Rural Migration A Significant Cause Of Urbanization: A District L evel
Review Of Census Data For Rajasthan

Jayant Singh,

Assitant Professor,

Department of Statistics

University of Rajasthan, Jaipur, India
Jayantsingh47@r ediffmail.com

Hansra Yadav

Deputy Director,

Regional Officefor Health & FW, Jaipur, India
hansr aj yadav@yahoo.com

Florentin Smar andache

Chair of Department of Mathematics, University of New Mexico,
Gallup,USA

fsmarandache@yahoo.com

I ntroduction

Migration plays an important role in urbanizatidnacstate. In general more
the migration higher the urbanization rate thougmany not necessarily
true in all the situations but in general it iswéssed that migration have a
fairly large share in urbanization. A district Iéamalysis for Rajasthan state
is attempted to comprehend Urbanization due to atimmn their
interlinkages and association.

Urbanization Trend in Rajasthan State



The share of urban population inched up to 23.3&%or@ing to
census 2001 from 15.06% in the census 1901 in #y@skhan state. Number
of towns in the Rajasthan state increased to 21Bdarcensus 2001 against
133 in the 1901 census which is 62.4% growth is feeriod whereas at
national level this growth has been 169.36% in fame period. Share of
state urban population in the country urban popmradropped to 4.6% from
5.98% over a century period whereas in terms ofbarrof town state share
also slipped to 4.18% from 6.94% in this same pkritherefore it can be
clearly claimed that the state has to go a long tagnatch with national
figures on account of characteristics of urbanmatvhether it is growth in
urban population or towns, however there has beemager improvement
in the percentage share of state urban populatiothé national urban
population as it grow to 4.1% to 4.52%, 4.52% @246 and than to 4.64%
in last three successive census periods.

District Level Analysisfor Rajasthan

The migrants contribution in urbaniaatis on the rising over the
decades as 16.4% of the total migrants in the Rejassettled in urban areas
during the period 1971-80 which went up to 22.4%tfe duration 1981-
1990 and further advanced to 25.4% in the durat@®l-2000. This trend
Is evident invariably for all the districts of tiséate though the contribution
in urbanization by the migrants vary from disttiztdistrict, for some district
the share of migrants moving to urban areas inl tot@grant is very
impressive though for others it is not that muayhhi

In Barmer districts 7.7%, 7.1% & 4.@¥ototal migrants moved to
urban areas in last three decades i.e. 1991-2080,-90 & 1971-1980. This
percentage share for Jalore was 9.6, 8.1 & 4.7%f@aBanswara 9.1,7.9 &
4.7% and these district had poor share of migrantsban areas.

On the other side there are distridts Jaipur, Ajmer, Kota &
Bhilwara where the percentage share of migrantingein urban areas to
the total migrants is comparatively very high. Tpescentage share of urban
migrants in three last successive decades for tthissaécts is given in table
placed on next page



District / period | 1991-2000 1981-90 1971-1980
Kota 56.8 54.3 50.7

Jaipur 53.2 48.5 35

Ajmer 41.4 35.6 28.7
Bhilwara 31.1 25.0 14.8
Jodhpur 26.8 18.7 12.4

Urbanization and Migration

Contribution of urban migrants in total migrants densidered as
extent of urbanization by the migration in a partc category. Districts are
classified in the groups where % of migrants atiiiig to urbanization is
<20%, 20-50 and >50% for all the three durationg1180,1981-90 and
1991-2000 and the result is summarized below:

Range of urbanization by migrants,nq 1991 1981
(in%) o
Number of Districts
<20 10 16 28
20-50 20 14 3
>50 2 2 1

Its is evident from above classification that thisreonsiderably shift
in last three census period as number of distaetrig high urbanization due
to migration has gone up in almost all the catexpoaf urbanization range
due to migration.



Total Urbanization & Urbanization dueto Migration:

An Indicator, Urbanization rate, for this comparatianalysis is
defined as below

Migration is an important part of the urbanizatiand in many cases it is
attributing predominately in the urbanization. Binization Indicator based
on two rates is defined below

1. Total Urbanization rate: is the percentage gubation living in
urban areas to the total population

2. Urbanization rate due migration: is the percgatshare of urban
migrants to the total migrants.

The comparative investigation for the last decguiod i.e. 1991-2001
between these two indicator rates is performeamicg paragraphs.

State urbanization rate is the sharerbfm population to the total
population at state level and similarly it is cdétad for districts level. Now
theses two rates are compared at state and distecel to analyze the
urbanization trend and its association with theratign.

At state level 23.4% of the total patidn is urbanized as compared
to 22.9% of migrants are coming to urban areas #iustate level the
urbanization rate for migrants is in line of théataurbanization rate. Barmer
and Jalore are two district having migrants urbatmin rate below 20% as
the urbanization rate of the migrants to thesesiclis are mere 15 & 19%f.

Migrants urbanization rate for Jaipur (73.6%), K@88.2%), Ajmer
(53.8%) and Udaipur (50%) districts are above 50%s the more than half
of the migrants to these districts are settlingurban areas. Bikaner and
Churu are the only districts observed the migramtmnization rate lower
than total urbanization rate. This difference wasrenthan 32% for the



Udaipur and Banswara districts and for seven distit was more than 20%.
The classification of number of districts basedtiba range of these two
urbanization rate is classified in coming table

Range of >50% | 40- | 30- |20- <20%
Urbanization 50% | 40% | 30%

rate

Combined Total

(Male & | Urbanization rate

female) 1 2 2 8 19
Male 1 1 2 9 19
Female 1 1 3 7 20
Combined Urbanization rate

(Male & | due to migration

female) 4 5 8 13 2
Male 12 8 4 9 12
Female 2 2 11 10 7

Clearly the migration witnesses a better urbaroratate and there are
more districts classified in higher range of urlzation rates than the
number of district classified according to totabamization rate of the
districts.

Technique of non-parametric test is used for distavel analysis of
the urbanization to see that migration to differditricts is having same
population. District are ranked on the basis ofttital urban population and
urban population due to migration and these forrveal groups of Non-
parametric test and Wilcoxon - Mann/Whitney Non goaetric Test is
employed for equality of K universes for total ptgiion and Male &
Female population and results of the analysis doiegastat is as below:

TOTAL
n sum of ranks
32.00 698.00 Group 1
32.00 1382.00 Group 2
64.00 2080.00 | Total |
1040.0(| expected value
74.4¢ | standard deviation




-45¢| Z
0.0C | p-value (two-tailed)
MALE
n sum of ranks
32.00 612.00 Group 1
32.00 1468.00 Group 2
64.00 2080.00 Total
1040.0(| expected value
74.4¢ | standard deviation
-5.74| Z
0.0C | p-value (two-tailed)
FEMALE
n sum of ranks
32.00 775.00 Group 1
32.00 1305.00 Group 2
64.00 2080.00 Total
1040.0(| expected value
74.4¢ | standard deviation
-3.5E| Z
.000<| p-value (two-tailed)
GROUP1 URBANISATION IN TOTAL
POPULATION
GROUP2 URBANISATION BY MIGRATION

Clearly above district level analysis reveals tlo#&l urbanization and
urbanization due to migration differs significanfty total, male and female
population and districts have significant impact ttal urbanization &
urbanization due to migration. Thus the relative gniude of total
urbanization and urbanization due to migration edifignificant for the
districts for both genders and combined.

Discussions:

Migration witnesses a better urbanization rate #rede are more districts
classified in higher range of urbanization rateantbthe number of district

classified according to total urbanization ratahed districts. At state level,



the rising contribution of rural migrants in urbzaion is witnessed in three

successive decades.

Scale of the urbanization for some of the disttiwt are already having
higher urbanization due to rural migrants is spegdip and these district
have grown tremendously due to high rate of rurigkamts settling in urban
areas. This in turn is resulting in big is gettisigger in recent census over
previous censuses and the gap in urbanizationtalugiral migrants is
increasing for the district that already had higtvamization from rural
migrants than to districts which had small ruragjrants settling in urban

area. .
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