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REGIONAL PATTERN OF DEVELOPMENT IN INDIA
Introduction

By a measure of overall development for a country like In-
dia, one refers to a concept allied to gross/net national product
which is sensitive to the process of economic change that is
labelled as development, as distinct from growth of GNP or NNP.
In other words, under the concept of a measure of development one
is going beyond the observed rates of growth of output, consump-
tion and investment, so as to establish quantitatively, to the
extent possible, the build-up of growth potential, and the
development of human resources and related infrastructure for
balanced development and improved levels of living of the people
in general and of the lower income groups in particular.

In a vast country like India in view of the size and diverse
nature of the levels of development as well as the regional dis-
parities within the country, any measure of development at the
national level alone would carry very little meaning and can even
be misleading. For any study of the problem of development and
policy formulation for India, it is thus essential that meaning-
ful measures of economic development at the regional 1e§el are
obtained and specific indicators are identified which would
enable classification of individual regions/States within the

country according to their levels of development. This would, in
the process, also help in highlighting the wide diverse nature of
development between regions and the potentialities existing ready
to be exploited.



SDP as an Indicator

Per capita State Domestic Product (SDP) is generally con-
sidered as almost the only satisfactory comprehensive measure for
determining the levels of economic development. Thus the Planning
Commission uses the estimates of SDP for measuring relative
backwardness of the States. Because of the direct applicability
of SDP for policy purposes, considerable attention has been paid
to obtain "comparable" estimates of SDP which ensure com-

parability in the measure of inter-State differentials.

In spite of such attempts at having a satisfactory set of
comparable estimates of SDP, the use of SDP for study of inter-
State differentials in levels of economic development is open to
question. One of the deficiencies of SDP as an index of develop-
ment between States is the variation in the purchasing power -of
the rupee between States. Further, because of the'intertemporal
differences in movement of prices among States this approach be-
comes further questionable when time series data on SDP are con-
sidered. One possible satisfactory answer to this problem is to
derive a set of indices which would measure the variation in the
purchasing power of the rupee among States and differences in its
movement over time. This, however, is a complicated and time con-
suming process and has to be pursued along the lines of the UN
International Comparison Project in which meaningful measures of
purchasing power of currencies of countries are being obtained
with the ultimate objective of having more meaningful estimates

of per capita income comparable between countries.

Limited exercises undertaken on inter-State variations in
the purchasing power of the rupee not only show substantial
variation between States but also show no sign of reduction in
the range of variation over time. In one exercise, Chatterjee and

Bhattacharyal have studied the inter-State variations in consumer



prices in rural areas of different States and used these price
indices to compare the levels of real per capita consumer expen-
diture (Table 1). Subsequently in another exercise Majumder? has
analysed the changes in the inter-State variations in the pur-
chasing power of rupee (PPR). An exercise over the period 1960-61
to 1977-78 in terms of standard deviation and the coefficient of
variation has revealed no one-way trend in the inter-State dis-
parity in the PPR. A study of the implicit price deflators of SDP
for the more recent period (1961 to 1985) (Table 2) presents the
same pattern with no significant change in the coefficient of

variation between States and over time.

Other Indicators of Development

To overcome these problems, consideration of a selected few
regional indicators of economic and social development may be an
answer. The Committee on Regional Accounts in its Reports recom-
mended a set of indicators which, according to the Committee,
could serve as indices of development of different aspects of
socio-economic activities. An attempt has been made in this
paper to identify a few crucial indicators of development out of
those suggested by Regional Accounts Committee and considered by
different scholars from time to time. One of the primary con-
sideration for the selection of the indicators has been their
quantitative character, i.e., indicators which are to a great ex-
tent, independent of the interregional differences in the pur-
chasing power of the rupee. Using these indicators for two points
of time (1971 and 1983/85), an attempt has been made to determine
the steps of the economic development ladder where each of the
different States fit and the extent to which the behaviour of
these indicators over time affects the inter-se position of the
States. These indicators have also been examined together with

the trend of SDP per capita to analyse the extent to which the



measure of per capita SDP alone can serve the purpose. The
analysis brings out quite clearly that often the less developed
States with lower per capita incomes are more advanced in certain
socio-economic field and if such measures are integrated into a
meaningful concept of development these would qualify them for

higher ranks than what the SDP per capita measure would assign.

The meaningful indicators of development (independent of
prices) considered in this study are (i) life expectancy, (ii)
literacy rate,‘(iii) per capita power consumption (utilities and
non-utilities) in KWH, (iv) ratio of employment in manufacturing
to total employment in organised sectors, and (v) ratio of
workers in sectors of mining, manufacturing, electricity and con-
struction to total workers. The measures of inter-State disper-
sion using these indicators are compared with the overall
masures like (a) per capita SDP at current and constant prices3,
(b) per capita consumer expenditure, (c) share of brimary sector
(agriculture, forestry and fishery) and secondary sector
(manufacturing, electricity and construction) to total SDP, (d4d)
productivity in manufacturing and finally (e) percentage of per-
sons above poverty level. No attempt has been made to combine
these indicators or any selected few of them as any combination
would involve a great extent of subjectivity and cannot assist in
unbiased measure of development. Also, estimate of SDP is perhaps
the most comprehensive overall measure of economic achievements
(if the duestion of PPR is ignored) and all the indicators are
being considered in conjunction with SDP per capita and a further
combination between the indicators may not really be necessary.
The results of the analysis would thus itself indicate whether
SDP per capita would be enough to tell the whole story of
development of the States.



The summary results of the analysis for a few selected in-
dicators have been presented in Table 3 while the background data
for 1971 and 1983/85 are included as an Appendix. Table 3 ranks
the States separately for each of the indicators and for each of
the two points of time. The levels of growth rate between the two
points of time, for each of the indicators, have also been used
to rank the States. In this case the ranking is according to the
descending order from the highest to the lowest. Thus, it is
clear from the table that States with high per capita SDP or high
per capita electricity consumption may have an entirely different
pattern with respect to the other indicators. Also, the rates of
growth as measured through the various indicators have an en-
tirely different behavioral pattern. The table summarises the
detailed information presented in the Appendix and highlights the
differential nature of the performance of the States with respect
to each of the indicators. In other words, no meaningful picture
emerges. Also, besides such variations in the performance between
the States, there is no indication of a possible reduction in
inter-State disparities (measured through the coefficient of
variation or standard deviation among States). The only very
positive indication coming out of the exercise is the gradual
reduction of the share of agriculture in total SDP and cor-
responding increase in the share of manufacturing for all the
States.

The indicators in Table 3 also highlight the wide gap that
exists between the States and also between the States and the na-
tional average. considering the span of twelve to fourteen years
for which data have been analysed, there appears to be not much
indication of the narrowing of the gap between the least
developed and the highly developed States. For example, in 1961
the per capita SDP of Punjab was nearly four times that of the
lowest in that year and even in 1985 the gap in per capita income
continued to be large with the income per capita in Punjab being



as much as three and a half times that of Bihar and three times
that of UP. Even if some of the other indicators are considered,
any reduction in the wide disparity in regional development does
not become more obvious. Thus per capita electricity consumption
is higher than all-India in as many as half of the States and the
level is eight time in Punjab - which has the highest - as com-
pared to Assam which has the lowest. However, low per capita
electricity consumption in Assam is not accompanied with low in-
dustrial activity, as can be seen from the fact that Assam has a
comparatively higher share of secondary sectors (manufacturing,
electricity and construction) output in total SDP as also a very
high level of output per person4 in manufacturing sector. All
this would suggest that possibly Assam has a highly labour-
intensive pattern of industries which are particularly agro-based
with comparatively less consumption of electricity. Examining the
performance of the States differently, it is seen phat high rates
of growth have not always been recorded by the States which have
the highest ranking. Thus Andhra Pradesh with an average level of
per capita consumption of electricity has the highest rate of
growth recorded for this indicator. Also UP, with almost the
lowest per capita SDP has a very high rate of increase of
manufacturing employment and highest change in domestic product
in the secondary sector. Similar pattern is also seen in the case
of MP. Also, if the behaviour of the States in terms of the other

indicators is studied, similar patterns become obvious.

These differentials in behaviour would suggest that a pos-
sible reduction in regional disparity in the not too distant fu-
ture may not be too far-fetched to imagine. However, when the
coefficient of variation between States is considered, the inter-
State disparities do not seem to have reduced in spite of there
being signs of all States generally moving towards greater in-
dustrialisation. Thus, the share of agriculture in total SDP gets

reduced in all the States and both per capita power consumption



and value added5 in secondary sector (manufacturing, electricity
and construction) register comparatively higher rates of growth
than per capita SDP. Considering the period 1970 to 1985, annual
rate of growth of SDP ranged from 3.23 p.c. in Punjab to 0.40
p.c. in Kerala while per capita power consumption increased by
6.74 p.c. in Punjab, 4.16 p.c. in Kerala and as much as 8.21 in
AP. Secondary sector output similarly increased by as much as
7.15 p.c. in UP, 6.47 p.c. in Karnataka and 5.95 per cent in Pun-
jab.

Ranking of States separately by different indicators and the
corresponding rates of+growth makes the position even more clear.
The overall conclusion that can thus be drawn from this limited
study is that the States vary widely in their patterns of
development and potentialities do exist in States like UP with
low per capita income to shift towards industrialisation and
higher productivity as measured through value added per worker in

manufacturing.

Next, the results discussed so far are summarised to examine
the question of possible reduction in inter-regional disparity
over the last one and half decades as a result of the faster
development in selected fields in the States ranked lower in the
listing of the States in the descending order. Thus the measures
of standard deviation and coefficient of variation for the two
points of time are presented in Tables 4 and 5. An examination of
the results does not suggest any such trend. On the contrary, the
results appear to indicate a tendency towards deepening of
inter-regional disparity. Statewise growth rates for each of the
indicators (Table 6) also tell the same story when the pattern of
behaviour since 1971 is considered.



District Level Disparity

To examine the question in some more depth, a limited study
was undertaken of the performance of agriculture at the district
level. It is seen that there is considerable spatial variation in
the productivity of the agricultural sector (Table 7). If dis-
trict is taken as a unit, value of output per hectare in the top
10 districts is roughly 2.5 to 3.5 times more than the all-India
average. When compared to the average of the bottom 10 districts,
the average value of output per hectare in the top 10 districts
is roughly 10 times more. Much of this variation in the level of
agricultural development can be attributed to the differences in
the availability of assured irrigation. It is interesting to note
that while the average extent of irrigated area is about 6 per
cent of gross cropped area in the bottom 10 districts, it is ap-
proximately 60 per cent in the top ten districts. Similar spatial
variation can be observed in the case of per hectﬁre consumption
of fertilisers which 1s a supplementary input to irrigation.
These data clearly indicate the extent to which output per hec-
tare can be increased through creation of fresh irrigation poten-

tial in the less developed regions of the country.

Further, six out of the top 10 agriculturally most developed
districts are located in either poor States or in middle income
States and 4 out of 10 agriculturally least developed districts
are located in Maharashtra, which is a relatively developed
State. Thus State-level averages hide the enormous spatial varia-
tions in the level of development within a State.

Similar studies in the sectors of manufacturing or organised
transport would have thrown more light on the extent of disparity
within the country as also within States but can not be under-
taken because of the absence of relevant data at the district

level.



Conclusion

This short aggregative exercise thus might conclude with a
positive note regarding possibilities of more balanced develop-
ment within the country in the near future. The results of
analysis at a disaggregated level, i.e., at the State or the dis-
trict lével, are positive enough to suggest existence of pockets
with potentialities of development. It would thus not be un-
realistic to presume that potentialities do exist within the
country for substantial development and it will be desirable to
identify such areas and put more attention to their development
not only to encourage overall development of the country but also
to bring down substantially the gaps in the levels of development
between regions and in the levels of living of the people within
the country.



Notes

Chatterjee, G.S. and Bhattacharya, N(1976),
Majumdar, Krishna (1982)

Comparable estimate of SDP at constant prices have been ob-
tained by using the implicit price indices derived from
State estimates of SDP at current and constant (1970-71)
prices. The exercise has been undertaken at the sectoral
level.

In the absence of data from 1981 Population census for As-
sam, the number of workers in the secondary sector in 1981
has been estimated by applying 1971 proportions to the
projected population for 1981 (projected by RG s Office).
This might have affected the results somewhat, though even
in 1971 Assam registered a high figure of value added per
worker in the secondary sector.

Value added per worker is derived by dividing the total
value added in the sector by the number of workers according
to 1981 census. The number for Assam is estimated by RG s
office by applying 1971 proportions to projected population
for 1981.
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TABLE 1

INDICES OF PRICE LEVEL IN RURAL AREAS BY STATES AND AVERAGE PER
CAPITA CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURE AT ALL INDIA PRICES

States Indices of Indices of per capita expenditure
Price Level At State At All India
Prices Prices
AP 101.92 93.00 91.30
ASM 107.64 116.40 108.20
BHR 101.96 95.50 93.70
GUJ 112.03 101.70 90.80
J & K 100.81 125.00 124.00
KTK 99.12 91.60 92.40
KER 107.02 91.30 85.30
MAH 107.11 97.40 90.90
MP 95.57 104.80 109.60
ORS 98.15 86.70 88.30
PUN 104.92 128.50 122.50
RAJ 101.32 103.70 102.30
TN 108.72 104.80 96.40
UpP 93.86 95.50 101.70
WB 115.89 106.20 91.60
ALL INDIA 100.00 100.00 100.00

Source: Chatterjee and Bhattacharya, 1976.
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TABLE 2
RANKING OF STATES WITH ALL INDIA PERCAPITA INCOME=100

i —— - —— ——— ——— — ———— —— - W —— N A —— - - — — — —— - ———— ——— A P g —- R . S ——— - — — -

1971 1985 1985
Current price Constant price (1970-71)
Rank States Index States Index States Index
1 PUN 168.56 PUN 157.82 PUN 195.94
2 HAR 147.24 MAH 134.55 HAR 138.63
3 GUJ 133.49 HAR 125.15 MAH 138.286
4 MAH 128.12 GUJ 124.19 GUJ 129.68
5 WB 115.17 JK 100.19 KTK 107.44
6 HP 106.79 -------mmmmmm - JK 104.05
7 KTK 106.64 INDIA 100.00 AP 100.36
8 KER 100.47 -----remmmmeee WB 100.27
—————————————————— WB 96.03 - mmmmmmm e
INDIA 100.00 KTK 93.64 INDIA 100.00
—————————————————— KER 90.45 -—\—---mrem
9 RAJ 99.37 HP 88.25 TND 98.91
10 TND 97.31 AP 87.33 HP 92.75
11 AP 92.58 TND 86.83 KER 86.10
12 ASM 90.05 ASM 81.93 ASM 85.56
13 JK 87.99 RAJ 73.486 RAJ 81.56
14 ORS 85.47 ORS 73.27 ORS 79.59
15 up 77.88 MP 70.72 MP 77.95
186 MP 77.25 up 62.33 4] 66.03
17 BHR 66.03 BHR 58.44 BHR 63.79
NOTE : Constant price estimates for 1985 are at 1970-71 price

and directly comparable with 1971 data. Comparison be-
tween these two sets is more meaningful than between
1971 and 1985 current price data as it eliminates the
effect of price rise between 1971 and 1985 and there-
fore is a direct comparison of volume change.
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TADE 3
CONPARABLE RABKS OF STATES BT SILECTED INDICATORS OF DEVALOPEEST ARD TEEIR GRONTY

Per capita poaer coasumption Iatlo of sec. sect. wrkrs ta total wrkes. Per caplta SDP at cast. prices Group C” Talue added per worker is sec. sect.
States  Gromtk States  Gromth States Growth Share in SDP Yalye added States Grosth
baks 1971 1985 rates 1911 1065 rates 1914 10 rates 1)) 1005 States Growtk rates 1071 1985 rates
1 m 1] [\ 1.2 m m 1%} 1.8 Pl Pl 4] 1L 1] us 14 1.1§ 451 [} | AP i
[ 1] [ 11] 14 .0 n 1] 14 2.59 m (11} 11} e n n [ 11} 1.4 m m o 1.8
y (4 8] [ 1Y) .1 n [} 14 2.48 [} 1] [ 1] L 1 56 m 5. ¢/ |11 ASH .9
i N |11 4]} [ R{] m n [ 11] .1 | {1] (1] [\ .3 1]} 14 [Y4 5.54 |11 1)) [ 11} .15
5 n " 11 6.3 603 4] | [ 8] 1 1] m oS 1.98 (1]} m [ 4 5.3 (1 ]] m PR 2.5
1 m 41 BER [ K1) PN [ ]1] 4] .12 m - m L - BIR e (N[} |11 114 BP 2.41
T W - 60} 5.20 414 111 1] 1.0 m Ioly w 1.1 1w M |11 (K] B 60J Mt 1.8
" 08 mis  m 4.0 ut 3] 01s 1M e e s e s n "1 m I Bl 1.15
------------------------------------------ m 1.1 10 4P [MA 1.56 B DIy ol (W) n 14 [ 11 1.5%
I 1014 4.85 JCIITR | (). | 1.6 ----- | | I CTGEECTOEs m s e | 14 1]} 130 1.4
----- 4 Smmmeemssesemecss eemsesiscccees mececoeccceoeneos i m m 1.51 4] 1 i 3.28 " n n 1.4
1 m | 1¥] [ [ (R} iP | 14 {11 1.2 n b ] | 1Y 1.2 [ 11] P s 14 1w (12} LN
H m 1111 m 416 W MBI e 14 | 1¥] n 1.13 14 m | 1Y) .0 1] } 14 n -LM
1Hn " ]} in .0 kP 4 n 1.10 st [11] m 1.7 14 14 [H | 1.0 m m B 4.3
12w ors n 1.3 op | 14 134} 1.01 08s 14 (14 [ B! (B} st B 15 AP ons s -0
13 ®» 4 i1 2.58 [ H] 098 14 0.95 13 08 n [ K} 14 Pil m b IR | R e L L L L EREL L EEIERE
M M [} 2.04 m 111 11 9.65 | 14 14 AsH 04 | 1Y) (1% 11}
15 A4S Sk ]} (N 1] ASH 1] ASH (N m BiR m e o1 0RS 085 .M

Botes : 1. Secondary Sector :WiningtBafg.+Coast.tBlect.
2. Growp C: Secoadary Sector Bxcluding Bining.
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TABLR §

KXTESY OF RECIONAL DISPARITY AS NRASURED THROUGE PER CAPITA STATE DOMESTIC PRODICY

1961 (] 1979 1960 1085
N 4} 5N 4] 134 cY 134 cY s 1]
1.Por Capita SDP
{at carreat prices) B4.26 03204 10038 LU 3.8 L @09 0.8 1T 0.210
2.Por Capita SPP
{at constaat prices) 351.13 9.4718  1684.38 L7 1T 55T 63516 253.48 §.3001
3. Inplicit price
doflators (1979-
§.1625 0.0635 0.0988 0.0407 [YF7 S R 11

11:100) .19 0. 6610 - -

Hots : Resaits for 1381 exclade HP uaiike the data
for the ssbsoquent periods. Figures for 1991
are thorefors not strictly comparable aith the
rest of the data
ST Staadard Deviatioa; CV:Coefficleat of Variatioa
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TAHLE 5

EXTENT OF RHGIONAL DISPARITY AS MEASURKD THROUGH INDICATORS OF DEVELOPMENT

1971 1985
STD v STD v

1. Per Capita power consumption (KWH) 40.57 0.448 93.17 .491
2. Ratio of employment in manufacturing

to total employment in organised sectors

(p.c.) 8.98 0.293 8.12 .279
3. Ratio of employment in secondary? sector

to total working force (p.c.) 4.46 0.404 3.60 .256
4. Share of agriculturel Sector in total

SDP (p.c.) 9.99 0.185 10.02 .225
5. Share of secondary? and mining sector in

total SDP (p.c.) 6.02 0.333 6.20 .311
6. Value added per worker in secondary

sector (Rs) 997.93 0.288 1756.86 .387
7. Per capita SDP at current prices (Rs) 172.68 0.258 660.79 .297
8. Per capita SDP at constant prices (Rs) 172.68 0.258 274.54 .358
9. Per capita consumer expenditure at

current prices (Rs) - - 243.34 .154

Note: Results exclude HP and J&K and are

therefore, not comparable with the fiqures

in Table 4.
includes forestry and fishery

[\

STD: Standard Deviation
CV : Coefficient of variation

15
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TABLE 6
GROWTH RATES OF SELECTED INDICATORS OF DEVELOPMENT ,1971-1965

States Per capita Agriculture! Sector Secondary? Sector Proportion
‘ - = e e of worker
Power State Value Share Value Share in second
consum- domestic added at in added at in ary sector
ption product at constant total constant total to total
constant price SDP price SDP work forced
price
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) M (8)
1. ANDHRA PRADESH 8.21 2.30 2.09 -1.76 5.54 1.55 0.95
2. ASSAM 2.56 0.49 2.33 -1.19 3.93 0.35 N.A.
3. BIHAR 6.04 1.07 1.06 -2.25 3.15 -0.23 1.91
4, GUJARAT 5.29 2.88 3.87 -0.74 4.7 0.07 2.17
5. HARYANA 6.36 1.78 2.93 -1.93 6.47 1.46 2.18
6. KARNATAKA 3.99 1.50 2.32 -1.48 4.94 1.05 1.77
7. KERALA 4.16 0.40 -0.28 -2.08 3.1 1.25 1.01
8. MAHARASTRA 4.66 2.47 4.20 -0.47 4.88 0.19 0.85
9. MADHYA PRADESH 7.88 1.75 1.41 -1.97 5.34 1.84 2.46
10. ORISSA 2.04 1.89 3.21 -0.09 1.94 -1.33 1.89
11. PUNJAB 6.74 3.23 4.07 -1.15 5.94 0.62 2.12
12. RAJASTHAN 7.11 1.22 3.56 -0.48 3.93 -0.12 3.49
13. TAMIL NADU 3.35 1.13 -1.27 -4.24 4.79 1.65 1.18
14. UTTAR PRADESH 4.61 0.74 2.76 -1.20 7.15 3.04 2.59
15. WEST BENGAL 0.90 0.63 2.60 -0.26 2.09 -0.78 1.68
ALL INDIA 4.65 1.56 1.70 -1.42 3.98 0.34 1.25

1. Agriculture includes forestry and fishery sectors besides agriculture proper
(including livestock).

2. Secondary includes mining, manufacturing, construction and electricity. However, for
col.(8) secondary excludes mining.

3. Covers the period 1971-81.
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TAHLER 7
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTIVITY (1984-85)

Value of Irrigated Fertilizer Agricultural
output area as ¥ oonsumption bank credit
per hectare gross cr- per hectare per hectare

States Rs. opped area Kg. Rs.

TOP 10 DISTRICTS
WEST GODAVARI (AP) 9552 79 306 1077
SARAN (BHR) 8438 40 52 200
EAST GODAVARI (AP) 7243 61 77 935
KAPURTHALA (PUN) 6678 87 208 712
CHIKMAGALUR (KTX) 66811 7 87 1521
PATIALA (PUN) 6534 78 182 983
MUZAFFARNAGAR (OP) 6534 77 104 292
LUDHIANA (PUN) 6510 89 241 866
TRICHUR (KER) 6452 30 50 768
HUGLI (WB) 6382 37 153 534
UNWEIGHTED AVERAGE OF

TOP 10 DISTRICTS : 7093 59 144 789
BOTTOM 10 DISTRICTS (EXCLUDING DESERT AREA AND HILL AREAS)
GULBARGA (KTK) 938 3 10 118
SHAHDOL (MP) 902 1 30 31
KOCH BIHAR (WB) 877 4 32 151
OSMANABAD (MAH) 874 14 3 109
SITHI (MP) 847 2 5 69
AURANGABAD (MAH) 624 12 17 183
WEST NIMAR (MP) 559 9 31 114
RATNAGIRI (MAH) 542 5 18 108
PAREHANI (MAH) 518 5 13 144
NORTH CACHAR (ASM) 390 8 2 280
UNWEIGHTED AVERAGE OF

BOTTOM 10 DISTRICTS : 707 6 16 131
ALL INDIA AVERAGE : 2708 28 52 348

Source: (MIK (1987) District-level data.
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TANE 1.1
PIR CAPITA COMPAMBLE SYATE DONESTIC PRODYCT 1D
INPLICIT PRICK MIEESRENTIAL
COMPARABLE NET PXR CAPITA STEER DONESTIC PRODECT IT CURRENY PRICES
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TABLR 4.1 (Concld.)

COMPARABLE ESTINATES OF PER CAPITA SDP AT CORSTANT (1970-11) RRICIES
(I 0s.)

14 1 u 586 11 634 $ 629 11 o 1
ASH 1008 5 570 12 M1 12 5 13 68y 12
B 11 G i n 0w 1 o4 11 0 11
1 na 3 LTI 661 1 %t ! 1035 ¢
({1 2 2 Mm 2 869 ] 1002 3 1es 2
i T R | B §86 6 668 ¢ LLL Y
i 03 1 %1 13 605 10 632 10 0y 6
44| 9 61 1 108 5 1 87§
m 0 1 63 8 633 9 64 9 687 11
14 15 @y 16 {61 i s 15 622 15
L1} 1 o 81 92 PR U} B SR 1 A
08S 5716 12 1) ur @1 i 635 1
1] 1362 1 1067 1 1086 1 B 1 1564 1
Y LET §29 9 m 13 536 12 651 13
m ™ 616 10 608 11 6 7 0 9
0 NI 16 93 15 L} B (] 1y 16 51 1§
B My 6 1 5§ 116 { e 6 8 8
] 351.13 164.36 111.682 5,51 253.45

[} I 0.4716 0.2419 0.2116 0.3518 0.3081

.................................................................................

10TE5:Conparable estinatas of SDP at constant prices have been obtained by
usiag the implicit price indices derived from state estimates of SDP
at carreat and comnstaat (1970-71) prices. The exercise has been
undertaken at the sectoral level.
5TD: Standard Deviation
C¥ : Coefficieat of Variatioa
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TABLE 4.2

IIDICITORS OF DEVELOPMRNY
(1911)
Per capita Ratio of 1Ratle of Per capita & of Share of Share of Talae added
States pomer mafg. empl sec.sect. SDP poplta. group ‘A" group ‘C’ per worker
cossunption to total eapl.to  at curreat above to total to total ia secon-
{in kwh) orgn. eapl. tot. wrk. prices(Ra) poverty SDP sop dary

force line sector (Bs)
1 2 3 { 5 ] ! ]
AP 56 nmnn 11.1 588 51.88 56.58 13.43 1169
ASH 22 15.76 1.1 51 48.90 61.38 14.08 531
LT 65 24.32 1.2 418 42.50 58.01 16.83 3896
ti}) 138 51.41 13.8 345 61.00 47.96 20.83 4085
BaR 98 28.42 12.0 932 15.20 64.64 15.22 4194
It 104 33.16 12.5 615 51.10 5¢4.20 23.16 3452
{1} 1§ 26.91 18.¢ 636 53.00 43.36 16.32 1844
[T} 158 39.62 14.9 81t 52.30 28.41 .19 4908
|4 54 22.90 3.0 {89 42.30 59.70 14.13 2159
08S 96 22.60 1.3 541 33.60 65.48 10.37 2554
i} | 159 33.91 13.3 1067 84.90 58.33 15.31 1230
1Y) 50 20.58 $.) 629 66.20 60.98 12.86 333
b | 139 38.64 15.2 516 41.99 39.32 26.12 2801
4 60 25.1% 1.9 493 49.99 60.04 14.93 2913
L] ] 118 36.29 16.0 129 41.50 43.51 22.66 3884
ALL INDIA ] 29.5 11.2 81 51.1 9.2 19.1 {-)
4 {'H 0.5 $.98 §.48 112.86 12.13 2.9 6.02 997.93
(W H 0.440 $.293 0.404 0.258 0.234 0.185 0.333 0.288

NOTBS: Results exclade EP and J&I and therefore are so coaparable with figures in Table 4.
Group ‘A" : Group A(-Agrl.+lorestry+Pishing) :Primary sector excluding aining.
Group "C" : Group C(=Nufg.+Comst.+tRlect.);Secondary Sector:Group C aad aining.

stD : Staadard Deviation
01 : Coefficieat of Variatioa
S008CR: Colums
| Basic statistics,Centre for Noaitoriag Indina Hcomomy Sept,1968.
2: Enploymeat revien 1978-17, D.G.E & 1.
3: Ceatre for Noaitoriag Indiaa Kconomy, Sept. 1988:7T16-2-1 .
{: 0S0 estimates of State domestic product at carreat prices(1970-11).

Rational Accomnts statistics 1978-T1 to 1984-85, Jan,1987.

5 Ceatre for Moaitoring Iadian Zcomomy, Peb, 1988,Page 7.2

6 & 7: [Estinates of State domestic prodacts at constant (1970-T1)prices.
National Accommts statistics 1970-T1 to 1984-85,Jan,1987.

$: Centre for Noaitoriag Iadima Rcomomy, Sept. 1988:T714-4.

20



TABLE 1.2 (Coneld.)

[EDICATORS OF DAVELOPNINT
(1983-05)
Per capita  Satlo of  Batlo of Per capita Per capita Per capita % of Talue added
Lite Literacy power nfg. eapl. sec sect. SDP coasamer  SDP at popalation Share of  Skare of  per vorker ia
States  expect- rates cousuaption to total  empl.to  at carreat expeaditure constast  above group ‘I°  groap ‘C’  secosdary
ancy a {in hab) orgn. espl. total work prices (0s.) (1018-T1)  poverty  to total  to total  sector(ls.)
years force (1s.) prices line 14 4 at 1979-
(1s.) 11 prices
1 H 3 4 H § 1 $ ] " 11 12
[14 5319 213 183 b 12.2 2062 1517.64 LR 3.1 .18 17.5¢ 1064
[} ] LIy e 5 12.6¢4 (K} {1 }] 1428.18 (1] 16.15 .94 1§.481 8648
n §.54 0.2 » HW ) 1 133 1212.1% [y 59.55 5.2 a1 5138
(1 }) 5. 2. U 3.9 171 068 1882.17 " 15.47 ne 2.5 4542
i SL8y 2. w ny 1.9 52 1945.10 1138 6.2 .9 2087 6206
41} L1 0 IS i ) 197 u.12 1.y &S 1663.11 168 65.1% 5.32 21.5% 4151
i 6.9 9.1 148 2.8 13.9 {1} 1600.48 n 13.18 i 11.94 25
{11 56.3 1.9 n . 15.9 3168 1660.72 1046 85.00 8.2 15.53 6451
14 e 182 169 3.0 19.2 1731 133018 566 51.01 i 19.29 biI1
oS LLISF I W} 138 HR ! 1.4 1115 1204.29 51 §1. (IR} 1.2 1645
4]} L LT I T (¥3} e 184 ms ARG 1482 " 512 16.95 8186
w SILY 110 14 1.n 1.1 1819 1§33.81 821 8.1 54.50 1.9 n
b | 1.4 %Y ¢ ne 11.1 1944 15718.13 §57 .9 HN 1) bL11)
[ 14 Wi e 14 R 18.2 1584 1343.8% S14 §4.47 §9.43 2N (11
L] 2N un 135 .2 19.4 il 186,76 n? §.82 3.2 1.4 1688
ALl 1L 52.3 .2 119 .9 13.§ U 1S T8 62.8 n.1 1K (-
51 .92 12.9 9.1 1.12 (R ] IR} ] WL AL R 19.51 19.92 8.2 1758.4¢
cY: 0.002 46 1.4 9.21% 0116 0.297 §.15¢ 0359 9.156 §.228 8.1 0.

BOTES : Besalts exclode BP & JAK mad ure therefors aet comparable nith Table (.
Col. § : Data refer to comparsble eatimaten. Thess Mave been dorived asing laplicit
price indices fron State estimstes of SDP at carreat and constant (1979-T1) prices
The exercise has been undertaken at the sectoral level.
Col.12 : Figures are derived by dividiag total value added in secondary eector
by workers according to 1981 ceasan. The nuaber of vorkers for Assaa
are eatisated by applylag 1971 proportions to projected population of
1991 (projections undertakes by IS°s office)
Col.640: Figures are average over three years as ased by Biath Flsasce Comaission
(carrent prices)

50081 : Cols.
i & Ceater for Bonitoring Indlan Bconomy, Fed.1988:P¢.7
T Statistical abstract, Indla, 1982

3 %0 : Sase as table A.2. (1978-11)
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TABLX D.3

RANKS OF STATES BY INDICATORS OF DEVELOPNENY
(1871)

Per caplta Iatio of  Ratlo of Per capita X of  Share of Share of Value added

Taaks poser mfg. onpl sec.sect. SDP poplta. group “A° gronp ‘G’ per worher
consusption to total  eapl.to  at carreat above  to total to total {fa secon-
(in hek) orga. eapl. tot. wrk. prices poverty SDP SDp duzy

force line sector

1 2 3 { 5 6 ! ]

i poR i) I 4] | PON 1} HAR ASH

2 il 11 B 11 11 11 1 [

) i) n b | M M ASk I POk

4 bi | P {1 HAR G0 | [} B 11

5 1]} WB 603 1} ] AP 1) q0J M)

¢ in por pok 44 4 I | | AR ST m

1 i In 44§ 11 IR 4] | I [}]

] ms - m e In MR - 11

------- i ------- I R e | BEl RAJ

I -eeeeees mn - IIDIA It 4] ] 4

------- il smeseoe 11 B { 1 | POR b |

) {1 m 14 1" | i 14

19 BRR i} 4 I AP AsH IDIA 4 oS

11 P I 14 1 | m  ---- 4 I

12 AP 1w 4 1] H 1] b ASH AP
13 14 0ns ] 4 Bl ]} AP
i i I i} { | IP IP b | RJ
15 ASH ASH ASH Bk 0ns .11 ] ] M

Source : Same us Table 1.2
Rote : Same as Table 4.2
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TAMLE 4.3 {Coatd.)

DLEKS OF STATES BY INDICATORS OF DEVELOPYENY

{1913-15)
Per capita  Ratio of  Matio of Per cupita Per capita Per capita 4 faloe added
lifa Literucy power safg. enpl sec.sect, SDP consemer  SDP of popln. Share of  Skare of per worker
Buke  [zpectancy Intes  coasumption oymeat to empl.to  at carreat empedditure at coast:at above growp ‘A" gromp 0 fa
ie years {in kvh) total total work prices (1970-71)  poverty  to total  to total secondary
orgs. empl. force prices line Sop sop sector
1 2 ] ] H ] 1 ] t 14 f1 12
1 (1] 1411 4] ] [12] 1411 4] ] ] POl Pl ons u [} ]
2 m L} ] L1 i L] [ 1] 11 1] {1} [ 1¥) n (11
] 1 1]} i | 1] |11 [{{] L1Y] [} ] 4] ] 60 m
{ 14 ] I [} ] L1} | (4 1] 11 ] (1] [H ] /4 ol
§ m - n 4] o e G0 I m o 144 ] i
§ n n in |11} 11} 110 12 w in st 1
! ir m e [11] m - [41] {10 In 44 ] 1] GJ
] 4 Y] 4] ] mu - m ]| n - 11} ]| IS m
------- (4] ¢ 121 in iP i? 14 14 i 14
1l I8 | {10 m - | JENRREPRPRS | 1]
------- 44 14 In [14 1m0 i 1)1 i L] b |
t it in %] 14 14 1 - 4 I ot 14 1Y)
10 W {1} {1 14 n [+ | ] [T L1} ¢ m 14
1 i 0 1} ] in w 1T [+ ] [+ n e [14 m
12 0 ir s ors 14 0Rs a w ors m [} ] xS
13 [ 14 [ 14 14 Ml oI .14 .14 0Rs o [} POl
1 11 i m 1Y 1] o [ (/4 .14 L1V 1]
1§ 14 W 158 ik [ ] 1] B 1 L n ors

Source: Smme as table 4.2,
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TAMI 4.4
GRONTE RATES! OF INDICATORS OF DRVELOPEENY

fatio of  Par cepita 3 Talee added

Par capita Ratio of  sec.sect. SBP ot 0f popla. Share of  Share of  Absolate Adsolute per worker

poser Nafg. empl eapl.to coastaat sbove groap ‘A" groap ' level of lavel of in second-

Consusption to total  tot. wrk. prices poverty  to total  to total  groap “A° growp ‘C° ary sector

States (s keh)  Orzn ampl. force (10T8-11)  lise 14 1 4 ie SDP  ia SBP

1 ? 3 { 5 $ 1 ] (] "
14 8.2 1.56 .05 N [ K] 118 1.5% .0 5.54 1.81
(1] 1.54 LU | N 0 .08 -1.18 03 N 1.0 1N
1 1 8. -1.38 1.4 1.01 1.4 -2 4.0 1.4 3.15 1.08
(1)) 5.29 .U 11 o 1.M [ Bl 8.0 Ln “n ©n
1] (1) 1.4 .10 I.n (N} -1.02 1.48 X 3] (X} .18
[ 844 1.9 4.1 .n 1.56 1.95 1.46 1.05 .32 494 1.5%
in (W13 1.5 1.0 (K1) N .8 1.2% (B} EN1 1.
11 468 -0 0.85 L4 1.0 (R Y 019 (W] (R} 1.4%
.14 1.08 1.42 .4 1.15 .04 -1.91 1.84 1.4 5.4 24l
08 i 04 1.0¢ 1.64 4.55 0.0 -1.33 LU 1.94 .
[¢) ] (B! 2.5¢ .12 1.8 0.13 -1.15 0.62 (N} 5.0 2.51
18] 11 0.5 L 1.2 -6.05 (R1] -0.12 1.5 1.9 0.1
b | 1.3 (B! 110 1.13 1.94 .U 1.4 -1 “n 1.4
o [R ) 1.2§ .5 (R} (B{) -1. .. .18 1.15 1.82
1] (K] LU 1.0 0.0 IR -0 BB N .08 N
(1A% 110 SN (K] 1.2§ 1.5¢ 1.93 -1.50 (B!} 1.1 1.9 (-}

MOTES : Same as tadla 1.2 aad

1. Groath rate for the period:

Columm

1: 1871-08
1916-35
1m-a
Coapoand grosth reth 1071-05
111-8
Conpound growth rate 1971-05
Coupound growth rate 1971-85
1071-05
147145
1071-45

D ES U e

-—

SOORCE : Same an tadle 4.2.
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TABLE 4.4.1
RIBKS OF STAYES BY GROSTR RATES OF [NDICATORS OF DIVILOPWENY

Per Capita latio of 4 Yalue ndded
Per capita SDI Tatio of  sec.sect.  Of popls. Share of  Share of  Ahwolate dbsolate per worher
poter at coastaat Hafg. empl wmpl.to above group ‘A" growp ‘C°  level of level of ia secoMd-
Coasamption prices to total  tot. ark.  poverty to total  to total  growp ‘4’ growp C° ary sector
States {ia kah) {1970-11)  Orzn wmpl. force liae ' 4 31 4 ia S0 ia SDP
{ H 3 [ H f 1 ) f 11
I (14 ol 111 W ors ons w 1111 o ir
? 14 7] el o 151 1]} | 14 4]} 1l [/
] 1] |11 P [ 4 m L1 | n 60 4] ] [ ]
{ m V4 14 m 1] i 14 w [} 1]
H m 0ks o (4 1] 14 1] m ons 14 4} ]
§ 1] m e P I (]} m m n 14
1 [12] 14 j$ 1)1 11 n [+ ] m [ L8 ] m
] m e e [/ 1 e i 4 | n b [11]
------- {11 W m § 1)1 44 s [} ] G0J m
mu e b ] | | I T LT LR R IR m - m
------- m 3 seenees [ 11] ni i AP £ 1101 hi |
! " 1T s IR [ e T E S LT PP [ 3]
1§ m hi | m - Mm m 114 L1} w 7]
11 In 1] | 1] 1l m 14 [ 51 L]
11 i | 14 1]} m ir m 1V 14 m s
13 [H] B m [14 114 Mm Mm [11] m
i 0ls [H] i m 4] B n n m 1]
1§ L1 m [11] 51 1w [}'H] n (V]

Souzce : Same as Tuble .4
Jots : Same as Table 4.4

25



10.

11.

12.
1.

14,

15.

16.

Centre for Monitoring Indiaa Kconomy (CHIN), (1987), District Level Data for Key Economic Indicators
with 7 Maps, (November, Economic Intelligence Service (EIS), Bombay)

---- (1988), Standard of Living of the Indian People (February), Economic Intelligence Serice (RIS),
Boabay.

---- (1989), Basic Statistics Relating to the Indian Economy (September) Vol. 2: States, Ecomomic
Intelligence Service (BIS), Bombay.

Central Statistical Oraganisation (1986), Statistical Abstract.

---- (1988), Annual Survey of Industries (1984-85): Summary Results for Bactory Sector, Government of
India, Hinistry of Plamning, Hew Delhi.

---- National Accounts Statistics (different issues).

---- (1979), Annual Survey of Industries (1976-77): Summary Hesults for Bactory Sector, Goverament of
India, Ministry of Planning, New Delhi.

---- (1985), Estimates of State Domestic Product (1960-61 - 1983-84), Government of India, Ministry
of Planning, New Delhi.

---- (1986), Estimates of State Domestic Product (1970-7T1 - 1984-85), Government of India, Hinistry
of Planning, New Delhi.

Chatterjee, G.5. and N. Bhattacharya, (1976), "0n levels of Consumer Prices in Rural Areas of Dif-
ferent States by Areas of Budget®, Journal of Income and Health. Qctober,

Directorate General of Employment and Yraining (1988), Employment Reviem (1983-84), Government of In-
dia, Ministry of Labour, Hew Delhi.

---~ (1980), Employment Heview (1976-77), Governmeat of India, Ninistry of Labour, Hew Delhi.

Najusdar Krishna, (1982), Interstate Variatioms in the Purchasing Power of a Nupee®, (Journal of In-
cone and Nealth Vol.2. July).

Hinistry of Finance (1988), Birst Beport of the Ninth Binance Commission (for 13989-30), Government of
India. New Delbi.

Ministry of Planning (1986), Journal of the National Sample Survey Organisation, SARVRESHANA Vol. IX
Nos 4 (Part II) April.

Worid Bank: International Comparisom of Heal Product and Purchasing Pomer (Johns Hopkins University
Press) (Three Volumes containing data for 1870, 1973 and 1975).

26



NIPFP WORKING PAPER SERIES : 1990-91

2/90

Author s Name

Economic Reforms in China
and their Impact : an overview

A Note on the Measurement of
Import Substitution

Amaresh Bagchi
(February, 1990)

Hasheem N. Saleem
{March, 1980)



