


picutre revealed by the different measures is broadly similar, there are some differ­
ences between the measures that are worthy of note. Because of the larger vari­
ation in the rate of growth of rural population between the decades, the URGD 
measure (column 8) also shows large variations between decades. According 
to this measure the pace of urbanisation was higher in the 1941 to 1951 decade 
than in all the others. The acceleration in urbanisation that has occurred in the 
past decade is also brought out much more sharply by this measure =2.11 for1971­
81 as compared with 1!29 in 1961-71 and 9~46 in 19QI-1961. 
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2.17 The slowing down of urbanisation during 1951--61 has sometimes 
been explained in terms of the declassification of about 800 towns in 1961.as 
a result of a stricter application of the criterion for urban places.' Indeed it is 
only since the 1961 census that the definition of urban areas has been systematised 
and made uniform across all states, although as we have already mentioned, an 
element of arbitrariness has lingered. This arbitrariness is particularly noticeable 
in the classification of towns at the lower end of the scale since at this level the 
distinction between village and town would necessarily involve judgment and 
discretion even in applying the more rigorous definition of urbanisation. Since 
the urban character of bigger towns is more easily recognisable, classification 
problems are not likely to be as important for them. Hence, column 9 in Table 
2. I recomputes the growth rate of urban population in towns of over 20,000po­
pulation, the norm sometimes taken for international comparisons. 

2.18 The picture is again broadly similar to that of the usual definition 
except that the rates of change are somewhat higher. Two points stand out. 
First, the deceleration in the 1951-61 decade remains. It was thus not a purely 
declassification problem but something real. Second, the rate of change in the 
1931 to 1941 period was similar to that in 1961-1971 and that in 1941-1951 to 
1971-1981. It is reassuring to observe that the broad pattern ofchange is not 
altered drastically by adopting a different definition. 

2. 19 Another feature which stands out from Table 2. I is the very stable 
structure of settlements. While total urban population increased six-fold between 
1901 and 1981, the number of settlements increased by only Bopercent. Thus 
most of the growth was more due to the growth of existing towns at every level 
than to the addition of new towns. The majority of settlements now classified 
as towns have exhibited urban characteristics for a very long time. There were, 
for example, 3200 towns and-reo cities in India as early as 15863 which is quite 
similar to the number now. The majority of regions in India have had settled 
cultivation for a very long time. The spatial distribution and number of settle­
ments therefore reflects a long and stable central plan network. With the low 
growth in population until the earlier part of this century, the majority of set­
tlements had remained at the same size for long periods of time until recently. 
The function of most small towns is essentially that of servicing the rural surroun­
dings as market and service centres. Thus, their number and spatial distribution 
reflects the magnitude or rather long duration stagnation of demand for their ser­
vices from the surrounding areas. There is then a hierarchy of settlements in 
each region and sub-region and it appears that this hierarchy has remained re­
latively stagnant miniscule towns appearing and disappearing at themargin from 
time to time. 

lBut about 500 towns were added at the same time which had not been classified as 
towns earlier. 

2That this could make a significant difference is evident from the fact that in 1971 
there were as many as 55 million people residing in settlements classified as rural but with 
populations greater than 5000-a figure comprising about half the total urban population 
in the country in 1971. Of these, about 22 million lived in 1358 villages with population 
greater than 10,000 (IS million in Kerala alone) and the rest in about 5000 villages in 
the 5000-10000 size range. 

3Moonis Raza et. al. "India : Urbanization and National Development". in M. 
Honjo (ed.) Urbanization and Regional Development. Singapore : Maruzen Books 1982, 
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Furthermore, despite this long settlement history, there are vast areas in 
the country which are devoid of urban settlements of any size leading to the ex­
tremely low levels of urbanisation of 5-10 percent in these regions. In such areas, 
where the distribution of existing towns is sparse, a large number of new towns can 
be expected to appear and, indeed encouraged to do so in the next few decades. 

The Size Distribution ofTowns and Cities 

2.20 There is a widespread erroneous belief that large towns and cities 
have been growing much faster than smaller cities and towns in India and that the 
latter have suffered and even declined as a result (see Table 2.2). This is simply 
not true. What is true is the proportion of total urban population which lives 
in cities and towns above any cut off point continues to increase because of the 
relatively stable structure of the Indian settlement pattern. Thus most of the 
urban growth takes place by accretion to existing towns and only a small portion 
by the reclassification of villages into towns and by the emergence of new towns. 
Large towns and cities are not as a rule growing any faster than small towns in 
general, although there is naturally a great variety of growth experience between 
cities and regions. The belief about faster growth of larger cities persists because 
tabulations are usually based not on individual cities but on size classes, which does 
not take into account intercensal movement of towns between one class range to 
another. 

2.21 Table 2.2 is an example of the kind of table that is usually used to 
show that larger cities are growing faster than smaller towns. The number of 
cities in each size class changes between censuses. Naturally, in the 
highest size class {Class I cities), no cities devolve out of it while many graduate 
into it. This feeds an illusion as if cities in the higher size classes are growing very 
fast. For example, the growth rate computed for Class I cities is between the 
population of 145 cities in 1971 and the population of 216 cities in 198r. These 
are in effect non-comparable bases. This applies to lower size classes as well as 
on account of intercensal promotions from below. But additions to the lower 
size classes involve smaller magnitued of population than in the upper ones. It 
has also to be borne in mind that the faster growing towns graduate more quick­
ly than slow growing ones. 

2.22. Tables 2.3 and 2.4 give the deflated tabulation that should be used 
in comparing the real growth experience of different sized cities and towns. Table 
2.3 takes towns according to their classification in 1971 and computes growth 
rates by comparing the total population of townsin each class in 1971 with the 
total population of the same towns in 198! irrespective of their classification in the 
Ig81 Census. (All towns in Assam and Jammu & Kashmir have been excluded 
from these tabulations since they were not enumerated at the same time as the 
rest of the country. Assam is yet to be enumerated). 



Table 2.2 

Distribution and Growth of Urban Population by Size classes in India l 

1961-1981 

Town Classification 

(I) 

Per cent 
popula­
tion in 
size 
class" 
1961 

(2) 

Per cent Per cent Growth 1971-81 
popula­ popula­ rate per cent 
tion in tion in 1961-71 per year 
SIze size per cent 
class" class" per 
1971 1981 year 

-----­
(3) (4) (S) (6) 

---------­

Class I 
(I Iakh-l-

Class II 
(5°,000 to 100,000) 

so.8 
(102) 

II-O 
(129) 

56.2 
(14S) 

11.2 
(178) 

60·4 
(216) 

11.6 
(270) 

4·32 

3·49 

4.60 

4~22 

Class III 
(20,000 to 50,000) 

Class IV 
(10,000 to 20,000) 

Class V 
(S,ooo to 10,000) 

Class VI 
(less than 5,000) 

• 

• 

• 

17·4 
(449) 

13.0 
(732) 

7.0 
(739) 

0.8 
(179) 

16,3 
(570) 

1I-2 
(847) 

4.6 
(641) 

o·s-l 
(150) 

14·4 
(739) 

9·5 
(1048) 

3.6 
(742) 

0·5 
(230) 

2.60 

1;74 

-LOg 

-2.18 

2·S3 

2.10 

1.45 

4.86 

Total:­ 100.0 
(2330 ) 

100.0 
(253 1) 

100.0 
(3245) 

3.27 3.86 

Total Urban Population 
(Million) 77. 6 107.0 IS6.2 

Source Census of India 1981- Provisional Population Totals Series I-Paper 2 of Ig81. 

Notes 1 Excluding Assam and Jammu & Kashmir. 

z, Constituent towns of urban agglomerations are not counted as separate units. 

3, Figures in brackets are the number of towns in each size class. 
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Table:::2'3 

Annual Growth Rate of Urban Population by Size of Town 
1971-1981 

.. -------- -_._---_..._._-~ 

Size Class No. of Total Total Growth Rate9 

towns Popula- Popula- Per cent Per cent 
197 1 tion 19717 tion 19818 per year over 

(in (in decade 
thousands) (thousand) 

---_._----~----

Class I 
(I 1a.kh and above) 1451 60,122 85,801 3.62 42·7 
~ 

Class 1I 
(50,000 to 100,000) 17821 :;:2,030 16,874 3·44 4°:3 

Class III 
(20,000 to 50,000) 560~ .17,170 :23,712 3.28 38.1 

Class IV 
(10,000 to 20,000) 8r8" [ r,656 16,107 3.29 38.2 

Class V 
(5,000 to 10,000) 

---_._-_. .
5965 

_-------­
4,3°0 

-_.. ­
6,264 3.83 45.6 

Total:­ 2297 1° 5,278 148..758 3.52 41.3 

-_._---_.­
Notes: 1 Excluding Srinagar, Gauhati and Jammu (Total 1971 Population. 0.78 million). 

2 Excluding Dibrugarh, Jorhat, Nowgong, Tiusukia and Silchar (Total 1971 
Population 0.32 million). 

3 Excluding 22 towns, 9 in Assam, 3 in Jammu and Kashmir, 15 in Kerala and 
I in Punjab (Total 1971 population 0.Q3 million) ... 

.. Excluding 56 towns, 24 in Assam, 3 in Jammu and Kashmir, IS in Kerala, 5 
in Tamil Nadu, 3 in Karnataka, 3 in Maharashtra and I each in Haryana, 
Bihar and Andhra Pradesh. 

5 Excluding 83 towns, 23 in Assam, 15 in Jammu and Kashmir, 7 in Kerala, 6 
in Gujarat, 4 in Maharashtra, 3 in West Bengal, 6 in Tamil Nadu, 3 in Madhya 
Pradesh, 3 in Karnataka, 2 in Uttar Pradesh and 1 each in Andhra Pradesh, 
Orissa and Punjab and Haryana, 

6 The Growth rates are calculated by comparing the total population of towns 
in each size class according to their classification in the 1971 Census as compared 
with the total population in the 1981 Census e.g., the growth rate of 3.62 per 
cent per year for Class I towns in 1971 refers to the growth between 1971 and 
1981 of the 145 towns classified as Class I in 1971. 

Source:-Government of India: Census ofIndia-General Population Tables 1971­
Series I, Part II New Delhi, 1975. 

l Covernment of India : Census of India - Provisional Population Tables - Paper 
2 of 1981, New Delhi, 1981. 

The various towns excluded in. class III, IV and V were those that could not 
be traced in the 198 I Census. These missing towns are either declassified 
or amalgamated into larger units. These are listed in Appendix 1.1 
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2.23. Table 2.3 gives a picture quite different from that in Table 2.2. 

While Class I cities have grown somewhat faster than small towns, the differences 
are not anywhere as large as Table 2.2 would have us believe. Oddly enough, 
Class V towns show the highest rate of growth on average. Similar results 
were found in an earlier study by M.K. Jain (1977)1 which showed that there was 
no appreciable difference between the growth rates ofdifferent sized cities between 
1951 and 1961 and between 1961 and 1971. There has, however, been an 
acceleration in the overall intercensal rate of growth of population in each size 
class since 195I • 

2.24. Since about 60 percent of the total urban population now resides 
in Class I cities, it is useful to disaggregate this class further. Table 2.4 gives 
the results for 1961-71 and 1971-81. Once again there is no striking differential 
pattern of growth according to disaggregated size classes. It cannot be said that 
the metropolitan cities (million-plus cities) have been growing much faster than 
the smaller cities, nor vice versa. Indeed, between 197 I and 1981 the fastest 
growth was recorded by the group of 33 cities in the 250,000 to 500,000 popu­
lation range. Moreover, it is of interest to note that the share of million plus 
cities in the total population of Class I cities has not increased appreciably since 
1951. The proportions have been : ­

per cent 
1951 42'7 

1961 45"3 

1971 45- 6 

1981 44. 6 

Even in the matter of urban entities, while the total number of class I cities 
has increased from 74 to 216 (excluding Assam and Jammu & Kashmir) over this 
period, an increase of almost 200 percent, the number, of million plus cities has 
increased from 5 to 12 , an increase ofonly 140 per cent. I t is therefore incorrect 
to say that the Indian settlement structure is becoming top heavy : or that 
metropolitan cities are growing much faster than others. This is not very differ­
ent from the experience of the world as a whole." 

_._--­

1_ M.K. Jain, "Interstate Variations in the Trends of Urbanisation in India 1951-71", 
Bombay: International Institute of Population Studies, 1977. 

2_ See Samuel Preston "Urban Growth in Developing Countries: A Demographic 
Reappraisal" Population and Development Review Vol. 5 No.2, June 1979:
 
~I W.H-g
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Table 2.4 

Pattern of Growth of Class I Cities 
1961--lg81 

------_. ----- ­
Category 1961-711 1971-812 

-------_._------	 ---------- ­
No. of Population Annual No. of Population Ann-
towns 1961 1971 rate of towns 1971 1981 ual 
1961 (000) growth (000) rate of 

gro­
wth 

4 Million+ 23 9,887 13,001 2,82 23 13,001 17,392 2'95 

1-4 million 5' 7,983 12,006 4'14 76 14,417 21,318 3'99 

l- I million 55 3,616 4,787 2,82 107 6,679 8,9 19 2'93 

250 ,000-300,000 . 21 7,378 10,256 3'35 33 . 12,022 17,858 4'04 

100,000-:1150 ,000 71 10,772 15,490 3'71 93 14,003 !l0,314 3'79 

Total:- 104 39,636 55,540 3'43 145 60,122 85,801 3. 62 

Notes : 1	 Data for individual towns for 1961-71 taken from Ashish Bose India's Urbanisa­
sation 1901-2001 (1978). 

111 Data from Government of India, Census of India 1981 - Provisional Population 
Tables Paper 2 of Ig81, Government of India, Census of India 1971, Series I 
Part II A(I) General Population Tables, New Delhi 1975. 

I Bombay and Calcutta.
 
, Delhi, Madras, Hyderabad, Ahmedabad, Bangalore.
 

5	 Kanpur, Poona, Nagpur, Lucknow, Agra. 

8	 Delhi, Madras, Hyderabad, Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Kanpur, Poona. 

'I	 Nagpur, Lucknow, Coimbatore,:;Madurai, Jaipur, Agra, Varanasi, .Indore, 
Jabalpur, Allahabad. 

2.25. This, however, is not the whole picture, since these average growth 
rates are somewhat misleading. Table 2.5 tabulates the frequency distribution 
of towns and cities according to ranges of growth rate. It may be noted that 
there is a higher proportion of Class I cities in the higher growth ranges but that 
the distributions of towns in the other size classes are remarkably similar to one 
another. Although the differences between the distributions of the growth rates 
of towns in Classes II,III,IV and V are not statistically significant there is a ten­
dency for a larger proportion of small towns to be slow growing. In fact the 
variances in the growth experience of the Class IV and Class V towns are 
somewhat higher. Thus, although on average there are no significant differences 
between the growth of large towns and cities, the frequency _distributions reveal 
a tendency for larger towns and cities to grow somewhat faster. This needs 
further investigation. As mentioned earlier, at the lower end towns are more un­
stable and occupy a less important place in the settlement strucuture. Thus, 
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the variance ofgrowth rates is much higher at the low end of the settlement side. 
Moreover.the slow growing"townsare found to be concentrated in particular 
regionsjofthejcountry, in particular, the densely populated but slow growing 
(in terms of population) states of Kerala and Tamil Nadu. 

Table 2.5 

Frequency distribution ofAnnualGrowth Ratesoftowns and cities between 1971 and Ig81 

Annual rate Class Class Class class Class All Classes 
of growth I 

(%) 
II 

(%) 
III 

(%) 
IV 

(%) 
V 
(%) 

(%) 

--- ­ ---_. ­

Less than 1% 3 7 7 8 6 

I to 2% · 7 15 14­ 19 21 17 

2 to 3% · 30 33 33 32 32 32 

3 to 4% · 30 25 23 23 21 23 

4 to 5% 19 16 13 II 7 II 

5 to 7% · II 7 8 5 6 7 

7 and above 3 2 3 3 5 3 

Total 100 100 . 100 100 100 100 

Total No. of towns 
in size class 145 178 569 818 594 !.il295 

---- ­

Notes : 1. Classes according to 1971 Census classification. 

2.	 For details on towns omitted from the 1971 Census list because of non-avail­
ability of data in 1981. See Appendix A. 2.1. The number of towns omitted 
'by size class are : Class 1-3 cities, Class 11-3 cities, Class II-5 towns, Class 

III-22 towns, Class IV-56 towns, Class V-83 towns. 

3.	 Constituent towns of urban agglomerations are not counted as separate units. 

2.26. Since particular attention is usually given to the role of the largest 
metropolitan cities in the urbanisation process, it is of interest to examine the 
growth experience of the 6 largest cities (given in Table 2.6). The boundaries 
oflarge cities are extended as they grow from one census to another. 'Increases' 
are not large when the newly incorporated area was sparsely inhabited in the 
previous census year. They are large only when the new boundaries incorporate 
existing populous towns or rural settlements on the periphery. Table 2.6 shows 
that the experience has been a varied one and that no generalisation can be made 
for these cities taken as a group. It is only Delhi that has grown with a con­
sistently high rate of growth over the three decades. 



2.27. Despite the dislocation caused in Bengal at the time of partition 
and later in 1971 the rate of growth of Calcutta has been consistently low and 
about at par with the growth rate of the population of the country as a whole. 
The increase in growth rate in the last decade is illusory and has been caused 
mainly because of the inclusion of about 20 towns which were listed as separate 
entities in 1971. The corrected growth rate for Calcutta would be just over 2 per 
cent per year which is similar to previous decades. 

Table 2.6 

The growth oJ large cit£~s and their hinterland 1 
_._------ -_._----_ .._--- ---_.....- ----_. - -- ­

City Population ('000) Annual Growth Rates (% per year) 

City2 Hinterland City Hinter­
---- land 

1961-71 1971-81 1971-81 ---_ .._.. _--_.. 

Calcutta 9165 1377 2'26 2'°5 2,69 3'°4 
Bombay 8277 1273 3'42 3'70 3'26 5'°9 
Delhi 5713 2073 5'08 4'45 4'59 5. 83 
Madras 427 6 972 2'35 5'01 3'04 2'93 
Bangalore 2913 1127 4'42 3'27 5,82 3'40 

Hyderabad 2528 642 1'03 3'71 3'42 5'°8 
---_. ---- --_..._-- ­

.. Notes: 1	 The Hinterland for each city is taken as all towns with 20,000 or more popu­
lation in 1971 within roughly a 100 krn. radious of the city measured as 
straight line distance. The details of the towns are given in Appendix A 2.2. 

2 'City' refers to urban agglomeration, 

Sources I.	 Census of India Ig81 Provisional Population Totals Series I-Paper 2 Ig81-New
 
Delhi 1981,
 

2. Census of India 1971 General Population Tables 1971 Series I Part II-A(i) New 
r Delhi, 1975. 

2.28 The other striking feature of this table is that the rates of growth of
 
the hinterlands of Delhi, Bombay, Calcutta and Hyderabad are consistently
 
higher than that of the cities themselves. Furthermore, the total urban popu­

lation of the hinterlands is usually a small proportion of the city's population,
 
varying from about 15 per cent in the case of Calcutta and Bombay to about
 
40 percent for Bangalore. This implies that the capacities of these neighbour­

ing towns to attract and absorb populations from the large cities is limited since
 
their rates of growth are already high but their weight in population low.
 

2.29 In summary it should be clear from the evidence presented above
 
that the record of growth of different size cities has been very stable over the
 
different decades. Towns and cities of all sizes have been growing at similar
 
rates since at least 1951 and there are no startling differences between large
 
and small towns and cities. The main difference between 1971 and Ig81 is
 
that there has been a significant acceleration in the growth of all towns and
 
cities. But the overall settlement pattern continues to be stable and well dis­

tributed.
 


