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Chapter Three

PER _OAFIT: IRCOME AND STRUCTURE OF
STATE ECONOHIES

I. JIntroduction :

In the previous Chaepter, we tave derived the estimmtes
of comparable State Dowestic Product at 1960-61 prices for the
years 1960-61 end 1970-71 for thé fifteen major States in
Indiae In the present Chepter, let ue examine some importent
implicutions of our estimates of income presented in Chapter 2
above in terms of incowe inequalities aéong States and growth
and structure of different State econumies in Indis during the
elzties. The present chepter is accordingly divided into five
seé;iena. In the next section gur estimatee of the Stete per
capita lncome for the yeur 1960-61 end 1970=T1 &t 196061
prices have been presented. Thelr 1mplicaticn§ in terus of the
cxtent and trends in incowe inegual ities smong ﬁt&téﬁ heve
alpo been ezamined. For the sake of couparleocn, available
alternative estimatee of State income are mlso presented. In
the third section, the structure of the Btaie economlies in

terms of the sectoral couposition of the Stete Domestlic
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Produet af 1960-61 prices for the yeors 1960~61 and 1970-71

is exomined. The femoue sector hypothesie is also tested with
the help of correlation technique. Then, in the fourth section,
gfewth of SDP by brood sectors is presented end the inter-
relationships between the esectoral pgrowth and overall growth
have been examined. A few interésting exercises heve alseo hgen
. gcarried out to find aué vhether eny significsat relationship
exists bewween the growth of SDP end some obviouse fsotors like
population growth, 1nifial levels of per caplita income ete.

In other words, anVelg@entany sttempt is uade with the help

of some traditlonal féctors to explaln the interstate varia-
tione in the growih of 5DP, In the fifth and the final section
of this ochapter, contribution of broad sectors to the growth
‘of SDP 18 worked out. An attempt 1s elso made %o isolate the
~offects of the pure growth factors snd ihe initisl etructure
of the economy on the observed oversll growth of the different

!

stute econdmies.

ITI. Per Qapite Income in Indien States, 1960-61 and 1970-71

Per caplia incoue in a State econosy is defined as &
ratio between totel income and totel populetion in thet Etete
at a given point of tive. In the previoues chapier, we have

derived a set of comparsble estimmtes of the net Btate Dowmestlc
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Product for each of the fifteen major States of Imdies for the

‘years 1960~-61 and 1970~T1. The data on Htate-wise bopulation

i® readlly svaileble in the Qensuses of India 1961 and 1971,

For the year 1960-61, however, two &lternative sete of eastinmtes

of the State per onpita incowe &re also aveilsle, viz., the
éﬂtimatee prepared by verjious State Statlsticel Buresus {csBe)
end the estimates prepared by the Hational Council of Applied
Econcmic Reseerch (NCAER). In fact, most of the studies mede
80 far on the interstete variailone in the levels of incoue
especielly for the yaé; 1950—61 have used the estimates pre-
pared by the HCAER on the grounds that this is the only eet of
ectiuates which is couparable and conslatent. | 1% would be,
therefore, en interesting exeroise to compare our estimstes
of the State per caplts income with the estima tes éreparaa by
aifferent §5B8s and thg_asﬁimétea prepared by the NGAER.

Table 3.1 gresents-tﬁaée three zéts of estimetes for the year
1960-61. -

See for exsmple (1) MJM.Dadis *Interstate Differences in
Incowe, Froductivity end Industrisl Strueture® in Indlan
teonomic Association Annual Conference Humbgg, 1968, (1L) N.V.

Hedkerni: PRegional imbalence iB indiz" in iadisn Economie
Aspociution Aunusl Gonference Humber,1969. (111) HsN.Dadis

“Winterreletion of otate incone, incustrial Structure, Ercduce

tivity and Lsbour Participetion Retio® in Indien Journsl of
Industrisl Relstions, April 1973, (iv) R.H.Tholakis : "A Note
on interstate Incomse Differentials in India®, an unpublished
paper,eto. '
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Zsble 3.1

: ététe Ter Qapita Income a2t Gurrent FPrlices in Indis, 1§50~6f

{ in B.)
. gtate Per Capita Ingome st Current Prices
States Uur Ranx - S55Bs Renk NCAER - Ra
. EBeti- . Eeti- Eeti~
mated natel nete
i 2 3 , "4
1. Andbra’ 292 (7) a3 ( 6) 287 (5)
2. Assam 349  (9) 306 ( 9) 333 ( 9)
3. Bihar 228 { 2) 214 {2y 2 { 1)
4. Cujerat 372 {12} 358 (13) 393 (11)
5. Haryana 360 {11) 323 (11) Hehs -
6. Kernntake 319 { 8) 2835 ( 8) 305 (7}
7. Kersla - 280 (6) 263 (5) 315 ( 8)
Ba MaP. 261 (4) 257 { 4) 285 ( 4)
9, Kabsrashtre 403 {14 ) 404 {13) - 469 (14)
10, Orisse 225 (1) 213 (1) 276 ( 3)
11. Punjab 374 (13) 369 {14} 45%% {(12)

12. Rajesthan 279 {(5) 278 {7} 267 ( 2)
1%, Taml Hadu 355 (1) 330 {12) 334 {10)

14, U.Ps 235 { 3) 244 { 3) 297 { 6)
15. ¥. Bengal 442 (15) %12 (16) 465 (13)
Toteal 307 267 331

* Gtends for old Punjab.
Hehe stands for not svailablie,

Hotes The same populution base hos been taken fbr 81l the three
serlies.

Sources (1) Table 2.1 above.

(11} NCAER s Diegtribution of National Income by States
1960=61, 19654

(114) Censue of Indis 1961.
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It becomes fairly obvious from the table that the levels
¢f per capite lneome in 1960-61 differ eignificantly among
é;ffarent States. This is brought cut clearly by all the three
pete of estimates. However, emong these tihree sets of estluntes
of per capite incowe of different States, there is herdly ény
egreement es far sg the absolute level of the income 1is )
concerneds On an average, it cen be seen thot our estivotes
lie in beiween the estimates prepared by the State Stetistical
Bureaus and those prepared by the Nationsl Council of 4pplied
Eeonomic Research, the former belng on the lower side and the
latter belng on ﬁha bigher side, on en aversge. 1t should be
noted here thet there is no uniform adjustment among these
three sets of estimatea‘fbr all. Btates, though for most of the
States, the S5&Be eetimaie lie below our eaﬁimatea as well as
the estimaies prepared Ey the HCAER, However, the rankings
implicit in the three sets of estimates of Qtate per aapita
income do not differ viclently. It is interesting to note
further thet barring the cese of Karmateke, the set of below
average per capite income States in sll the tiree sets of
eatimates turns out 0 be the 8ape. In otﬁer words, except the
case of Kernateka, the broad diviaiﬁn of States with ahoveﬂ
aversge per capita income end with below average per aapita

ineome remsins the sape for all the three sets of estinsties.
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'The renkings within theee broad categeries of Stetes may
 differ from one set of estimatss to anothen, but‘tha divieion
%of Gtates into the broad c¢ategories btas remsined the maue for
‘all the three sets of estimates. The case of Kernataka is &n
excedtlional case in\the sense thet it tumns out to be mergi-
nally ebove-average p«r osplte incose State in owr estimale
while sccording to EOAER estictotes,. it‘turns gut 1o be

| nerginelly telow=average peor cepita income Stete.

-ﬁecerding to our estimates, in 1960-61, the lowest per
capita income étate was Orisse followed cleosely by Biharjand
Utter Pradeeh, wheoreas ¥est Bengal snd Mabarashire were the
highest amd the second highest per ceplie income ﬁtﬁtes;
respectively. The retio between the highest Stete per capite
incouwe 2nd the lowest State per capits income turns out;%a
be 1,96 in Indis in 1960=-61 &ceording to our aatim&tes.é@he
correapgnding ratios for the EUAER eastimates and the aﬁﬁs

éntimates of State per coapite income in Indie turn outfﬁa be

2.12 end 1.90 respectively. Thus, if we adopt this cru&e

measure, the KGAER estiuates show & greater aiaparityjof income

{

levels spong reglope in Indide in 1960-61 s comydred ﬁa our

estimates. Even 1f we take coefficient of verintion a% the
neasure of income ilnequelitles awong Staten, the Eeﬁﬁﬁ

i
estinates show & greater degree of interstate variations

.
|
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’igm the per capite incone levels as compered %0 owr estimoates.

The coefficients of verietion for the Btate per ceapite income
series given by our estimates, the HCAER estiumetes and E0Be
estimates, tura out to be 21.43%, 23.10% wnd 18.92% respectl-

velys

hg Bgainst this, 1;{“ we messure the income inequalities
suwong different siates in India by the wmost popular weasure,
viz., the Gini Cnefi‘ioiant,*z ve find thet our estinates show
the bighest degree of income inequalities iu Indie in 1960-61.
'i:he‘ Ginl Coefficient of inequalities turne out to be 12.93%%
for our estimates, 12.83% for the NCAER estluates and 10.94%
for the 53Bs estimetess Ihe coeificient of varistlion and the
Gini coefficlent of inequality g;i%e 09955 ite resulte when we
compare our estimetve with tWose of NCAFR. This only implies
thet the resulting Lorenz curves® in the two capes mey bhe
1nt.ez~se'etinig each other. In this c¢sae, there seems to be &
prublem of selection between the two measures. It is enough

to state at this stage that Ginl Coefflcient appsars 1o be

The Ginl Coefficient can be caleulatsd on the bamis of the
Loreng Curve. It is defined ag the ratio of the difference
between the line of sbsclute equalitly (the dlmgonzl) and the
Loreng Curve to the trispgulsr region underneasth the diagonel
(ef. AJX.Ben: On Foonowic Ineguality, Cxford University Fress,
1975, che2). IT we represent reiative frequercy of population
by »,, the relative frequency of total income by fi end the
cumuiative relstive frequency of income by Fi then, the

’ n n
: i=1 i=1
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. more acceptable &8 & measure of income inequelities as

3

Turning our attensivn to the yesr 1970-71, we find that
except ocur estimetes and the Htate Hvatistical Buremus
estimates, no other set of eatimatea‘sf State incoue i
é.v:@ilable for 1970«71+ We have slready seen in Chapter 2 and
alés from Table 3.1 above that the BEBe ecetimates ere
thsrsug&ly unreliable ss for as fhe auesation of interstate
comparisons of the per cmpite income levels is concerned.
Thup, we are epperently left with only our estimates of State
per capita income for the ysar 19?&—?1; However, it should
be noted thet we have prepared two sets of eatiaateja of the
net Sfate Domentie Froduot fo;? the year 1970-71 for the
fiftéen Indian States in thgs: previous Chepler, vig., the
egtimates of 80P in 1970~71 at current prices and the esti-
potes of SDP in 19?'?3»;{1 at 1960-61 prices. Horeover, if we do

not ineist on the ,yeé.r 197971, we have an alternative set

of eptimaves preparad by %he Central Htetisticsl Grganization

The messure of ccefficient of varimtion involves artitrary
squaring procedure and concentirates heavlly on differences
vis-a-vis the mesn. Cu the dpther hend, Gilni Coefficlent in
& more direct meaesure of incouwe inequalities taking note of
difierences between every palr of incomes, For further die~
cuesion on thie topic, see A.K.Sen:_On Eeonomic Inequelity,
{0xford University Press, 1975), che?,
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‘ Table 3.2
‘gjate Yer Capita Income in Indle, 1970-71
(in {}30}
. State Per Cavita Income in India
Our Our cou
States Enticates Eetimates Pastimates
. at 1960-61 &t current at gurre-
Prices Rank  Trices Rank nt Prices Rank
1 Z 3 4
1. indhre 322 { 6) 603 (8) 537 . (6)
2. hssan 356 { 8) 594 {7) 581 (10)
%. Bihar 223 ( 1) 434 (1) 409 (1
4. Gujarat 437 {(11) 836 (13) 667  (12)
5. Haryena 497 (14) 948 (14)  ©10  (14)
6. Rernataka 458 (13) 532 ( 5) 552 (7)
7. Kerala 299 (5) 643 ( 3) 555 ( 8)
8s HaPs 262 (3) 49 (3) 45  (3)
9. Habarashtra 407 {10) 759 - (12) 666 (13)
10. Orissa 269 (47 512 { 4) 458 ( 5)
11, Punjab . 499 (15) 1045 (15) 940 (15)
12. Rajestban 332 ( 7) 583 (6) 455  ( 2)
13. Taoll Hadu 308 { 9} 672 (10) 558 { 9)
14, U7 258 { 2} 491 ( 2) 480 ( 4)
15, %est Bengal 453 {12) 682 {11 667 (11)
fotel 340 607 531%%

x %

Aversge of the State per capite inooume &t eurrent prices for
the years 1967~68, 1%68~69 amd 14Y569-70.

FPertains to £11 India.
Source; (i) Appendix Table 2A.2 enud Appendix Table ZA.4 aboves

(il) Report of the Six Finence Commission, p.163.
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*;tor the use of the Sixth Fisence Conmigeion for the years
1967-63, 196869 sad 1969~70 &t current prices. hc the

Sixth Pinance Commission has rightly done, if we teke the
arithuetlc average of the Stamte per capita iocome for those
three years, it can serve as an slterne tive set of estimuies
»f the Btate ver cepite income whose interstate verisetions
mey be broadly compersbie to our estimetes for the yesr
1970~71.at gurrent yricem.'?able 3.2 presents State per
c&pita income in 1970=71 according $o our estiuptes ot 1960~561
prices and at current prices snd the estimates used by the

Sizth Pinence Cocmission.

‘The teble clearly shows thot the three sets of estime-
tes are in perfect confirmity as far as the highest end the
lowest per cepita income States are conoernei. In 197071,
Punjeb turne out 0 be the tighest per copits incoms State
snd Bihar twrns out to be the lowest per oapita income States
The ratio of the highest State pervcapifé income to the lowest
State per capita income turns out 1t be 2.24 for our
estimstes et 1960-61 prices, 2.41 for our estimstes at
current prices snd 2:30 for the cse’astimgtea used by the
8ixth Finence Coumiesion. Thus, it ¢an be seen thet this
particular ratio has inorgased over the period 1960-61 to

1970-7T1. In other words, the disparity of 1ncnmé te tween
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£

. tbe richest and the poorest iz widening during the sixties

“in Indla.

: It is interesting to note from Table 3.2 abtove that the
rankinge of our estimates at current prices and the rankingse
of the C30 estimates et ocurrsnt prices do not differ signi-
ficantly except for two statea, vigs., Rajesthen and Aosam.

For the furmer, two of the three years chosen by the €SO,
viz., 1968=69 and 1565=70 unfortunately turned out to be bed
sgricul tural yeéés while the year 1970-71 was comparatively &
good year and hence tha‘aignificani 1ﬁprovement in the ranking.
For Asocam, the State eoeﬁamy did not eamﬁlet&ly recover during
1970=71 from the set-back suffered in the previous two years
compared to other State economies with the result that it
experienced a decline in its ranking. Another interesting

cage to observe from the table ie that of Karsetekse. It ie the
only State out of fifteen major States éf india where the per
capite income et euirent prices in 1970-71 is less then the
average per capite income during 1967-70 8t current prices.
fhis decline is lurgely monetexry rather than real in the sense
that prices in Karmataeke heve substentislly fellea during

1970-71."% Ghis ies further corroboraved by the fmct that in

0 be preciss, ihe overall price index witt 1960=-61 as a bese
rose by sbout 415 on en average duriug 1967-70, while in the
year 1970=71, ihe seme was auvout 119. {(cf. Ltete Statistionl
Bureau, Kernateksa), Thus, during the year 1970-71, the prices
fell siganificantly in Keranatsks unlike meny other Utates which
experlenced a remérkable rise in the overall price level.,
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- real terae, l.e., 8t 1960-61 prices, the per capite incowe. of .
Ferneteka in 1970-71 is third lergest in the country while in
terme of current prices it figures zmong the low per cepite
income States in the country. Thie raises an importent issue,
vize, for the policy purposes, whether the eurrent prices
figures chould be used or the constaent price Iiguree should
be used. One of the most importent Coumissions in Indie whose
recomrendetiong have direct beering on the paliqy meking, viz.,
the Finsnce Commission, is using the State per capita iucoue
getizates 8t qurrent pgices. Since the Finavnoe Conmmission is
appointed once in five years to0 muke recoumendations for the
alleocation cof trangfers tv the States, fron the'pbint of vieﬁ
of one particular PFinence Conmission, there may not be nmuch

to chooese between the figﬁres &t ourrent prices and figures at
constant prices. However, if we view the Pinance Coummlssion
a8 & reguler feature (théugh its composition in terms of ite
members may change every five years), we do expect a&ma
temporel consistency in ite recoumendetione for the alloce-
tion of trensfers to Liates. The level of development or the
level of‘ecnnamia sctivity prevelling in different Stetes
o%er e period of tine can be truﬁly represented only by the
estimates of S5tate per cepite iﬁcome at‘eomg ggven bage ygar

constent prices, The figures &% current prices would only:
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i X L1
distort the real plcture over a periocd of time. in other
vords, tbel use of figures at eui'mnt prices by different

Pinence Commissione et dirferent pointe of time would seriocusly
. ' 4Hoih
impelr the temporal consictency of ¥ recoumendstlons. I3

is desirable, therefore, thet the conotent price figures are

ueed- for meking the poliecy reecmmen&a’umm.%

7o illustrate this point, let us conelider & hypothetical csase
of two Btetes - A & B. Suppose, to start with 4 & B are heving
exactly the same per capite income in the year 1960-61.
However, prices in A sre felling ard those in B are rising
over & period of time end real output expande iun beth the
States st the same rates. In 1970«71, we will £find that State
A hee a lower per capite income tham State I in terms of
current prices, while they have equzl per capite income in
tearns of 1960~61 prices.

In thie connection, 1t is worth-mentioning tbat the Sixth
Finance Commiseion ham used the State income st ell indise
prices prevailing in the reepective years. This procedurs
does eliminate the intersiate differences in the sbsolute
level as well as rate of chenge in prices, however, it does
not eliminate the differences in interseotorel movements in
prices. The latter con &lways distort the reslity over a
periol of time. We can illustraie this point 1f we absume

two States - & & B producing only two products - X & Y.

State A produces X & Y in the proporiion of €0:40 and State

B produces X & Y in the proportion of 40:60, The prices of

£ &Y are the same at sll India level in 1960~61. If over

the period of time, &t the gll indin level, price of X rises
fester than price of ¥ and if the rate of growth of resl
output of X & Y remains equal end the same in the two reglons,
iz 1970-71, State & will be better off &8 compered to State B
in money terme {i.es. at curremt prices! while in real terms
({.0¢y 8% 196081 prices/, thelr relative position has remeine
ed the same. Therefore, we can oay that sl though the Sixth
Pinence Commisslion hee taken a otep towards the right direc-
tion, (because by taking the all India prices for each State,
it does. eliminete the Interstate varietion im the levels of
prices), the ideal measure for the polioy purposes is to
celculate State lncome in different years at the &ll Indis

" prices prevailing in some gliven base yesr, say, 1960-61, so0

as to capture chenges in the reel produet over tlwe and cmong
Gtates. : ,
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Prom the point of view of the reglosnal incouwe in~

equal ities sleo, the use of current price figuree or the
‘constant wrice figures i8 not a mattér of indifference., In
fact, if we want to coupsre the fagianal incone inequslities
existing ot one point of time with the regional inaoée in-
equelitiers existing &t another point of tims,’the usg of
current price figures 1s bound to conceal tha,trna story
because the current price figures would eleo include the
effects of Interstate veriations in the price-movements over
the period of time slong with interstate variétiona in the
real income trend. It is only the constent price figures
which make sense ii we want’ioltalk asbout the inequalities

over & period of tine.

It is interesting, in the light of this discuseion, to
compare the extent of State income inequelities iuplicit in
owr estimates at 1960-61 prices with thet iuplicit in our
emtizates st current prices for the yesr 1970«T1. The Gini
Coefficient of inequality turns out to ve 14.33 per cent for
our esiimates of Stéte income at 1960-61 prices while the seme
turre out to ﬁe only 12.57% for our esﬁipates of Stete income
at current prices in 1970-~71. It iz lmportant to recell &t
this stage that the Ginl Coefficient of inequud ity turned osut
to be 12.9%% for our estimates of Btate incowe in 1960-61



¥ of

N S Lorniy
oal R A ”L:.E..M. .

DS e FERR Pobds s P Pl o1 refrocormflgmin

S

T

S

. Emiths
N FEPI JTE JOIT) crot: Ea 0l fz=2

TEReRR I IR ool St {52
o EEERESAIEET TN S

Eovud w0l Plas Pl
S b2t 3 SETERMY bnadined Pusst 4
12 e T L I

M) servegy ey oy ey
E) Agh—.myl Faazd

T

PRe2s|

poube

Ty T

b \:A 3 s

= PAae sansn oy ne s gpe s [P R o tng foasmtpps s =T
peie by N5 3 ’ eI T e, s e SR R
TG e o ¢ EROER it PUag oty atvie) Flhvuy Tiviuy Dy Sunats) Ih g g pod Preipeyes

PR s oy o ey Do Mt [Py pmat Lot Iyt Pyseypent) pLyresay

SEEr ety N : F \#nw:‘ FERS S MEURY [ ooty bty RES1e Koved SSBEAEAT DIFEITEN] e
=l S — o ersts It Joput Megs IR oty R~ he: Tt
poast — I
=t I

Y. e T
E e gl A
il e PR
B = 1)
gl T ERss
LI Pebetondy R
2 o ) B Feet
7T Galh -

- T

a4

po—

ik CSTTIrE M 3E2Y o praet e
P eI TE fes] N s tree MER el faant s I

topesrs E B e EHIES LT 2w Cias ey Feaet
Erediad ﬂw I D L Pt Fee = raiREy

e Rl e nad pNadt gy o Sl S
ko .3 ey T (33 Xyt S ey
: T : Tl oy Ebsyeecy
AV .A Heeeihy T R e
=23 48 T » ey caagen T
S e oo} SICONIELIC tovas shos: Sar] Losc) LEVRY ooty
Soclen P] FEaaR o rgabfeats someg rolel Ok Fovted
BRI PRt st

i

MRS % Qg S R & i
see] ton 3 i
st peseds S R
L ». b
P Gy —a- T s o e
e K H 5,8
et fraiy seed Pl Spint h
T PPN pry

FEps ooy TIeu TLEEL
S RS S Yo ot

NI FaR T K2R o

Sl T PN
SR e Y ST
aSehebabdy gl 4 4 et iants!
S St ] LI
P e IR IS noren

T K ot Al

R it

e = e
ST Rei =
TR T _ e =
e e P et e o
41“ ] EE N e ST i - -
abov il Sl bhsuipd Srovart Pt ol e
ael Jeh Fritgscase e R
Fo Eered TEot e LT s
PR Emad ST PR TN
SRR Tl -
i el et Aot 3 Eoet :

[0 Solet Props fotad REA R

wred b n e
FRdistis st td -
ST b I S




91

at curreni pricenm. Thus, if we compsare the State income
ineguslitiee preveiling in 1960-51 with thoee prevailing in
197071 8t current prices (or in woney terms), the State incose
inequelities have declined marginelly) whereas, metsured at
1960-61 prices [or iﬁ reel terms), the State incowe inegqueli-
tles show a cleer incresse over the decade 1960-61 to 1370-71,
Ihnis implies thet during the sizties, the interstute varistions
in the price trends hed & significumnt balancing effect. In
other worde, if we atstract from the interstate variations

in the prige trenie over the period under gonsideration, the

Stete income insguslities show sn apprecisble incresse.

Before we conclude this section, it is worth-while to
drow the Lorenz CQurves implicit in owr estiustes of State
incoue for the years 1960~61 and 1970-71. Pigure 3.1 contains
+the Lorenz Curves for the yeers 1960-61 and 1970-71. The

relevant date on the bapie of which these curves sre drawn,

are given below in Appendix gab&éa 3hel & 342, A look 8%

the Pigure 3.1 bringe out thet tbhe two Lorenz Curves are
interaaéting at sround T5%¢ of population uni 67% of income.
Upto 75¢% of populstivn, the Lorenze ocurve for the yeer 197&-?f
liea btelow the one for the year 1960-61, after thie point,

the Lorenz Curve for the year 1970-71 lies slightly sbove

the one for the year 1%360-61 upto about 944 of the population
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and thereafter tte two curves elmoet coincide with each other.
%iﬁce the populetion end income bese for the two curves are
differenﬁ, no sharp concluslons cen be deewn, Wwever, broadly
ve osn ssy that, for low pexé cupita income states, ihe income
disperities have incretaed between 196061 end 1970-71; while
 forfvery high per capits income States, the income disperities

ere likely to heve decreamed uwargirelly.

It should be notsd, st thle stege, thet sccording to our
estimates et 1960-61 prices, exaétly aevén states, viz,,
_Andbra Fradesh, Bibar, Kefala, Hedhye Pradesh, Oriees, Rajue-
then mnd Utter Pradesh, lie below the average per eapita income
in 1960«61 znd the saéa seven States slec lle below the ave=
rege per capite income in 1970-71. Thus, between 1960-61 and
1970-T71, no radicel tra&sfarm&$§aﬁ bes taken place in the
relative posiﬁi@n of States with reepect to the average in
reel terus. However; wiihin the bromd categories of above=-
-averege income¢ States end below—average'ineome Btates, sone
significent changes seem to have voeurred in the relative
poeitions of dliferent Siates. On the whole, 1% appecre that
State incoms 1§squalitiea in Indis have incressed between
1960~61 end 1970~7T1 in resl terms. Shis is further corroborua-
ted by J.P.J. Toye who finde that “in domestic product,.

prgenised scetor ewploywent end food grein production per head,
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*9

*10

#11

*12
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interstate inequality increased."” | Foreover, sn incresse in
fbe interstate income ineguality in Indis during the sixzties
ips perfectly in line with J.G. ¥illlemeon's bypothesis of an
inverted U shape of the reglonal inequnlity ourve with respect
10 the level of developument of the netion. © He finds this
bypothesis to be valid on the bLesis of cross-segtion and time
series ansiysis of & large number of natione. Incresse in the
regional income inequslities have aleo be_en ezperlenced at
one tine ei* the other in the bistory of economie development

10 ., *11

Irasil, e

of varioue nations like U.S.,ﬁ.*g, ganmade, y Litaly,

Pakiatan, |7, etcs It ie sleo interesting i note that income

d«Fed s Toyel “Struétux?al Chenges in the Governuent Bector of
the Indian Htates, 1955-70", in Journsl of Developuent Studies,
VOI-Q, Egozg 5%01973' ’

Cf. JoG, Yilliemeont “z{égi.anal Inequelity and the Frocess of
Naiional Developuent: A Desorip¥lon of the Petterns”, in
Teoonomic Development and Cultursl Chenge, VYol.13, Ea.t&,

Tart 1i, Jﬁy 1965.

Gf. He.A+ Ezsterting ”Iéterragiewl pifferences In Per Capita
Income, Populetion end Totel Income, 1840-1950¢%, in Trende in

Americen ¥conoumy in the Nineteenth Century, Studiee in Income
and vealth, VOl.24, HBER (Princeton uUniversity Preses,196U).
Gfe AJG.Oreent "Regiongl iepects of Cenade's Econoniec Growih,
1890-1929", in The Cansdiagn Journal of Econcmics esnd Politicel
Sclenge, Vol«33, No.2, Hay 7967 » _

Cf. DeHoGranem: "Divergent end Convergent Hegional Economic

Growth and Iuternal Migration in Irezil - 1940-1960", in
Economiec Developuent end Cultural Chenge, Vol.18,Ho0.3,April 1970.

¢f. G.Schachter’ “Reglonel Developzment in the I1tolisn Dusl
Ecopomy®, in Econcmic Pevelopment and Cultarsl Change, Vol.15,
Ko.4, July 1367, .

Cfs KoGriffin & A.i.Kben (edes )t Growth end lnequelity in
Pekisten, (Hacilllan, St.Jiartin'e Frews, 1914/, CEPOCLALLY,

“the Initrocduction by the editors.
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inequality in the size distribution in Indiz has aleo
wldened through tima.”’“ All theése obemervations boint t0 -
only one gener&l conclusion that in the initial steges of
development, the gelarizatien effects (back-wash effeots) ere

stronger than the triakling down effects { spread effects) *15

III. Structure of State Teonowmlier in Indla 3

After exémining the Btate per capita income and
State income inequalities prévailing in India, let us now
examine the Structure of different Stete econcmies in Indie,
since it is auppoaed‘to reflect the level of development of
the State. Colin Ulark, for instance, has proposed & hypothesie
wherein he tries to argue thet, sg coonomic development takes
place in'an eaaaati&ily underdeveloped econouyy the relative
ipportance of the primary sector declines snd the ielative
impurtan?e of‘ the secondary sector and the tertiary sector

gradually end progreseively inocreases in terms of amployment.ﬂjé

%14 Ccf. S.Swemy: "The Distribution of ingone in India: 1951~-68%Y, in
J.C.Sandesars (ed.): The Indien Economy - Performence and
Proepeots, Oniversity of Bambﬁy ubliocutlions, Economie Lerlse
Ho.23, 1974,

15 For deisalled discucsion on this FDluﬁ see A.0.Hirschmans The
etrategy of Zconomic Development, (Wew Haven: Yale University
kress, 1560)3 end Ge Gyrdels Lﬂ@ﬁ@&iﬂ iheosy wné Underdeveloped

Reglons, (Zondon, 1957 )+ , ,

#*16 ¢f+ Golin Clark: %The Conﬁxtiuna of Ecovamic Erogressa London, 1940,




¥17

*15

’ 39

Phe crux of the srgument ie thai the demand for the tertiary

sector geods is ysleatively more income elastlic ag compared to
the secondery sector snd primary seotor goods. Therefore, in
the process of economic development, the demand for the ter-
tiary sector goods rises faster than the demend fbr the
secondary and primary seoctors goods. On tﬁg essumption thet
demand comditione govern the growth of working force in a

seotor, Colin Clarik's Sector hypothesis is but a logical

“condlusion. || If we extend this arguuent with a assumption

.baBed on genersl observetion that t he yraﬁuativiﬁy in the

primary sector is subetentially less than the productivity in

18 it iz but patural

the secondery and the tertiery ssctor,
to expect thet the relative importence of the prigery sector
would decline and the reletive lmportence of tha'seonndary
and the tertiary sectors would increase in terms of income
originating, during the course of economic progréaa in an
econony, unless productivity irn the primory sector grows at

significantly higher rate than the productivity in the

However, there are subtle criticieme of Clark's dector hypo-
thepis. 3ee, for example,P.T.Pouer and E.S.Yonegrt "Reonomic
Frogress snd Cocupationsl Distributior™, in Ecomomic Journsl,
Yal.61 y Dec.1951, : ’

fee S.Kuznets! "Qusntitative Aepects of Beonomic Growth of
Natloneslil~ Industrisl Dietribution of Income =mnd Labour
Foree by Staten, United States, 18919~1921 to 19%5%, in
Beonomle Development sand Culturel Chsnge, Yol.6, July, 1958.




REX
=p

sapCqQE Z°¥2 210%7 XTPUaddy & 9dInog

no00t Q662  90*nZ 9g° 06 0ICE0CL  S9ZL9L. 161292 YLEGGY 19303

ooc00t Lhrat  GYU62 220 £ ylzysl PLLES  GEVGY  G3L6Y Tedusg 3 *61
0oT00t ger92 GEeLL €465 262651 FEAR: 34 LGy¥2 8290t . 3 0 * ¥
00001 ap" 2L et oz 6 on96Lt  9YEOE  0S6LZ  BORES  TPBE TIWUl *CL
o0*00t al*L2 8611 852° ¥ 06196 yacsl Ge001 . 180 weggoefey 21
6o ot gb* 2 0523 yer2s 2691 ¥ cozot 8L65 10618 qufung "1
0000t brece oy ¥ 60°*29 0246t €26 pLLGe - eeade BESTIN *0f
ooroot b&tes G6°62 ag* ¥ 112661 26616 yeeLd 6h£99  BIIUSBIBGBY *6
0000t 92°¢2 oy 8L ¥ as teseta 12961 0eaat 0L26y *d°H *8
0000t 92°1¢ 69* Gi 60°€S oGzl cLLi 6Ll 8048 BYBISE =L
o0 oot 9g° 12 aLe2t 9£* GG gesal 0602 6£921 2oLLY BRBITUABY *9
00°001 1A 7 ol*Lt 2Lee4 |rele £199 LISy |en9t gughawy *4
0000t YL clsz £6°6¢ 6ES9L isove L0Z2 $290¢ ysmming *¥
00°00t g9L*92 CLo61 1G°€S 290501 12e8e 06802 16994 I8ytTg *¢
gotont L6t 12 Lo vt 2099 rA X484 0606 9CG% y9%92 wessy °2
a0t BE*0OEL S 2841 tL*¥S 900501 12¥2¢ . 96161 LGvLS BIGPUAY |

5 ) L 3 g ¥ 4 z L

J8308e I0.023
° 103038 L3970 3040383 I03988 Kawp  J030em
18305 L1339 7% ~o0ay  fremiXy 18103 far1y38y  ~R008E Lxsmiza 83181 8
. {3uad Jsd ul) d
408 J0 uoIIngiIsslg 8Ssjuedlsy gyynyY °s UT J4$ Jo UOTINQTXe TR

19-0961 ~ ®Sajplg Uvibdl Bu3 HT 320TIIT 19-096L 3% 403 3O BCTLISCAT0) TRI0R08T

¢t 91a98L



- a7

secondary and the.ﬁertiary sectore. This broed ﬁypetheats can
be tested by examining the interstete variations in the stru-
cture of Biste sconvmies in teras of income origineting.

Table 3.3 presents distribution of SDP by broad sectors in the
year 1960-61.

A glence through Table 3.3 is enough to realize thel
there were wide varietione 1n the structure of diiferent
State economien in 1960-61. The share of the primery sector
in the toiel inooﬁe (SDP) varied &ll the way from 64% in
Losem to just 32%¢ in Vest Bengel. Un sn average, the share of
the primary aecfur turned out to be 50.36%, the share of the
secondary seotor turned out 1o be 20,08% and t&e ghare of the
tertiery sector twrned out to ve 29.58% im 1960-61. It is
resdily seen from the Table 3.3 that only four States, vig.,
Gujerat, ﬁahéraahtra,\@aﬁil Hedu and West Bengel, had & below
average share of prirery sector in the total incomes All
these four stetes had an above-aversge per capita income in

1960-61.

As far e the secondery sector is concerned, its share
in totel iuncome veried from 29.45¢ in West Bengal to 14.07%
in Assam. In the tertiary sector also, the relative share

veried from 385.71% in Vest Bengal to 21.91% in Assam. Thus,



g8

Yest Bengal had the lowest sbhare of primary sector and the

' highéﬁt share of secondary and tertizxy sector as compared to
cther States; end Assen had the highest shere sf primecy
sector end the lowest amie of the secondary and the tertiary
sector in comparison with otﬁér Steten, There are again only
four Stetes, vize., Gujarai, Meohorashirs, Pun)eb end Vest
Bengel, where the share of the secvndary Bector wes above-
.gverage in 1960-61. In éunjab, the share of the privery sector
wae also above the average, while In the remeining three
States, the shtare éf the primary sector in total income was
below the average im 1960-61. On the other btand, in as many
a8 six States, viz., indhra Pradesh, Gujarat, Kersls, lsharsae
ebhtrae, Tamil Nadu and Vest Dengal, the shere of the lertiaxy
sector was above the average in W&m 1960-61.

If we find out ihe coeificient of variaticn of the
relative shares of the primery aeetor,\éaeandary sector and
tertiory sector to get an idea of the interstate variatione
in the relative shares of these sectors, we filnd that it tume
out 1o bo 16.69%, 27.15% and 16.31% respectivelys Thus, the
relative share of the secondary sector shows mgxiium inter—
state variatione as compared to the other two sectors in
1960-61. 20 test broadly the seotor hypothesin/ctated atove,

we con correlate the relative shares of the primary sector,
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secondary sector and tertiary soetor with our estimets of
%tate per cepite income in the year 1960-61. fhe coefficlenis
of determinetion (i.e., Ra) between the Btate per capita
incone in 196&-51 and the relative shares of the primary
sector, segondary sector and tarti ary sector turn out to be
(~)40.55%, 52.14%, and 30,964 reepectively. The correlation
of State per capiis income with the secondary sector is
eignifioant at 1% level of significance, while the rencining
two are pignificent at %% level of significsnce., These results
iuply thet high levels of development are generelly assvciated
with low ehare of the primery sestor end high sheres of tha.
seoeadery and tertisry segtors in %otal income end vice-versa.
¥e can, therefore, sey that the cross-section dats ln Indim

in 1960=81 ere consistent with the sector uyyothasis.*1g

Let us now turn to ithe exemination of the structure of
varivus State econpuies in the year 1970«71. Zable 3.4
preéenta the sectoral distriltution of the net State Domestic
Zroduct at 1§69-61 prices for the yeur 1970~71 in Indie.

*19 S.Auznetd aleo finds support to the sector bypothesis from bis
snelyses of cross-countyy dste and interstate date for the
United States. 2ese L.Auznets? "Quantitative Aspeots of Eeonomic
Growtb of Hations = I~ Industriel Bistribution of Hetional
froduct ard Labour Force®, in Egonomic Develowment and Cultural
change, Suppl. 1o Vol.V, July 1957 and S.Xuznets: “Quenti-
tative aspects of Economic Growth of Hetions~ IXI~ Industriel

Distribution of Income end Labour ¥orce by States, ﬂnited
Stetes, 1919=-1921 to 1955", op.cit,
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"ﬁf'be tahle reveals that there sre mignifiecant veriations iu

- the Structure of different State economies in 197071 8lsos

' Helative shore sf the primery sector veries Irom 26% in
fisherashtra to 59.5% in Uriees. On an average, the shere of
primery sector is 45.215%, the shere of the secondsry sector
16 23.20% and the share of the tertiary sector is 31.5% in
the totel inoome et 1966-611 prices in the year 19?@-’71. It is
worth~noting thet over the decede 196061 1o 197071, the
relative share of the prinory se¢bor has fallen and the relaw-
tive shares of the secordury and tertiaxﬁ sectoi's have
increased significently on sn aversges ageln, the sector

hypothesis seemo to be ot work at least on &n aversgo.

Ag far as the share of the ﬁrirzsax:y sector in 197071
is concerned, six Stetves, viz., Gujerat, Karpataka, Kerals,
Yaberachtrs, Temil Nadu and West Hengal, heve & shore below
the average., 1% chould be noted %imt there is & net addition
of Karnatake end Kerala in 197071 to the earresgan&ing list
.+ of States in 1960~61. The relative simre of the #egondary
sector veries frem 3% in Haharashire ‘&9114% in Rejestben,
In six States, viz., Bihar, Gujerat, Earmaieka, :Eﬁéhargsbwa,
Tapil Nadu end West Bengal, the rel ative shore of the secon=
dary aéetor,e:aa sbove average. In Bibar, the sbeve of tﬁe

primery sé¢otor was also above average, while in_ the remeinlng
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métgés, the share of primsry sector was below average. The
relative share of the tertiary sector verles frowm 39.82%

in Yoet Bengel to 22.72% in Heryemao, In six states, viz.,
Ardbrae Prodesh, Earnateks, Kerala, Mabsreshira, Tamil Hadu
and Vest Bengal, the share of the tertiery sector is above
the average{ Ae coumpared to the oorrespoﬁding list of étaﬁee
in 1960~61, in 1970=71 , Gujeret is replaced by Karnateka.

The evefficients of variation in the relative shere of the .
rrimary sector seccndery seqior aud tertiary seotor twn cut
to be 21.22%, 24.37% end 19.34% in 1970~71. Thus, in 1970-71
aléa. the secondery sector continues to show meximun interw
gtate varistions in terme of ité inportence in iotel income,
though ihe extent of varistions as incdicated by the coeffi-
clent of veriation bes declined between 1960-61 apd 1970-71,
On the other baag‘k, the e:;zf;ent of Interstete variations in the
relative steres of the primery and the {ertviary sectors heve
" inereased substentislly between 196061 snd 1970=71.

Another worth-mentioning thing is the correlation of the
Etate per capite income with the relative shaves of the pri-
wery, secondary ard tertiury seetors for the year 1970-T1.
fhe coefficients of determination (ivees H®) between the resl

per capite State income end the relative sheres of primery, -
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secondery and tertizry sectors turn out to be 8,668, 17.4%5
gpd 2.24% respeetively.'ﬁene of these correlotions are
gignificant at 5% level of significance. Zbus, the cross-
sectlon dats for the yesr 5970-71 ie not in confirmity with
the sector hypothesis, Since the seotor hypothesis is about
the course of development of the sampe ecomowy over & period,
of time, the croes-section deta may not elways be cousistent

with the sector hypotbesis.i

For testing the validity of the aeetar.nypothesis, let
us examine the c¢hanges in the struciure ai éifferent Etate
economles in India over the deosde 1960~61 o 1970-T1. cwmpar~
ing the figures given in Table 3.3 and Table 3.4, we find
that out of fifteen States in India, only in three Sta;es Vigae,.
| Gujarst, Punjab, snd Rajasthen, the releative shuare of the
priary sector has lncressed beilween 1960~61 =nd 1970~71. in
&ll cther States, the relative share of the primery ecector
has declined over the vericd. In the cage of the szume three
States, the relative sharé of the secondery sector hag declin-
ed over the period while in the case of the remaining Btates,
the relstive share of the secondary sector hes increesed
over tbe decede. LS far ss the relative share of the tertisry
sector is cancerée&, it mes declined only in two States viz.,

¢ujarat end Haryane over the decede; in all other Staten
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including Punjeb end Rajesthan, the relative sbare of the
. tertiary sector hus incressed between 196C-61 and 1970-71,

Thus, only four Ciates, vis., Gujarat, Haryens, Punjeb
and Rajnethan, represent some sartl of an execeptlon to the
sector hypothesis, in all the remeining Utetes, the eegtor
hypothesis seems to be quite valid. Out of these four States
also, only Gujarat represenis a genuine exaebtion to the
working of the sector hypothesis in the senge that it is the
only State where the relative share of the priéaay geectoxr
bag incressed ard the relative shares of both the esecondary
and tertiary secturs have fallen over the decede 1960-61 %o
1970~-71. The explanmation for this phenomenon mey lie in the“
exsmination of the growth of output in 4ifferent sectors of

the State veoonomies over the déesﬁe‘

IV. Growth of Incows in Indian States, 1960-61 to 197C-71 ¢

& olose examina&ion of the growth of income 1is quite
important not only from the purely anslytical point of view
but aled for the policy purposes. The trends in- the struc-
ture of en ceoncmy cen bebtter be enelyged by looking into .
'the grouth petiern of a;fferanﬁ sectors of'the €Conomy «
Simllarly, trends in the Stafe lucome inequslities have

their olue ir tepms of the interstete veristions in the
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ecpaomio growth over the period. From the anaiytieal point of
view;5we con exauine some of "the interesting bypotheses about
the iéterrél&tionshipa é%ﬂng the growth of different sectors
a2s well a8 the interrelationships between tne'grswtb of total
incoms &and growth of different sectors. Teo illusirate, we can
sy thet & high growth of the primary sectex would be associa-
ted with a higzh growth of the séecndaxy sesotor, becaute when
the agricultural output expands fest, the agro-besed induste
ries would find thelr raw materiscls cheap and asbundant and |
bence their expension would also becowe fast., Simllexly, we
cen expect that when the 4ertiery sector is growing rapidly,
there will be more fecllitles end incentives in terms of
better infra~structure for a rapid expension of inﬁustry.ﬁag

On the other hand, we also have some obvious bypotheses for

the underdeveloped country like india. When the agriculture

is growing at 8 fuster rate, becadse of its predominence in

the econowmy, the economy & & whole will also grow st a fester

These bypoibeces are implied by & buge amount of literature
on the - controversy on balsuced V/s unbalanced growth.For
deteils on this controversy sce, K.H.Preeed: "The Balanced
V/2 Unbalsnced Growth Controversy: A Criticsl Survey," in
Indian EZoonomic Journal, Vel.14, Oct.1966. For & discussion
0 %he Leadins bector nypothesia (W.¥.Rostow) V/o the ILnduced
Seqtor hypothesis (4.0, Hirschuan), see H.Q.Dslvis "Social
Gverhend Cepitel and Loonomic Developuent! in Exploration in
the Behaviour of the indisn Economy - 1951-69%, in J.C,
Sendesare {ed.): The Indien Heonomy -~ Perforusnce end Prouspects,
op«ocit. ) .
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rete. Thus, boom In agrisuliure osn be expected to generste
boom in the whole ccounwwy end depression in sgrioulture npay

bring about & genersl depression in the economy.

Table 3.5 presents the growth of reel ﬁét State Domestic
Fraﬁuct by broud sectors between 1960-61 and 1970~71 in the
fifteen Indian Statee. From the figures given in the table,
it becomes obvicus thet there are significant verietions in
growth of SDE in every sector of the State economies. More-
overy in the cese of dAuost every State in Indis, there are'
sismificant intersectorel differences ig growith of HDP between
1960-61 and 1970~71« Interseeotorsal aﬁf@rgﬁcae in the growth
of income cem explain chenging importexce of different scetors

in the State sconomies.

In the earlier section, we found thet Gujerset, Eicryéna,
Punjaeb and Eajestban represented exceptions {o the sector
" hypothesie. In all of these four Biates, the growtk of the
privery sector was phencuensl during 1960-61 to 197071,
hetually, in these fowr ﬁtatgs, the growili of output in the
primary sector was more ’chanjdmuble the growth of the yrim@y
sector on sn average for all States ’e&keg,ﬁ;oe;e_ther. Even
within the economies of Ltbeme States except Haryens, the

growth of the primary sector was {he hig’;‘hept and the growth of
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the secondary oector was the lowent. In Heryans, the
secondery sector grew at a significently bhigher rate as
compared to the priwery sector and the tertiary segtor. On
tte other hand, ia the remaining three :tates, the secondary
sector grew at & substantielly lower rate &s compared 10 the
averasge rete of growih for “the secondary secior for &ll Biates
taken together. Thie only meens thet agrloulture was %emy
favourabie in these Lilates and something seriously went wrong
with the secondary secior probably in terms of ite producti- |
vity, in the sense that productiviity in secondery secotor
sight not have grown at a satisfactory raﬁe elther because of

the polisy factore vy beomuse of the techunological factors.

Frow Toble 3.5, we can elao see that in Kexale and
Laharashtra the output in the primary sector actually decli~-
ned over the decade, while the highest growth of acout 755
in the privary seclor wes eiperisnced by Haryena., On an
averége, the growth of the primary sector, the secondury -
seector, the teritisry segtor and the econchy 28 & %bole,
turne out 40 be 23.58%, 59.13%, 47.045 and 37.65% respecti~
vely. am eamp&rsd_ta the average, the priwary sector in
Gujsrat, Seryens, Xarosstakse, Griess, Punjob, lejlesthan snd
Uetar Pradesh grew at & fagtor rate during ths decade, Ih

seven Biales, vis., Andbra Predesh, Biher, Gularat, Punjob,
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Rejesthan, Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal, the secondary
sector grew gt & less than the aversge ra%g nf growﬁh of the
secondery sector. The highest growth of the wecondsry sector
wae experienced by Kernateks of sbout 159%, while the lowest
growth of ihe secondary sector of sbout 18% was experienced
by Rajasthan over ?be'deaade. The grovwth in the tertiaxry
gector veries all the way from 16%% in Earnotekte to 19% in
Bihar. In Andbre Pradesh, Biher, Gujerat, Hadhya Pradesh,
Temil Hadu, Utter fradeeh end ¥Yest Bengel, the growth in the
tertiary sector was below the averege. It is interesting %o
note that in three 3tates, viz., Andhrs Predesh, Biher and
Yest Eengél, the growth in all the three sectors wes foﬁn&
to be less than the eerréspan&ing average, On the other hand,
in three States, viz., Haryens, EKarunateks and Oriess, the
growth in all the three cectors was above gvaraga. Yhen we
talk sbout the overall growth of the economy, Andhra Predesh,
Bibar, Kerela, ¥adhys Pradesh, lsharashtrs, Uttsr Pradesh snd
Yest Bengal fell below the aversges the reat of the States
have experienced an ebove aversge growth in totel ineoue. T&g
festest growing State 1s Haryana with en overall growth of

. 82.46% while the slowest growing State is Bibar with only
18.47% 8s the overall growth over the decade 1960-61 to
1370~T71. Thﬁa, the fsstest growing Stete grew nearly four
end & belf times es fast &5 the slowest growing Stete in
india over the last decsde.
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Table 3.6 :
Growth of State Incowme and Fopulation in Indis, 1960-61 to 1970=71

{in Per cent)}

Looerved Growth During 1960-61 to 1970-731 in

Staies . 5P 8t Asnk Fopule~ Heak  Ler Renk
1960-61 tion caplte
prices , Reel

. - - incoue

7 2 3 ]
1+ Andbra . 33.51 (8) 20,90 ( 2)  10.27 ( 9)
2. isean 37.96 ( 9) 34,50  (15) 258 (5)
3. Dihar 18,47 (1) 2131 ( 3) «2419 (1)
4. Gujarat 51.86  (11) 29,39 (13}  17.47  {(10)
5, Haryena 82,48 (1)  32.22  (14)  38.06 (14)
6. Karnateka 78,06 {14} 24,22 ( 6) 4557 (15)
7. Eerela 34 4 94 { &) 26.28 ( B) 5,79 ( 6)
de HePo 23.35 ( 3) 28,67  (12) 0.38  ( 2)
. Mobersshtrs 28.75  ( 2) 27.45 (10) 0,98 ( 3)
10. Orissa 49 .44 (10) 25,05 (7)) 19.56 (12)
11. Punjeb 62.20 (13) 2169 ( 4) 33.42 {13}
12. Rejusthan 52432 (12)  27.84  (11) 19,00 (11)
13. Tapil Hsdu  33.70 (7 22,30  ( 5) 9.30  (8)
14, U.7. 30,13 {5) 19.79 (1) 8,40 ( 7)

15. W.Bengal 29,498 ( 4) 26.87 ( 9) 2.49  ( 4)

Zource : lppendix Tables 3A.1 & 34.2 below.
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7o get on ides about the interstate varictiont in the
grbwtﬁ‘ef different sectors of ihe Siete ecvnomies, we can
find sut the ecoefficlent of varistion of the growth in
different sectors. The coeliiclent of variation turns out
t0 be 89.19% in the primery sector, 54.5¢ in the secondary
sector, 35.51% in the tertisry sector and 43.20¢ for the
ecsnoéy ap & whole. Thus, the maxinur veristion is found in
the growth of the prigary sector and the lowest variation

ig found in the growth of tertiery sector.

At this siege g netural question erises as to vhat
expleing the Interstate veriations in the growth'or incoue in
the whole € conouy and 4if ferent sectors. Table 5.6 presents
growth of income and population in fifteen Bintes of Indie
during 1960=61 to 1970-71. Kany & times, it 16 ergued thet in
an economy where the populetion is risiug very fast, the
pressure on land inoreases quite rapidly. is a‘result, the
arowth of egricultural productivity sleckens which, in turn,
reduces the growth of thé primery sector. loreover, it is
alep argued sometimees that in an econcwy where the population
is growing very rapidly, tbe evernge standard of living does
not iacrease significantly aud bence the efficiency sf an
everage vorker gets adversely sifected, with the result that
the cconomy's Income ends up by growing ot & slower rate.

Un the other hand, ©. Kuznets finds on the basis of inter-



112

-gountry data thet "in genersl, there is & poéitive assoclia~
tion between rates of growih of population and of totel

a2 -However, hé,argnes thet there is nothing in-

product.®
eviteble about such & relationship. In fect, “the releotions
beiween rates of population growth end those in totel and per
capite product undergo some systematic changes in the course
of secular davelopment‘”*gg Thus, growth of population seems
to be & ready-at-hsnd veriatle besides the growth of diffe-
rent sectors in the ecenonmy for exglaining the interstate
veriations in the growth of income. Joble 3.7 represents

the coefficient of correlstion matrix for the five variables,
‘v;s{, growth of total imcome, growih of population, growth of

the primery sector, growth of the secondsry sector and growth

of the tertiary sector.

Frow the Table 3.7, it becones obvioue that the growth
of populution is not sigmificantly correlated with the growth
pf different eectors nor withk the growth of toial incgme in
different States in Indis. The corrolations with population
growth do not have the expected eigns either. 3econdly, it is

rather surprising to find 9ractiaally’nn correlation between

221 §. Kuznets : "Guantitative Aspects of Economic Growth of
Nationg = I - Levels and Veriability of Rzies of Urowth",
in Econcmie Developuent snd Culiural Change, Vol.5, 0ct.1956.

* 24’. 1!31(10
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Table 3.7
Ooefficient of Correlution Hatrix

Growth During 1960-61 £0 1870=71_in
Fopuls~- ?erary Cecondery  Lerslary

tion - gector  secior aeclior
Growih of T (.1836 |
Primsry Sector {(3.37%)
Secondary Sector (8.03%) (0.08%)
Growth of 01905 U 3416  0.7363
fertiary Seetor  (3.6%%) (11.67%) (54,21%)
Growth of 0.2704 0.7898 0.5315 0.8146
Fotal Income (7.31%) (62.38%) (28.254) (66.36¢)

¥ote 3 Tlgures in the bradkete represent Re.
Bource & Table 3.5 end Zable 3.6 asbove.

the growth of the priwary vector and the secondary seotor.

The correlaotion between the growth of the primary sector end
the tertiesry sector slso turas out %0 be insignificant.
however. the eprreletion betwsen the growth o1 the aeecnaary
end the tertiary sectors is statisticelly significunt at 19
level of significance. Similarly, the oversll growth of income
turns out to be significantly correleted with the growth . of
cach of the three sectors. The correlations between the growth
of total income end the growth of the priwary and the tertiary
sectors turn out to be individuslly significant at 14 level of

significence, while the growth of the aeaendaryizeetpr is
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correlated with the growth ef total income significamtly

et 5% lavel of significance.

Morébver, $he coefficients of determivation (i.e., B%)
between the ehere of the primery sector in the initial year
1960-61 and the grawth of the primery sector snd the growth
of the total income in different Hitates tura aut to be 2;12%
end 4.3%% respectively. Both tﬁe correletions ere inaign1£1~
cant leplying thereby that tﬁe interestate varistions in the
share of the primary sector in the ini4isl yesr do pot explain
on an sverege & significant proportion of the interstate varias
tions in the growih of the primary ssctor énd in the growth of

total incowe in Iﬁdi&.ﬁgg

Similarly, the rank correlation coefficient between the
grewth of ﬁotal incomc and the levels of State par capite
incore in 1960-61 turns out o be +0.1643 wh*ch is[gignifi~
cfant.m4 This only iuplies that the growth of different

sState economies la indiw durisg the Last decude does not

ol ReLePfister’ "Externsl Trade and Reglounasl Srowth: & Gase

Study of the Froific Nortuwest®, in Economic Nevelopment and
eultural Uhenge, Vole11, Hoe2, ?art T, Jan.1963. rfister
also finas the hypothesis fhut Yepeclalizaticn in prisury
products meens that growth will meceszarily be slow relative
t0 wore industrizlized aress" 4o be net valid in all cases
on the baels of his case study.

BeEeHagen and C.Hawrylyebya: “Apelyeis of. %arl& Ingome aﬂa
Growth, 1955=-65", in Zcorcmic Development end Cultursl Change,
Yeol.13, Eo.l, E&rt 1T, 00ts1060. Shey 6LBO 1ind similar
concrusion for the group of less developed countries.
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sﬁaﬁe grows at & faster rate than & relatively lese developed
State. In fact, frow the Table 3.6 obove, we Find thet grouth
in Hebersshtra and ¥West Bengal is less than thet in the States
like Zerale, Orises and Rejestiban., Pinally, the rank correla-
tion coefficient between the growtb of per capita real income
and the growth of population smons ithe Siatee of Indla turns
out to be insignificeat ot -0.0214. It ouly rejects the
popular belief thet wh&reéer the growth of population is high,
the growth of per caspite lncome is likely tc be low.

It is aleo interesting o exmmine the interrelationchipe .
between growth of iacamg and eertein other feetors like érawth
of urbmolastion, literacy rete snd sge cemgositiwg,of the
population. The levéle of thete factors asre frequently tolen
to reflect the level of develapéent of & particul & region.
Urbanization ie neesured us the percentsge of vrban populae
tion in the totel population in the regioa.51milaily, lite~-
racy rate end age composition of the population are usually
measured &g the percentege of literete popuiatiun and of
populetion belonging to the age-group 19 to 59 in the total
population of the reglon respectively. The higher these pere
centegen, the higher is teken to bLe the level of the develop~

ment of the region. It is therefore expected that there
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, Table §08
growth of Selected Irdicatorg of Jevelopment - 1960-61_to 197071

{ in Per cent)

Growth Growth Growth Growth Growth

5 ta tes in in in Le=- in in Age
total RCI gree of llterscy couposition
soP . urbani- rate

. - sation -

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Andhra 33051 10 3? 1 0.?2 15 tgs -1 '97

2, Aseen 37.96 2,58 20,03 4.97  ~4.35

3 Bibar 1804? "2.19 18 -62 8137 ‘w04

4. Gujeret 51.86  17.47 B.96  17.54 0,90
5. Haryana 82,48 38.06 2.50 27.14 - 02

6. Karmateko 78 06 43057 3:87 24009 o m ¢23

7. Lerzla 34«94 6479 7448 28.96  +3.88

8¢ WMePs 29.35 0.38 14,00 29.25 ~Ged5
9. Hahsrashira 28475  0.99 10.45 31.39 =2.0%

10, Orisaa 4G.44 19:55 33-0? 20.8? "6.49
11. Punjeb 62.20 33,42 291 2710 -0,02

12. Rajasthan 5232 - 19.00 8429 2538 «5.53
13« Temdl Bedu 33,70 . 9.30 1538 25463 «0e55
14e Us?s 5013 - 8.49 9.11 23,34 =3440
15+« ¥.Bengal 29.98 © 2449 123 15.39 -4 o4 4

Source ¢ Appendix Table 14.1 avd Teble 3.6 above.




117

should be & positive essoclation between the growth of these
ratios cnd the growth of income over & given periocd of time.
Table B‘Q,Qreﬂants the growth of these three retios slong

with the growth of total end per cepita resgl income in
different States in Iédla aver 1960-81 to 1970-T1, The
coefficlents of determinetion (rg} between the growth of total
real SOP snd the growth of urbanizetion, litersecy rate end age
componivion turn cut to be (~)T.365, B.63% and 4.40% rovpe-
ctively; while the coefficients of determination between the
growuth of Btate per capita real income snd the growth of the
above-mentioned three rotios turn out to be (=)7.53%, 10.67#
and 6;52% respactively. All the correlations ave afatistie&lly
insignificant implying that no decisive association exiets
between ih@ growih of income and growth of 4hese ration.

Wore intervesting thing to note is thaet the correlations
Anvolving growth of urbanisstlon turn to be»negaii#@( tpvugh
insignificants Thig only implies that higher growth.ef Braute |
income i not associated on an averaze with high growih §f
urbanization, in fact, exactly opposite im likely to be the

cabe in Indis during the pixilen.

To conelude this section, we cam ey that the interstate
varielions in the growik of the econosy ee & whole are

significontly correlnted with the interstate varietions in
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the growth of the tiree wwowd sectuvrs. In the next section,
we sttenpt to isolate the exmet emntributionm of each of the
three sectors in the observed growtb ci total iecome in

different stute ecconomies in ladia.

A Gontribvution of broad Sectors to the

Growvh of income ixn Indian Ztetes 3

Iin order to isolaote the contribution of indlividual
sectors to the total growth of the economy, in the first
place, we require 2 conslstent frame~work., The required
frame-workz con be readlly congtructed oca the baals of ‘some

sinple definitionsl equuiities in the followirg ways

If we denote totel income in en ecoromy as Y, income from
the primary sector &s Yi, iucome from the mecondary seotor &s
Y8 and incowe from the tertlary sector as ¥y, then we have the
following identity @
7= Y0 + Y8 + VY

Taking abusolute changes on boith the sides, we have

AT = AP + T8 + Y1)

AT = AYE + AYS + AYT

o AT _ AYP +ATL +AYYR
X ¥

_ AYY  AYS  AXT
ey oty Ty

¥P AYP L ¥s  AYy %2
T*IFTY * TYS Y * YT
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Yiitﬁa, GY = RP.GP + HELGS + RT.G7T

ahere GY represents overall growth of ineeme in t&e economy.

!GP, g5 and 6T repreaent the growth of the primary sector, the

=25

secondary sector and the tertisry sector respeotivelys and
RP, B5 and RT represent the relative shares of the primery,
secondsry and tertiary sectors respectively in the initial
year. The absolute eantributian of the primery sector in tﬁa
total growth of the econouy ie 9P.6F. Similarly, RS.GS and
RT+GT reprecent absolute contribution of the secondary and
tertiery sectors respectively in the total growih of the
econosy. The rdative cpntribution of the primzery sector ian
the total growth éf the econony ié 3§%§§ which is the
same thing e AYP/AY. %7 Similerly we can find out the

relative contribution of the other two sectors in the total

‘growth of the econony. Toble 3.9 preaents;tﬁa sbpolute and the

reletive contributions of the individual sectors to the
observed growth of total income, oo derived, ln differsnt

Steves In India.

On an aversaze, the coutribution of the priwary sector,

secundury secior and tertlary seetor turns ouwh to be 11.87,

Cf, S.Swany: "Boocomic Srpwih in Chins end Ind:s, 1052-70 -
Comparative Appraisal” in FTeonomic Uevelopuent snd - Cultur&l
Change, Vol.21, Ro.4, Part 11, July 1573« lic 5160 ceparaves
The relative contribution of sgricultural cector in a similer
wey, and calles it product comtributica of the Bector.
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¥1?.86 and 13.92 percentage peiuts in absolute terms and
51¢53%, 31.50%5 and 36.975% in relative terus. From bbe Teble
29, it can be peen that the highest contrlibution of the \
grigaxy sector in absolute terme of about 44 percentese points
is found in Haryﬁna while in relative %ermﬁ; the contribution
of the primery sector is kighest (nearly 65¢) in Rajesthan,
Thie only implies that if the primary seetor would not have
grown ee rapidly es it hes actually grown in fea]esthan, the
overall growth of Rajnsthsn would bove been reduced to a
conslderable cxtent, while under simllar cxreumstanaes the
overall growth of Harysna would not have declined that eharply.
The other implication of this observetlon is thet even though
agricultuvre havpens to be dominant in ﬁ&fyana. the other
sectors are algo accounting for & sizeable propertion of the
overall growth of the economy. On ithe other hand, the growth
of the economy of Rajesthen is aléast exclusively &eminé%ed
by agriculsure only and lacks the‘tenﬁenqy tovards diversi-

fiogtion.

Horeosver, we can see from the table that in seven Sitates,
viz., Bikar, Kemateksn, Kemla, Tﬁe.f.b,ya Eradesn, Mabsrashtra,
Tenil Nadu and Vest Bengal, the relative eontribution of the
primary sector turne out to be below aversge. Here sgeln,

except Kernatuke, in all the other aix/ﬁiatea the overall



122

ygrawth of totel income turns out to be less then the averagé.
If we look st 1t in & different way, it iuplies that these
%tateﬁ are growing at a slow rate largely because the egri-
%ﬁlture in these States experienced either depreseion or

extremely slow growih over the lact deocade,

Ao far s Vhe contribution of ﬁhe secondery sector is
concerned, 1t ie sbove-average 1n'absolu§e terms in Ascen,
Heryene, Kernateks, Sorsle, HMahsrashira apd Temil Badug while
it ie sbove~averoge im:relativa terns in &5 mani o eight
Btates, viz., Assan, Bihar, Kernotaxe, Lerela, Madhye Pradest,
~i\iubar&smm, Tamil Hadu and Weéﬁ bengal.‘ln Heryane, though
the absolute countribution of the sectundsry sector is ebove-
averoge, the releilve cbntribuﬁien of the cecondery sector
ie below average. On the other wand, in Biher, Wadbys Pradesh
 ond Yest Bengal, the relative contribution of the secondary
sector i above~a?erage‘tﬁough the sbsolute contribution ia_
helow-average, Inis con be explained in teruws of the overall
growth of the economy. In Horyana, the oversll growth is
signiflcantly above aversges hence, & high contribution of*the'
secondary segtor in absolute térm& also does not glve &
relatively high contribution in relative terms. 4B against
this, in Bibar, Yadbya ¥radeph and %egt Bengal, the oversll

growth itmelf is very low, hence even & smull contribution
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in abvselute terms figures as high eantribution‘in relative‘

téil’ﬁﬂ .

However, it ie the contribution in relative terms tuat
reflects the inportance of o sector in the grouth experience
of a portioculsr econonmy. The contribution of the tertiery ‘
sector is abvove-aversge in relative teras onlyiin six Statesn,
vize, Andhra Pradesh, Kurnataka, Kerale, Hahorssbtre, Tenil-
Fedu end Vest Bengel, while it is sbove-sverege in ebsolute
- terms in as many as elght states, viz., ﬁu;aram, H?ayana,
Ksrmataka, Xerals, Nabarsshire, Funjeb, Rajasthen end Tewile
Kadu. in Gujarst, Heryems, Punjeb end Rejsethan, the contri-
butivn of the tertisry sector in absolute termp is cbovee
average while the seme in relastive terme is beloweaversges On
the otber hsnd, in Auchre Fradesh nd Yent Baﬁgﬁi, the contri-
buticn of the tertlory vectoer in ahsoluta'%%rma is below

everege while the same in relative terue 1le above=BVOrege.

another interesting thing 4o observe from Table 5.9
is thet only in Haryone end Xornetaka, the contribution of
all the three sectors in ihe overell grewjb ie aﬁove average
in abeolute terme. Fowever, the growih experiense of these
two Htates is mignificantly different. In Harysna, the

contribution of the primarzy eector ie wmore then S04 in
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relative terss, thon comes the secondary seelor in t@rﬁis of
*'ela‘tiive imgortm&e and the tertiary sector is least important
es for as the total grewth of the econcuwy is concerned. Ve

can say it le grimaqj dn egriculturel State vihere the
importance of agriaulture 8%ill continues t0 be high., s
agoinet thle, Kernsteka is the State »where the teprtiary seotor
playe the most important role in the totel growth of the |
econony, then comes the secondary sector tmi the last comes
the prissry seotor. YThia only mesns that the resl dynemie
forces for diversificautivn of the eoonomy sre aotually iu
uperation in Kernetska. On the other side, we have £tates
like Audb *a Pradesh, Blhar, Hedbye Pradesp and Weet Bengael
where the contribution of ell the tmjee gectors t0 the over-
ell grovin of the ecorowy is below sversge in absolute terms.
These are the States whie:: are 1&rgdy starvmg for grawth in

general aod in the agrieultuwl gector in partlculm'.

The above exerecise does revesl sy lmporien 1:. fact that .
overall growth of the econocny is & combinetion o;f (1) the
'structuce of the economy in the iniltisl yesr ond (ii) the
growth of diiferent sectors in the economy. Some Stoter mey
be enjoying & favourable structure in the initial yeer but
uniavourable ngaw’ch on an avérage in d¢ifferent sectore :i.’n the

secnomy, while eome Sitntes mey be experiencing s favouravle

i
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growtg in the economy but unfzvoursble structure of the State

‘égmo_zéy ia the initiel ye&r.

Ubviously, it will be of great practiocsl importence, if
we can somehow clepelly different Sictes into the categories
of fevourable snd unfavourable growth end etructursl fectors
froa the v;ewpaint ef.total growth in the econcmy during
1960=-61 to0 1970~71. Fortunstely, 1t 1les poseible %0 measure the |
effect of siructure znd cectoral gfowth on the observed
overall grawfb of the econwvmys. If we epply the aversge growth
pf each eeaﬁor to tbe»aetgal segtoFsl compoeition in each
steto, we generate sn eXpecied growth serles due only to the
differencee in the sitruedture oi the State econumles. IL its
deviation f{rom the average total growih ﬁvrds out to. be. poni=
tive, -tk{e siructural fectors in that perticular Etate economy
oan be regarded as favourable and if Lts Qaviﬁtimn fron the
sveruge totel growth is negative, the siructure of the State
eoonomy is unfavoursble. Himilerly, 1f we epoly the average
structure to tge gctual observed sectoral growih inm different
State economies, we gererste an_exyapﬁed growth series due
only to seotoral growth fecotors in the Gitate ecetmomles. lta
deviation from the averége total growth would determine whether

grouwth ir the State ecencuy is fazvoursble or unfevoureble.
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[

state Growth Ineguslities -~ Contribution of Structure end

Sectoral Growih of btate Domestlie Real Froduch

{ia ?eréentage points)

rxpected Growth Rate Beilatians from the

Due to the hAverage of the Expectied
. States _ Growth Due o
‘ S iruce Sectoral Strue- Sectoral
, ture Growth wure Growth
1 » 2 3 4 5
1» Anibra 35495 55430 - 1276 - 235
2. Assam - 33.72 45433 ~ 3.3+ 7.68
3. Bibar 36487 18,89 - 0.78 - =18.76
4. Gujersat 41.15 54 .92 + 3.50 +17.27
5. Haryana %5433 83.70 - 232 +46 .05
6. Larnatoke  56.08 #3417 - 1457 +45 .52
T+ derale 36448 38,07 - 1.17 + 0.42
Ge Helo 35 .56 3215 - 2.07 - 5,50
9. Hobarashirae 40.40 22413 + 2475 =1%.52
10, Orisea 24 2% 5145 - 342 +13.80
11+ Punjab 3745 62.63 - 0,16 +24 « 98
12. Rajasthan 3646 51 :2@ - 117 +13.59 _
13, Tawil Fedu  57.71 3584 + 0.06 - 581
14. G.7, 36,71 31.58 - 2494 - 6407
15, Weet Bengal 43.13 26 455 + 5448 ~310.80
Yotal 37.85 | 37465 0 Y

Sources See the texts
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Zable %410 precents the expected growih series w0
caleulated and thelr devietions from the aversge total
growth {i.e., the expected growth: lese the average 'i;otal
growth). From this table, the cleseificstion of the States
into favourabie & unfavourable etructural fectors and favou-
.rable & unfevourable growth factors categor:ies becomes easy.

Thie classification is presented below in & tabuler form 3

Favourable ‘ Unfavourable

Structure Structure
Favourable Gujarai Assam,Haryana, Lerostskas,
Growth Herdala, Orissa, Punjlad,

_ aajasthean.
Unfavoursble Maharashtrs, Tanil- Andtra Pradesh, Bibar,
Growth Badu, ¥West Bengal  Madhya Pradesh, Uttar-
Predesh. '

¥rom the above exerclse, it becomes clesr that barring
four States, viz., Gujarat, Haharsehtrs, Temil Hedu and West-
Dengel, oll other States are suifering from nnfavoumhlé
structure of the State ecomnples, If some radical meesures 4o
¢ivereify these Giate ee&nemiea are not taken in nesr future,
the growth in these Staie soonomies is bound o eXperience &
z‘iswmsam\pull én scoount of uafavourable strugture of the
economy. In as many & four S’taﬁeé, vigs, Andhre Fradesh,

Biher, Ladhya Pradesh snd Utiar Fradesh, the growth ae well as
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Sstructure turn out %o be unfavourasbie, There is & genulne

%atarvatien of growth in these four ttates.

%o meke some mound pollcy recoumendations for improving
the existing balsnce of growth of income in different State
economiee, we regquire to andlype further the growth experience
of different Siste ecouomles by considering the worker rates,
indus triel structure, productivity per worker in general and
capital inteneity & output-capitsl ratio in particular,
prevailing in different State economies in Indie in 1960-81
end 1970-71. In the next two ahépterﬁ, therefore, we meke an
attenpt to estimmte these erucisl variables in different

State economies in Indie.
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Appendix Teble 34.1

Income end éapulatisn in Indian Steteg, 1960-61

Y

Per capite SDP at Topule~ Cusulative Helatlive

. BIF st 1960-61 tion Frequenc

States 1960=61 prices Fopulation SUP &t
prices ’ 1960=61

{(in &.) (Belakha’)(in*000) prices

1 2 3 q_ 5 6

1. Orisea 225 39520 17549 0.,0412 0.0302
2+ Bihar 228 105862 46555 0.1502 0.1110
Ze UePe 238 175282 73746 03233 0.2449
4e MePe 261 84381 323712 0.3993 0.3093
5« Rajastian 279 ’ 56150 20158 0.4466 0.3522
6. Kerela . 280 47250 16904 0.4863 C.3083
T Andbrs 292 106008 35984 0.5707 0.468%
8. Rernctake 319 75325 23587 0.6260 0.5260
9. Agssan 349 41492 11873 0.6539 0.5577
10. Texil HNadu 355 1196386 33687 Q.7329 0.6451
11. Haryane 360 27343 7591 0.7507 0.6700
12. Gujarat 372 76639 20634 0.7991 0.7287
13. Punjab 374 41652 11136 0.8252 047605
14. Maharashtre 403 159271 39553 0.9180 0.6821
15. ¥W.Bengal 442 154274 34926 10000 1.0000

deuree: Table 2.1 sbove @nd the Censup of Indiam, 1561.
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Income and Populsation ig Indicn Stetes, 1970-71
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Per cepitae EDP at Populeg= Cumulative lielative
80P at 1960=61  tilon Freguency
States 196061 prices Popula~ GSDP et
prices ‘ tion 1260=~61
(in %) (Belokhs) (iu'000) prices
1 2 -1 g 5 3
1+ Biber 223 125416 56353  0.1062 0.0696
2e UuPo 258 228098 B&341 0.2728 0. 1961
Ze ol 262 169146 41654 0.3513 0.2566
4. Orissa 269 59059 21945  0.3927 0.2893
5. Kerala 299 63757 21347  0.43%29 0.3247
6. Andhra 322 140199 43503 0.5149 0.4025
7. Hajesthan 332 85530 25766 0.56%5 0.4500
B. Asssan 358 57242 15562  0.593%6 0.4818
9, Tamil Hedu 388 160024 41199  0.6713 0.5706
10, Kahareshizre 407 205062 50412 0.7663 C.6844
11, Gujarat 437 116686 26698  0.8166 0.7491
12. ¥.Bongal 453 200528 44312  0.900% 0.8604
13, Karnateka, 458 134125 29299  0.9554 0.5348
14. Haryene 497 49905 10037  0.9744 0.9625
15. Punjeab 499 67607 13551  1.0000 1.0000

Source: febie 2.1 above, znd the Census of India, 1971.




