.1 36.4 219 384 294 55.3 36.8 47.6
1901 17.1 28.3 25.4 26.6 28.4 49.2 26.8 34.1
Marriage

1981 0.3 16.9 0.2 16.8 0.2 14.5 0.5 20.5
1991 0.9 454 16 472 0.5 394 12 41.6
Natural Calamities

1981 - - - - - - - -
1901 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5 04
Others

1981 24.9 37.8 315 31.2 15.8 18.1 21.9 23.2
1991 17.6 19.2 28.7 20.9 8.9 6.9 14.7 13.9

Source: Migration Tables, Census of India, 1981 and 1991
- Not indicated separately in 1981.

Table 11: Percentage of Slum Population in the four Metropolitan Cities of India, 1981-2001

Metropolitan Cities 1981 1991 2001
Greater Mumbai (UA) 30.8 43.2 48.9
Kolkata (UA) 30.3 36.3 32.6
Delhi Municipa Corp. (UA) 18.0 225 189
Chennai (UA) 13.8 15.3 17.7

Sources: Census of India 1981, 1991 and 2001



Table12: Statusof Municipal Solid Waste Generation and Collection in Metro Citiesof I ndia, 1996

Metropolitan cities Municipal Solid Per capita Collection in percent”
Waste' (tones/day)  Generation® (K g/day)

Mumbai 5355 0.436 90
Kolkata 3692 0.347 -
Dehi 4000 0.475 77
Chennai 3124 0.657 0]

Source: “Central Pollution Control Board, Status of Solid Waste Management in Metro Cities India, 1998
2 World Resources, 1996-97
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