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Zhe Cotton Handloom Industry in Tamil Nadu 3

Somg Characteristics and Aspects of Change from the

N gl 4 ———

Post~Independence Census Data*

¥, Bharathan

Introducticn

he scope of the Drasant paper is to Present some of
the important charactsristics of the cotton handloom
industry in Tamil Nadu and changes in these as discernible
from the sconomic dat: of the Post-Independence Population

Cansuses.

A8 with all other unregistsred industriss in India,
the material fror official sources on the cotton handl com
industry is not very exhaustive, Pparticularly when it comes
to understanding the strength and characteristics of the
industry in terms of the number of Parsons employed, and
their distribution among rural and urbain areas, by_districts,
and by different types of production units. Being unregis-
tered, typically carried on in fairly small ~ro>duction uiics
scattered throughout the State, it is dAifficult to regularly
monitor the numbers in the inductrv. In Tamil Nadu, it was
only from the early 1960Cs that any regular monitoring of
the industry has bean carvied on: however, this exercise,
conducted on a six-monthly basis by the Department of
Statistics in the Sta<s, concentrates on specific aspects
of production of sampled looms in a Selectsd get of urban
and semi-urban areas, and does not attempt to estimate

*Commants from colleagues on an earlier draft of
this paper, presented at a seminar at MIDS, were
very useful. I wish to thank, in rarticular,

Dr.XK. Nagaraj, for the time he spent in discussion
and for his detailed criticism of the earlier draft.
I also thank Mr.J. Robinson for his tvping of the
final version of this Paper; and Mr , K.C, Devassvy
and Mg, L.Caeline for the cyclostvling.
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changes, say, in the number of looms and the numbers of
weavers over time. Some estimates of these have been
carried on beriodically, of which all but one have been
based on a sample survey of the looms in the State. These
studies, though wvaluable, have besn faw and far apart.
The most reliable of these studies were conducted for the |
refarence years of 1954, 1955-56, and 1973. In each of
these studies, various important aspects of the handloom
industry in the Stats have bsen coverad; in terms of
estimating numbers, however, they largely concentrated
on the issue of the number of looms in the State, and did
not provide much of information on the number of weavars
and their distribution,

(DOSs)

The Dirsctor of Statistids,/Madras, carried out a
sample survey of the handloom industrizs in the State in
195¢l/, from which it was estimated that the total number
of looms in the State was of the order of 4.62 lakhs, of
which 3.79 lakh were in the cottdn handloom industrv.z/
A study conducted by the University of Madras for the
All India Handloom Board, also basaed on a sample survey,
estimated that in the vear 1955-56 there werse a total of
4.19 lakh handlooms in the Statzs, of which the cotton
handloom industry accounted for 3.46 lakh 7ooms.§/ The
next reliable survey of the handloom industry had to wait
until 1973, when 3 cansus cf handlooms was taken in the

1/Report _on the Survey of the Handloom Industryvy in
Madras States, 1954. Issued by the Director of
Statistics, PMadras. Government of Madras, 1959,

2/ibid., Pp.12.

3/ Survav of the Handloom Industry in Madras State,
1955-56, Conducted by the Résearch Unit for the
Survey of Handlooms Industry in Madras S+ate,
University of Madras. All India Handloom~ Board,
Bombay, 1959, .19 and inferred from Table IV-5,
P.39.




Stata by the Director of Census Operations on behalf of
the Diractorate of Handlcoms and Textiles.é/ According
to this Census, there were 5.56 lakh handlooms in the
State, of which number 4.15 lakh looms were in cotton

handlcom weaving.

The DOS study for 1954 had estimated that there were
4,41 13¥h handloom wezavers in the State, but did not
attempt to break down this total by the type of varn woven.é/
The Madras University studv made no attempt to estimate the
numbers of weavers in the State. The 1973 cesnsus of handlooms
also did not make anv such attsmpt. -

This leaves the deconnial Populatlon Censuses as an
important source of information on thea workforece in the
cotton handloom industry and its major characteristics.

The Economic Tables in the Censuses contain a certain amount

of information of this nature, which, as shall be seen, can

U’

usad to draw certain tentative conclusions about the
workforce in the cotton handloom industry, albeit with

certain limitations.

BY their very nature, the Census data deal entirely
with the numbers of persons active in sach industry, and
the distribution of this workforce over dii~-~rant areas,
iistricts, and different tvpes of establishments. Taking
the post-Indspendence Cinsuses, the present paper scerks
to raise certaln specific issuss with relation to the cotton
handloom industry in the Stata.

4/ The final results of this census have not been’
published, but have been refeorred to in various
places. uza, for example, Dirsctor of Statistics,
Tamil Madu, Handloom Industry in Tamil Nadu:
Madras, 1978 (wmimeo). The 1973 figures are the
onegs still in official use.

5/ Report on the Survey of the Handloom Industry in
Madras State, 1954, cited above. p.20.
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The specific questions can be detailed as follows,
keeping in mind that cach aspect will involve an analysis
at specific points of tima as well as over times -

1

The strangth of the industrys

- What has besn the share of ths cotton
handlcom industry in the total workforce

" and total industriasl workforce, at house-
hold and non-~houschold lavels, in rural and

in urban areas, and in each district?

~= ¥What has been the share of the industry in
total households angaged in housshold industry
in the State, in rural and in urban areas,
and in thes districts?

Some important characteristics of the industry
and its workforces:s

-~ What is the distribution of the industry

between houszhold and non-hous:=hold sectors?

- What has b=en the rural and urban distribution
of thz workforce in the industrv? Can she
cotton handloom industry, for instance, b=

characterised as an urban or as 2 rural industrv?

- Can any conclusions be drawn on the size-structure
of the industry?

~ How seasonal is the industrvy?

~ What is the division of male and female smploy-—-

ment in the industrey?

- What, if any, are the links between agriculture
and the workforce in the industry?

= Can any conclusions be drawn about the status
of the workers in the industry in terms of
family and hired workers?
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3. Bach of the abovae issues carries not only an
aspact of inter-temporal change, but also
asvects of inter-spatial wvariation. There is
thus the specific issue of analysing the regional
profile of the industry, which, given the nature
of Cengug data, can be trezated only at the level

of a district-wise profile.

As shall ba saen belar, the Bconomic Tables of the
various Censuses do carry information on some or all of
the aspects raised above. However, changes in coverage
and scope, as well as in presentation of the data, imply
that not all of the aspects have baen covered in esach
Census, For the purpose off the present paper we are gane-
rally excluding any data contained in the Censuses on the
cotton handloom industey outside of the Economic and Bsta-
blishment Tables.

Interpretation of the data containad in the Ceansus
volumes requires a prior assessment of the Censuses as
data sourcas for the analysis of the cotton handloom induétry.
Since the relisbility of the conclusions drawn from the data
dapend fundamantally on the nature of the infermation and
the mannesr of its collaection and presentation in the Censusess,
it becomes necessary to first examine these . _ects of the

data source before going on to the analysis of the data.

This paper is accordingly divided into three major
sections, IN the first section, we examine the Economic
Tables of thea 1951, 1951, and 1971 Censuses, the concepts
and definitions underlyving these, the manner of collection
and presentation of ths data, the nature of the data, and
the limitation imposed on the analysis by thess. In the
second section of the paper, thz specific questions’regarding
the workforce in the industry that have been indicated in
precaeding paragraphs are taken up, kesping in mind the limi-
tations on the conclusions that are throvn up in Section I
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of the paper. In the third and concluding section, the
major conclusions of the analysis are presented and some

areas that require further research pointed out.

Since the Economic Tables of the Censusas carry infor-
mation on other industries along lines similar to that on
the cotton handloom industry, it is hoped that this paper,
especially the first section, will be of interest to anyone

making use of the Csnsus data to analvse individual industries.

Section I Thg Data Sources

The Census of 1951

The Economic Tables of the 1251 Census are inadequate
for the purposes of the Ppresent paper. This is so for two
reasons, the ons specific to the cotton handlcom industry,
the other a more general reason that makes the data in the
1951 Census infructuous for analysing the workforce in any
given industry.

Classification of the industrial population in the
1951 Csnsus was basced on a mixturs of industrial and
occupational catzgories. 1IN the casae of the textile
industrv and-its sub-divisions, the occupa.. :al aspect
remainad iiportant, resulting in wesavers of all types,
whether in handloom, powerloom, or mill industries being
clubbaed togethar into the same category, so that informa-
tion on the number of parsons associated with the cotton

handloom industry alone is not available.

At a more general level, the problem with the Economic
Tables of the 1951 Census was that it divided the population
v . 6/

batwesn different cateqgories of earnsrs rather than of workers.=

—— s st > o s o i S S e

6/ For definitions of the terms "earnar" and each
of its categories, see Census of India, 1951,
Vol,III, Madras and Coorg, Report, Part I, pp.3-4,
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Thus, a self-supporting earner was one who earned sufficient

income over the reference -period to support himself fully:
such a3 person would be classified as working in the particular
industry from which he or she 2arnaed the largest part nf his

or her incoma. An carning dependant was one who worked, but

did not carn snough to support himself or herself, and had

to depend on another person for at least a part of his or her
subsiztence; dapendant zarners were classified as belonging
Lo the industry from which the person on whom thevy were
dependant zarned the wmajor part of his or her income. The

third category of non-carning dependents consisted of those

. . / .
"wheo made no contribution to the family income "L ; non-sarning
dependants were not classifiesd by industry, since they had

ne earnings,

This three-fold categorisation on the basis of sarning
carried two implications. First, one section of tha actual
working population which Aid not raceive any pavment for
work done == as in the case of family workers in housshold
industry -= were clubbad togehter with the non-working
population. Second, the sum of self-supporting carners
and ecarning dependants in any particular industry did not
reprasent even the set of pald workers in that given industry,
sinc= the zarning dependants were classifisd. not accordir-
to the industry in which they zarned their income, but in
that of the person on whom they were Aepandant. The problem
is further compounded by the fact that the basis for dividing
zarners batween thesz two catagories, namaly the adequacy
nf the income earned, was itself left to the subjectivity
of the raspondent and the opinion of the investigator, with
the latter not being basesd on any standard definition. 1In
the words of the Cansus revort, "It will be sesen that we
have, frankly, not gone intn the Aifficult question of

. " " s o0 i

7/ ibid., p.4.



8

standard of living, and that the enumerators were only
2xPectad to cxplain the guestions clearly and fully and
record the answeaers, as to whether the persons esnumerated
wora saelf-gsroporting persons or sarning dependants or
non—2arning dapenﬂantsa”ﬁf
Data from thse Censusas can be us:ful for the purpose
0f the DPresant paper -- as indicated in the introductory
saction == only inasmuch as they provide information on
the number of persons actually working in the specified
industry, along with some detail on the characteristics
of this section of thes workforce. Sinde the data in the
Feonomic Tables of the 1951 Cansus do not provide these,
thay are completely inadequate for the task, and have to
be. dropped from the analysis.
The Censuses 2f 1961 and 1971
Thz concepts and Asfinitions used as well as the manner
of presentation of the a2conomic data in tha Censuses of 1961
and 1971 are Pbroadly comparable, and so are capable nf being
treated togather. The Tconomic Tables in the 1361 Census
are divire-d into three parts, nanely,

- Part IT : General Economic Tables
= Part IIT: Househnld Teonomic Tables

= Part IV : Housiny an?d EsStablishment Tables.

m
L

o)

The Houschold Economi

Q

ables of the 1961 Census are based
~n =2 Housecheld ScheAule, canvasseA For tha first time in
1S

the 1261 Census.

n -

This Schedule was not repaated in the
1971 Census enumeration, so that the 1971 Economic Tables
A0 not have a parz ralating to Household Economic Tables,
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In the Census of 1971, thereforz, the main parts relating

to economic data are:
- Part II7: General Zconomic Tables, and

- Part IITI: Establishment Tables,.

To b2 sure, references to the cotton handleoom industry
is tn ba founi in the case of the 1961 Census, in places
apart from the Economic Tables. First, each District Census
HanAbook carries a separate chapter on the handleoom industry
in the report vart. Second, sevaeral of the 40 villages
covared Dy the Village Survev Monographs of 1961 were predo-
minantly, 1f not sntirely, weaving villages, and each of
thase stuidies provides valuable insights intn the state of
the industry in 1961. Third, the Madras Volume of the 1961
Census carrizl a special report (Part XI-A) nn handlooms in
Madras Statz. The material contained in these thres parts
of the Census of 1361 relates not only to aspects of the
workforce, but also to other aspects of the industry in the
State, and as such will be taken up for analysis in a later
paper. They are therefore left out of thea prasent paper.

In the paragraphs bzlow are taken up sach of the parts of
the Bconomic Tables of 1961 and 1971.
Genzral Economic Tables

In both Censusas, the General Economic TAables were based
on information collected in the Indiviidual Slips canvassed
at tha tima of ansus anumaration. The main concepts involved
in these tabless are those of 'wdrker', 'househnld industry’,

A

and ‘non-household industry’.®

Unlike the 1951 Cgnsus, in both 1961 and 1971, the
division of the poprulation for the purpose of sconmmic
activity was not based on an zarnings criterion but on
the basis of time spent at work. Fnr 1961, extracting
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the relevant parts of the definition as given by the Regis-

trar Genaral provides the follwing picture:

"For persons working: the basis of work will

bz satisfied ir the case »f seasonal work...

if the Darson has had some ragqular work of

more than one hour a day throughout the greater
part of the working season. In the case of
regular employmant in any trade, profession,
service, business or commearca, tha basis of

work will be satisfied 1if the psrson was employed
Avring any of the fifteen days prrceding the day
on which /fhe enumerator’ visited the household...
Work includes not only actual work but esffactive
supervision ~nd Aircction of work... Persons under
training as agdrantices with or without stipend or
wages will be rocgarled as working.

"An adult woman who.o, .in addition to her househnld
WOrk. . .zng=ages harself in work such as rice pounding
£or sals or wagnes, or in Aomestic services for wages
£for nthers or minling cattle or selling firswobd or
making and selling cov ung cakes 0r grass, 2tCescoeaso
shoul? be treatsl as a worker.

"Parsons...who may be zarning an inceome but who are
not participating in any prouctive work should not
e trezated as working unless they also work in cul- o/
tivation, industry, profession, business or commerce.'=

Thus, in 1961, as long as a person had hadl some reqular work
in the reference fortnight or thea greatar pért of the working
season, he or she was classifie? 3s a worker and placad under
one or the otha2r industry group regardlass of whather or not
he or she hadl been unemployed during th2 greater part of the

vzar as 2 wholea.

Thz Census of 1961 also dAifferentiated betwean Principal
Work and Szcondary Weork of workers. Although this ifferen-
tiation was not conceive:l of initially, it was decided to
introluce the o concepts some time late in the process of

pPreparing for the Cansus, an? some doubts have been expressed
- I

9/ Census of India, 1961, Vol, IX, Part I-aA(ii),
General Reoort, v.275.
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about thea raliability of the information collects? on
szconlary work,lg/ Tha two concepts of principal an-l
Secondary work were based on the -amount of tims spent in

the particular economic activity.

The Economic Tablas of the 1961 Census have very
little detailz?1 information on secondary work, an1lwhat
there is of a relatively gen=sral nature, axcept in one
Table, viz., Table B-VII,

The conecept in 1971 was “2efined somewhat Al fferently,
by the introfuction of the idea of *‘main activity'. In 1971,
the population was first dividel as between workers and non-
workers depan-ing on whether or not their main activity over
the previous year was at work or not. Those who were classe-
as 'workers' on this basis were then further classifiel among
the Aifferant occupations an- inlustrial groups in accordance
with the tima spent in work, the reference Periods here baing
a reference week in the case of reqgular work, and at least
an hour of rsgular work throughout tha greater part of the

, ; 11
working season in the case of seascnal employment."—/

The main effect of the change in the definition of a5
“worker" between 1961 and 1971 was to effectively keap out
of the workforce in 1971 a section of the i "™lation vk
ouldl have besn countol in it in 1961, As has been pointed
out in the literature, the chance in the Aefinition of the
term ‘worker™ hias hal the most effect on the count of female
workaers in 1971 relative to 1Q61,é2/ It may be alded that this

Census of Indjia, 1971, Series 1, Paper 1 of
= supplament, Provisional Population Totals,

sus of Indis, 1971, Series 19, Part TI-B(i),
gsral Ecrnomic Tables, p.xi.

12/ Sea V,K.Ramachandran, "Agricultural labourers in
“the working population of Tamil Nadu" in Bulletin,
Madras Development Ssminar, Vol.X, No,3, March 1980,
PP. 146-7, Also see S,Subramanian anA V.K.Rgmachan-
Aran, “Agricultural labourers in the working popu-
lation of rural Tamil Nadus Preliminary results

from the Censuses of 1961, 1971, and 1281".1in
Bulletin, Madras Davelopment Segminar, Vol. XII,

No, 5&6, May & Jun=s 1982, p.304. '
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changs alsc affected housceholdl workers in general and female
houschold werkers in particular, who may participate in the
household cultivation or industry for only a part of tha

vear, but remain sconomically inactive for the main part of

ne important implication of the changes in the defini-
tion of the term 'worker' is that the data on the nunber of
warkers in the industrvy for the two vears are not directly
comparable. One way of minimising the problem, but certainly
not of 2liminating it, is to consider only the male workforce
whaen making intertemporal comparisons. However, for reasons
that will be explainad shortly, the change in the definition
has alsmn hal an impact on the Aivision between household and

non-housahold industry that is morz Aifficult to adjust for.

In both 1961 and 1971, thaz workforce was also sub-—

Aivided by 'class of workers'. The wvarious classes made
use of arz the sama in the two Cansuses, and consisted of

the following:

- 'employers' ¢ an employer was Aefined as one "who
emPloys other persons for wages or salarv tn get -~
any work “one, who thus, will not only be raspon-
sible fnr his own werk but also for work :lone by
nthers. Havevier, a person whe amplovs dAomastic
sarvants for houszchold Autizs or employs subordi-
nate unler him in an nffice whers he himself is
cmployz 1 by othzsrs, A0 not come under the category
of cmplaver, evan when the pover of appointment 18

/
Arlegatst te him. 23

- 'emplovees' : an amployee was dafined as "a person
who usually works under any person for a salary or

———— o

13/ Coenszus of India, 1961, Vol.IX, Part B-II(I),
Gonsral Beonomic Tables, p.371.
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wages, irrespaective of the powers. Even the
unpaid worker in a householAd industry, if he
is not a membar of that househeld will be only
an employae. Apprentices who Ao not form Part
of the household will also ba an emplovee,

/
whethar he gets stipend or not, 23

- a 'single werkaer' is "a parson who works oy

himself, n:ithoar emploving parsons undasr him

for ths work, nor being an emploves under any
other person, except casuallv... The head of
the housczhol? in a3 housshnld industry will not
Pz classified as a single worker. But the defi-
nition of a singls workor incluies a pPerson who
works in joint partnership with one or gaveral
bersons, hiring no employe=s., BEach member nf a
Producers Co-oparative Socicty will also come

_ . 15/
under the category of 'single worker'.M. =2

- a 'family worker' '“works in any business or trade
cordnctsd mainly by the members ~f the family, ~rdi-
narily at least for cne heour evary dav “uring the

working scason, without receiving wages in cash or

. als / ; . . , .
Kind,, . ==" Tn svrnia confusinn, it is worth noting

at this stage th=at the term. ' family’ 'sed in ths:

e

h
Azfinition of 'family worker' is svnonymous with

@_l
th- term 'household' as defined by the Census.

In both the Censusss, a 'housshelA' has been Aefined
essentially as consisting of a5 group of persons who share
a common mess, "unless +tho exigencies of work prevent their

) 17/ .
Aning so".==" The concept of heusehol underlies the dsfi-

14/ ibid,, ©.371.
157/ ibid., p.371.
16/ ibid., p.372.

17/ Cansus of India, 1971, Series 19, Part IV,
Housing Report and Tables, p.9.




i4

nitions of housshold and non-hnusehold industries, which
romained the same in both the Censuses. A 'household
industry' was defined in the Census of 1961 (and also in
the Census of 1971) as:

¥industry conducted by thz head of the household
ani/or by the membars »f the housshold at home
or within the village in rural areas and at howne
in urban areas, It should not ba run on the
linzs of a factory, viz., the establishment not
using pawer should not ocmploy 20 Persons or more
and shouldl not omploy 10 persons or more 1if some
kXind of power 1s us=2d., It should be confined to
the household scalz where the workers will ba
composz21 2€ the hea? of thz2 housshold and the
mambors of the houschold, the role of hir=d
workers from outside being of minor importance.
But =2 hnuschold industry can usz machinsry and
2oply power like steam, =lectricity, olil, etc..,
to drive the machinesry. Housshold industey
should relate €9 the production, processing,
servicing, repairing, or making and selling of
goods and shoul-d not be confined to the proc=zss
of buving and selling only. Parsons working
unpail or working as apprantices in other industries
carrizil on by a househnld in which they are not
membars are alsi8glassifieﬂ only unider the house-
holAd industry. ™=

The Census of 1971 also Aadoptad the same definition

of the trrm 'housshoid industry' and emphasised that the
Azfinition impliszl four criteria to determine whether a
Jiven unit of production was a household industry or not,
namaly *(i) Nature of activity (1i) Participation

(1ii) Location and {(iv) Siza,"lg/

In beoth the Ceénsuses, given the definition of 'household

industry', any Production unit not falling under the category
was classifizd as 'non-hrusehnld industry'. The term'non-
household industry' is obviously not synonvmous with the

18/ Cengus of Intia, 1961, Vnl,IX, Part III,
i = 1 Teonomic Tables, P.5 (emphasis added) .

19/ Census of in~ias, 1971, Series 19, Part IIIa,
Revort on Establishments, p.59%94.
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ragistered sector of the Factorv Act of 1948; it includes
all units, regardlsess of size, whera the location of the
unit is outside of the pPremisas or the village in which

the houschold operating it (if such exists) is located,

and whers wage workars are not ralatively insignificant, and
includzs small units below the minimum registrable size.

Cn the othazr hand, the definition of 'househnld industry’

2xplicitly rules out units »f a registrable size.

It has already bDean noted above that the definition

' non-h~usehold

of tha terms 'houscheld industry' anA
industry' make specific use of the significance of wage
workers rolative to houscehold or family workers. Such
being thz casa, it is conceivable that the change in
definition of the term 'worker' between 1961 and 1971
which affectad householl workers more than it Adid wage
workars, could well have resulted in production units,
which would have becn classified as houscheld industry

in 1961, being classified as non-househnld units in 1971,
due to the 'dropping out', from the count of workers, of
some of the household workers actually working in the unit

concaerne .

Apart from the division of workers L,y the type of unit
-~ housghold and non-hrusehnld -- in which t. .- were workuny,
the Census:

:3 0of 1961 and 1971 also used two other systems to
classify the workforee, the one classifving the working
population of occupaticons, and the other classifving the
non-agricul tural working population by the natures of industry

in which its membars were engagad.

The occupational classifications adopted in both Censuses
have been based on the Naticnal Classificatinn of Occupations,
a system which is baszd "on the basic tasks involved in each

a / . ,
oecupation"ﬁg, and is a version of the International Standard

20/ Census Of India, 1961, Vol,IX, Part II-B(II),
General Beonomic Tables, Flyleaf te Table B-V,
P.2.
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Classification of Occupations modified to suit Indian
conditions. Tha National Classification of Occupations
consists essentially of -a three digit coding structure
classifying the occupations into Divisions, Groups, and
Families. The system has been subject to periodic revi-
sionsg, and thoera are some marked AdAifferences between the
system used in ths 1961 Census and that used in the 1971
Census. Thce problem with the Occupational Classification
is that it does not Aifferentiate between different indus-
tries in which the samg occupational activity is being
carried on. Thus, in beth 1961 and 1971, weavers and those
involved in related activities have been clubbed together
regardless of whaether they were in the handloom, powerloom,
or mill industries, and regardless of whether thay were in
cotton textile or other textile industrias.gi/

Although the Occupational Tables have not been made
use of in the Present paper, it is worth mentinning that
a further problem with this set of Tables at the Tamil
Nadu lavel is that with the Part IT B(iii) of ths Tamil
Nadu Series of the 1971 Cansus not having been published,
the data is available only at the State level in the all-
InAia Sgriss, i.c., Seéries 1 of 1971; district level data
are not available in published form. A listing of the
Occupational Tables that are available for Tamil Nadu in
thz Censuszs of 1961 and 1971 is included in Appendix 1 of
this papcr.

Classificaticn »f the workers in non-agricultural
activities was based, in 1961, on the Standard Industrial

Classification, and in 1971, on the Hational Industrial

21/ The list of classified occupatinns in each
Census may be se=n in (i) Census of India, 1961,
Vol.IX, Part ITI-B(II), General Economic Tables,
pP.6-14, and (ii} Census nf Inilia, 1971, Ssrics 1,
Part IT-B(iv), Vol.1, General BEconomic Tables,
Appendix to Table B-V, pp.(i) to (xvi).
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Classification. In their basic principrles, the two systems

are similar, using a thre

Aigit classification system
under which related industrial groups ware classified by
Divisions, Major Groups, and Minor Groups. The actual
classifications in the twe systoms, however, Ao show Aiff-
erences in some cases and similarities in others. For
exampla, the silk handloom weaving industry in 1961 consti-
tuted a Minor Group on its ovn, but was clubbed together
with silk spinning, weaving and finishing of textil-rs,
including silk factories in 1971. The cotton handloom
industrv, on the other hand, did not change at all, being
assigned the Hinor Group code number of 235, and forming
vart of Major Group 23, Cotton Textiles, in Division 2,
I""1e_mufac‘x:ur'11'1(;,-2--2"/ Tndustries coming under Major Group 23

in 1961 and 1971 aga listed in Appendix 2 to this paper.

It must, of course, a2 noted that the SIC and NIC
systems rafered to are quite different from the broad
toen-fold occupational division of the population (ranging
from Group I, 'ecultivators' to Group X, 'Non-workers')
that was used in the Censuses; indeed, the SIC and NIC
svstems reclassify the entirz population except thosa
falling under the broad categories of 'cultivator',

"agricultural labourer' and 'non-worker', -ith Divisions

2 and 3 of both the SIC and NIC accounting foo the population

PlaSSlFle in the broad catz=gories under Class IV, ‘'household

industry' and Class V, 'manufacturing other than housshold
industry'

- Among the £ Tablaes that constitutz the General

(0]
63
©
i
O

Economic Tables in sach of tha Cansuses, the only ones of

—— e o i st et

22/ The Standard Industrial Classification is listed
in Census of India, 1961, Vol.IX, Part B-TII(I),
General Economic Tabless, Appendix C, »p.374-390:
the National Industrial Clas SlFlpathn is repro-
duced in Census of India, 1971, Series 19, Part
TI-B(ii), Cencral Economic Tables, pp.102-112.
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interest for the purposes of the Present paper are those
whare thas working Topulation has been divided by industrial
catagories. A list of thase Tables, with their titles,
lavel of disaggregation, and nature of data contained, is
given in Appendix 1 of this Paper. It will be noted that
vhile some of the Tablas listed in Appendix 1 disaggregate
trhie data down to the thras digit, or Minor Group laével, and
thus provide information on the cotton handloom iﬁdustry,
ctnzrs only give the data at the two digit, or Major Group

lovel, s that inf

—+

I

crmation on the cotton textile industry

A

as a wholaz, of which cotton handlooms form only a part, is

=2

availlablea. C

>

n

mizstion of how useful the data at Major
Groun level

]
[n]
[
h

or making inferences about the cotton hand-
loom industry, is taken up toward the end of this section,
sirce it is 3 question that is relevant to the Household

S
ablzs as well,

T

One limitation of the data Presented in the General
Economic Tablzs, which also applies to the other Tables
containing economic data by industries, is that the Tables
refer, by and large, to pPrincipal work in the case of 1961
data and to main activity in the casa of 1971 data. Thus,
the information on number of workers in the cotton handloom
industry in both 1261 and 1971 relate only to those workers
whos:2 principal work or main activity was in the cotton
handloom industry. Data in both the Censuses on the numbzar
of workers having secondary work in the industry concerned is
scarce, and insufficiently detailed. As such, it is impossible
to work out, at ecithar Consus year, the total numbers of pesrsons
and of establishments that were associated with the handloom

[]

industry, whathar as principal work or as secondary work, and
whather as main activity or secondary activity. This is a
general problem that cannot be corrected in the Czansus data,
and so it must be =xplicitly noted that figures on the number
of workers and of establishments in anv given industrv is
likely to b2 an undercount, without there Peing any possibility
of working out the extent of this undercount, espascially at

thz Minor Group level.
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In one respect, the General Economic Tables differ in
their presentation batweesn the two Cansuses. While the
tables in the. 1961 Census are based on a full-count computation
from the Individual Slips,those in ths 1971 Census arc based
on a sample of the S1lips, the sample itself baing a stratified
sample covering 20 per cont of tha2 urban population and 10
per cent of tha rural population. The stratification has
been done on = three tiasr basis: (a) area-wise, (b) according

to the brozd ten-fold occupational classification, and

-

() nccording to the 9 ag:-wise categories, including 'age

not stated'. Tha sanple results have been usad to make
pPopulation astimates, with the zstimates being adjusted to
tally with the working population count and the Primary
Coensus Abstract, both of which are based on full-count

; 2
computatlon,mé/

The Housszhold Economic Tables, Presented in Part ITT
of the Census of 1961, were uniqus to the Census, intro-
duced for the first time in 1961 and not bhasing repeated
sincz. These Tables are basad on information collected

in the Houschold Schedules, also an innovation of 1961.

The Housshold Schedule was canvassed alc. - with the
Individual S1ip, at the time of Census enumeration. While
details pertaining to aach member of the houscheld were
coverad in the Individuzl Slip, information on the housshold
as a whole was collected in the Household Schedule. The
salient Ffeatures of the Housshold Schedule are that it asked
for details on household industry and household cultivation,
in the case of the former covering Principal and secondary

ee Census of India, 1971, Series 19, Part
T-58(ii), CGeneral Bconomic Tables, Appendix,
PPr. 333-4 for details.

[S9)
~N
H U
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houschold industry (classified by time spent in the parti-
cular industry), +the numbar of Persons engaged in =ach

industrv and in hcuseholAa cultivation, and tha duration of
zach such activity of the housszhold over the previous one

Vi2Ar.T—

All of the Houschold Economic Tables are based on a
-0 Par coent systezmatic random sample of the Household
Schefdulas, NoO 2stimats of population parameters have been
matde, and the Takbles give only sample results. As such,
the data Are not diresctly comparabls with similar data in
the Goneral BEconomic Tables and the Establishment Tables,
but are simplvy an? 2asily corrected by multiplving the

aamPla data by 5 factor of 5.

The Tables in this sct that are of relevance to the
purposes of the present paper are listed, with details
regarding title, level of Adisaggregation, etc., in Appendix 1.
It will be noted that only one of the Tables, namely B-XIV,
Part B, provides Aata disaggregated to tha Minor Industry
lzvel, so that analysingy the rest of the Tables in this
Part requiresassuming th-=t what is true for houssholds in
the cotton textile industry is also morz or less true for
nouseholds in cotton handloom weaving. Whather this assump-

tion is tenable or not is taken up latar in this paper.

As already ncted, the Household Schedule made a differ-
ontiation between principal an 1 secondary housshold industry,
The Tables in Part TIT of the 1961 Census deal entirely with
only principal household industry, and do not give any infor-
mation on szcondarv houszhold industry. Thus, while it is
Possible to get some idea of the number of houscholds involved
in the cotton handloom intustry at a principal industry level,

24/ See Census of India, 1961, Vol, IX, Part III,
Housghold Economic Tables, Preliminary Nots and
Appendix 1, pp.8-9 for details.
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it is not possible, from the Aata, to ascertain the total
number of houscholds with any interest in the industry, a
point that does impose some limitation on the conclusions

that tha data point to.

Thz Housing »nA Bstablishment Tables of 1961 and the
Bstablishment Tablzs of 1971 ars =ach based on the house-
listing exercisz conluct:d a year prior to the actual enume-
ration. The bouselising opsration in connectinn with the
1961 Cansus was not coorilinated for a specific reference
time at the all-Indi

a levael, and in Tamil Nadu was completed

in October 1960. Th= housalist

ting oparation in connection
with the 1971 Census was wmore rigorously coordinated, and

was conductad in 1970,

At the time of ths 1960 houselisting operation,. a
Housing Census was carried out with the objective of
conveying a full plcture of the Csnsus Houses in the
country and the uses te which these ware being put,gé/
‘The Housing Census made use of two concepts, which were
subsequently adopted in the houselisting operation of
1970 as well. These warz the terms 'Census Building' and

'Census House'.

A 'Census building' was defined in accordance with +the
Madras House Numboring System, unier which “"every building
. . , . . . u 26
w;th A Separate main centrance is treatsd as an entlty".—"/
A 'Cznsus house' was defined as "a unit which is viable
and can be Alstinguished. It is used as a shop~-cum~-3v21lling

or a Place of business, schonl, or workshop. It can be a

25/ Census of India, 1961, Vol,IX, Part IV-A,
Report on Houging and Bstablishments, p.717.

26/ ibid., p.717.
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Structuras or Part of a structure. AS long as it is a unit

for the purposs of mmon living or work, it is to be treated

ao
. , 277/
as 2 Census housa®, 2

vite clearly, as the Instructions on houselisting in

1960 made explicit, the Census houss as & concept is very

Aifferent from the 'household' as defined in the Census:
while th: former rafers to a Physical structure, the latter
term rafers te a group of Deoplea. Moreover, there was no

naocassity that the numbrr of households and Census houses
should wmatch; on the contrary, "In our country, as the

lar 1 of living is low, it is likely that a gond propor-
tion of Consus houses will be occupied by more than one

e2hold ani as such, =2

cla2ar distinction has been made
28/

u
b:treen thess concoapts.,

12 usas to which a Cénsus house was being put was noted

in the Housing Ciensus, =nd the concepts and definitinns in

o
[}
0]
v
wt
@
i
(v
-

7ith relation to units of production were the

i
W]
h
v
i
cl
9]
I
oy

e. "any premises whzare 10 or more
workars ars employel, or have worked on any day
of the preceding 12 months and in which the manu-
facturing process is conducted with the aid of
Power or whars 20 or more parsons ars so employad
and the manufacturing cetc., is conducted without
tha 214 of paver. It will not include a mine coming
under the Indian Mines Act...of 1952. All units,
whather they are covered by the Factories Act or not,
arz listesd in this cateqory."gg/
277 ibid., p.717. Soms problems in the application
of the definition were sorted ~ut in 1971. See
Census of India, 1971, Ssries 19, Part IV,
Housing Report and Tables, p.8.

28/ Census of India, 1961, Vol. IX, Part IV-A,
Report on H/uolnq and Bs ab11bhments, P.717.

29/ ibil., p.51.
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- a werkshop or workshed, which were similar in

character to the factory, but organised on a
/
smallar scale,';'-(2 and

- a workshop- ﬂuﬂ*kﬁ;lllnq "If 3 portion of a resi-

Gence is utilised by the awner or any other person
as a workshop, it becomes a workshop-cum-dvelling.
It should be distinctly understnod that the nature
of activity in that Census house should refer to

manufacturing, cessing, repairing or servicing

]
o}

‘,AH

A
/

fo

of Aan article, -

No Housing Census was carried out in 1970, TFor -the

purpose of houselisting, hawever, the concepts of Census

building and Census house was adopted., In 1970, haowever,

a naw concept, namaly that of 'Establishment' was intro-
fi

Tucedl. An BEstablishment was de

nail ass:
"a place whara goods are produced or manufactured
not solely for dnomestic consumption or where ser-
vicing ani/or repalr workshop or a place whare
r=tail or wholesale businesg is carried on or
commercizl services are rendered or an office,
public or private, or a place of entertainment or
whara educational, religious, social or entsrtain-
ment Services are rendered. It is necessarv that
in all these vlaces one or more persons should be
actually working. Thus, an Establisiment will
cover Wﬁnux‘cturlnﬁ,359aﬂe and other c. Mlishments
whera people worlk®,

The Establiishmen
as Acfinedl above
houses from tha
Present purposec,
307/ ibiA.,
31/ ipid.,

32/ Cansus
Bstablish

t Tablas in 1971 cover only Establishments
- The leaving out of other types of Census
1971 Tables makes little Aifferance for the

since it is clear that all producticon units,

Peols
pP.51
of India, 197¢, Seriss 19, Part ITI-B,

hment Table Flvleaf to Table E-I,

Pelo
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i.2., the factories, workshops, and workshop-cum-dvellings

-

N the 1961 Census are covered in the term 'Establishments'.

In the Establishment Tables of 1971, unlike in 1961,
production astablishnents were divided as between regis-—
taral factoriazs, unreqisteredxworkshops,gél and houszholAd
industrics, with information on each being given separately,
but Adata arz available only at the Major droup lewel. The
Tables relevant from the 1961 and 1971 Censuses are listed
in dzt-11 in Appendix 1. It is clear that wo of the Tables
of 1971, namely Tables E-II Part B and B-II Part C together
correspond tn Table B III of 1961. Moreower, if the fact

hat the method of collaction ~f the data differedbbetween
the wo can be overlooked, Table E-IT Part C of 1971 is
comparable to Tablzs B-XVI of the Housshold Economic Tables
of 1941, at the Major Group level, énd‘with ref :rence to

only sizz class and total number of establishments.

Sinca the size-wise distribution of the astablishments
is given, it i1s possible, from the Housing and Establishment
128 of 1261, to estimats the total number of persons

7orking In any given industry; the corresponding Tables of
ia)

A colunn giving the total number »f persons,
excluling the cases of persons working in establishments of
unspecifi=1 size, These figures for Divisions 2 and 3, and
Major Ggoup 23, have baen given in Table 1 below, and compared
with the numbers against szach group as shown in the General
Econmmic Tables. It is clear that the two figures do not
match at all, in 2very casz the numbars as computed from the
Establishment Tablas being consistently and markedly lower.
reason for this Aiscrepancy could lie in the fact that
zhe data in the EsStablishmont Tables, anllected at the time
of houselisting, wozre basad on information given by onlv one
regpondent in cach household or astablishment; the data given
in tha Cgneral Econmmic Tables is based on Individual Slips,
and 1s likely t0 be more accurate. The implication is that

The sizz-wise Aistribution of production units in any specified

337 Tha term 'registered' and 'unregistered' were used

Je—~=F-
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industry as given in the Establishment Tables cannot be
relied upon, since there is no reason Lo suppose that the
error in reporting ths number of workezs in spread avenly
across the size classes. On thsa nther haad, there is no
reason to doubt the data in the Estavlishicent Tables on
the total number of establishments as such, and these can

be made use of,

This brings us to the last major point of this section,
one that has tc be tacklad with felation to the General
Economic Tables, the Household Economic Tables, as well as
the Establishment Tables, namelv. to what extent is it
Possible to use the data on Major Group 23 as a proxy for
the cotton handloom industry, i.s.. Minor Group 235. In
the follawing paragrarhs, the preoblem with relation to 2ach
set of Tables is taken up for analvysis.

Table 15 Tamil Nadu, 1961 and i971. Wor{ﬁrs in the cotton

e v e e g s e gt o e Cew e - ——— e

handloom industry (minor group 235) as estimated

e i et e o e g - ——— — —— — ——— = m s

from Establishment Tables of the Censuses and as

._.—..__ o T e . . o s o o o g e e i o o . s o b T o

P il e o S e e = e n i e

Figures in Columns 2 and 3
are in numbers of workers)

Year Number as in Nurbers as Col. (3) as
General Economic 2stilnagted from Per cent of
Tables Establishmant col. (2)
Tables
_511______(g)n______,",_(_3)________14) -
1961 465961 289886% 62.21
1971 571027 - 367764 64,40

*computed on the assurptions that (1) average
employment in thz 'greater than 100° category
is 200, and (2) average emplovment in the
"unspecified’ categoryv is tne same as that for
all the other groups combined.

{Sources overleaf)
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Sourcass 1) Census of India, 1961, Volume IX,
Part B-II(I), General Economic Tables,
Table B-1IV, Part C.

2) Census of India, 1961, Volume IX, Part
IV-B, Housing and Establishment Tables,
Table B-IIT,

Census of India, 1971, Series 19, Part

I1-B(ii), General Economic Tables,
Tabls B-IV, Part A,

W)
e

Series 19, Part
talebthnts iables, Table B-IT,
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Presant, for 1961 and 1971, respectively,

stribution of workers in the cotton

handlooms industries cross-tabulated
by s2x and by area, and by total, household and non-household

industry. Thasc takles seem to indicate the following:

4 1971, thers are considerable

n
ctween Major Group and Minor Group
istribution of workers, whathe

S

r
2x or by area:s

- these diffarences ssem to be the sharpest in the
casz of houschold industrv in both the years, and
the l=2ast at the level of non-houscshold industry:

- while on the whole, the 1961 figures show a greater
degree of divaergsnce than do the 1971 figures, at
the le2vel of total and household industry, in the
non-houschold industry the differences are greater
in 1971 than in 1961;

- On the whole, the sex-wise Aiffersnce appears to
be sharper than the arsca-wise difference in distribution.

The fact that at thz non-houschold level, the distributions
a2t major and minor industry levels seam to show the lsast
diffarence is in itself a matter of interest; this is
:cause the non-houszhold sector includes the cotton mill
industry as well, an industrv where the distribution of the
workforce is (a) more urban based and (b) more given to male
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T i - o . i o v . . o o U

at work separztaly in major group 23, cotton tex-

e arh oy e i - — o "L Yupune: us oy "l

tiles and wminor group 235, c¢otton handloom, separa-

_____ § G s el mmmamnioroiaooS

and workers in non-household industry

TR e et i e e e o - —— o S ot e

(Fiqures ar= in numbers of workers)

Sex ~ Industry _ Distribution_of workers by_area _
Group -7
Numbazr Total Rural Urban

1. Total workers in industry groups:

Parsons Group 23 1000 . 515 485
Group 235 1000 526 474
Maleg Group 23 586 276 310
Group 235 639 337 302
Famales Group 23 414 239 175
Group 235 361 190 172

2. Workers in houszhold industrv only:

Parsons Group 23 1000 581 419
Group 235 1000 541 459
Males Group 22 513 284 229
Group 235 627 3473 284
Females Group 23 437 07 190
Group 235 373 15 175

3. Workers in non-hous:hold industry only:

Persons Group 23 1000 302 698
Group 235 1000 320 680
Males Group 23 821 251 570
Group 235 802 251 550
Females Group 23 179 51 128
Group 235 108 69 130

Source: Derived from Cgnsus of India, 1961,
Volume IX, Part B-II(I), Genaral
Econeomic Tables, Table B-IV, Part C,
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Table 3: Tamil Nadu, 1971. Distfibution of 1,000 persons
(Fiqures are in numbers of workers)
Sax Distribution_of workers by_area _ _
Total Rural Urban
1. Total workars in industry groups:
Pzrsons Groun 23 1000 397 603
Group 235 1000 413 587
talns ipoup 23 770 311 459
Srour 235 757 339 418
Fomales Croup 23 230 86 144
Group 235 243 73 169
2. Workers in houschold industry onlys:
Persons Group 23 1000 471 529
Group 235 1000 444 556
Males Group 23 710 348 362
Group 235 748 361 387
Females Group 23 290 123 167
Groupn 235 252 33 168
2. Workars in non-houszhold industry onlys:
Parsons Group 23 1000 314 686
Group 235 1000 312 688
ligles Group 23 836 270 566
Group 235 787 270 517
Females Group 23 164 45 119
Group 235 213 42 171
Derived from Cansus of India, 1971, Series 19,

Part II-B(ii),
B—I'V' Paft ,,7‘\,

Ganersl Economic Tables, Table
Appendizx.
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employmant than female. To provide an answer to this question
would require a deepar analysis of each component industry in
Major Group 23, somathing outside the scope of the presant
paper. For the prasent it will be reasonable to draw the
conclusion that the use of Major Group 23 as a proxy for
minor group 235 when it comes to the distribution of workers
s something that has to e don2 with considerabla caution,
and any conclusions drawn from the use of such a proxy in
analysis will have to be hadged in by assumptions of a
limiting nature. TFor example, it will be recallzd, from
Appendix 1, that Table B-IV Part B of 1961 and B-IV Part D

of 1971 give the distribution of workers in Major Group 23

by the class of worker: in these tables, apart from the
alreadv noted fact of differences in the distribution of
workers in groups 23 and 235, hawever small these may be, _
theras is also the problem that the very prasence of tha mill
sector in the count will result in a larger share of employees
in the workforce than is likely to be the case in the cotton
handloom industry alons, so that thes conclusions drawn for
Major Group 23 as a whole are not very likely to be valied
for Minor Group 235. This would then imply that the use of
data on Major Group 23 as proxv for Minor Group 235 in the
General Economic Tables must, if used at all, be used with

a great deal of caution.

Where the Household Economic Tablas ars concernad, it
must first b2 noted that data on a comparabls basis for
Major Group and Minor Group are given in only ones Table, and
the information provided by this Table —-- B=XIV Part B of
1961 == 1is itself not very much, since the Table deals with
only those houszholds having a principal household industry
and not undertaking household cultivation. The area-wice
distribution of such houscholds at major and minor indvustry

group levals are Presanted in Table 4.
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“eble 4s Tamil Nadu, 1961. Arsa-wise distribution of

iEEEEEEY but with no hogseézlé gelzizazioef

fely £Oor wajor group 23, cotton textiles,

.

ani minor group ?3? cotton handlooms.,

(Pigures are in numbers of

households)
In‘ustry Distribution of houssholds
G roup - e e e e e e e e e = e e o — =
Total Rural Urban
group 23 1000 536 464
group 235 1000 518 482

Scource: Derivaed __cm Census of India, 1961,
Volume IX, Part ITI, Housgsehold Economic
fables, Table B-XIV Part B,

Dle 4 that although thars are
Aistribution of the households at the

Tastry, this differsnce is itself not as

industrv workforce data

i abovz. The cotton handloom industry
accounts f£or about 72 Par cent of thes total houssholds
in the cotton textilss industry, again taking only house-
holds without anv housszhold cultivation 34/fhus at least
of householls, it may not be far wrong to
being r=praesentative of the
e use of the assumption of
35 for houseaholds having both household

ivyvation cannot be chacked

v
indepsnilently, an M in the assumption that the
“istribution of +thes: hrusehiolds at the Major Group level

anl the Minor Greoue 1avel are as similar as for the other

34/ Calculate® from Census of India, 1961, Volume IX,
Part ITTI, Househol:l Economic Tables, Table B-X1IV,

V. 27%,
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group of households alreadly considered. This is again a
strong assumption to make, =and the results of analysis

based on it must be treated with caution.

The Yousing and Establishment Tables of 1961 do not
pPosa any such problem; the only Table in this Part, Table
E-ITT, which gives information on establishments by tvoe
of industrial activity, gives the data at the Minor Group
lovel of disaggregation. On the other hand, in the BEsta-
blishment Tablss of 1971, there is no-information whatever
that is availakle at the llinor Group level, and any use of
the data has to rest on the assumption that the distribution
of establishmeénts in any industry by area is proportinnal
to the distribution of the workforcz. This is not a very
good assumption to makaz, since establishments in Major Group
23 will include cotton mills, which have an average employ-—
ment greater than handloom units, and will thus affect the
digtribution of the wofkforce more than that of the sstablish-
ments, but therc is little alternative if these Tables are
to be used at all. We have already se=n that they are not to be
relied upon to give a picture of the size-wise distribution
of units.

In closing this section of the paper, we note that th=
major limitations in the Census data are g=ne..ted by the
changes in thes definition ¢f the termworker in 1971 relative
to 1961. To the extent that this limits the inter-tembdoral
analysis, it may then be noted that the issue of developing
a profile of the handloom inlustry in 1961 and 1971 from the
Census data is easier 9one than that of comparing the perfor-
mance of the industry ovaer the ﬁecaﬂe. Further, the material
on the industry in the Census of 1971 is far less than that
available in that of 1961, making it possible to produce a
more detailed profile of the industry in 1961 than in 1971.
It may therefore be noted that the lavel of tentativensss nf
the conclusions become greater as the analysis in the next
‘section moves from a profile of the industrvy in 1961 to that

in 1971 and finally to the issue of inter-censal change.
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oectlon ¢I

The Cotton Handloom Industry in Tamil Nadw, 1961 and 1371

The purposs of th=2 present section is to analvse the
data on the cotton handloom industry contained in the
Tables of tha2 Cansuses of 1961 and 1971 discussed in the
preceding szction, and to draw conclusions from these
data tempered Ly their inhsrent limitations, which have

also been discussad in ths precseding section.

This section is itself divided into threes sub-sections.
in the first and seacond . . the data relating to 1961
anA 1971 ara respectively taken up to provide profiles of
the industry, in terms of the issues raised in the introduc-—
tory section of the paper. Thz third sub-section takes up
the guestion of changss in the strength and characteristics
of the industry over the decade 1961 to 1971 as brought out

by the Cansus data.

It must b= notad that in a sense, this paper does not
dz2al with the cotton handloom industrvy as a whola. The
Cansusg data differentiate —-- at the Minor Gtoup level -—-
Petwesn cotton handloom weaving in gensral and cotton
handlloom weaving in kKhadi units, giving Asata for both. As

it happ:ns, thz number of workers coming under khadi weaving

4

in India, =and more so0 for Tamil Wadu, is insignificant

compar=ad to the nu
19

than khadi, In

mber of weavers in cotton handlooms other
1 and in 1971, ¥hadi workers constituted
t

6
less than 1 per cznt of the total workers in cotton handlooms
il

m

22 a whole in Ta Madu and less than 3 per cent and 4 per

357

cont in 2ach of the two vears in India.~ Khadi weaving has

therafore been Aropped from the present analvsis.

35/ Calculated from Census of India, Volume I, Part
I1-B(I1), Gencral Economic Tables, Table B-IV,
Part 2, and from Csnsus of India, 1971 Seriass 1,
Part II-B(iii), Ggneral Bconomic Table Table B-IV,
Part A.
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A. Profile of the Cotton Handloom Industry ip 1961

The first issus that nezds to be taken up is that of
the phvsical magnitudes involved in the cotton handloom
industry in 1961, Tables 5 and 6 give an idea of the most

important of these, viz., the number of workers in the
industty and the number of 2stablishments in the industry
in 1961, the distribution of the workforce being disaggre-
gated by type of industrv and cross-tabulated by sex and
area, the distribution of the establishments being given
disaggregated by area. It must be rememberzd that in both
thase tables, the numbars being dealt with are only of
workers with, and cstablishments where, the main activity

comas under Minor Group 235, cotton handloom weaving.

Table 5 gives Tamil Nadu's rank in 1961 among the
States and Union Territoriss of India with relation to
each group of worksrs. It is clear that in gen=aral, the
State ranked first in handloom industrv employment, 2t
total, housshold, and non-houschold industry levels. In
female emplovment in general, Tamil Nadu came soacond,
following Ass~, whzre, althcugh the total number of
workers was lessa than in Tamil Nadua, the ind... trv was -’
almost entiraly compossd of female workars. Andhra Pradesh
outrankad Tamil Nadu when it came to rural emplovyvment in
ths industry, so that Tamil Hadu came out third in the
employment of rural fomale workers. That the State was
one of thz most important, if not the most important, in
the country f£0Or the hanl1loom industrv is thus apply demons-
trated.
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Taple 5:.Tamil Nadw, 1961. Workers ip the cotton hapdloom

industry (minor group 235) and their Adistribution

—— e e s o ———— o - i m — e ————— - o o T S

e e o o e e o o

e e == e o e e e e e

1, Total workers in industry groups:

Persons 465961 245293 220668
(1 (2) (1)

Male 297674 156982 140692
(1) (2) (1)

Female 168287 88311 79976
(2) (3) (1)

2. Vlorkers in housshold industrv onlys:

Persons 434960 235375 199585
(1) (2) (1

Male 272815 149189 123626
(1) (2) (1)

Femala 162145 86186 75959
(2) (3) (1)

3. Workers in non~household industrv onlys:

Parsons 31001 2918 21083
(1) (2) (1)

Mals 24859 7793 17066
(1) (2) (1)

Femalz 6142 2125 4017
(1) (1) (2)

e = e = o e e m e o e e o e e e v e em e e o e e am e

Notes Figures in parentheses indicate Tamil Nadu's
rank among the States and Union Territories
for each group of workars.

Sourc=:1) Census of India, 1961, Volume IX, Part B-TII(I),
Gengsral ¥Bcongmic Tables, Table B-IV Part C,

2) Census of India, 1961, Volume I, Part IZ-B(TI),
General Economic Tables, Table B-IV Part C.
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Table 63 Tamil Nadu, 1961. Establishments, i.c., Census

industry (wminor group 235) by arsa

(Figures are in numbers of

establishments)
Total Rural Urban
85085 41857 43228

Source: Census of India, 1961, Volume IX,
Part IV-3, Housing anid Establisbhment
Tablag, Table E-TIIT,

If the State was an important on= for the industry,
just now important was the industry in the State in 19617
Tables 7 and 8 below take up this question; Table 7

indicatas that the cotton handloom industryv acccunted for
closa to a fifth of ths total workers in the manufacturing
sector in the Stite in 1961, a much larger part of employ-
ment in housshold industry as a whole, and 7as not of anr
significance in the non-housshold sector. In whe country
as a whole. by contrast, the industrv accounted for only’

about 14 per caent of workers in the manufacturing sector,

Table 8 similarly demcnstrates the importance of the
cotton handloom inidustry at the level of establishments,
and also shows that the industrv was relatively more important
among rural industries than among urban. The higher share
of the industry in terms of =2stablishments than in terms of
smployment indicates that the average level of employment
par production unit in the cotton handloom in lustry was lower
than thz corresponding average for all industries taken

together for 1961, an implication that is not surprising,
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Table 72 Tamil Nadu, 1961. Relative shares of the cotton

- i e —— - can t e s o oy e v
.-_...-_.-_..-_ mmpulbeaniipt . 1 -t e vt e e o . —— e
e i v e i i s o e e o) —— s o g

e e A S=== . R e ek

(Fiqures are in percentages)

Sex Total Rural Urban

1. All Workers:
Parsons 23.43 23.63 23.20
Males 21.54 23.88 19.41
Fomales 27.74 23,21 35.34

2. Wlorkars in housshold industry onlys

Parsons 38.13 30,76 53.17
Males 43.20 35,06 60,01
Females 31.85 25.37 44,86

3. Workars in non-houschold industry only:

Porsons 3.65 3.64 3.66

Males 3.31 3.36 3.29

Females 6.29 5.21 7 .05
Source: ed from Cansus of India, 1961, Volume

Deriwv
IX, Part B-II(I), Genaral Economic Tables,
Table B=-IV Part C,
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Table 82 Tamil Nadu, 1961. Relative shares of the cotton

P ) fmg i ot o o - - o pn ot ot o g
i i e v s o e s —— e - e o o Dy [P ——
o o o o o ke R i o e S D s i it o 20 e i i ot i 2 il . —— e e

e S i o

- - wm EE omm v wm e wm e = em wm wm e m= e wm wm e

Total Rural Urban

— e e e e e o e em e me e wm em e e e em e .

44,28 48.91 40,56

— mm am e e e wm wm mw em e e e e e e

Source: Derived from Cgnsus of India, 1961,
Volume IX, Part IV-B, Housing and
Egtablishment Tables, Table E-IIT,

It can thus be concluded that in 1961 the State of
Tamil Nadu was among the most important in the country
whare the cotton handloom industry was concernad, and the
industry itself formed an important part of the industrial
profile of the State, in overall terms as well as at the
level of household industries,

Strength of the Industry in the Districts

—— o 1 i ot ——n e e —— o i e e e m

Tables 9 and 10 below give the Aistrict-. .5e distri-

bution of workers and sstablishments in the cotton handloom
injustry in the State. From both takles, it is clear that
Salem district in 1961 was far and avay the most important
district in the State for the industry, with Coimbatore

forming a not-very-closs second., Secondly, the three districts
of Salem, Coimbatore, and Tirunelvell together accounted for
ovaer half the workers and establishments in the industry.
Combining the results of the o tables shows that ths most
important districts in the State where close to 90 per cent

of the inlustry was concentrated in 1961 were the first seven

districts lister in each table. While Tiruchirapalli, South
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Arcot, and Kanyakumari, which each accountesd for over 1 lakh
workers in the industrv in 1961 cannot be ignored, it is
clear that Thanjavur, Madras district, =md Wilgiris were

insignificant whera the cotton handloom industryvy is concerned.

€ the cotton handloom industry among

Given the s Q
fakle 11 takes up the quastion of the signi-

thz Aistricts,

ficance of the inAustrv within each Adistrict. Once again,
Salem emzrges as the most important Aistrict, in the s=nse
that closa ©o a half of 311 +he workers in the manufacturing
sector and almost 70 per c:nt of the establishments in the
district were to be found in cotton handlooms in 1961, In
terms of the sharz of the industry in the industrial work—
forcz, thea industry was important in Chengalpattu, Ramana-
thapuram, South Arcot, North Arcot, Coimbatore and Madurai,
whers it accounted for betwasn a fifth =an a3 third of the
total industrial workforce. In terms of establishments,
while the industry was very important ~-— accounting for more
than half the total industrial astablishments -- in Chengal-
Pattu, Tiruncliveli, and Coiwbatore, it appeared to berless
important in the establishment-based industrial profiles

in RAmanathapuram and North Arcot, where the industry
accountal for less than half, but above the State average,
of total zstablishments. In South Arcot the ratio was below
the State-averace. Madurai is one Aistrict where, by either
measure, the significance of the industrv within the district
wAas lower than that within the State as a whole, but in this
district, as well as in South Arcot and Tiruchirapalli, the.
industry can be regarde? as being significant insofar as it
accounted for mors than a fifth of th2 total industrial work-

force, and more than a third of total =sstablishments.

The strength of the industrvy in each district in rural
an<d urban areas, and in houschold and non-householA industry,
is taken up later in this paper. Ons mors issue which is
raised by Tables 9 and 10 when taken togethzr, namely the

differences acreoss districts in the average size of establish-
ments in the industry, 1s also taken upP in a later- part of

this sub-saction,



District

4.

5.

6.

7.

B

(

S

1)

Salem
Coimbbatore
Tiruneliveli
Chengalpattu

Ramanatha-
our am

North Arcot
Madurai

Tiruchira-—
ralli

South Arcot

Kanyakumari

Than javur
Madras
Nilgiri

Tamil Nadu

(Figures

of workars,

39

2

in column

in percentages)

Total
workers
in group
235

(2)

119186

76383
48322
47203

40765

39863

30732

18632

10801

6421
5990

18

465961

o e e e e

Share of

fro=paliegiiiogeng il

Aistricts

—

are in numbers
and in columns 3 and 4

in total

i et o i o it 2 et T o o o Bt i g o S o e

District's
share

100.00

Cumulative
share

(4)

25.58
41.97
52.34
62.47

71i.22

79.78
86.37

91-02

95.01

97.33

28.71
100.00

100.00

100.00

Districts have besn arranged in decenAding

order of numbars of workers in minor group

Notes 1.
235.
2.
ource: Coansug of India,

Gensral Economic Tables,

neg. denotes neglicible.
1961, Volume IX, Part B-II(I),

Table B-IV, Part C,
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Table 10: Tamil Nadu, 1961. DlstrlctAdlso distribution of

2stablishments, i.e. facktories, workshops, and

workshop-cun-dwellings, in the cotton handloom

(Figyures in column 2 are in
number of =stablishments, and
in columns 3 and 4 in percen-—

tages)
District Total _ _ _Share_of Aistricts _ _ _
?itzsién District's Curmulative
535 = share shares
T € Yt B ) I
1. Salem 22869 26.88 26 .88
2. Coimb-tore 13360 15,70 42 .58
3. Tirun=sliveli 11812 13.838 56.46
1. NMorth Arcot 8240 9.68 66,15
5. CThengalpattu 6060 7.12 73.27
5. Ramanathapuram 5590 6.57 79.84
7. Madurai 5587 6.57 86.41
3. Tiruchirapalli 4792 5.63 92.04
9, South Arcot 3052 3.59 95,62
10, Thanjavur 115 2.25 97 .88
11. Wanyakumari 1259 1.48 99 .35
12. Madras 549 0.65 100.00
13, Yilgiri o 0.00 100.00
Tamil Nadu 85085 1C0C. 00 100, 00

Notes Districts have been arrang=2d in descending
order of numbars of cstablishments in minor
group 235,

Source: Census of India, 1961, Volume IX, Part IV-3,
Housing and Bstablishmeant Tables, Table E-III,
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Table 11: Tamil Nadu, 1961. Relative importance of the

1.

10C.

i N
12,

13.

o -t e s e 0 v e e 2 e o oo e =" S

ments in manufacturing (Divisions 2 and 3)

(Fiqures are in percentaqges)

Relative share of group 2235 in:

District B e o e e RS e B S e e e e o o e o o o
Total Total
workers establishments
in Pivisions in Pivisions
2 and 3 2 and 3
Salem 45,15 67.31
Coimbatore 23.74 50.20
Tirunelveli 18.91 ‘ 53.60
Chengalpattu 34.07 58.34
p:amana.t‘na_m;\ram 29,47 46,97
North Arcot 25.28 43.89
Madurai 20.21 39.53
Tiruchirapalli 14,79 J33.%23
South Arcot 26.04 38,98
Kanyakumari 11.94 23.84
Than javur 5.35 12,12
Madras 4.22 5.05
Nilgiri. 0.22 0.00
Tamil Nadu 23.43 44,28

- S e e e e e m e e e e e e e o e e o e am e e

Note: Districts have been arranged in descendinq
order of numbers of workers in minor group
235 in 1961.

Source: 1) Census of India, 1961, Volume IX, Part B-II{(I),
Seneral Economic Tables, Table B-IV Part C.

2) Census of India, 1961, Volume IX, Part Iv-B,
Housing and EStablishmentrTgbleg{WTaggg#E:§§;:
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Tables 12 and 13 beaiow Provide information on the

distribution of workers among the household and non-

5

-

household sectors of the cotton handloom industrv, The

Il

able= lead to the following conclusions:

- at the overall State level, as well as among the
distcricts in genaral, the household sector was
Predominant in 1961, and the division betwveen
hecusaheld and non-housshold sectors of the work-
force was akout thz same in Tamil Nadu as it was
in the country as 3 whole. (See Column 4 of each
table) .

- Within the housetold sector as a whole, the cotton

handloom industry had a considerable vaight in most

districts and in the State as a whole. The State

averags of 38,13 per cent was much higher than the

i}
e
et
1
bl
B

dia average of around 20 per cent.

- The cotton handloom industry was not such an important

part of the non-houszhold sector emplovment in the

State and among the districts in genz2ral, but here

also thzs State avarage was appreciably above the

3ll-India average.

- Among the districts, Salem emergaes as the most

important district at housshold as well as at non-

houszhold levals in 1961. lNot only was this true

in tarms cf the share of the workforce in each sector

accounted for by the District -—- about 25 Per cent in

2ach ~-- but also in terms of the importance of the

industry within the District as shown in Column (5)

of each Table.

- Taking the ranking of the districts in terms of their

shares in the total workers in zach sector shows some

differences, In the houszhold sector distribution,
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Table 12: Tamil Nadu, 1961. Some characteristics of the
distribution of workers in the gotton handleom
industry (minor group 233) on a @istrickwiss
basis

I | SRR ! IR [G) IR € I (8. _ .
Mo, of District's Share of Share of
District workers share in household group 235
in group total work- workers in in total
235 housae- ers in total work—- household
hold industry group 235 ers at workers in
houscshold group 235 Divisions
industry in each 2 and 3 in
district zach
_____________________________ aistrict _
o - Mo, % _ % _ %
. Salem 111327 25.59 93.41 55.31
. Coimbatore 73096 16,81 95,70 41,58
., Tirunelveli 46740 10,75 96.73 26,04
. Chengalpattu 45852 10.54 97.14 57.28
5, North Arcot 38796 3,92 97 .32 41,46
6. Ramanathapuram 38706 8.90 94..95 44,45
7. Madurai 26122 6,01 85. 00 38.59
8. South Arcot 17793 4,09 35,50 36.69
9. Tiruchirapalli 17040 3.92 76,72 23.64
10, Kanyakumari 9886 2.27 21.53 13.61
11. Thanjavur 5761 1.32 89.72 11.89
12. Madras 3826 0.88 63.87 29.64
13, Nilgiris 15 ned. 83.33 1.50
State 434960 100.00 23,35 38,13
India 2000413 93.71 20.14
Note: 1) "neg" desnotes negligible.
2) Districts have beesn arranged by thair rank
in Column (2) above.
Source: 1) Cgnsus of India, 1961, Vol.IX, Part B-II(1),
Géneral Economic Tables, Table B=IV, Part C
and appendixe.
2) Census of India, 1961, VolI, Part II-B(T),
Cenaral Economic Tablzs, Table B-IV, Part C,




Table 13:

Tamil Nadu,

44

1961. Some characteristics of the

—_————— e e e e v - - ———

SERSSRInSaln D2 LRmalIlill a4 ZUD Zifiil anLis=Io

i o s o - o oo o

S L) oo _ (3 R O R (s) -
. non-
Yo, of District's Share of/ - Share of
workers share in household group 235
in group total work=r+ -industry in in total
District 23% non- ers in total work~ non-house-
houszheld - group 235, ers in hold work-
industry non-house- group 235 ers in
hold industrv in each Divns.2&3
district in each
district
oo Yoo _ _ _ _ _ _ % _ % ko
1. Salem 7859 25.35 6.59 12.54
2, Madurai 4610 14.87 15.00 5.46
3. Tiruchirapalli 4605 14.85 21.28 6.20
4, Coimbatore 3287 10.60 4,30 2.25
5. Madras 2164 6.98 36.13 16.79
6. Ramanathapuram 2059 6,64 5,05 4.02
7. Tirunelveli 1582 5,10 3.27 2.08
2. Chengalpattu 13531 4.36 2.86 2.31
9. Yorth Arcot 1067 3,44 2.68 1.66
10. Kanyvakemari 915 2,95 8.47 5.15
11. South Arcot 339 2.71 4,50 3.64
12. Thanjavur 660 2.13 10.28 1.25
12, Vilgiris 0,01 16.67 0.03
State 31001 100.00 6,65 3.65
Inddia 124203 6.29 1.68
Note: 1) Districts have been arranged by their rank

(2)

Census of Ingia,
General Economic Tables, Table B-IV,
and appendix.

in Column above.,
1961, Vol.IX, Part B-II(I),

Part C

Census of India, 1961, Vol.I, Part II-B(I),
General Economic Tables, Table B-IV, Part C.
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(Table 12) Salem, Coimbatore, and Tirunelveli between
them accountsd for about 53 Per cent of the total
household workers; in the non-household szctor, Madurai
and Tiruchirapalli replaced Coimbatore and Tirunelvell
at the 2nd and 3rd rank positions, and these districts,
along with Salem accounted for slightly over 55 per

cent of the non-household employment in the industrv.

- Household to non-household employment ratios do not
vary very wmuch in general in th2 tablesz the standard
deviation of the values in Column (4) works out to
9.31. However, although, as this would indicate, the
household sector was the predominant one in all the
districts, the non-household sector did have, in 1961,
somz significance, as is shown in Column (4) of
Table 13, in the districts of Madras, Tiruchirapalli,
and Madurai, if we lecave out the unimportant districts
of Nilgiris and Thanjavur. However, even in these
districts, cotton handloom industry was not a very
jmportant part of non-housshold sesctor employment as

a whole.

- Over half of the tocal household emplovment in Salem
and Chengalpattu was accounted for bv the cotton hand-
loom industry, while the industry doass not seem to
have accounted for a very large part —- in relative
terms —--— of total horsgchold sector emplovment in
Tiruchirapalli, Madras DPistrict,, and Kanvakumari:
in the other districts where the industry was important,
it accounted for around 40 per cent of total household
sector employment,

Rural and Urbap Distribution of the Industry

Table 14 belaw gives the distribution of workers in the
cotton handloom industry as baetween rural and urban workers
in 1961, Tables15 to 18 {see Appendix of Tables) give
further details of the distribution.
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Ar thes overall, State level, certain conclusions can
be dravn from thess Tables. First, it is clear from the
"3tate® ror in Table 14, that the industry was more or less
2venly distributed as among rural and urban areas, with
rural ar=as accounting for a wmarginally higher share of the
workforcz, The industrv in 1961 was thus neither predomi-
nantly rural nor predominantlv urban in character; however,
tha urban strength of the industrv was greatar in Tamil
Madu than in the country. Secondly, as is shown in Tables
A5 and 16, in both rural and urban aresas, by far the largest
part of the workforc: was in houschold industrv; we have
already sean that this was trus for the industrv as a whole
in ths previous section, Thirdly, housshold sector amploy-
ment was marginally weighted in favour of rural areas, but
this weight was much less in Tamil Nadu than in tha country.
Fourthlv, as shaovn in Column (5) in each of Tables 17 and 18,

o
tha non~houschold industry at the State level was more to

be found in ths urban ar=zas than in th2 rural, with urban
arzas accounting for mor: than two third of the total non-
hous=hold ocmployment in the industryv.

In 1761, the cotton handloom industry accounted for
mores than half the total manufacturing employmsnt in urban
heusz2hold industry, about a third of rural houszhold industry,
and was r=latively insignificant in both rural and urban non-
houszhold industry; in all four howavar, the industry was of
greater significance in Tamil ¥adu than in the countrv as a

whole.

he distribution of the industry by arsa in each of the

ot
O]
{

! hows a vatt:rn that is not even. While the rural-
urban distribution was more or lzss even; and close to the

rage only in the district of Salem, the distribution
was walighted in favour of rural arzas in Coimbatores, North
Arcot, South Arcot, Tiruchirapalli, Chengalpattu and Kanyakumari,
ghtad in favour of urban areas in tha three southern

ts of Tirunolveli, Ramanathavburam, and Madurai. (See
1)

Table 14 The relatively unimportant districts of Thanijavur,
Tiadras and Hilgiris have been ignored.
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District . Workers in_group_235_by area_ _ _ _ _
State

- tmdia_ _ _ _ _ _ Total _ _ Rural_ _ _ Urban _ _ _ _ _
1. Salem 1000 533 467
2. Coimbatorea 1000 824 176
3. Tirunelveli 1000 232 768
4, Chengalpattu 1000 529 401
5. Ramanathapuram 1000 254 746
6. North Arcot 10C0 670 330
7. Madurai 1000 260 740
8. Tiruchirapalli 1000 629 371
9. South Arcot 1000 656 344
10. Kanyakumari 1000 570 430
11, Thanjavur 1000 352 648
12, Madras 1000 N.A, 1083
13. Nilgiris 1000 722 278
State 1000 526 474
India 1000 684 316

Wote: Districts have been ranked by their share in
total employment in group 235 in the State.

N.A, = not applicable.

Source: 1) Census of India, 1961, Volume IX, Part B-II(I),
Senaral Economic Tableg, Tables B-IV, Part C.

2) Census of India, 1961, Volume I, Part II-B(I),
Gencral Bconomig Tableg, Tables B-1IV, Part C.
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Column (4) in ecach of the Tables 15 to 18 reflect the
fact that in virtually all the districts, the household
szotor formad the most significant part of the total employ-

fient in rural as wzll as in urban areas, although this is
somew hat mors marked in th2 former areas. This is clearly
Pecause, as shown in Column (5), Table 18, the non-housshold
industry was largely in the urban areas, except in the two
districts of Salem and Chengalpattu; even in these two
districts, however, urban workers were by and large household

industry workars.

Table 15 showsg th-=t among rural household workers,
Coimbator2s and Salem districts together formed the most
important belt, accounting for more than 50 per cent of
tha workers. The northern districts nf Chengalpattu, North
Arcot, and South Arcot accounted, between them for over

25 per cent of the workers, (Column (3)).

Among the urban houszhold workers, by far the most
important sinJle belt -~ See Column (3) of Table 16 --
consistad of the southern districts of Tirunelveli, Rama-~

nathapuramn, MM

i

durai and Kanyakumari, which accounted for
about 44 per cent of the workers: Salem and Coimbatore
together accoun just about 32 per cent, while the
northern dietricts of Chengalpattu, North Arcot and South
Arcot accounted for about 13 prear cent of the workers. The
mainritv of the workers in urban houschold industry in 1961
was to Ye found concentrated in 3 districts —-— Salem,Tirunel-
veli, and Ramanathapuram, -~ which accounted for around 58

Pzr cent of the workers in the catagory.

St 2en them, alem and Coimbatore -- as shown in
Column (3) of Tabls 17 ~- accounted for almost 60 per cent
of the vorkers in rural non-household industry, and the
thres districts of Salem, Coimbatora, and Tiruchirapalli,
accounted £or around 75 per cent of the workers in the group.
The incidenc: of rural non-household workers in the other

districts of the State was more or less insignificant.
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Table 18, which shows the distribution~of urban non-
household workers in the industry, indicates that the most
important contigucus belt for this category consisted of
the southern districts: Ramanathapuram, Madurai, and Tiru-
nalvz2li accounted for roughly 35 per cent of the workers
in the category: the next important belt seems to bes the
central districts of Salem and Coimbatore, which batween
them accounta:d for about 25 per cent. The share of the
northarn-most districts,‘Chenqalpattu,.ﬁorth Arcot, and

South Arcot, was much less, at about 10 per cent.

Finally, an examination of Column (6) in each of the
Tables 15 to 18 indicate broadly that the laower the rank

of the district in the particular category, the lass impor-
tant ths cotteon handloom industey is in terms of its weight
in the total workers in the manufacturing industries in the
particular category: it seems broadly true that the rslative
share doclines as we go down the column in all the four
tables.

Apart from the points made above with relation to
groupings of districts, it would appaar, taking individual
districts, that at a3ll levzls of disaggregation, Salem
emarges as the single most important district for the
industry in 1961. While Salam and Ceoimbatore together
op the list among the rural categories, Coimbatore drops
to a lower position in urban household, and even more in

the ranking by urban non-houszhold workers.

AS alregadvy notaed in tha first part of this paper, the
size-wise distribution of establishments given in the Housing
and Establishment Tables is not verv reliable. Howewver, on
the assumption that the count of =2stablishments is reliable,
and combining thaess data with the figqures on number of workers

in the industry, it becomes possible to estimate the average
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number of workaers in the industrv, it becomes possible to
2stimate the average number of workaers per establishment

in the cotton handloom industrv. This exercise, at a
district level, has been done and the results for Divisions
2 and 3 as well as for thes cotton handloom industry have
Lren shovn in Table 19 below . Iz is worth noting, first,

that the average size at the State level was much lewer for
Mineor Group 235 than for the manufacturing sector as a whole,
and that in both, the average size of establishments was
slightly higher in rural than in urban areas. Secondly, the
variations in siza 3re not very large across the districts:;
given the relatively small variations, it is clear that

rong the major handicom districts, Kanyakum=zri, Chengalpattu,
and Ramanathaburam had relatively high averages, while that
in the other important dAistricts came closer to the State

AV LATS .

A breakdorn of the avarage size data in terms in house-—
heid and non-household industry is not possible. For the
household level, the Houszhold Economic Tables carry some
information {(ir Table B-XVI) on sampled households at the
major industrv group level. Combining househnlds with and
without cultivation which have a pPrincipal househnld industry
falling in group 23, and working nut ths Avaragas gives an
average size of 2,293, or, rounding off, of 3 persons per
househnld unit. This, as is to be expected, is lower than
the value of 3 persons per astablishment for the industrv as
a whole. Dstimates »f sverage size for the non-household
Sector are not possiblz:, but it is apparent that this value
should bz somawhat highesr than the overall average of 5.§§/

367 The ovearall average can be regarded as a weighted
avarage 7»f the average sizes of the househnld and
non-houszhold sectors, the weights being the share
of 2ach sector in total establishments. Sinc2 the
breakdown by type of establishment is not available
in the Csinsus Adata, the non-household average cannot
ba estimated. Using employment figures as proxy for
the establishments gives a result of 34 Persons per
2stablishment in the non-houszhold sactor, a figure
that is so much higher than +theo corresponding figure
for the houschold sactor (=3) that the underlying
assumption itself becomes qusastionable.
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1. Madras

2. Chengalpattu
3. Morth Arcot

4, South Arcot

5. Salem

6. Coimbatore

74 Nilgiris

8, Madurai

9. Tiruchirapalli
10. Thanijavur

11. Ramanathamuram
12, Tirunelwveli
13. Kanyakumari

Rural Urban Total Rural Urbs
MoA. 13 11 N.A, 11
13 14 8 7 9
8 5 4 6
10 6 6 6
10 6 5 6 4
12 12 6 5 5
7 10 N,A, WA, N,A,
15 9 6 6 5
11 10 5 4 5
7 6 3 3 4
18 Q 7 8 7
22 $] 4 5 4
31 3 9 12 6
12 9 5 6 5

e T e T T S

Note: (1) "N,A." denotes not applicable

Source: Derived from (1) Cansus of India, 1961, Vol.IX,

(2)

Part B-TI(I), General Economic
Tables, Table B-IV, Part C, &

Appendig, and

Census of India, 1961, Vol,IX,

Part IV-B, Housing and Establish-
ment Tables, Table =-I1I1.




Information on seasonality in the cotton handloom
industry in the Cénsus data is only partial. It is avail-
able only for 1961l; the data in the 1961 Census on seasona-
1itv relate only to the hcusehold sector, and not to the
non~household sector, and is contained in the Household
Bconomic Tables, Again, the data has not been disaggre-
gated to the Minor @rour level, but is available only at
the Major Group Jievel. Navertheless, processing what

little data there is gives some results of interest.

Table 20 belcw cives the distribution of households by
time duration of activity of the principal household
industry. The table in the Census Household EConcomic Tables,
nanely Table B-XVI, ¢ives the data separately for households
with and withotvt housebold cultivation, and this has been
ircorrercted intc Takle 20.

Taking all households in Major Group 23, Table 20
shaws that most of the uwiits were active for between 10
ard 12 months., TFor households with household cultivation,
thz distribution has a lower concentration in the 10 to
12 month category tran in the case of households without
cultivaticn., This would imply that specialisation among
households with cultivation was not complete, members of
the family who participated in the household industry also
involving themselves in cultivation in some manner or the
other

It is important to note that even at the household level,
by 1961, the cotton handloom industry could not be regarded
as being a very seasonal industry in the sense of its being
active only for relatively short periods of the year. This
is appzrent for both rural and urban areas in Table 20, and
is furtker brought out in Table 231 in which the average duration
has beer computed for households with pringipal household
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sample households with principal household

e D f R ml e oS- ———— — ————— ot S0 i o s S S G

o am me wm em mm mm e mm em mm wn e em om me e am e m mw em am e e mm e = o em e

Group Sample Households classed by duration of working
and house- in months (Percentage distribution)
Area holds - e e e e e e = - - - - - = — = -
1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 Unspecified

o e e mm mm mm am e em e em e e e am e ew e e e am W em wm  ee e e e e e e

1. Households with household cultivation:

T 11778 1.14 12.35 10.55 70465 5«31
R 10772 1.18 13.14 10.97 69.36 5.36
U 1006 0.70 3.93 6.06 84.49 4,77

2. Households without household cultivations

T 39810 0.21 1.84 3.43 90.26 4.26
R 21330 0.30 2.48 4,14 88.97 4.12
U 18480 0.12 1.11 2.61 91.74 4,42

3. All households in group 232

T 51588 0.42 4.24 5,06 85. . 4.50
R 32li2 0.59 6.06 6.43 82.39 4.53
8) 19486 0.15 1.26 2., 79 91.37 - 4.44

— o wm em em o et e am g em e = wm e em we mm  m e es e e am  we em o am e e e

Source: Derived from Cemnsus of India, 1961, Volume IX,
Part III, Household Bconomic Tables, Table B-XVI.

industry as a whole and for those in group 23. It has been
assumed, in Table 21, that households in the "unspecified"
category work, on average, for half the year. It is clear
from Table 21 that at least at the level of the household
industry, the cotton textile group of industries, (of which
cotton handlooms formed about 79 per cent) in 1961, offered
more regular employment than the average, whether the units
were in rural or in urban areas, and whether or not they

combined household cultivation, especially in the rural areas.
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Table 21:¢ Eé@é} Nadu, 1961. Average duration of éctivitz in

—— i - . i e e .
R e v e ) i s i o o Dt (o
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(Firures are in number of months)

- T m mm um o gwm wm 0 me M wa mm TR e

Group 23 household All household
- - - industry _ _ _ _ industry_ _ _ _
Tetal Rural Urban Total Rural Urban

e e e ces e ms e e em pe hm o e em me e e W s e mm e em e W e em

1. Households with- 10.8 10.58 10.6 10,0 9.7 10,4
out housenold ’
cultivation

2. Households D86 9.5 10.3 9.0 3.0 9.8

having household
cultivation

2. All houscholds 10.3 10.2 10.6 9.7 9.4 10.4
with principal
household
industry

Sources Lerived from Census of India, 1961, Volume IX,
Part IIT, Household Economic Tables, Table B-XVI,

A crucial assumption in the foregoing analysis is that
data on the cotton textiles industry, Major Group 23, is
representative of the cotton handloom industry, Minor Group
235: this assumption which way be valid at the State level,
where the cotton handlcom industry accounted for around 79
par cent of the total households in group 23, becomes some-
what tenuous if applied to district level data. District
level analysis of seasonality has therefore has to be dropped.
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AS noted already, the Househeold Economic Tables of 1961
give the distribution of households in each Major Group of
principal housshold industry as among those having household
cultivation and those without household cultivation. The
absolute numbers of such households in the cotton textiles
industry in Tamil Nadu have alr=ady been given in Table 20
above. The relative distribution in Tamil Nadu and in India
are shown in the upper half of Table 22 below. Tt is clear
from this table that while, at the all India level, nearly
60 pPer cent of the households in the industry had not specia-
lised in the cotton textile industry but also had some link
with agriculture in the form of household cultivation, the
‘corresponding figure in Tamil Nadu was very much lower, and
was closer to a third of the total.,

The obvious conclusion, that in Tamil Madu workers in
the cotton textile industry at the household level (the
largest part of which, as already noted, consist of cotton
handloom weaving) had, by 1961 become separated from agricul-
ture, must be treated with caution on two counts. First, the
separation by participation in household cultivation does not
exclude the Possibllity that at least some ~f the wWorkec- - .n
the purely household industrial housenolds worked part of the
year as acrricultural workeis, Secondly, as the lower half
of Table 22 shaws, the Phenomenon noted with relation to the
cotton textiles industry also seems to hold true at the
overall manufacturing industry level as well, indicating that
such specialisation as is brought out in the figqures was not
so much unique to the cotton handloom industry in Tamil Nadu
as it was to household industry in the State as a whole.

In Table 23, (see Appendix of Tables) which is based
on the Ggneral Economic Tables for 1961, the relative share
of household workers in the industry and in manufaéturing
who have secondary work in agriculture, whether as cultivators
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Industry

Diwvisions
2 & 3
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Area and house-  Share of households by_
holds by type m

households with 22.83 33.56 5.16
cultivation

households without T77.17 66.44 94.84
cultivation

Indiasz

households with 49,75 59,21 6.90
cultivation

households without 50,25 40.79 93.10
cultivation

Tamil Nadus

households with 26.40 34.47 5.22
cultivation

households without 73.60 65.53 94,78
cultivation

Indiac

households with 47,50 54,57 7.78
cultivation

households without 52.50
cultivation

e @ e e e o am e e e mm em  mm e am e s ww wm em e e

Sources: Derived from: 1) Census of India, 1961, Volume IX,

Part III, Household Fconomic
Tables, Tables B-XL1T & B-XIV.

2) Census of India, 1961, Volume I,
Part ITI(ii), Household Pconomic
Tables, Tables B-XI1I & B-XIV,
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or as agricultural labourers, is given, indicating that the
broad conclusions drawn from Table 22 are acceptable. (The
actual magnitudes shown in the two tables are not comparable,
with the one ralating to households and the othar to workers,)
Cne point that emerges clearly from Table 23 is that even
though such secondary links with agriculture were less in
Tamil Fadu than in the country for the manufacturing sector

as a whole, the cotton textile industry at the household

level in the State had ﬁoticeably weaker links with agriculture
in 1257  +“han wmanifested in the industry at the all-India

level or in the manufacturing sector in the State.

Information on the secondary work of workers in the
non-household sector is available only in those cases where
the secondary wotrik is in household industry, and so there is
no way of working out the links with agriculture of workers
in non-household industry. HGwever, on the resasonable
assumption that such links are likely to be of a lower magni-
tude in the non-household industry than in household industry,
the conclusion drawn in the Preceding paragraphs about the
household secter can be taken to hold for the industry as a
whole. It must be emphasised that the tables refer only to
Major Group 23, coctton textiles, and not strictly to the
cotton handloom industry: it is assumed, since the handloom
industry is a major Part of the textile group, that these
conclusions hold alsc for the cotton handloom industrv.
Because of the limiting nature of this assumption, the data
have not been analysed at the district level.

Female ¥articipation

Table 24 (see Appendix of Tables) brings out the area-
wige, district-wise variation in female participation rates.
The table shows that at the State level, female workers cons-
tituted about a third of the total workforce in rural as well
a8 in urban areas, and that their participation was very much
lower in the non-household sector than in the household.” Hawever,
within both household as well as non-household sectors, varia-

tions in rural and in urban areas were very small,



58

The district-wise variations of the female participation
rate vary considerably, but seem to display at the same time
a geographical pattern that is worth notings the three
southern districts of Ramanathapuram, Tirunelveli, and
Kanyakumarl had significantly higher rates, and were followed
by the two central districts of Coimbatore and Szlem. The

FPR was still lower among the northern districts of Chengal-

pattu, North Arcot, and Socuth Arcot. In fact, if the
district of Madurai is ewcluded, then it would appear that
moving £rom north to south, the female participation rate

T

tended to rise among the important handloom districts. This
9 38

only at the overall level, but also

0]
1

3
0
ot

broad pattern holde,

in the other columns in Tsble 24.

It may be noted that in the southern districts, the
number of females in the industry was approximately the

5

same as the number of males, and in one case -- the urban

w

{

househecld industry in Kanyakumari district —- was nearly
double that of the males., Some initial ideas on the reason
for this variation, in particular the variation in the
southern districts is taken up in the analvsis of the data
for 1971,

Information on the =mployment status of the workforce
in the industry is again one of the items of information on
which direct information is not available. However, in both
the General Eccnomic Tables-and in the Household Economic
Tables, some information a2t the Major Group level, i.e.
for cotton textiles, is available. Data are available on
the status of the workforce at household and non-household
levels in the General Economic Tables, of which the non-
household sector, where the cotton mill sector is a dominant
rart, cammot be used to make any inferences about the cotton
handloom industry. In the household sector, on the other hand,
where, as already noted, handloom workers constituted 79 per
cent of the total workers at the State level, some conclusions
can be drzwn,.
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Iable 25 below brings out the relative share of 'employees'
in the housshold sector of the cotton textile industry in the
State, Tt will be observed that in the agaregate, about a
£iFth of the total workers were in this category, the rest
falling into the 'others' category, principally family workers.
Unployees formed a'sliqhtly larger share of the urban work-
force than of the rural, and in general, more males were

employees than females.

Similar information on the status of workers in the
household sector of the cotton textiles industry is available
from the Household Econanic Tables, and these data have been
used to compile Tgble 26. At the aggregate level, Table 26
points to conclusions very different from that drawn from
Table 25, and seems *to Suggest that the share of hired
workers in the total workforce was very low in 1961. One
reason for this discrepPancy between the two tables might be
that while Table 25 relates to all employees, Table 26 refers
to only hired workers, implying that a large part of the

2uil Dadu, 1261. Employees as a percentage of

=

Table 25:

—— . —— —— —
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(Figqures are in percentages)

Group & Sex Total Rural Urban

T Sm s em em e o eR em e e mr @ em e me e e wm e aw mm e e e oam em em e e

Cotton Textiles:

All workers 20,91 19,39 25.62
males 25.51 25.62 25.38
females 16.07 13.43 20.20

Manufacturing Industries

All workers 18.49 16.24 23,07
males 20.69 18.90 24.39
females 15.77 12.91 21.47

T R e e sa e e e mm e e e e mm e ee e % e o em = e v e mw e

Source: Derived from Census of India, 1961, Volume IX,
Fart B-II(I), General Economic Tables, Table
BuaIV. Par+ 2 B
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non~household labour in the industrv consisted of unpaid
workers. As to whether this conclusion is tenable or not
cannot be verified from the Census data, and ig an important

issue needing further research.

- - o o — - o —— . s it Y

e - — v T o S m an i T e
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Group & type Total Rural Urban
of household

- o wm mm T e G e e m e wm e em v g em mm sam e M o em e e

Cotton Textiles:

all households 10.50 12.06 7.61
cultivator hh. 21.43 21.07 25.32
non-cultivator hh. 5.30 4,55 6.13

Manufacturing Industries:

all households 11.64 12.77 8.37
cultivator hh, 22.68 22.47 26.32
non-cultivator hh. 4,87 3.70 6.79

Note: 'hh.' refers to households

Source: Derived from Census of India, 1961, Volume IX,
Part III, Household Economic Tables, Table B-XVI.

Table 26 provides one more somewhat surprising result:
hired workers among households hawving both household industry
and cultivation were proportionately higher than in the case
of households which do not have any household cultivation at
the level of the cotton textile industryv as well as at the

overall manufacturing industry level. It was observed in an
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carlier paragraph that given the higher seasonality of the
households with cultivation, there wmay not be any speciali-
sation by individuale from the household in the particular
industrv. The presence of a greater number of hired workers
in such households would suggest that it is indeed in such
households that some €form of development of the production
organisation had occurred by 1961, these being the ones
where size and capital availability made possible the expan-
sion of the produchtior unl:t by taking on hired workers to
augment the labour provided by the family members. On the
other hand, it would appear from the table that households
which did not have any cultivation were of relatively smaller
economic size. Again, the Census data, which do not go into
the question of capital investment and value of output do
not throw any further light on this interesting question.

In summarising this subsection on the cotton handloom
industry in the State in 1961, the following points may be
made:

al Tamil Nadu was one of the most important of the hand-
loom regions in the country, and the industry formed an
important part of the industrial profile of the State when

measurad in terms of persons employed.

b) The cotton handlocm industry in the State was predo-
minated bv the household sector in both rural and urban
areas; the non-housszhold sector, although present, was not
of any great significance.

o) The industry was more or less evenly distributed in
the urPan and rural areazs of the State, but had a higher
urban componen®t in the State than at the all India level.
¥While non-houschold emprloyment was more prevalent in the
urban areas of the State, household employment was more
concentrated in the rural areas, but here also, the rural
compdement of household industry in the State was less than
that at the all India level.
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a) The industry accounted for more than half the total
manufacturing employment in the State in the urban house-
hold sector, about a third of the rural household sector
manufacturing employment, and was of very little signifi-
cance in both rural and urban non-household manufacturing

employment.

a) The average size of establishments in the cotton hand-
loom industry in the State was quite small, and there was

not much of variation in the average size across the districts.

£) The industry in the State was not a characteristically
seasonal one in 1961, and provided employment to participants

over the greater part, if not the whole, of the vear.

a) The links of the workforce in the industry with agricul-

ture in the form of secondary occupations were weak.

h) Hired workers formed only a small part of the total
workforce in the industry, although there is some conflict
in the data about the actual magnitudes.

i) Females constituted about a third of the total workers
in the industry in 1961, and were relatively more to be

found in the household than in the non-household sector.

3) The major districts for the cotton handloom industry

in 1961 were, running from North to South, Chengalpattu,
North Arcot, South Arcot, Tiruchirapalli, Salem, Coimbatore,
Madural, Ramanathapuram and Tirunelveli. Of these, in terms
of employment, Salem, which 'stood first, was follawed by
Coimbatore and Tirunelveli.

*) Among the districts, Salem was far and away the most
important district where the cotton handloom industrv was
concerned; Salem was the most important district not only

in aggregate employment but also at the household and non-
household levels of disaggregation. Moreover, not onlywas a
significant part of the emplovyment in the industry concentrated
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. the cotton handloom industry also accounted for

icant part of the total employment in the district.

il The hovsehold sacator o the industry was to be found
largely in the districts of Salem, Coimbators and Tirunelveli,
while wiiat 1ittle non-household emplovment there was, was

targely in Salen, Madurai, and Tiruchirapalli.

AL g disaggregated level, the relatively lmportant
nandloom districts in the Stzte shaoved a pattern with

relation to certain paravniters, and the northern, central,

and southern districts seem to fall into rough zones with
similar charactesistics, principally with relation to the
welght Df rural emplovment, household sector employment, and
the employment of ranen.  Thus 1) Stated broadly, while the
cotitor hendloom fr<ustsy in the northern and central districts
-~ Cnergaslpatta, ortrh Arcot, and South Arcot:; Szlem and
Colmrstorae -— wvags more rural in character relative to the
Stzte average, the industry in the couthern districts —--
Madurai, Ramanachapuram, and,Tirunelveli ~— Was more urban

in character. Jhe norcthern and central disztricts were more
importantc for rural household employment in the industry,

and the southern distrists for urban household employment,
again, waile tae two central districits, follcecwed by Tiruchi-
rapalli, accounted for a large part of rural non--household
amployuznt in the ‘ndustrv. the urkan nen-household employment
was largely in th2 southern districts. ii) Female participa=-
tion among the districis wvaried widely, being the highest

among the southern districts of the State.

B. Profile of the gotton Handioom Industry in 1971

There is rot as much material on the cotton handloom
industry in the Zensus of 1971 as there is in the 1961 reports.
This has already been mentioned in the first vart of this
Paper., Issuves such as sesasonalitv of cmployment, links with
coriculture, and so on, ac least some information on which
were avallacle in the Household Economic Taples of 1961, cannot

Pe taken up f£or 19712
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In the following paragraphs, the material on the
industry that is available in the 1971 reports has been
made use of to develop a profile of the industrv for that
vear. Although it is intended as a profile, and the next
sub~section concentrates on the issue of changes in the
industry over the period 1961 to 1971, certain comparisons,
especially on such issues as relative ranking of the districts
with refzrence to one of the other parameter, have been
carried out in this section itself. In order to facilitate
the inter-temporal comparison in the following subsection
and in this one, we have combined the two districts of Salem
and DPharmapuri of the 1971 administrative regions, so as to
make the area compatible with the Szlem district of 19641,
It may be noted that with the disaggregation of the data
into Sglem and Dharmapuri in 1971, it is clear that the
cotton handloom industry is relatively insignificant in the
Dharmapuri area. As to whether this was so in 1961 as well
is something that the Census data does not provide information

on.,

Table 27 below gives an idesa of the absolute magnitudes
of the employment in the cotton handloom industry in. the State
in 1971. It will be noted that comparing the figures in this
table with those in Table 5 indicates a smaller labour force
in the industry in 1971 than in 1961. However, this change
in magnitudes has a great deal to dowith the definitional
changes discussed in the first part of this paper, and the
real magnitudes involved are discussed in a later part of this
Paper.

Table 27 gives the rank of Tamil Nadu among the States
and Union Territories for each group of workers. The table
makes it clear that in 1971, as in 1961, Tamil Nadu was the
most important State at the overall level, as well as in

urban cotton handloom industry employment. 1IN rural cotton
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handloom employment, the State came second to Andhra Pradesh

at total and at household industry, but retained the primary

Position in rural non-household industry emplovment. Unlike

in 1961, Assam in 1971 did not come anvwhere near Tamil Nadu

in female employment, but this may be due to the problem
of definitional change having had its impact on the count of

female workers in Assam. In any case, there is no doubt

that Tamil NMadu remained in 1971, as in 1961, one of the

Principal cotton handlooin areas in the country.

Given the iwportance of +he State to the cotton handloom
industry in 1571, Tgble 28 below takes up the question of the
gignificance of the industry in the industrial profile of the
State. This table shows that the cotton handloom industry
accounted for about a fifth of the total employment in manu-
facturing industry, with the relative share of the industry
b=ing higher in the household sector than in the non-household
sector. The weight of the cotton handloom industry in the
non-household manufacturing employment continued to be low,
but, at around 6 per cent, was significantly higher than in
1961,

The distribution of the workforce as shown in Tzble 29
cannot be cross checked using the data on establishments,
since these are available onlv at the Major Group level for
1971,

Summing up, it abPpears that in 1971 also Tamil Nadu was
a prominent centre. for the cotton handloom industry in the
country; handloom weaving also formed an important part of
the industrial profile of the State, although, on the whole,
it was less important in 1971 +than in 1961,
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(Figures are in numbers of

workers)
Sex Total Rural urban
1. Total workers in industry groups:
Persons 359898 {1) 148503 (2) 211395 (1)
Male 272602 (1) 122087 (2) 150515 (1)
Female 87296 (1) 26416 (2) 60880 (1)
2. Workers in household industry only:
Persons 274050 (1) 121755 (2) 152%35 (1)
Male 205042 (1) 98917 (2) 106125 (1)
Female 69008 (1) 22838 (2) 46170 (1)

3. Workers in non-household industry only:

Persons 85848 (1) 26748 (1) 59100 (1)
Male 67560 (1) 23170 (1) 44390 (1)
Female 18288 (1) 3578 (2) 14710 (1)

bt e e S

Note: Figures i&m parentheses indicate Tamil Nadu's
rank among the States and Union Territories
for each group of workers.

Source: Cgnsus of India, 1971, Series 19, Part II-B(4i1),
General Economic Tables, Table B=IV, Part A,
Appendix.
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Table 28: Tamil Nadu, 1971, Relative shares of the cotton

handloom industry (minor qroup 235) in total

workers in manufacturing industriss (Divisions

2 & 13), Aisagarecated by area, sex, and tvpe of

industry

(vigs. in parcentages)

Sex Total Rural Urban

s — —— o i — e e ot e - et g

1. ALl workerss

Parsons 18.25 17 .44 18.86
Male 16,50 17,70 15,63
Female 27,29 16.32 38.53

2. Vorkers in hous=hold industry only:

Pzrsons 40.91 30.36 56.65
Male 42.16 33.20 56.30
Femalz 37.60 22.14 57,45

3°‘?eréons in non-houszhold industry onlys:

Persons 6.59 5.94 - 6,94
Male 5.72 5.91 5.73
Famale 13.42 6.10 18.95

- am = =

Source: Derived from Census of India, 1971,
Series 19, Part I1-B(ii), General
Economic Tables, Table B-IV, Part A,
Apnendix.
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Table 29 gives the district-wise distribution of the
workforce in the cotton handloom industry in the State.
It is clear that in 1971 also, Salem was the most important

centre for the industry, and that the broader zone comprising
Salem and Coimbatore together accounted for a large part of
the industry. Unlike in 1961, the third place in 1971 went
not to Tirunelveli but to Ramanathapuram. Apart from this
change in ranking, it is worth noting that the top 7 districts
in 1971, which coincide with the top 7 districts in 1961,
together accounted for over 85 per cent of the total workers
in the industry, a figure which more or less matches that

for 1961. The rank ordering of the bottom 6 districts, from

Tiruchirapalli to the Nilgirié, remained the same as in 1961.

Table 30 provides information on the importance of the
cotton handloom industry within the manufacturing industry
in each district. Very broadly, it appears that the impor-
tance of the industry diminishes as the rank of the district
(from Table 29) declines. Comparing with the corresponding
data for 1961 -- Table 11 —- shows that in virtually all the
districts barring two -- Madurai and Kanvakumari -~ the
relative importance of the industry has declined ovar the
decade. AS to whether this decline in relative importance
was due to a decline in the cotton handloom industry or to
an expanded industrial base in the various districts is diffi-
cult to say from the Census data: it is quite likely that in
some districts, such as, say Coimbatore or Madras, it is an
overall expansion that is the underlying cause, although this
may not be the case in other districts, as for example in
Thanjaﬁur. What is clear, however, is that the rate of
expansion == if any =~ of the cotton handloom industrvy in
most districts was less than the rate of expansion in the

manufacturing sector's employment on the whole.
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group 229
(Figures in column 2 are in numbers
of workers and in columns 3 and 4
in percentages)

District Total Share of districts in total
workers i R
in group District's Cumulative
235 share share

(1) (2) (3) (4) .

1. Salem/Dharmapuri 94403 26.23 26,23

2. Coimbatore 60063 16.69 42.92

3. Ramanathapuram 39705 11.03 ] 53.95%

4, Tirunelveli 36198 10.06 64.01

5. Madurai 34667 9.63 73.64

6. Chengalpattu 30542 8.49 82.13

7. North Arcot 17803 4,95 87 .07

8. Tiruchirapalli 15299 4,45 21.52

9. South Arcot 12014 3.34 94.86

10. Kanyskumari 2160 2.27 97.13
11. Thanjavur 5954 1.65 98.78
12. Madras 4380 1.22 100.00
13, Nilgiris 10 neg. 100.00

State 359898 100.00

Note: Districts have been arranged by their rank
in column - 2,

Source: Census of India, 1971, Series 19, Part II-B(ii),
General Economic Tables, Table B-IV, Part A,




Tahle 30:

10.

11.

1z2.

Source:
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e i e

70
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(minor group_235) in each district

ot 2 gt e S o ot i ot

the share of the industry in Eotal

v —— - ————— w——— e - 0 w0

pepmp

o s e — s o ay A o o i e e o —— —— . — ———— i 2

Salem/Dharmapuri

Coimbatore
Ramanathapuram
Tirunelveli

Madurai

Chengalpattu
North Arcot
Tiruchirapalli
South Arcot
Kanyhkumari
Than javur
Madras

Nilgiris

. T T

[

Share of group
235 in workers
_in Divisions

2 and 3

18.73
12.05
10.51
17.54

16.53

18.25

Note: Districts have been arranged in descending
order ¢f numbers of workers in minor group

235 in 1971.

Derived from Census of India 1971, Series
19, Part II-B(ii),

Table B-IV, Part A.

General Economic Tables,
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Within the districts, the cotton handloom industry was

most significant in Salewm, where it accounted for nearly

40 per cent of the total manufacturing workforce; following
this came the districts of Ramanathapuram and Madurai, where
the industry accounted for between a fifth and a guarter of
the total manufacturing sector workers. Chengalpattu, South
Arcot, Coimbatore, Kanyalcumari and Tirunelveli were districts
where the industry was a significant part of the industrial
profile.,

Eousehold snd Non-Household Industry

Tables 31 and Table 32 (both given in the Appendix of

Tables) give scne of the major characteristics of the dis-
tribution of workers in the cotton handloom industrv as
bewoveen household and non-household sectors. About a quarter
of the total workers in the industry in the State were in the
non-houschold sector, and this proportion is noticeably
higher than the corresponding 3ll-India ratio, as shawn in
Iable 32. Thus, while the household sector was considerably
important, in fact, the dominant part of the industry, the
non-houschold sector was significant in its size in the

State in 1971, relative to the national average. The impor-
tance of the cotton handloom industry in the State at both
household and non-hcusehold levels is also clear from the
last columns of the two tables. Minor Group 235 accounted
for about 40 per cent of the total housshold manufacturing
employment in Tamil MNadu, as against a corresponding figure
of only 15 per cent at the all-India level; similarly, even
though the importance of the industry at the non-household
level in the State was quite low, at around 6 per cent, it
was nevertheless more important in Tamil Nadu than the
country as a whole.

Salem once again tops the list in both tables, indicating
its position of primacy in terms of household as well as non-
household employment. Among household sector workers, the

top three districts of Salem, Coimbatcre and Ramanathapuram
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together accounted for around 55 per cent of the total
workers. In four of the top five districts in Tgble 31,

the cotton handloom industry accounted for close to, if

not more than 50 per cent of the total workers in Divisions

2 and 3, indicating the importance of the industry in the
household sector in these districts. Cotton handloom weaving
was a significant part of the household industrial profile

in Madurai and in Bouth Arcot, although the numbers in the

last named district were quite small.

The top three districts for the non-household industry
apbear tc have been Salem, Madurai, and Coimbatore, which,
from Table 32, accounted for almost 60 per cent of the
total employment in this sector of the cotton handloom
industry. Although the share of the industry in total non-
household manufacturing employment was not as high as it
was in the household sector, it was nevertheless significant
in Salem and in Madurai. where the share was close to 15
per cent. Compared to the corresponding shares in 1961; the
share of the industry in most districts was hiqher in 1971.
At the same time, variations in the values shown in column {4)
of each table is higher than the corresponding variations in
1961 (See Tables 12 and 13), the standard deviations working
out to 14,2.

The ratio of non-household to total employment in the
cotton handloom industry is very high in the case of Madras,
Kanyakumari, and Madurai, where it was over 45 per cent,
slightly lower in Tiruchirapalli, at about a third, and lower
again, but quite significant, at about 25 per cent, in the
districts of South Arcot and Szlem.

Putting these together would indiéate that while the
household sector continued'to form the predominant part
of the cotton handloom industry, the non-household sector
had, by 1971, come to be of some importance in the State as
a whole, and in particular, in some of the districté, where
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not only d.d it constitute between a quarter and a half
of employment in the industry, but it also tame to account
for a significant share of total employment in the non-

househnld sector manufacturing employment.

Table 33 gives the rural-urban distribution~of the
workforce in each district in 1971. At the aggregate level,
as the last two roaws indicate, while the industrv continued
to e slightly more rural in character in 1971 at the all
India level, in Tamil Nadu the urban sector had the greater
weight of employment in the industry, almost 6 out of every
10 workers being in the urban areas. This is somevhat '
different from the results for 1961, which shoved that there
was a marginally higher weight for rural areas. A2 in 1961,
however, the industry in 1971 was neither predominantly

rural nor pradominantly urban in character.

Among the districts, North Arcot and Kanvakumari had
rural-urban distributions approximating the State average.
South Arcct, Tiruchirapalli, Coimbatore, and Chengalpattu
were districts where the rural areas carried a weight
greater than the State average, while in Madurai, Ramana-
thavuram, Tirunelveli and Salem, the urban weight was qfeater
than the average. In other words, the urban share in total
employment in the industry in 1971 tended to increase as one
moved from north to south, a pattern that was visible in

1961 as well. ({3oa mopaor s

Tables 34 to 37 (given in the Appendix of Tables)

pProvide details on the household and non-household sectors

in the rural .and urban areas of each district.
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Table 33: Tamil Nadu, 1971. Distribution of 1,000 workers

e > ot e - S O o

in the cotton handloom industry (minor group 235)

—— - i o hn o o — "t i

in each district of Tamil Nadu, in Tamil Nadu,

- —— D o T e - ——

and in India, divided as between workers in rural

——— ——— . o i’ e ot o e M~ - —— o —— - — . ————

District/State/India Workers in_Group_235_by Area_
Total Rural Urban
1. Salem/Dharmapuri . 1000 388 612
2. Coimbatore % 1000 658 342
3. Ramanathapuram 1000 226 774
4, Tirunelveli 1000 246 754
5. Madurai 1000 168 832
6. Chengalpattu 1000 501 499
7. NoOrth Arcot 1000 415 585
8. Tiruchirapalli 1000 681 319
9. South Arcot 1000 702 298
10. Xanyakumari 1000 433 - 567
11. Thanjavur 1coo 530 470
12. Madras 1000 N.A. N.A,
13, Nilgiris 1000 O 1000
St ate 1000 413 587
India 1000 577 423

- e mw wm wm wm T mm em om mm e mm e = mm gm em em em em me w ae e e e m e

Notes Districts have been ranked by their share
in total employment in group 235 in the State.

Source: Defived from: (1) Census of India, 1971, Series 19,
Part IT B{ii), General Economic
Tables, Table B-1V, Part A,

(2) Census of India, 1971, Series 1,
Part IT-B(iii), GeneralBEconomic
Tableg, Table B-IV, Part A,
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These four tables show several interesting féatures at
the aggregated level. First, an examination of column (4)
in the tables indicatss that the household sector was more
predominant in the rural than in the urban areas in 1971.
However, the weight of the rural areas of the industry in
- the household sector was clearly less in Tamil Nadu than
it was in the country as a whole. In the urban areas, where
non-household cmployment had a greater weight than it did in
the rural aresas, the household to non-household employment

ratio was about the same in the State as in the country.

Within household sector employment, the greater part
-— around 55 per cent -- was to be found 3in the urban areas,
and in this aspect, again, Tamil Nadu was different from
the rest of the country, where over 60 per cent of employment
in the househnld sector was in the rural areas. The higher
welght of urban employment within the household sector also
indicates scme shift from the situation in ths State in 1961.

By far the largest part of the nen-household employment
in the State was again to be found in the urban areas, which
was also the case at the all-India level. However, the rural
share of non-household industry in Tamil Nadu was somawhat

less than that in the country as a whole.

Much as in 1961, the cotton handloom industry in Tamil
Nadu accounted for more than half the total manufacturing
employment in urban household industry, a slightly lower
share -- nearly a third -- in rural household industry, and
was considerably less important in both rural and urban non-
household industry, although in both of these the Btates

average was higher than the all-India average.

Among the districts, Salem took the first place in rural
non-household employment and urban household industry, giving
way to Coimbatore and Madurai in rural household and urban

non-household employment respectively.
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The tables seem to indicate that among the more impor-
tant districts for the cotton handloom industry, certain
contiguous districts showed concentrations of the industry.
Thus, Salem and Coimbatore together accounted for about 51
Per cent of the rural household industry employment, and
for around 53 per cent of the rural non-household sector
employment. The four southern districts of Madurai, Ramana-
thapuram, Tirunelveli, and Kanyakumari between them accounted
for 43 per cent and 45 per cent of urban household and non-
household employment respectively., The three northern
districts of Chengalpattu, North Arcot, and South Arcot
between them accounted for betwesn 12 and 22 per cent of
the employment in each of the four categories. These nine
districts together accounted for over 90 per cent of house-
hold sector employment (both urban and pural) and of urban
non-household sector employment. In the case of rural non-
household sector emplovment, Tiruchirapélli accounted for
slightly over 13 per cent of theo employment, so that the
nine districts indicated above acecounted betwesn them for
only about 85 per cent of the employment. The guestion of
identifying contiguous zones with similar features is taken
up in greater detail later in this Paper, on the basis of
the district level conclusions in these two sections of
this paper.

Within rural employment in the cotton handlcom industry,
the nen-househnld sector was most significant in the districts
of Tiruchirapalli, Salem, Kanvakumari, Scuth Arcot, and North
Arcot, while household sector employment was more significant
in Chengalpattu, Madurai, Tirunelveli and Coimbatore.

Within the urban part of the industry, the non-household
sectnr was most significant in Kanyakumari, Madras, and
Madurai, followed by Tiruchirapalli, Coimbatore and South
Arcot, while household sactor employment was more signifi-
cant in Ramanathapuram and Tirunelveli, followed by Chengalpattu,
Salem, and North Arcot. (See Table 37, column 4).
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Column 5 of Table 34 indicates that the household sector
employment was more rural than the State average in South
Arcot, Coimbatore, Tiruchirapalli, and Chengalpattu, and
below the average in North Arcot, Salem, Madurai, Tirunelveli
and Ramanathapuram., Column % of Table 36 indicates that the
non-nousennld industry was more rural than the State average
in Tiruchirapalli, South Arcot, North Arcot, Salem and
Coimbatore, and more urban thsn the 3tate average in the
districts of Ramanathapuaram, Chengalpattu, Kanyakumari,

Tiruvnelveli and Madurai. In shert, in the southern districts

the industry was generally more urban than was the case in

the central and northern districts of the State.

The last column in each of the tables clearly indiéate
that as we go from the more important to the lecs important
districts, the share of the cotton handloom industryv in total
manufacturing sector zmplovment also declines. One district
that stands out sharply in this context is Madurai, where the
cotton handloom industry accounted for almast 97 per cent of
the total urban housshold sector employment in the district,
(See Table 35)

Summarising the above, it would appear that in 1371 at
the household as well as the non~household sector level, the
cotton handlcom industry was more urban than rural in charac-
ter, a feature that marks it from the rest of the country and
from Tamil Nadu a decade earlier. 2Jmong the districts, while
Salem held the first place in the wmore important (in terms of
weight in emplovment) two subgroups, Coimbatore and Madurai
had come to the fore in the other two. Apart from this the
districts show features in terms of rural and urban distri-
bution that seems to shav a pattern among contiguous districts,
though such a pattern does not seem to be so claar in the

se
househol d-non-~housshold sector distribution.
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It has already been noted in the first part of this

aper that changes in the definition of the term 'worker'
between the Censuses of 1961 and 1971 would affect the
count of female workers in the latter vear relative to the
former. DTable 38 (See Appendix of Tables), when compared
with its counterpart table for 1961 -- Table 22 -- in fact
shows a lower ¥FPR in the latter year.toApart from this
feature, which is clearly attributable /the definitimnal
changa, it is interesting to note that the female partici~
Pation rate in the State at the aggregated level and in the
urban areas was higher in 1971 than in the country as a
whole. The relatively lower figure for the State in rural
household employment has meant that in the rural area as a
whole, female participation rate was lower in the State than

in the country.

Among the districts, it is apparent that even despite
the effect of the definitinnal change, ths southern dis-~
tricts showed a remarkable high female particivation rate,
implying that female workers in these districts were mora
in the nature of permanent emplovees than casual, i.e.
they were economically active for the main part of the vear.
That such employment was ¢rue for females only in these
districts seems to be indicated by the sharp fall in the
FPR for the other districts with the change in definitions
betwesn 1961 and 1971. It is also worth noting that in
almost all of the districts, female participation was higher
in urban than in rural areas, a phenomenon that, if explained
by the definition used, would imply that females find mores of
regular employment in the urban than in the rural areas.
Finally, we note that female rarticipation rates were higher
in the household sector than in the non-household sector of
the industry, this being the case in almost all districts
barring Madurai, Tiruchirapalli and Chengalpattu.
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Wnile Census data do not offer enough evidence to
explain the reasons £nor the higher female participation
in the industry among the southern districts, some evi-
dence exists to offer a tentative hypothesis in terms of
caste structure. In 1951, according to the Special Report
on Handlooms of the 1961 Cansus, 51.2 per cent of the
weavers in Ramanathapuram and 48.9 per cent of the weavers
in Kanvakumari were from the Salivar caste, and the largest
part of the members »f this caste were in thess two districts.—;/
It is possible that this feature of the caste composition of

o

A
ts expPlains the higher female participation.

quate, since the caste was also
- . S .. o . . 38/ .
found in Salem and in Tlruchlrapalll,g— where such high

female participation rates are not to be observed in either

vear. Some further research on this question is clearly

neeadad.
Buployment Status of Workers

As was the case with the 1v31l data, the 1971 Census
data alsc dees not give the disaggregated data by employ-
ment status at the minor industrv level., Some information
is availaple on this at the Msicr Group level in the General
Economic Tables, separately £or household and non-household
sectors, It is not possible to use the non-household sector
data, since employment here is largely in the mill sector.
Table 3% belcow gives the data on the share of employzes in
the cotton textile industry as well as in Divisions 2 & 3
for the household sector.

- T -

37/ Census of India, 1961, Vol. IX, Part XI-A,
Handlooms in Madras State, p. 64.

38/ ibid., p.64.
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Table 39 is largely self-explanatory and clearly shows
the higher incidence of employees as against family and
single workers in the cotton textiles induétry relative to
the manufacturing industry as a whole in the State. What
iz of interest in this table ig that the incidence of such
smployment seems higher in the rural than in the urban
areas, a point on which the 1961 data do not seem to be

very clear.

Comparing Table 32 with Table 25 points to an inter-
esting conclusion. The share of employees in the household

=3

®

ctor of the cotton textile industry in 1971 was signifi-
cantly higher than it vwas in 1961, Tt could well be argued
that a large Part, if not all of thisg change was due t» the
change in definitions, which in all likelihond adversely

af fected household workers more than it did emplovees. How-
ever, a comparison of the lower half of c2ach table shows

that the incidence of employees did not change 311 that much
for the household manufacturing sector as a whole, suggesting
that the increase in the incidencz of emplovees in the cotton

textile industrv as a whole was a real one.

The profile of the cotton handloom industry in the
State in 1971 that has been developed in the Preceding

Paragraphs may be summarised as follows:

a) Tamil ¥adu was one of the most important handloom
regions in the country, and +the cotton handloom industry
formed a significant part of +he total manufactur ing employ-—
ment in the State.

o) While the largest part of the employment in the industry
was to be found in the househnla sector, the nonthousehold
sector was of some significante, and the share of the non-
household sector in amploymant in the industry was higher in
Tamil Madu than in the country,
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Table 39 : Tamil Wadu, 1971, Emnlnxeeg as a percentage

—— - o —— ——— g - - i o i
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Group and Sex Total Rural Urban
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Cotton Textiles

All workers 24.68 432,94 19.83
Males 30.25 29.80 30.89
Females 37.25 51.49 12.59

Manufacturing Industries

All workers 15.34 15.22 15.51
Males 14,77 13.66 16.51
Females 16.85 19,72 13.16

Source: Derived from Cansus of India, 1971,
Series 19, Part II-B(ii), General
Economic Tables, Table B-IV, Part B.
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c) The industry in 1971 could not be described as being
predominantly either rural or urban, but the urban share

in total employment in the industry was appreciably higher
than the rural share. The greater part of employment in
each of the househnld and the non-household sectors, taken
separately, was to be found in the urban areas of the State,
and in this respect the character of the industry in the
State was different from that at the all-India level, where

it continued to e more rural in character.

a) As in 1961, the industry accounted for more than 50
Per cent of the total manufacturing industry employment

in the urban househnld sector, about a third of that in the
rural household sector, and was less important in rural
and urban non-hcusehold sectors.

e) Hired workers constituted about a third of the total
workers in the cotton handlocom industry in 1971, and
accounted for a higher share of total employment in rural
than in urban areas.

) Female participation in the industry was very low,
but is likely to have been higher than the Census data
suggest; female participation rate in the industry in the

State was higher than that in India.

q) The most important districts for the cotton haniloom
industty were the same as those in 1961, and comprised
Chengalpattu, North Arcot, South Arcot, Tiruchirapalli,
Salem, Coimbatore, Madurai, Ramanathapuram, and Tirunihil-~
vali. £ these districts, Salem stood first in share of

employmert, and was folloved by Coimbatore and Ramanathapuram.

h) Salem was the most important district for the industryvy,
at the aggregate level and at the household and non-household
industry levels. The industry alsc accounted for a major

part of the manufacturing employment in the district.
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i) The top three districts for household sector employment
were Salem, Coimbatore, and Ramanathapuram; the non-household
sector was largely located in the districts of Salem, Madurai,

and Coimbatore.

At a disaggregated lewvel, the districts continued to
shaw a pattern similar but not identical to that identified

from the 1961 Census data. Thus,

i) the rural component of the handloom industry was more
important irn the northern districts and in Coimbatore and
Tiruchirapalli: the urban compeonent was more important in
the district of SAalem from the Central areag and in all

of the southern districts. The two central districts were
the most important for rural household employment as well
as for rural non-household emplovment; in the latter group,
they were follaved by Tiruchirapalli. Both urban household
and non-houschold enployment was more prevalent in the

southern districts, and

ii) Female participation was significantly higher in the

southern districts of the State.

€. Intertemporal change in the Features of the Industry
1, As was already noted in the first part of this paper,

it is not possible to make anv meaningful direct comparisons
of the number of workers in the cotton handloom industry in
the data of the Cgnsus of 1961 and that of 1971. In order
to make possible some comparison by minimising, but not
altogether eliminating the changes attributable to defini-
tional changes, wWe compare, in the following paragraphs, the

data on the industry taking only the male workers into account.

2 At the aggregate level, however, certain type of direct
comparisons are possible inscfar as they relate only to the
rankings of the districts in each Censal vear, and some of
these comparisons have been made in the preceding paragraphs.
These will be consolidated later in this paper.
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The basic data pertaining to the male workforce in
the industry, and changes in the size of this workforce
in aggregate and in its components, are presented in Table 40

belay and Tgblas 41 +o 43 (See Appendix of Tables).

At the aggregate level, it would appear that the size
of the workforce has been declining between the o end
roints of the decade. In absolute terms, the number of
males in the industry, stocd at 2,97,674 in 1961, and at
2,72,602 in 1971, implying a decadal fall of about 8.4 per
cent, and an average annual conpound grawth rate of -0.88
rer cent. This Jdoes not amount to much of a decline, but
must be seen against the performance of the manufacturing
sector as a whole: decadal variation in the male employment
in Divisions 2 & 3 was of the order of +19,56 per cent,
giving an average annual compound grawth rate of +1.8 per
cent. It seems reasonable then, to conclude that the
cotton handloom industry was at least in a veriod of stag-—
natiop, if not in decline, over the decade 1961-1971,

Within this overall stagnation, it appears that the
nﬁmber of rural workers in the cotton handloom industry
declined rather sharply, the decadal fall working out to
about 22 per cent; on the other hand, the numbers employed
on urban looms rose marginally over the decade, by about

7 per cent, or about 0.68 per cent compound Per annum.

Given the virtual stagnation in numbers in the cotton
handloom industry and the overall growth in employment in
manufacturing industry, it is not surprising to find that
the relative share of the cotton handloom industry in total
male employment in Divisions 2 and 3 declined over the decade,
from 22 per cent in 1961 to 17 per cent in 1971. The share of
the industry in male household workers in Divisions 2 and 3
remained more or less constant, at 43.2 per cent in 1961 and
42.2- in 1971; on the other hand, the share of the industry in
total male workers in non-household manufacturing rose from
3.6 to around 6 Per cent, nearly doubling, albeit from a very
low base. (See Tablss 7 and 28).
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In relative terms, the non-household sector graw in
importance over the decade, the increase being about three-
foxd from a low Dase. The relative importance of the
household sector correspondingly declined, but even in 1971,
it accounted for fully 75 per cent of the males employed in
the industry. This is seen in Table 40 below, and also in
the last columns of the bottom raws of Tables 42 and 43.-7 . .

There are some problems in accepting these conclusions
at their face wvalue. It was indicated in the first part of
this paper that the change in definition of ths term 'worker'
might have had the effect of some units which might have
been «lassified-asiholisshold -industoies, in 1961, being
Placed among non~household industry in 1971. If this was
indeed tha case, then a large part, if not the whole, of
the relative decline in the household sector and the increase
in the non-household sector employment becomes fictitious.
The Census data does not provide any conclusive answers to
this question, and only some rough guesses as to the extent

of the reality is possible.

The decline in the absolute numbers of male household
workers in the cotton handloom industry over the pariod was
" of the order of 67,773, while the increase in the number of
males in the non-household sector of the industry was much
less, at 42,701. In other words, the decline in the household
sector numbers was about 1.6 times the increase in the non-
household sector employment. Thus, while there does seem to
have been some rezl decline in the household sector employment,
at least some part of the increase in non-household sector
employment could have been due to the definitional change.
At the all-India levzl, the decline in household sector male
employment over the period for the industry was of the order
of 3,15,261 and the increase in the non~household sector was
of the order of 87,817, so that the decline was nearly 3.6
times the increase. This in turn would imply that whatever

the real magnitude of change in terms of the absolute decline
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- Table 402 Tamil Naduz Distribution of 1,000 male workers

- - — o o e ey st e g et ot e
—— v e - ———

TUTR S emrmamian mmem s e e o o e e o 0 et o ohe o

TT T T e e e v e e e ke e e e e e ee e e e e a e e

1. Workers in household & non-household industrys:
1961 1000 527 473

1971 1000 448 552

2. Workers in household industry only:
1961 ale 501. 415

1971 752 363 389

3. Workers in non-household industry only:
1961 84 26 57

1971 248 85 163

Source: Derived from: 1) Census of India, 1961,
Volume IX, Part B-II(I), General
Economic Tableg, Table B-IV
Part C,

2) Census of India, 1971, Series 19,
"~ Part IT-B(ii), General Economic
Tables, Table B-IV, Part A.

of the household sector and the relative increase in the
non~household sector, the change in Tamil Nadu over the
decade in question was much less than that in the country
as a whole. Beyond this it is not possible to draw any

conclusions with any degree of certainty.
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Keeping these facters in mind, we nav turn to the
question of intercensal variation in numbers in the
districts. The data on male employmant in the districts
in 1961 and 1971 ané the decadal variations in them are
given in Tables 41-to 43. For ease of analysis, we have

divided the districts where the handloom industry is of
gome impeortance. into three zones. The basis for the
classification is the set of the following:

- contiguity

rural /urban characteristics at household, non-
household and aggregated levels

- inter=~censal variation,

and is linked to the district-wise patterns noted earlier
in this paper. It must be Stressed that the zoning does
not mean that districts in different zones 4o not posses

‘any common characteristics.

Zone 1 consists of the *three northern districts of
Chengalpattu, North Arcot, and South Arcot, In all the
three districts, . rural employment in the industry out-
weighed urban employwent in both vears at total and at
household sector levels, but not at the non~household sector
level, In two of the districts, Chengalpattu and North a
Arcot, silk-weaving is bProminent, wmaking possible shiftg
from cotton to silk weaving and vice versa. In terms of
relative weight, Zone 1&vasrmore important in 1961 than in
1971 at the aggregated level and for household industry,
while its importance in the non-household sector employment
grew over the decade.

Zone 2 cémpriSes the twe central districts of Salem and
Coimbatore, and includes Dharmapuri in 1971', This zone forms
easily the most important belt for the cotton hahdloom industry,
accounting for between 40 and 50 per cent of employment.
Dharmapuri district, upon examination of the 1971 data, seems

to be one where the cotton handloom industrv was almost non-
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existent; it accounted for barely 0.44 per cent of male
employment in the industry in the State in 1971. . Hever-
thelaess, to keep the zones comparable betwsen the wo
decades, Dharmapuri has also been included in Zone 2.

Both Salem and Coimbatore were characterised by a higher
rural complement in 1961 at the aggregated level, among
hougehold industry and non-household industry; the situation
was altered sharply by 1971, the urban component gaining in
importance. In general, the importance of Zone 2 in the
cotton handloom industry in the State increased appreciakly
over the period. The only exception is in non-household
rural employment, where the share declined., As to why this
happened is sometﬁing the Cgnsus data does not provide any
clue on, and further research is needed to explain the
phenomenon,

Zone 3 consists of the southern districts of Madurai,
Ramanathapuram, and Tirunelveli; Kanyakumari has been left
out of the zone because its share in the industrv is very
small, and the changes in the district are not always the
same as in the other districts in the zone. Zone 3, unlike
the other two zones, was characterised by a higher urban
employment than rural in 1961 itself, whether in household,
non~household, or both industry groups. In fact, the weight
of this zone in rural emplovment in both the vyears and at all
three levels -—- aggregate, household, and non-household --
was pronouncedly low, and the relative weight in urban
employment much higher, making the zone in aggregate compa-
rable to Zone 1 in 1961.

Betwveen 1961 and 1971, hawever, the Zone increased in
importancCe at the all-areas level, but declined marginally
in urban employment shares in total and household industry
groups. Non-household rural employment declined and non-
household urban employment rose, both in relative terms, over
the period. The upshot is that, in general, Zone 3 was more
important than Zone 1 by 1971.
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Among the districts that have not been placed in any
2one, thes most interesting is the case of Tiruchirapalli,
which was marked by a decline in both absolute and relative
terms over the decade. In terms of its characteristics in
the two years also. Tiruchirapalli cannot be comfortably
Placed in either the northern zones or in the central one:
in both 1961 and 1971, for instance, the non-household
component of the industry was guite important, althouqh
less so (unlike most other districts) in 1971 than in 1961.
While in 1961 the workforce was significantly weighted in
favour of rural areas, the reverse was true in 1971. Female
participation ratc was lower than the State average in the
aggregate ih both 1961 and 1971, but higher than the State
average in rural areas in 1961. Thus, while in some
features, the district resembles the districts in Zone i
in others it resembles one or the other of the two major
distriets in Zone 2. Tiruchirapalli disktrict is interesting
for other reasons as well, and for these we have to loock at
information outside the Censuses of 1961 and 1971. For
example,’while it never was a major handloom Aistrict —-
accounting for only betveen 5 and 7 per cent of the looms
and workers in the Bamil Nadu area over the centurygg/ -
it was one of the few districts that showed a positive
growth rate in numbers in the period from 1901 <o 1921.
Again, as late as 1954, Tiruchirapalli accounted for fully
43 per cent of the handloom manufactory employment in the
Tamil Nadu area of the composite State of Madras.£9/1ﬂe have
already seen the importance of rural non-househnld employment
in the district in 1961 and 1971.

39/ ikbid., Statement XII, p.13.
/

Report con the Survey of the Handloom Industry
in Madras State, 1954, cited above. D.20.
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Apart from Tiruchirapalli, 4wo districts deserve £ome
seParate attention, and these are Salem and Madurai. Salemw,
as we have seen earlier, is the single most important dis-
trict for the industry, and it would be of considerable
interest to study the historical development of the handloom
industry in the Aistrict. The second district is Madurai,
where, over the decade 1961 to 1971, not only has the industry
become more urban in character than in any other district in
the State, the growth of the urban non-household sector has
also been very sharp. The reasons underlying this somewhat
unique pattern of grawth also would make for some interesting
research.

It is worth observing that the decline in the household
sector has been widespread in the State, in both rural and
urban areas. The only exgepticns to this have been the
remarkable increase in urban employment in Coimbatore and
in Thanjavur, and the near stagnation, but not a decline,
in urban hoﬁsehold employment in Ramanathapuram. Deaving
aside Thanjavur, as being of minor impotﬁance for the industry,
further research is needed to explain the phenomenon in the
other two districts.

Non-household employment has, in general, risen sharply
in all the districts, the decadal grawth rates often running
into three digit figures. The lone exception is Tiruchira-
ralli, where, as already mentioned, some long term decline
was probably at work. Relatively low growth, amounting in
the circumstances to near stagnation, is noticeable in rural

non-household employment in Madurai.

It appears from the above, that by and large the shift
from household to non-household industry observed in the

State was more or less evenly reflected in the various districts.

Negative graowth rates in the household sector and positive
grawth rates in the non-household sector seems to have produced

a mixed picture in the aggregate, as shown in Table 41, On the
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whole, the net effect has been negative. Zone 1 shows the
most marked overall decline, and there may be a tentative

axplanation £or this.

The Beconomic Tables give information on the silk weav-
ing industry as well. In 1971, as mentioned earliér, silk
handlooms, mills, and spinning are mixed up in the same
Minor Group. Adjusting for this by aggregating the appro-
priate Minor Groups in the 1961 data, and working out the
decadal ®ariations for the same three zones that have been
usead in the cotton handloom industry, it turns out that
employment (rural and urban combined) in the silk industry
fell rather sharply in the State, (by 32.7 per cent) in
Zone 2, {(by 61.18 Der cent) in Zone 3, (by 34.0 per cent).
But in Zone 1 alone the rnumbers staved nearly constant, at
+1.88 per cent for the decade. This in turn was due to a
positive deczdal variation, the only one in the State, in
North Arcot, of the order of +26.6 per cent, and this from
a not insignificant base -- North Arcot has 11 per cent of
total employment in the silk industry in the State in 1961.
Since it is A4 fairly simple matter to convert a loom from
cotton to silk, providing that a master weaver or conperative
is available to take care of the increased working capital,
it is possible that at least a part of the change in Zone 1
was due to a shift into silk. '

Conglusions

In the preceding section, we have developed profiles
of emplcoyment in the cotton handloom -industry in Tamil Nadu
from the Census data for 1961 and 1971, We have also drawn
some conclusions on the character of change over the period
between the two Censuses.
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Abstracting from the points of detail, it has broadly
been shasn that in both the end vears of the period, Tamil
Nadu was one of the principal States for the industry, and
the industry itself formed a significant part of the indus-
trial employment in the State. In terms of employment,
while the period as a whole was at best one of stagnation,
certain changes do appear to have taken place in the internal
structure of the industry: it was becoming more urban in
character, and it is likely that there was some shift towards
the non-household form of production taking place along with
the definitely growing importance of a wage labour force.
Some regional redistribution of the industrv also appears
to have been taking place over the period, with the northern
districts sharing a shift . out of cotton and into silk handloom
production, and the southern Aistricts becoming relatively
more important; the Salem-Coimbatore belt, hovever continued
to remain the single most important cotton handloom area in
the State.

The period of the 1960s was one of turbulence for the
cotton handloom industry, and three features of the period
abart from thase taken up for detailed analysis must be
noted in this regard. First, it is worth noting that the
powerloom sector oOf the cotton textile industry -- the rapid
grawth of which, in an earlier period, had been an important
factor in the decline of cotton handloom weaving in Maharashtra -
had begun to grow' in Tamil Nadu as well, both absolutely and
relatively, as is shown in Tablc_ 44 below. While the powerloom
ase in 1961 was almost insignificant when measured in terms of
employment, it was already clearly noticeable by 1971. Since
it is well knovn that the powerloom displaces more handloom
workers than the workers it employs, this must in itself have
begun to affect the industry adversely.
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Table 44 ¢ Tamil Nadu, 1961 and 1971. Relatlve shares

- — ——— o o g i o i = o o i 2o o

Of male workers in cotton mills, cotton

- e i v s - ———————— " e — —— — - ——

hancdloomg, and powerlooms sectors

—— e s 2esn ——— o o o i o it oo i s 0 gt

Year Mills andlooms Poverlonms
1961 25,39 73.74 0.87
1971 30.18 65.03 4.79

Source: Derived from: 1) Census of India, 1961,
Vol,IX, Part B-II(I),
General Economic Tables,
Table B-IV Part C and
Appendix.

2) Census of India, 1971,
Series 19, Part II-B(ii),
General Bconomic Tables,
Table B-IV, Part A
Appendix.

Secondly, the period after the mid-sixties was one of
general stagnation in the economy as a whole and in the
industrial sector in particular. AS for the cotton textile
injustry, one significant effect of the continued decele-
ration in the economy was to create the problem of shrinking
markets at home. Thus, while the per capita availability
of cotton cloth in the country stood at 14.76 metres in 1961,
it fell to 13.95 in 1966, and had fallen to 12.40 metres by
1971. 41/ Whether or not the mill sector cut into the wmarket
hitherto fed by handlooms or not, the fact is that the domestic
consumption of cotton handloom cloth was also declining over
this period.

- - —— e -

41/ Handbook of Statistics on Cotton Textile Industry,
Thirteenth Edition. Indian Cotton Mills Federation,
BOmbay, September 1980, Table 19, p.34.
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Thirdly, the beginnings of the export market in cotton
handloom €abrics ana abPparel can be traced to the decade of
the 1960s. As is clear from Table 45 below, cotton handioom
exports did show some>increase in the first part of the
decade, accompanied by violent fluctuation; however, the
Period after 1968 or thereabout saw the beginning of a
rapid escalation in export volume of both cloth and apparel
of handloom origin. Thus, while on the one hand, the domestic
market, with its demand for traditional handloom products was
shrinking over the Period, the export market, with its demand
for other, non-traditional Products, was beginning to grow,
and had grown considerably by 1971. It is inferable that the
bProduct mix in the cotton handlcom industry must have gone
through some changes in the periocd: there would also have
been other types of changes associated with the growing export
market, as for axampdle in marketing channels, organisation of
production to make it easier to meet time=bound export commit-
ments and sc on. The point is that, while these types of
changes are outside the scope of the present tpaper, the
Phenomena of declining domestic consumption of cotton cloth,
and the booming export market, were sustained through the
1970s as well. Domestic per capita availability of cotton
cloth continued to £all, with some small fluctuations, to
reach 9.57 metres in 1977;é2/ the export grawth is shown in
Table 45. Powerloom grawvth also appears to have continued
into the 19270s; although no reliable figures on the pawerloom
industrv are available, either at +the national or the State
leval, the growth of the industry is reflected in the fact
that at present about 85, 000 suthorised poverlooms exist
in the State, and there is said to exist a sizable unauthorised
Paverloom sector.

2/ ibid., p.34.
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Table 45: India. Trends in the export of cotten hand-

ot e 0 e s

v e et m wm e men am  eme e e em e Mmoo

Handloom Cotton Cloth "Handloom Cotton

Yoar _— e = . - = - - Manufactures
- Quantity Value Value
Million Ps. Ccrores Ps. coores
e e Metres L L L L oL e e e e =
1961 25 .22 4.738 0.74
1965 39.69 9,53 3.04
1966 7.02 6.73 1.67
1967 31.87 6,84 1.85
1368 18.64 4,59 3.58
1969 26.34 7.15 4,16
1970 27.50 7«42 4.98
1971 27.74 9.18 6.45
1972 42,59 14,77 6.838
1973 59.85 26.47 7.88
1974 60.23 33,23 14,28
1975 47 .85 31.84 11.09
1976 72.44% 50.19 22.75
1977 101.48 _ 78.45 31.04
1978 81.43 62.24 29.20

..——_.——-.-._—-—..—.-.——-—-.......__——.---——_

Note: Value figures are presumably in current prices.
Source: Hand book of Statistics on Cotton Textiles
Tndustry, Thirteenth Edition: Indian Cotton

Mills Federation, Bombay, September 1980,
Table 37, P.57.
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The point is then that the type of market developments
a5 well as competition within the decentralised sector that
began in the 1960s, also continued into the next decade..
Thus, it is more than likely that the tvpe of employment
changes in the structure of the industry that were observed
from the Census data for the period‘1961 to 1971 were
further intensified in the following vears. Unfortunately,
data on this aspect is almost completely absent., Apart
from some figures on the number of looms and the production
on these looms feor 1973, there is very little information
pertaining to the industry for later vears. Perhaps the
1981 Census data will throw some further light on the
question when it is published, Analysis of such data might
help to establish the continuity of change, if such existed,
over the entire 20 vear period, and the extent +o which
any changes that took place after 1971 was rorted in those
that began in the 1960s.

The preceding section ~f this Paper has also raised
some questions that require further research. Among these
are the issus of the regional Jdistributicn ~f female parti-
cipation in the industry, and the reasons for the shift from
cotton to silk being confined to only the northern districﬁs.
Quite apart from these issues, which have been raised from
the examination of the Census data, thera still remains the
necd to link up the types of changes identified in the rreceding
Praragraphs of this section with the tvpe of change observed
from the analysis of the Census data in the Previous secticn,

which is an aspect that this paper has not taken up.

e Yok de ke
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Table 15 distribution of workers in the

bouseheld 1

Yo. of workers
in Group 235,

Districts share
in total workers

Share of rural
household in-

Share of ‘tural
household in-

Share of Gr
235 in tota

District rural household 'in Group 235, dustry in total dustry in rural house
ingustry rural household rural workers total household workers in
industry in Group 235 in workers in Divisions 2
s2ach distriect Group 235 in in each dis
each district
No, % % % %
(1) (2) (3) (4) {5) (6)
1. Coiwbatore 61390 26.08 97.53 83.99 40.26
2. Salem 59230 25.16 93,24 53.20 47,21
3. Chengalpattv 27517 11.69 97 .27 60.01 57.62
4, North Arcot 26388 1l.21 98.86 68,02 41,78
5. South Arcot 12136 5.16 99,23 68.21 31.94
6. Tiruchirapalli 12085 5.14 882,86 70.98 21.62
7. Pirunelveli 10992 4.67 98.05 23.52 10.01
3. Ramanathapuram 10128 4,30 97.65 26«17 24.3
9. Madurai 7555 3.21 91.58 28.92 21.54
10. Kanyakumari 5776 2.45 93,86 58.43 8.97
11. Thanjavur 2155 0.92 95,27 37.41 6.91
12. Nilgiris 13 0.01 100.00 86.67 3.16
STATE 235375 100.00 95,96 54.11 30.76
INDIA 1409566 96.51 70.46 17.74
Note: (1) DloﬁL‘”tS have been arranged by their rank in cols. (2) ana (3).
“¢R) Madras District, which has no rural area, has been excluded,
Source: (1) Census of India, 1961, VollIX, Part B-II(I), General Economic Tables,
Table:B-IV, Part C
(2) Census of India, 1961, Vol.I, Part II-B(II), Genaral aonomic Tables,
Tarle B-TIV, Part C.
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Table 16t .196%, Some characteristics of the distribution of workers in the cotton

. i o o post e i s e e it s e M e o0 v o b ot et e o g
o - - -

handlocom (minor group 235) urban household industry.in the dis-

trictsof Tamil Nadu, In Tamil Nadu, 'and in India

ot ew am e e mm em e = e Em e W e mm sm e mm me e e ew e e e dm we W e we e e e me e e m ew e wm e ew e e

Numbet: of : Districts _Share_of housghold indugtry_in _ Share of
workersi v s : share in " Group 235 i
b: total household
in Group 235, total WMMWWnanMS SOnmmwm P total urban
District urban household workers in mmocw 515 in QmOCE‘uum - SOCmmSOH@
industry Group 235, . , o g workers in
i Hot e each district each district Divisions 2
hold industry & 3 in each
district
No. % % % %
(1) (2) (3 (4) (5) (6)
1. Salem 52097 26.10 93,60 46,80 68.71
2. Tirunelveli 35748 ‘ 17.91 96.33 76.48 51.27
3. Ramanathapursm 28578 14.32 94,03 73.83 62.84
4, Madurai 18567 9,.30 81.63 ; 71.08 66.92
5. Chengalyattu 183135 9.19 96.94 39.99 56,792
6. North Zrcot 12408 6.22 94,21 31.98 40.78
7. Coimbatore 11706 5.87 237.12 16.01 50.22
8. South Arcot 5657 . 2.83 88.36 31.79 53.88
9, Tiruchirapalll 4945 2.48 61.55 29,02 30.63
10. Kagnyakumari 4110 2.06 88.44 41.57 49,66
11. Madras 3826 1.92 63.87 100.00 29.64
12. Thanjavur 3606 1.81 86,70 62.59 20.88
13, Nilgiris .2 neg. 40.00 13.33 0.34
STATE 199585 100.00 30.45 45 .89 53.17
_ MZWHW e - - - lmMOmﬁN . e e lmN.mal P mehwm e - _ _ _29.73
Notes: 1) "nzg." = negligible, and indicates a share of less than 0.00% per cent.

2) Districts have been arranged by their rank in columns (2) and (3).

SBources: 1) Census of India, 1961, VolIX, Part B-II(I), General Economic Tables,
Table B-IV, Part C.

2) Cengus of India, 1961, Vol.I, Part II-B{IT), General Economic Tables,
Talle B-TV, Part C, A
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stribution off workers in the cotton
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10.

11,
12.

Notes: (1)

Sources: (1)

District

Salem
Coimbatore
Tiruchirapalli
Chengalpattu
Madurai

Kanyakumnari
North Arcot
Ramanathapuram
Tirunelvell
Thanjavur

South Arcot
Nilgiris

STATE

No.,.
{8 Group 238,
rural non-house~
hold industry

.of workers

Digtricts share
in total work-
ers in Group
275, rural,
household indus

Madras District, which has no rural areas,

non-

- total rural

try workers in
Y Group 235 in
each district

has been excluded.

2) Jistricts have been arranged by rank in columns (2) and (3).

Census of India, 1961,

Table B-IV, Part C.

(2)

Census of Indiga,

19861,

Table B~-IV, Part C,

- . e

total non-house-

hold workers in
Group 235 in
each district

Vol.IX, Part B-II-{I), General Economic Tablss,

Vol.X, Part II-B(II), CGeneral Economic Tables,

Group 235

in rural
non-house-
hold workers
in Divisions
263 in each
district

- e e v e e e am e e o mm e e wm em e .

0.20

- e mm em b e e e em o me e e e mm wh we e e e wm e em mm s e e e e Ee e e e e e we e
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Taple 18: 1961: Bcwe character
Hhandloom urban
in Tamil Nadu,

No, of wor

in Group 2

¥ edriast urban non-

Dimtrick household

industry

No,

SRS S ) R,
1. Madurai 4177
2. Salem 3565
3. Tiyruchirapalli 3089
4, Madras 2164
5. Ramanathapuram 1815
6. Coimbatore 1731
7. Tirunelveli 1363
8. North Arcot 762

3, South Arcot 745

10. Chengalmattu 579
11. Thanjavur 553
2. Kanyaktmari 537
13. Nilgiris 3
STATE 21083
INDIA 83190

the digtribution

istics of

non-household industry in the dis
and in India
kers Districts Share of urban
a5, share in

total workers

in Group 235, total urban

workers in

urban, non- .
o Group 235 in
ﬁoﬁumrowg each district
industry
% %
N ¢ S ¢ N
19.81 18.37
16.91 6.40
14.65 38.45
10.26 36.13
8.61 5.97
8,21 12.88
6.46 3.67
3.61 5.79
3.53 11.64
2.75 2.06
2.62 13.30
2.55 11.56
0.01 60.00
100.00 9.55
12.34

e e m e e ae e s mw e M e e e o e

of work

the districts

_indstry in_

- -

ecs in

usp=rhvnp-grapey

- o em e we e

non-household

total non-
household
wobkars in
Group 235 in
each district

%
(8)_
80.61
45,36
67.08

100.00
88.15

- -

52.66
86.16
71.42
88.80
42.86

83.79
58.692
100,00
68,01

61,99

Note- # Districts have been arranged by rank in columns (2) and (3).

(1)
(2)

Sources: Census of India,
Teble B-IV, Part
Census of India,
Table B-1IV, Part

the cotton

-

of Tamilnadu,

- - e 2 - -

Share of Group
235 in urban,
non-household
workers in
Divisions 2&%

in each district

- e e e m = e -

1961, Vol.IX, Part B-II(I), General Bconomic Tables,

C.
1361, Vol.I, Part IT-B(IT), Gener

al Economic Tabl

2s,

C.



Table 23: EQ@
in
2 &

Region

— A pe e e e

Tamil Nadn

India

[

Sources: Darived from:

il ¥adu and India, 1961

cctton textile industry (major

——— o g o e

- . me -

[ - ar

- O um e mm et s w ws wm e e e e

Group 23 3.10 4,56

Divigions 4,92 6.79
2 and 3

Group 23 7.28 9.42

Divisions 11.60 13,91
2 and 3

Census of India,
General Economic

Sharz 6f household workers with secondary

vork in agriculture among toral household workers with principal work

o e o oo e g e i s o e T e a2

growp 23) and wanufacturing (Divisions

= o

(Figures are in percentages)

- — e e mm wm e v am e aw MR ek s e W

- - e e e e em e e wm e s .

- mm A um e e e e em o we R s we em e s AR ma e

1.09 0.72 1.15 0.12 3.82 5.71
Tedd 2.29 3.26 0.29 7.21 10,05
1.41 2.48 3.28 0.28 9.76 12.70
2.35 4.31 5.25 0.54 15.91 19.16

Census of India,
General Economic

Census of India,
General Economic

Cengus of India,
General Economic

- - e =

- e e e am

1.21

1.40

e e e en am an A e e e e e wm e e e e e M em e M am e s e e e e mn W e me S e e -

1961, Vol.IX, Part II-B(I),
Tables, Table B-IV, Part A,

1961, Vol.IX, Part II-B(TI),

Tables, Table B-VII, Part A

1961, Vol.I, Part II.B{i),
Tables, Table B-IV, Part A,

Vol.I, Part II-B(iii),
Tables, Table B~VII, Part A,
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Table 24:

Tamil Nadu

———— e

Femgl

o o o o e

es per 100

and in ths State

P renigupasie g e

District

1. Madras
2. Chengalpattu
3. North Akcot
4, South Arcot
5. Salem
6, Coimbatora
7. Nilgiris
8. Madurai
9, Tiruchiranalli
10. Thanjavur
11. Ramanathapuram
12, Tirunelveli
13. Kanyakumari
STATE
Scurce: Derived

area and type om

pation

-

-

. 1261. Egmale partici
£ 100 males in each
oo Zomalial
Total Rural Urban
21 N.A, 21

47 44 53

47 54 34

30 33 25

54 49 60

60 67 35

80 160 0

38 49 34

45 60 26

29 18 38

103 109 101

81 82 81

103 74 161

57 56 57
from Census of India,

Hoysghold industry_

Total

30
49
48
32
56

62
114
41
52

32

108
84
111

59

1961, Vol.IX, Part B-II(I),

in the

Rural Urban

N.A,
45
55
34
51

68
160
52
63
16

78

58

cotton handloom industry:

o ———— o v o o oo

industry in each district,

e - e 1o e o

30
55
35
28
62

38

0
37
30
44

107
83
182

61

Total

8
11
12

7

32

23

23
27

39
31
48

25

Gereral Economic Tables, Table B-IV Part C and Appendix.

freeplopipa st 2}

Rural

- -

N.A,

14
4
3

32

29
N,A,
13
40

_ Non household industry_

-

8
8
15

33

19

24
21

43
36
67

24
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Table 31: Tamil Kadu, 1271. Some mwmmmmmmww stigs of the distribution of workers
in cotton handloom household industry (minor group 235) on a district-
vise besis

N@o. of workers Districts Share of Shar=> of Group
in ¢ rodp 235, share in Group 235 in 235 in total
District household total work~ household houscehold
istric industry ers in Group industry in workers in
235 household +total workers Divisions 2&3
industry at Group 235 in each dt.
in each dt.
B No. % % %
[ R o) B ¢< ) SR €5 BN ¢-) N
1. Salem/Dharmapuri 71144 25.96 75.36 61.02
2. Coimbatore 48784 17.80 81.22 46,08
3. Ramanathapuram 34439 12.57 86.74 58.97
4, Tirunelveli 30333 11.07 83.80 28.75
5. Chengalbattu 25493 9.30 83.47 50.75
6., Mgdurai 19049 6.95 54.95 41,05
7. North Arcot 13972 5.10 78.48 25.52
8, Tiruchirapalli 10539 3.85 65.87 23.51
9, South Arcot 2006 3.29 74.96 36.73

10. Thanjavur 5059 1.85 84.97 15.88

11. Kanvakumari 4467 1.63 54.74 23.69

12. Madras 1765 0.64 40430 .80

13. Nilgiris 0 Q.00 0.00 0.00

STATE 274050 100.00 76.15 40.91
INDIA 2981338 80.82 15.45
Note: Districts have been arranged by their rank in columns (2) and (3).
Sources: (1) Cersus of India, 1971, Series 19, Part II-B(ii), General
Economic Tables, Table B-IV, Part A, Appendix.
(2) Census of India, 1971, Series 1, Part I1-B(iii), Genecral
Economic Emﬁefc. E,me B-IV, Part A, Appendix..
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Table 32:

the

in

Jistrict-wise

District

- em e e m — s e

1. Salem/Dharma
puri

2. Madurai

3. Coimbatore

4. Tirunelveli

5. Tiruchirapal

6. Ramanathapur
7. Chengalpattu
8, North Arcot
9, Kanyakumari
10, South Arcot

11, Madras

12. Thanjavur

13. Nilgiris
STATE

INDIA

- e am mwm e e e am e wm e e e e o e ew e e

Note:

Sources: 1) Cen

General Economic

Tamil Nadu,

Digtricts have becn

1971. Sowe

handloom (m

cotton

basis

- e e wn e me mm mm em ae e e e wh e

No. of workers
in Group 235,

non-household
industry

No.
-2

- 23259

15618
11279
5865
1i 5460

5266
5049
3831
3693
3008

am

2615
895
10

85848
23283717

Arran

sus of India, 1971,

characteristics of

e e 2 s e o s S e s

inor group 235) non~household industry

- e e ww om em e e

Districts share

in total workers
in Group 235, non-
household industry

ged by their

Series 19,

2) Census of Indis,
Economic Tables,

A

the

- 1 e S s i s g e

- e e w ws = e o e

Share of Group
235, non-house-
hold industry
in total work-
erg in Group
235 in each dt.
%
)

24,64

- 45.05
18.78
16,20
34,13

13.26
16.53
21,52
45.26
25.04

59.70
15,03
100.00
23.85

19.18

rank in Column {2).
Part ITI-B{ii
Tables, Part A, Appendix.
1971, Series 1, Part II-B(iii), Ceneral
Table B-IV, ‘Part A, Appendix.

AY

, Table B-~1V,

distribution of workers

ot i o o

on a

Share of Group
235 in total
non-household
workers in
Divisions 2&3
in each dt.

%

() _

18.70

14.42
5.00
4,99
5.08

5.80
4,48
4.12
12.10
6.84

1.46
1.67
0.07
6.59

2417
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6.
7
8.

10.

11,
12,

- -

S

Table 34 i 1971. Some ﬁﬁunmodmmwmﬁpam of the distribution of workers in

i ———— e mme L s LS —— - o ——

the cotton jgduwaoa (minor group 235)

i - 2 o s - pieipamitpey |.|.| -_——

districts, state,

s g e o P e i

State, and country

- ee e e s M e e e em e am wm e e me em oam e em e e wm e e am e we e e e e

No. of workers Districts share Share of
in Group 235 in total work-~ rural house~
District rural household ers in Group hold indus-
iStric industry 235, rural try in total
household rural workers
industry in group 235
in each dt.
No. : % %
KO S ¢ R € NN ¢ | R
Coimbatore 34894 28,66 88.31
Salem/Dharmapuri 27037 22.21 73.90
Chengalpattu 13960 11.47 91.24
Tirunelveli 7960 6.54 89.43
Ramznathapuram 7508 6.17 83.62
Tiruchirapalll 7274 5.97 66.75
South Arcot 6597 5442 78.19
North arcot 5802 1,77 78.4
Madural 5237 4,30 90,15
Thanjavur 2875 2.36 21.13
Kanyakunari 2611 2.14 73.95
Nilgiris 0 0.00 0.00
STATE 12175 81.29
INDIA 605788 86.52

Notes: 1) Districts have been arranged by their ranks
2) Madras district,

ources t 1) Census of India, 1071, Series 19, Part IT-B-(ii),

rural household industr

e o B e R

in columns (2)
which has no rural area has been excluded.

y in the

Share of
rural house-
hold indus-
try in total
household
workers in
Group 235 in
F@Oj dt.

44.43

61,73

ang (3) .

General Economic

Tables, Table B-IV, Part A, Appendix.
2) Census of India, 1971, Series 1, Part IT-B(iii),

eneral Economic

Tables, Table B-IV, Part A, Appendi::.

- - e e

Share of
Group 235
in total
rural house
hold worker
in Divns.2&
in each dt.

%
oot
43,72
29
46,88
12.89
31.36

21.52
33,98
16.83
21.56
13.35

16,97
0.00

30.35

12.72
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Table F3531FT1. Some characteristics of

-

———t e D SO e

handloom (minor group
of Tamil Nadu, in the
Workers in
Group 235
District urban
houg=hold
industry
- No,
RN € O H ) R
1., Salem/Tharmapuri 44107
2. Ramanathapuram 26931
3. Tirunelveli 22373
4, Colmbatore 13890
5. Madurai 13812
6. Chengalpattu 11533
7. North Arpoot 8170
8. Tirurhiraballi 3265
3, South Zrcnt 2409
10. Thanjavur 2184
11. Kanyakumari 1856
12. Madras 1765
13, Nilgiris 0
STATE 152295
INDIA 375550
Note: Districts have been

Sourcess 1) Census of India,
Table B-IV, Part

2) Census of India,

Table man<~ Part

cotton

- s o o o o

districts

e s i

the distribution of workers in the

—— oo > T - —— o o W WAt

in the

235) urban household industry

—-_— ——— et o o o o et o i e o

State and in India

- et wm e we R um em ww we ww oy wm e mm em e am e m oem s W MR em e e e e we e e

Share of urban
household in-
dustry in total

Shar= of urban
household in-
dustry in total

Digtricts share
in total workers
in Group 235,

urban household

Share of Group
235 in total
urban household

urbap workers  household work- workers in
industry in Group 235 in ers in Group Divisions 2&3
dach district 235 in each dt. in each 4t.
% % % %
) U € N £ SR {- B

28,926 76.29 62,00 73.20
17.68 87.65 78.20 78.15
14,69 81.96 73.76 51.12
9.12 67.59 28,47 53.33
3,07 47.86 72.51 76.88
757 75.67 15,24 56439
5.36 78.48 58.47 40.27
2.14 63.99 30.98 29.61
1.58 67.35 26.75 47 .29
1.43 78.03 43,17 21.13
1.22 40.10 41.55 53.46
1.16 . 40,30 100.00 15.80
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
100.00 72.04 55,57 56.65
73.07 38.27 23.64

B T S T

arranged. by their rank in Columns (2) and (3).
1971, Series
A, Appendix.

1971, Series I, Part IT1-B(iii), General Economic Tables,
A, Appendix.. -

19, Part II-B(ii}, Gepersl Economic Tablés,




Table 36§51971: Soue characteristics of the distribution of workers in the cotton
; 22 ke LG NSRS 1945 § /0 L 04N she el

P T P ity —— iy e i o o

districts of Tamil Nadu, in the State, and in India

e o o o e o e v o et g e el S Ex

Workers in Districts share Share of Rural Non-househnld Share of
Group 235, in total workers _ _ _industry in_ _ _ _ _ Group 235
rural non- in Group 235, - - = . _ in rural,’
District household rural non-house- total ruFal Rokal o hou§e non-house ~
industry hold industry TOLESrs inole WOk ket 41 hold work-
- B Group 235 Group 235 in ers in
in each dt. each dt. ’ Divns. 263
in each dt,
No. % % ] % %

(1D (2) (3) (4) (5 (8)
Salem/Dharmspuri 9550 35,70 26.10 41,06 17,07
Coimbatcie 4619 17.27 11.69 40.85 6,02
Tipruchirapalli 3623 13.54 33.25 66,36 7.04
South Arzot 1840 6.88 21,81 61l.17 7.54
North Zrcot 1591 5.95 21.52 41,53 4,17
Ramanazathapur am 1471 5.50 16.38 27.33 3.38
Chengalrattu 1341 5.01 8.76 26.56 4,45
Tirunelvali 241 3.52 10.57 16.04 1.77
Kanyakumari 920 3.44 26.05 24.91 4.34
Madurai 572 2.14 9.85 3.66 2.19
Than javur 280 1.05 8.87 31.28 1.14
Nilgiris 0 . 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
STATE 26748 100.00 18.01 31.16 5.94
INDIA 94385 13.48 40.54 2.77

= wn mm e o e e e s mm wm e me s e an e e em e e ek e e e

Hotesa: 1) Madras district, which has no rural area has been excluded.
2) Digtricts are arranged by their rank in columns (2) and (3)

ources: 1) Census of India, 1371, Series 197, Part TT-B(ii), General Economic

Tables, Table B-IV, Part A, Appendix.
2) Census of India, 1271, Series 1, Part II-B(iii), General E conomic
Tables, Table B-IV, Part A, Appendix.




Table 374197+ Some characteristics of the distribution of workers in the cotton

- o o e i s e . o - - S 1t 0 o e o O 4 o S e 0 ot e o ———

Workers in - Districts share Share of urban non-household Share of
Group 235, in total workers ron industry in _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Group 235
R . urban non- in Group 235, . _ in wurban,
Districgt housahold Arban TR total urpan total non houge TP e
industr hold industr workers in hold wOEkers in hold workers
¥ sery Group 235 in  Group 235 in . Sl
each district each district in Divns.
- - 2&3 in each dt.
No, % % % %
L & DU &) RS <) DR € RS o) NI ) R
1. Madurai 15046 25.46 52.14 96.34 18.31
2. Salem/Dharmzsru 13709 23.20 23.71 58.94 20,04
puri :
3. Coimbatore 6660 11.27 32.41 59.05% 4.47
4. Tirunelveli 4924 8.33 18,04 83.96 7.65
5. Ramanathapuram 3795 6.42 12.35 72.07 8..02
G. Chengalpattu 3708 6427 24,33 73.44 4,49
7. Kanyakunari 2773 4.69 59,90 75,09 © 29,77
8, Madras . 2615 4442 59,70 100,00 1,46
9., North Arcot 2240 3.79 21.52 58.47 4.09
10. Tiruchirapallil 1837 3.11 36.01 33.64 ' 3.28
11. South Arcot 1168 1.98 32.65 38,83 5.97
12. Thanjavur 615 1.04 21.97 68.72 2.13
13. Nilgiris 10 0.02 100.00 100,00 0.10
STATE 59100 100,00 27.96 68.84 6.24
INDIA 138432 26493 59.46 1.89

Note: Listricts have been arranged by their rank in columns (2) and (3).
Sources: 1) Census of India, 1971, Series 17, Part II-B(1i), General Economic
Tables, Table B-IV, Part A, Appendix.
2) Census of India, 1971, Series 1, Part II-B(iii), Ceneral Bconomic
Tebles, Taple B-IV, Part 4, AppendiX.




1Q@9

- e s

371

Adeor croup 23%),

- b . o

industry in each district

o s e 20

1, Temale ps

PPt - -

females p

o o e o o aa !.

- - —— " -

- s ew we e am Em s wm e we e e

Total
District T
o - = - o Total _Rural  Urban_
1. Madras 8 N.A. 8
2. Chengalpattu 11 7 16
3. North Arcot 20 8 31
4, South Arcot 5 4 i
5. Salem/Drarmapuri 28 18 35
6. Coimbatora 21 20 22
7. Nilgiris 0 0 0
8. Madurai 43 38 44
9, Ti nfnwpmmwwwwp 21 17 32
10. Thanjavux 13 15 11
11, Bamanathapuram 39 84 90
12. Tirunelveli 60 64 59
13, Kanyakumeri 71 52 32
STATE 32 22 40
INDIA 29 27 32
Note: N.A. indicates "not applicable".
Sources: 1) TGensus of India, 1971, Series
Table B-IV, Part A, Appendix.
2) Census of India, 1971, Series

Pable B-IV, Part

A, Appendix.

males in each area

e o

- em ms e e

HousBhotdhbhdustew

- as = -

~Total
423,
11
22
6
32

[ I Y

— - -

- -

Rural
N.A,
7
8
5
21

21
N.A.
38
18
16

71
62
60

23

28

-

and

in the gotton handloon industiy

type of

Non-household industry

Urban_ _Total
12 5
16 12
35 13

8 4
40 16
24 19
N,A, 0
33 54
27 22
13 5
25 61
60 58
126 59
44 27
37 19

General

19, Part II-B{ii),

1, Part TI-B(iii),

- - e -

. Rural
N.2A.
5
10
3
10

18
0
33
13
4

55
81
31

15

General

p—

- .

-

-

Heien,,

5
16
16

6

20

ae]

= U
N DD

54

Economic Tables,

Economic Tabl-g,

-



Table 21: Mscrict-wise distribution of wale workers - household and non-

- mlmiia e m i R S ———

(Fiys in No. of workers and percentages)

- Em am em e em ww e e am am m em me e T em e e e -

_as_of 1961_ _ _ _ _ _ as_ of_  1971_ _ _DP=cadal _variation_ipn per cep®t_
District Total Rural Urban Total Rural Urban Total Rural Urban
Changalpattu 32049 19683 12366 27414 14277 13137 -14.46 —27.47 46,23
(10.77) (12.54) (8.792)(10.06) (11.69) (8.73)
North Arcot 27206 17348 9358 14817 6337 7980 -45.54 -60.59 -19.05
(9,14) (11.05) (7.01) (5.44) (5.60) (5.30)
South Arcot 14288 9166 5122 11407 8078 3329 -20,16 -11,87 =35.01
(4.80) (5.84) (3.64) (4.18) (6.62) (2.21)
Zone 1 73543 46197 27346 53638 29192 24446 -27.07 -36.81 -10.60
(24.71) (2%.43) (19.44) (19.68) (23.91) (16.24)
Salem TT7334%  42570%  34764% 72823 30310 42513 - 4.,29% —27.04% +23.56%
(25.98) (27.12) (24.71)(26.71) (24.83) (23.25)
Dharmapuri 1190 750 440
L (0.44) (0.61) (0.29)
Coimbatore 47651 37720 9931 - 49656 32882 16794 + 4.23 -12.83 +69.01
(16.01) (21.03) (7.06)(18,22) (26.93) (11.15)
Zone 2 124985 80290 44695 123679 63942 59737 - 1.04 -20.36 +33.65

(41.97) (51.18) (31.77)(45.37) (52.37)(37.69)

e o me we e e A R S e e e e e e am ael e o Ee e e s e R S e

*#T ata relate to 3alem and Dharmapuri. contd...
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3 . « i ¢ “’; ! , "?' & 3 o Y .

e = ' ms ee e am me e ms o me wm e ma me ew e e e e me e ae = me e m e e e mm e am e e mad e e e e e
As of 1741 Az of 1971 Dacadal variaticn in
District e - - _ o - Per cent
Total Rural Urban Total nural Urban Total Rural TUrban

Madurai 22295 5354 16941 24293 4218 20075 +3.96 -21,22 +12,.50
(7.49) (3.41)(12.04) (8.91) (3.45)(13.34)

Ramanathapuram 20064 1955 15109 21055 4831 16174 +4.94 - 1,49 + 7,05
(6.71) (3.16) (10.74) (7.72) - (4.00)(10.75)

Tirunelveli 26566 G170 20496 22597 5420 17177 =15.26
(3.,96) (3.23) (14.57) (8.29) 1.4%) (11,41)

i
oy
WD
s
-
N
[y

G.19

Zone 3 69025 16479 52516  &7945 14513 53426 =1,56 =11,%9 &+ 1.57
(23.29) - (10.50) (37.35) (24.792) (11.37) (35.50)

Tiruchirap=alli 14879 9814 6365 13216 -11.18 + 9,85 =37, 31
(5.00) (5.42) (4.52) (4.85%)

Madras District 1935 il 1936 1065 1) 4065  -17,6%
{(1.68)  (0.00) (3.51) (1.47) (0.00) (2.70)

Thanjavar 1935 1961 3021 5270 2750 252 + 5.72 410,00 «15.583
1.47)  (1.2%) (2.15) {(1.73) (2.25

1778 2779 2231 2418 =10.02 34,02 37 .68
(1.26) (1.75) {1.71) (1.63)

ST 297674 156332 140692 272602 122087 150515 - 3,42 ~22,23 4+ 6.9
(10C.0C0)71100.00) (1.0C.05 (100,00) (100.00) (10D.00)

wotes: 1) Milgirie District is excluded. 2} ¥
5

i7ares in parentheses ars p2rceer
tate totals.

o

Sourcas: 1) Csngus oFf India, 1961, Vol. IX, Part HLTT(T), Table B3-IV Part

9 cenecs of Iodia, 1971, Sarics 173, Part UT-R(ii), Table B-TV, Part



Tabls .7 DiS"(.Ethﬂﬁ,-:iSe distributioriféf male houseshold workars in the cotton handloom

B T e v st il o A oS s S s e ket ettt

o m B em s e i St i . e - e ot 63 e e e 00

(Figs. in Mo. of workers and percentages)

- - -odd_of M6 __as_of 1971 _ _ _Decadal variation in per cent_
_ District _ _ _ _ . _ Total _ _Rural _ Urban _ _Total _ _Rural  _Ugban_ _ Total | Zural _ Urbap _ _ _
Ch:ngalpattu 30836 19001 11832 22922 12996 29926 -25.66 =31.61 -16.11
(11.30) (12.74) (9.57) (11.18) (13.14) (9.35)
North Arcot 26251 17056 9195 11426 5386 6050 ~56.44 =68,42 -~=34,20C
‘ (2.62) (11.13) (7.44) (5.58) (5.44) (5.70)
South Arcot 13504 3075 ~429 8520 6298 2222 -36,91 -30.60 ~A9,83
(1.95) (6.03) (3.59%) (1.16) (6.37)  (2.07)
Zone 1 70591 45138 25156 428713 21430 181983 -37.26 =45,32 =273.51
(25.88) (30.25) (20.57) (20.71) (24.25) (17.15)
Salem 71397F 39313 32084 53155 21871 31231 ~24,44% ~43,00% - 1,607
(26.17)  (26.35)  (25.95) (25.92) (22.11) (27.49)
Tharmapuri 790 500 2?20
(n.39) (0.51)  (0.27)
Coimlkators 14939 36518 3171 10221 28981 11240 -10.60 20,61 +32.69
(16.19) (21.418) (6.35) (12.62) (22.30) (10.59)
“one 2 116386 75831 40555 21166 51355 12811 -19,09 =32.23 + 5,56
(12.66)  (50.33) (32.80) (15.93) (51,92) (30,31

*Data ralate to Salem and Dharmapuri. contd. ..



. , As of 1961 As of 1371 Decadal variation in par cen
District = e e = TR TS t2VS oo oo 2 OFL L 2700 L ZREREAL VALLgtlon in Der ce
Total Rural Urban Total Rural TTrban Total Rural Urban
Madurai v 18539 1972 13567 14157 3788 10369 =23.64 =-23.81 -23.57
(6.80) (3.33) (10.97) (6.90) (3.83) (2.77)
Ramanathapuram 13581 4745 13836 17774 39130 13844 - 1,34 -17.18 + 0.06
(6.81) (3.18) (11.19) (8.67) (3.97) (13.04)
Tirunelveli 25.159 5966 19493 13878 14900 13978 -25.85 -~17,87 -28.29
(9.33) (1.00) (15.77) (9.21) (12.95) (13.17)
Zone 3 62579 15683 46896 50809 12618 38191 -18,81 -19,54  -12,56
(22.94)  (10.51) (37.23) (24.78) (12.76) (35.99)
Tiruchirapalli 1124 7434 3811 8735 6153 2582 -22.32 -=17.23 -32.25
(1.12) (4.98)  (3.08) (4.28) (6.22) (2.43)
Madras District 2940 Wil 2940 1580 Mil 1580 -16.26 - -16,26
(1.08) (0.00) (2.33) (0.77) (0.00) (1.49)
Than javur 43741 2987 1317 4421 2180 1911 + 1,07 -16.97 +39,94
- (1.560) (2.00) (21.12) (2.16) (2.51) (1.83)
“anyakumari 1693 3237 1456 2453 1631 822 =47.73 -49,61 -13,54
: (1.72) (2.17)  (1.18) (1.20) = (1.45) (0.77)
ST ATR 272815 149189 123626 205042 98917 106125 '=21.84 -33.70 -11.16

(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100, 00)

Notes: 1) Nilgiris district is excluded. 2) "ijures in parentheses are parcentages of State Totals,
Scurcss:l) Census of India, 1961, Vol., I¥, Part B-II(I), Table B-IV Part C and Anpendix,

2} Cansus of India, 17271, Saries 19, Part II-3B(ii), Table 3-T7, Part A, Appsndix.
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Table a3 . District-wise distribution of male non-household workers in the cotton

bandloon industry in 1961 and 1971 and decadal variation, Tamil Nadu

e e e e e Haan lZ _——m e m L - -

(Figs in No. of workers and percentages)

- - - As_of 1961 _ _ _ _ _ _ Ag _of 1371 _ _ _ Decadal variation in_per_cent
District - - -
e = _ _Total__Rural_  Urban_ Total__Rural__Urban Total_ _ Rural _ _Urban_ _ _
Chengalpattu 1213 679 534 44972 1281 3211 +270.32 4+88.66 +501. 31
(4.88) (8.71) (3.13) (6.65) (5.53) (7.23)
North Arcot 955 322 633 3381 1451 +1930 +254,03 +350.62 +204,90
(3.84 4.13) 0 (3.71) (5.00) (6.26) (4.35)
South Apcot 784 91 693 2887 1780 41107 +268.2411856..04 + 59.74
(3.15) (1.17) 1,06) (1.27y  (7.68) (2.49)
Zone 1 2952 1092 1860 10760 1512 6248 +264.50 £313,19 +235.91
(11.87) (14.01) (10.90) (15.93) (19.17) (14.08)
Salem 5937% 3257% 2680% 19668 8136 11232 +238,02% #166.69% +324.70%
(23.88) (41.79) (15.70) (29.11) (36.11) (25.30) i
Dharmapuri 400 250 150
(0.59) (1.08) (0,34)
Coimbatore 2662 1202 1460 9445 3901 5544 +254.81 +224.54 +279,73
(10.71) (15.42) (8.56) (13.98) (15.84) (12.49)
Zone 2 8599 4459 4140 29513 12587 16926 +243.21 +182.28  +308.84

(31.59) (57.22) (24.26) (43.68) (54.32) (38.13)

*Dat1 relate to Salem and Dharmapuri. contd.;
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- = - - BAs_«<f 1961  _ _ _ _ Ag _of 1971 _ _ _ Degadal variation in_per_cen
District Total Rural Urban Total Rural Urban  Total Rural Urban
vMadurai 3756 382 3374 10136 430 9706 +169.86 +12.57 +187.67
(15.11) (4.90) (19.77) (15.00) (1.88) (21.37)
Ramanathapuram 1483 210 1273 3281 951 2330 +121.24 4352.26 + 83,03
(5.97)  (2.69) (7.46) (4.86) (4.10)  (5.25)
Tirunelveli 1207 204 1003 3719 520 +3199  4208,12 154,90 +218.94
(4.86) (2.62) (5.88) (5.50) (2.24)  (7.21)
Zone 3 6416 796 5650 17136 1901 15235 4165.81 +138,82 +169.65
(25.93) (10.21) (33.11)(25.36) (8.20)  (3%i.32)
Tiruchirapalli 3634 1030 2554 1481 3200 12831 +23.31  +196.30 = -49,84
(14.62) (13.86) (14.97) (6.63) (13.81) (2.89)
Madras Distiict 1396  Nil 1996 2485  Nil 2485 424,50 —— 421,50
(3.03) (0.00) (11.70) (3.63) (0.00) (5.60)
Than javur 611 100 511 819 270 +579  +33.95 +170.00 +13, 131
(2.46) (1.23) (2.99) (1.28) (1.17) (1.30)
Kanyakumari 613 296 322 2326 700 +1626  4+276.33 1136.490 +401,97
) (2.49) (3.30) (1.89) (3.44) (3.02) (3.66)
ST ATE 24259 7793 17066 67560 23170 44390 +171.77  +197.32 +160,11

(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

_.___..._,.._.......__.-..._..._.__.._‘_....—_.._....___.__..._.,._..__.___.__

Notes: 1) Nilgiris district is excluded. 2) Figur=ss in parentheses are Percentages of State Total

Sburces: 1) Census of India, 1961, vol,IX, Part B-TT(T), Table B~-IV Part C and Appendix,
1771, Herles 19, Part IT-B(ii), Table B-IV, Part A, aAppondix.

2} Ce=nsus of Tndia,
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Appendix 1

Sources of Data in the Censuses of 1961 and 1971 on the cdtton

—— g

handloom industry and on the gotton textile group of industries

oy — s

A. The Census of 1361

A, 1 The General Economic Tables. Volume IX, Parts B-II(D)
and IT=B(II).

A.1.1 Pary B-II{I)
1. Table B-1IV, Part A.
Title: "Industrial Classification by Sex and Class of
Worker of Persons at Work at Household Industry"

Level of Disaggregation: Division and major groups of ISIC.=

Nature of Data: District-wise, area-wise (i.e. total, rural,
and urban), and sex-wise, gives the number
of workers by their status -- {emplovez’
and 'others'.

Eomments: B:Baded on full count of Individual Slips:
B~ Tables of 1961 partlvy correspond
to the B-III Tables of 1251, but classifi-
cation differences exiat:
~ covers only divisions 0 to 3 of ISIC;A/
-~ usas the concepts of 'worker', 'emplovee'
and 'household industry';

- classification is by principal work.
2. Table B-IV, Part B,

Title : "Industrial Classification by Sex and Class of
Worker of Persons at Work in Non-household

Industry, Trade, Business, Profession or Service'.

o

Level of Disaggregation: Division and major group of ISIC A7

Nature of Data: Pistrict-wise, area-wise, sex-wise, gives
total number and status of workers —--
'employer', 'employee', 'single worker',
'family worker!',

1/



Comments:

Table B-IV,
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Based on a full count of Individual Slips:;
Covers Divisions 0 to 9 bf ISIC;;/
uses the concept of ‘worker', 'employer',
'‘emplovee', 'single worker', 'family
worker', and 'non-household industry’;:
rural numbers are not directly available,
but can be calculated by ssubtraction;

clagsification is by principal work.

Part C,

Title: “"Industrial Classification by Sex and Divisions,

Major Groups, and Minor Groups, of Persons at

Work ofth&ssrthan cultivation,"

Level of Disaggregation: Divisions, major groups and

minor groups of ISIC—

Nature of Data:-District-w ise, area-wise, and sex-wise,

Comments

gives total numbers of workers as well
as numbers in household and non~household
industry separatelyv.

- Minor groups in which the numbers are
very lav (less than 1% in the case of
divisions 1 and 4-~9, and less than 0.5%
in the case of divisions 2 & 3) are given
separately in an Appendix. ’

Based on a full count of Individual Slips:
covaers all divisions:

uses the concepts of ‘worker', 'household’
industry'. and 'non-household industry':

rural numbers as well as total persons for
household and non-household industry are not
directly available but can be easily calculated,
classification is by Principal Work:

this ia a basic table for data at the minor

group level.
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Table B-V,

Title: "Cccupsational Classification of Persons at Work

other than Cultivation®.

Level of Disaggregaticn: Division, group and family of
National Classification of

Occupations based on NCO 1958,

Nature of Data : District-wise, areaswise, and sex-wise,
gives the distribution of workers within
cach group and familv among the broad
néne—fold classes (I to IX). TFamilies
with less than 1 per cent of workers
in the division are given separately

in an Appendix.

Comments: ~ Based on a full count of Individual 8lips:;

- covers all occupational divisions. Of main
interest to a studv of handlooms is division
70: "“Spinners, Weavers, Knitters, Dvers and
Related Workers™; the families in this
divieion are:
702 2 Spinners, Piecers and Winders;
703 : Warpers and Sizers:
704 s Drawers and Weavers; and
705 : Pattern Card Preparers.

As can be seen, this mixes up workers in the
cotton handloom industry with workers in the
cotton mill sector, as well as with workers
on other fabrics, whether in mills or hand-

looms.

- Uses the concepts of 'worker', 'househcold
industry', 'non-household industry', and
each of the categories of the nine-fold
classification;

- ¢classification is by Principal Work.
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2., Table B-VIL, Part A

+]

itle: "Persons Working Principally (i) as Cultivators
(11) as Agricultural Labourers or (iii) as
Household Industry Classified by Sex and by
Secondary Work (i) at Houseghold Industry
(i1) as Gultivator or (i1ii) as Agricultural
Liabourer."”

Level of Disaggreqgation: Major Group of ISIG;/for

Principal Work, and Begoad

category for Secondarv Work.

Nature of Data : District-wise, arsa-wise and sex-wise,
gives Principal Work at major group level
and Secondary Work at Broad categories T,
II, and IV, Major groups with less than
5 per cent of the division totals are

given in an Appendix.

Commentss -~ Basad on full count of Individual Slips

covers divisions C to 3;

uses the concepts of ‘worker', 'Frincipal

Work', ‘Secondarvy Work', and 'household

industry' as well as those of 'agricultural

labourer' and ‘cultivator':

- useful in that it provides the links between
workers in a major group of household industry
and agriculture.

-~ one problem in this table is that, since the
concepts of Principal and Sscondary work wece
introduced late in the procsss, some grrors
may have crept in. Tt has been noted for

_#nstance, that there were cases where the

Principal Work had not been marked.
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3. Table B-VII, Part B

Title : "Industrial Classification by Sex of Persons
Working in Won-Household Industry, Trade,
Business, Profession or Service who are also

engaged. in Household Industry".

/ . .
Level of Disaggregation : Major groupgof ISICi’for both
Principal and Additional Work.

Nature of Data :z District-wise, area-wise, and sex-wise,
gives cross tabulation of individuals
by Principal Work at non-household indus-
try on the one hand and Additional Work
at household industrv on the other. The
table also gives total number of persons
with Principal Work in the major group

concernad.

Comments : - Based on a full count of Individual Slips:

- covers devisions O to 9

(

- uses the concspts of ‘worker', 'non-household
industry', 'trade', and ‘business profession
or sarvice'.

- in combination with Table B-VII, Fart A
(see above), gives the links of group 23
household industry workers with agriculture
and with non-househcld industry, though in
the one case the household industry is rrincipal
work, and in the other case, additional work.
Not of much use otherwise, since it miwes up

mill and handloom workers.

#.2  Houschold Economic Tables. Volume IX, Part III

1. Appendix IV

Title :z "Statement shoving the number of Households and
Population".

Nature of data : this appendix gives digtrict-wise and

areawise, the numbersof hrusehnlds and
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household population as per Union
Primary Census Abstract on the one
hand and houséhelds and household
populations covered by the 20 per
cent sample on which the Part III

tables are based.

Remarks : Since all the data in the Part III Tables are
based on a 20 per cent systematic random
sample, with no population estimates, this
table is useful, since it gives an idea of

the coverage.

Table B-XIII

Title : "Sample Households Engaged Both in Cultivation
and Household Industry shaving size of land
Cultivated Classified by Principal Household
Industry in Rural and Urban Areas Separatelv".

- /
Level of Disaggregation : Major groups of ISIC.l

Nature of Data : District-wise and area-wise, gives
the number of sampled households which
have both cultivation and household
industry.

Comments : - Sgmple household data only. Population
astimates require multiplication by a
factor of 5;

- covers divisions 0 to 3;

- uses the concepts of *honusehold cultivation',
'household industry', and 'principal household
industry’.

- useful to the extent that it can be used to
shav the average size of land cultivated by
such households, and to arrive at the share
of households with cultivation in total house-

holds in any given major group, .
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Table B-XIV, Part A.

Title ¢ “"Sample Households Engaged only in Household

Level of Disaggregation: Major groups of ISIC.=

Industry Classified by Principal Household

Industry in all Areas:; Part Az Households

Classified by Major Groups of Principal

Household Industry and Number of Persons

Engaged".

1/

Nature of Data : District-wise and area-wise, gives

“Comments:

Table B=XIV,

households with only household industry
by principal household industry and the
distribution of households within each
group by size classas of employment.
Major groups which have less than 10

Per cent of the divisions are given in

an Appendix.

Sample households only. Population estimates
require multiplication by a factor of 5.
covers divisions 0 to 3;

uses the concepts of *‘household', and
'principal household industry':;

in conjunction with Table B-XIITI (see above),
can be used to dAivide the households in each
major group as among thosse separated from and
those with links with agriculture; this table
operates at a households level in contrast
with Table B-VII, Part A (see abova).

also gives an idea of averages employment size
in each group of households. '

Part B,

Title : "Sample Households Engaged only in Household

Industry Classified by Principal Household

Incdustry in all Areas; Part B: Households

Classified by minor groups of Principal

Household Industrv”.
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1/

Level of Disaggregation 2 Minor group of ISIC=" at

4-digit level.

Nature of Data : District-wise, aresa-wise, gives the

Comment

44}
o

Table B=-XVI

number of sample households in each

minor group.

- Sample households only. Population estimates

require multiplication by a factor of 5;

- covers divisions 2 & 3;

uses the same concepts as mentioned in

Part A above.

Title ¢ "Sample Principal Household Industry Classified

by Perind of Working and Total Number of Workers

engage -l

Level of Disaggregation : Major groups of ISIC.=

in Household Industry in all Areas'.

1/

Nature of Data : District-wise, area-wise, and separately

Commentsz: -

for nouseholds having cultivation and
households not having cultivation, and

for all households with housshold industry,
gives the distribution of households by
classaes of time duration of activity over
the vear; within each such class, the
nunber of family wogkers (male and “ferale)

and of hired workers are also given.

Sample households only. Population estimates
require multiplication by a factor of 5:
covers divisions 0 to 3:

gives the time Aduration of activity in e=ach
type of househeld, the number of hired workers,

and a cross tabulation of these.

uses the concepts of ‘housshold', ‘houseshold

industry', 'Principal household industry’',
'family worker' and 'hired worker'.
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Table B-IV, Part A, Appendix.

Title : "Industrial Classification of Persons at Work
other than Cultivation as Main Activity by
Sex and Divisions, Major Groups, and Minor
Groups; Appendix: Distribution of Workers in
Manufacturing, Processing, Servicing and ‘
Repairs by Houschold Industry and Non-Household
Industry".

Level of Disaggregation z Divisions, major groups and

minor groups of NIC.g/

Nature of Data : District-wiSe, area-wise, and sex-wise,
gives the distribution of total workers
among household and non-household industry

separately.

Comments : - Population estimates based on a

sample of Individual Slips:;

— covers divisions 2 and 3 only:

- relates to main activitv only:

- uses the concepts of 'worker', 'household’
industry' and 'non-household industry':

- this table corresponds with Table B-IV,
Part C of 1961;

- at the minor group level, it forms the basic
table from which data on the industry can be
gathered.

Table B-IV, Part B.

Title : "Industrial Classification of Workers in Manufac-—
turing, Processing, Serviecing and Repairs on
Household Industry Basis as Main Activity by Sex
and Class of Workers".

Level of Disaggregation : Division and major group of NIC.g/

Nature of Data 2 Area-wise and sex-wise, gives the number
of workers in the State in each group by
status -- 'ewmplovee', 'singls worker' -
in the household industry. Data are not
available at a district level.
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Comments: - Population estimates based on a sample of
Individual Slips:

- Bovers divisions 2 and 3;

- . uses the concepts of 'emplovyee', 'sinqle
worker', and 'family worker';

- relates to main activity only:

- relates tonly to household industry:

- figures for family workers are not directly
given, but are obtainable by deducting the
sum of emplovyees and single workers from the
total;

- since district level data are not given, the
table, though equivalent to Table B-IV, Part
A of 1961, does not fully correspond to it;
another difference between the two tables
being that the 1961 table only gived the
breakdawn by 'employee' and 'others'.

Table B-IV, Part D.

Title : "Industrial Classification by Sex and Class of
Workers of Persons at Work in Non-Household
Industry, Trade, Business, Profession or

Service as Main Activity".

2/

Level offDisaggregation : Division and major group of NIC.=

Nature of Data : District-wise, area-wise, and sex-wise,

gives the number of workers by status —-

‘employer', ‘'employee', 'single worker'
and 'family worker' -- for workers in

the non-~-household industry only.

Comments : - Population estimates based on a sample of
Individual Slips:;
-~ covers divisions 0 to 9;

- relates toc main activity onlvy:;

- uses the concepts of 'worker', 'non-household

industry', 'employer', 'employee', ‘'single

worker' and 'family worker':;

corresponds with Table B-IV, Part B of 1961.
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Part II-B(iii) for Tamil Nadu has not yet been
published. DPata for Tamil Nadu are to be found in the

all-India volume mentioned above.

1. Table B-V, Part A.

Title : "Occupational Classification by Sex of Persons
at Work According to Main Activity other than

Cultivation".

Level of Disaggregation : Pivisions, groups and families
of the National Classification
of Occupations, based on NCO 1968,

Nature of Data = for the State as a whole, sex-wise, and
area-wise, gives the distribution of
workers in each group by the nine-fold

classification.

Comments 2z - Bopulation esstimates based on a sample of

Individual Slips;

- covers all the occupational divisions;

- relates only to main activity:

- uses the concept of 'worker':;

- corresponds to Table B=-V of 1961, and, as in
that table, mixes up workers in the handloom
industry with those in the mill sector and in

the production of cloth from other varns.

2. Table B-V, Part B

Title ¢ "Occupational Classification by Sex and Class of
Workers in Non-household Industry, Trade, Business,

Profession or Sgrvice as Main Activity".

Level of Disaggregation ¢ Divisions and groups of NCO, 1968.
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Nature of Data : State-wise, area-wise and sex-wise,
gives the distribution of workers by
status -= 'emplover', ‘employee’,
'single worker' and 'family worker' ~--
for workers in non-household industry
only.

Comments ¢ = Population estimates based on a sample of

Individual Si1lips:

- covers all occupational divisions:

~ relates to main activity only:

- it is possible to derive totals of males
and females in the household industry of
each occupational group by putting this
table together with Table B-V Part A (see

above) .

B.2 Establishments Tables, Series 19, Part III B,

——— — i v o s e o S o e o oot e o

1. Table E~-II, Part A,

Title : "Distribution of Manufacturing, Processing, or
Servicing Bstablishments other than Household
Industries Classified by Registered Factories,
Unregistered Workshops and Size of Employment".

Level offDisaggregation : Divisions and major groups

of n1C. 2/

Nature of Pata 2 District-wise, area-wise, and for each
major city in each district,
gives total establishments and persons
employed in 8 size classes for registered
factories and 6 size classes for unregis-
tered workshops.

Comments ¢ = Based on full count of Establishments Scheduled
canvassad in 1970;
~ covers only divisions 2 and 3;
-~ uses the concepts of 'Bstablishments', ‘'registered

factory', 'unregistered workshop' and ‘worker'.



Table E-II, Part B,

Title : "Distribution of Manufacturing, Processing, or
Servicing Establishments other than Household
Industries Classified by Industry, Fuel/Paver

or Manual Used and Size of Employment".

ivisi - \¢ wic,2/
Level of Disaggregation # divisions and major groups of s

Nature of Data @ District-wise, and for each major city,
and area-wise, gives the establishments
by size classes of emplovment cross-tabulated

by type of fuel or power used.

Comments : - Based on a full count of Establishments
Schedules canvassed in 1970;
- covers only divisions 2 and 3:
~ uses the concepts of 'worker', 'establishments',
and 'non-household industry';
~ corresponds to part of Table E-IIT of 1961.

Table E-II, Part C.

Title z "Distribution of Household Industry Establishments
Classified by Industry, Fuel/Power Used and Size
of Employment".

2/

Level of Disaggregation : divisions and major groups of NIC.

Nature of Data : as in Table B-II, Part B, (see above) except
that this table relates only to household
industrye.

Comments 3 - as in Table E-II, Part B (see above).

- Tables E-II Part B and Part C together correspond
to Table E-III of 1961, with the difference that
in the latter, the data a&re disaggregated to the
minor industry group level.

K Jok kK K

Notes: 1/ ISIC refers to International Standard Industrial

Classification.

2/ NIC refers to National Industrial Classification.
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Minor group industries falling within the cotton textile group
of industries (major group 23) in the Censuses of 1961 and 1971,

A, Census of 1961

e ———— ——

*Minor Industry
Group
No. _ :
230 Cotton ginning, cleaning, pressing and baling.
221 Cotton spinning (other than in mills).
232 Cotton spinning and weaving in mills.
233 Cotton dyeing, bleaching.
234 Cotton weaving in powerlooms.
235 Cotton weaving in handlcoms.
236 Manufacturing of Khadi textile in handloom.
237 Printing of cotton textile.
238 Manufacturing of cotton nets.
239, Manufacturing of cotton cordage, rope and twine.

B. Census of 1971

230 Cotton ginning, cleaning and baling.
231 Cotton spinning, weaving, shrinking, sanforising,

mercerising, and finishing of cotton textiles in mills.

232 Printing, dveing and bleaching of cotton textiles.

233 Cotton spirning other than in mills. {(Charkha).

234 Production of khadi,

235 Weaving and finishing of cotton textiles in handloows,
other than khadi.

236 Weaving and finishing of cotton textiles in powerlonms.

239 Cotton textiles not elsewhere classified.

Sources: 1) Census of India, 1961, Volume IX, Part B-IT{I),
General Bconomic Tables, Flyleaf to Table B-1V,
Appendix C, pp. 378-9,

2) Census of India, 1971, Series 19, Part IT%B(ii),
General Economic Tables, Flvleaf to Table B-IV,
Appendix, p.104.

&k K kK Kk
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