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THE aim of this paper is to arrive 
at an estimate of the number 

of agricultural labourers in India 
as a whole and in the various parts 
of the country, and to determine 
what proportion agricultural labour
ers constitute of the total working 
population. There are two major 
sources of information on this sub
ject : the Census of 1951, and the 
Agricultural Labour Enquiry which 
was conducted by the Ministry of 
Labour in 1950-51. The National 
Sample Survey has included certain 
relevant, questions in various rounds 
since 1052, and some data from this 
source on the relative number of 
agricultural labourers are expected 
to become available. 

The Agricultural Labour i n q u i r y 
(A. L E) covered the inhabitants of 
800-odd sample villages in i l l parts 
of rural India. Of the total num 
ber of earners in these villages, 38 
per cent, were found to be agricul
tural labourers. Projecting this 
percentage, the Enquiry estimated 
the hired farm labour force for the 
whole country to be 35,000,000. 
(Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour; Agricultural Labour, How 
They Work and Live, by Dr 3 
Ramamurti, Delhi, 1954, p 10.) 

In the 1951 Census, 26,772,110 
men and women were returned as 
cultivating labourers, and another 
2,380,299 listed agricultural labour 
as their secondary means of liveli
hood. (Census of India, 1951. Vol 
I , I N D I A , Part I -B, Appendices to 
the Census Report, Delhi, 1955, Pp 
234-35.) Taking al l of these to
gether as a l i t t le more than 29 
mill ion, they constitute only 20.5 
per cent of all earners in the coun
t ry . 

Serious Discrepancy 
Clearly, there is a serious discre

pancy between the A L K estimate 
and the Census count. Whatever 
question may be raised of the ade
quacy and representativeness of the 
A L E sample o r the accuracy o f 
the Census enumeration, We shall 
see that the, difference reflects in 
large measure the genuine difficulty 
of establishing, wi th in the Indian 
scene, just who are earners and 
who, among the earners, are agri
cultural labourers. Both the Census 
and the A L E tried to identify 
persons who were primarily farm 
labourers. For the Census, the 

criterion was income. Fersons wi th 
more than one means of livelihood 
were to be recorded as cultivating 
labourers if the Income from their 
work as cultivating labourers was 
greater than their income from 
other sources such as cultivation 
of land owned or rented in. The 
A L E attempted a distinction m 
terms of actual employment rather 
than source of support. Thus a 
person was taken by A L E as an 
agricultural worker if he had work
ed in that capacity for more than 
one-half of the total number of days 
on which he actually performed 
work during the year. 

The Census criterion of the re
lative proportion of one's incom 
presumably on an annual basis. 
provided by one's primary or sub
sidiary "means of livelihood", prov
ed especially difficult to apply in 
the case of agriculture. How in
deed is a villager to calculate, wi th
in the few minutes which the Census 
enumerator can spend with him, 
whether he has on the whole netted 
more from his own cultivation or 
from the work he has done as a 
labourer on other's fields. As 
various regional Census Superinten
dents remarked in the Reports, 
many agriculturists solved the pro
blem simply by returning them
selves in the category more flatter
ing to their hope, ambition, or self-
esteem. In other words, a man who 
could claim any title to being a 
cultivator tended to refrain from 
listing his principal source of livolt-
hood as agricultural labour, even 
wher that was in fact the ease. At 
the most, he admitted agricultural 
labour as his secondary means of 
livelihood. 

In a previous article, "India's 
Agrarian Revolution by Census "Re
definition". Indian Economic Review, 
Vol ITT, No 2, Delhi, August. 1956, 
pp 1-21, one of us has discussed at 
some length this question of the 
interpretation to be placed upon the 
agrarian data collected in the Cen
sus of 1951, with specific reference 
to the enumeration of agricultural 
labourers. Subsequently, as an 
appendix to an article entitled 
"Demorcantlon of Agrarian Regions 
of India", in the Indian Society of 
Agricultural Economies Seminar 
Series, I , Rationale of Regional 
Variations in Agrar ian Structure of 

India, Rornbay, 1957, pp 53-67, we 
have compared for each Census sub-
region and natural division" the 
percentage of agricultural labourers 
and their families to the total agri
cultural population, as shown In the 
Census of 1951 and the Agricultural 
Labour Enquiry. For almost every 
area, the Agricultural Labour En-
m i r y figure was the higher one, 
and by a substantial amount 

Regional Comparison 
Table l Agricultural Labourers 

in Relation to All Earners according 
to the Census of 1951 and the Agr i 
cultural Labour Enquiry-Coffers a 
comparison on the same regional 
basis of persons actually working 
as agricultural labourers to total 
working population. Columns 
numbered 1 5 relate to the Census, 
and columns 6- 9 to the A L E . 
The Census "natural divisions" 
and sub-regions, which provide the 
structure for the present Table as 
well as its predecessor in the ar t i 
cle on "Agrarian Regions", repre
sent a compromise between geo
graphic and political boundaries. 
The 15 sub-regions are units into 
which the country has been mark
ed off in respect of physical fea
tures, climatic conditions, soil, and 
cropping pattern. The Census 
further divided these sub-regions 
into 52 "natural divisions", each 
division constituting in 1951 either 
an entire small State or a group of 
contiguous districts within a State. 
Column 1 contains the Census code 
numbers for each "natural division" 
and sub-region; column 2, the 
names of these areas as given in 
the Census. F i t t ing the A L B 
materials into this framework was 
In most cases an easy task, since 
the A L E had also divided the va
rious States into 75 odd zones. These 
zones have been recombined as Indi
cated in column 9 to cover approxi
mately the same areas as the Census 
"natural divisions" 

* The districts included In each 
Census "natural division" are 
listed in Consim of India, 1951, 
Vol 1, India, Part 1-A. Report, pp 
232-234 and in other Census 
publications. The districts includ
ed in each A L E zone are Riven 
in Agrioultural Wages In India, 
Vol I (Demi, 1952), and in later 
publications of the Agricultural 
Labour Enquiry, 
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In this Table, we are concerned 
wi th working Individuals rather 
than w i t h families. Column 3, 
accordingly, contains the number of 
persons found in the Census of 1951 
to be working as agricultural 
labourers in each of the "natural 
divisions" and sub-regions. The 
figures have been taken from Cen
sus Volume I , Part I I - B , Economic 
Tables. In Census procedures, al l 
earners were characterised as either 
self-supporting persons or earning 
dependants. A person in receipt of 
an income "sufficient at least for 
his own maintenance" was to he 
recorded as self-supporting; one 
w i th an income not sufficient to 
support himself, as an earning 
dependant. (Census of India, 1951, 
Vol I , Part I I - B , Economic T a b l e s , 
p x.) The distinction is at best 
subjective, and, as we shall indicate 
below, al l but impossible to apply 
wi th any consistency. We have, 
accordingly, taken together the 
figures for self-supporting perrons 
who listed cultivating labour as 
their principal means of livelihood 
and earning dependants (of both 
agriculturists and non-agriculturists) 
whose own occupation was given as 
cultivating labour. We have not 
lncluded earning dependants of 
self-supporting cultivating labourers 
unless cultlvating labour was also 
thelr own work. We have also 
added in a l l self-supporting persons 
who derived their secondary neans 
of livelihood from agrtcultural 
labour. The figures in column 3 
thus give the totals of all persons 
who, according to the Census 
actually performed any significant 
amount of agricultural labour. 

Census Earners 
For the total number of enrners 

we have taken simply the number 
of self-supporting persons plus the 
number of earning dependants. This 
figure appears in column 4. In 
point of fact, a small number of 
persons in these two ca t ego ry are 
not actually earners in the sense of 
economically active persons. but 
rather recipients of rent, Interest, 
pensions and the like. For the 
whole of India about three and a 
third million persons have been 
returned in such "ungainful occu
pations;" they constitute less than 
one per cent of the whole population. 
To have eliminated the few thou
sand-, of them from the number of 
earners for each of the fifty "na
tural divisions" and fifteen sub-
regions would have added lnordina-
tely to the computational labour 

involved, without materially affect-
ing the results cither in absolute 
terms or in percentages. 

It would have been desirable to 
use Census figures for agr icutural 
labourers and al l earners for the 
rural population only, rather than 
for general population (rural plus 
urban), since the A L E data relate 
solely to the rural sector. But the 
Census publications do not provide 
separate rural and urban figures 
for earning dependants recording 
to their own means of livelihood, 
so that It would have been Impos
sible to separate out the number of 
these persons who were working as 
agricultural labourers. The great 
importance of the earning-dependant 
group within the agricultural labour 
force wi l l become clear if we exa
mine in detail the Census data for 
one particular natural division. 

Earning; Dependants 
Let us take as our example Census 

"Natural Division" 3.32, Eastern 
Madhya Pradesh, This includes the 
rice-growing districts of Balaghat, 
Bhandara, Chanda, Raipur, Bllaspur, 
Durg, Bastar, Raigarh, and Surguja. 
These same districts comprise the 
A L E zone entitled Madhya Pra
desh I I I . There live in this area, 
Recording to the Census, a total 
population of 10,866 351 per ons, of 
whom 8,512,294 are listed as belong
ing to the "agricultural classes", 
that is landlords, cultivators, and 
labourers plus their famines. Agri
cultural Livelihood Class III, 
Cultivating laborers and their 
dependants, amounts to 1.676.909 
persons, or 20 per 'Cent of all per
sons in the agricultural rural classes. 
Of there 1,676,909 persons, we find 
that 736,318 are self-supporting 
persons actually working as cultl-
vatlng labourers, the others being 
their earning and pon-earning 
denendants. Now let us ask who 
else in this area besides these 
743318 self-supporting cultvating 
labourers also work as cul t ivat ing 
labourers We find that 361.801 men 
and 1,394 775 women classified as 
earning dependents have agricul-
tural labour as their own occupation. 
But there pre only 97.187 men and 
323,653 women listed as earning 
dependents in the families of self-
supporting cultivating labourers, 
and only 65 951 men and 266 732 
women among these have cultivat-
Ing labour as their own occupation. 

Obviouslv. a considerable number 
of men (295.850) and a very large 
number of women (1,118,013) from 
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landholding and non-agricutural 
families work as agricultural la
bourers in this region. Although 
these 1,413,893 earning dependants 
account for more than half of the 
agricultural labour force In Eastern 
Madhya Pradesh, they are not 
included in the Census Cultivating 
Labour Class for that division. I n 
stead they are distributed among the 
other .seven livelihood classes ac
cording to the source of income of 
the head of the household. Another 
204 016 .self-supporting percons who 
are described as primarily cultiva
tors of owned or leased-in land or 
as non-agriculturists list agricul
tural labour as their secondary 
means of livelihood. Ths whole 
number of perrons in the area who 
work as cultivating labourers thus 
comes to 2,686,910, which is 44 per 
cent of the total number of earners 
In Eastern Madhya Pradesh. This 
percentage more than doub'es the 
20 per cent given in the Census as 
the percentage of the Cultivating 
Labour Class to all Agricultural 
Classes. Lumping together al l 
workers in a household under the 
livelihood classification of the head 
of the household served to obscure 
the true dimensions of the agricul
tural labour force. The importance 
of agricultural labour as an occupa
tion of the working population in 
the country as a whole or any part 
of it cannot be shown unless we 
take full account of al l earning 
dependants who have cultivating 
labour as their own means of live
lihood Irrespective of the occupation 
or status of the self-supporting 
persons upon whom they are listed 
in the Census as partially dependant 

A L E Earners 
The corresponding A L E f i g u r e s 

for agricultural labourers and for 
earners have been taken from the 
volume entitled Rural Manpower 
and Occupational Structure (Govern
ment of India, Ministry of Labour 
Delhl, 1954). In column 7, we have 
entered from Table 6.1 in every 
State chapter of this volume the 
number of agricultural labour 
earners in each zone, without refer
ence to whether these workers are 
members of agricultural labour 
families. We have not, however, 
added in, as we did w i th the Census 
figures, persons listed as primarily 
owners, tenants, or non-agricul
turists having agricultural labour 
as a subsidiary occupation, since the 
number of such persons has not 
been given separately for each zone. 
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Nor la there reason to suspect, as 
we do In the case of the Census, 
that a large number of the persons 
reported as having agricultural 
labour for a subsidiary occupation 
could more Justly be regarded as 
being primarily agr icutural 
labourers. 

The number of earners entered in 
column 8 is simply that of persons 
BO classified in Table 2 of every 
chapter. We have not added in 
with the earners the number of 
persons classified as helpers. The 
definitions of these two terms have 
been given as follows : " A n 
earner was taken as one who had 
earned income however meagre it 
might be. Helpers are those who 
assist earners without earning in
dependently any income themsel
ves". (Rural Manpower and Occu
pational Structure, op cit, P 15.) 
For the whole A L E sample a p 
proximately 30 per cent of the 
Villagers were classed as earners, 
19 per cent as helpers, and the 
remaining 51 per cent as dependants. 
If we look at the relevant Census 
figures for the Al l - India rural popu
lation, we find that self-supporting 
persons and earning dependants 
constituted only about 41 per cent 
of all persons, leaving 50 per cent as 
non-earning dependants. Compar
ed w i t h the Census, the A L K 
classified fewer persona as earners, 
but also fewer as full dependants. 

Unpaid Family Workers 
The key to this lack of agree

ment lies chiefly in the treatment 
of the group usually referred to in 
labour-force literature as "unpaid 
family workers". In India this may 
Include full-grown men working 
ful l t ime on land belonging to the 
undivided family as well as woman 
and children who merely assist to 
a l imited extent in the family s cul
tivation or handicraft work. The 
Census instructions explicitly provi
ded that the decision whether such 
persons were to be returned as 
self-supporting, as earning defen
dants, or as non-earning depen
dants was to be left to the head of 
the family. He, in turn, was asked 
to state in each case if the share 
of the family income attributable 
to each person's work was suffi-
cient for this person's maintenanee, 
insufficient for this person's main-
tenance, or insignificant. Judge 
ment as to the economic status of 
unpaid family workers was thus 
handed over by the Census to a 
separate arbiter for each family. 

On grounds of prestige alone we 
may presume some tendency for 
heads of familes to report other 
faimly workers as earning defen
dants rather than as sen-support-
ing persons and, especially an 
the case of women and enndren, to 
report them as non-earning depen
dants rather than earning depen
dants. If so, the Census f igure tor 
self-supporting persons and earning 
dependants as 41 per cent of all 
pei-ons may be some what lower 
than the actual position. 

Earners and Helpers 
The A L E, in theory, relegated 

a l l u n p a d family workers to the 
rank or hepers . "For instance, if 
the head of a family was a cu.tuvat-
ing owner or tenant, his sons or 
brothers who ass.sted him in the 
management of land were taken as 
only helpers and not earners . 
(Rural Manpower and Occupational 
Structures, toc cit.) One does not 
know to what extent this injunc
tion was followed by the field in
vestigators. What we can say, 
from the juxtaposition of the 
A L E and Census figures for ear
ners, is that the A L E counted as 
helpers both a number of persona 
who were returned in the Census as 
self-supporting persons or earning 
dependants and a number who were 
returned in the Census as non-ear
ning dependants. It Is even pos
sible that a number of persons 
tabulated in the Census as non-
earning dependants were considered 
earners b y the A L E . The A L E 
criterion was merely that the per
sons should have earned income on 
at least one day during the year; 
the Census required a regular income, 
however small, for qualification be 
an earning dependant. Taken to
gether, the A L E categories o f 
earners plus helpers are so Inclu
sive that they have probably ser
ved to accommodate an unknown 
number of persons who should not 
really be counted among the wor
king population. On balance, it 
seemed preferable to use the A L B 
figures for earners alone as the 
nearest equivalent to the Census 
totals for self-supporting per-ons 
and earning dependants. Although 
crude, the procedure is the best we 
have so far been able to devise for 
deriving roughly comparable per
cent i les of agricultural workers to 
all workers from the two sets of 
data. 

Figures calculated on this basis 
for the proportion of cult ivating 

labourers to a l l earners f rom the 
Census and the A L E are t o b e 
found in columns 5 and 6, It wi l l 
be immediately apparent that there 
is no close correspondence, and 
the A L E percentages are almost 
invariably higher, For example 
the census percentage of agricul
tural labourers to a l l earners in the 
Eastern Uttar Pradesh Plain is 
11.4 per cent while the A L E 
percentage is 19.7 per cent. For 
"North Madras ' (today Coastal 
Andhra) the Census figure is 33.4 
per cent and the A L E 61.4 per 
cent. For India as a whole the 
Census percentage is 20.5 per cent 
and the A L E figure is 38.2 per cent. 

To some extent, these differences 
could be expected on the strength 
of The reservations already noted 
about the comparability of the 
data. Thus A L E percentages 
would tend to be higher because 
they refer to rural population 
alone, in which there are a grea
ter number of agricultural labou
rers, and since the number for "al l 
earners'" on which the percentage 
is based represents a smaller sec
tion of the total population than 
does the "a l l earners" category on 
the Census side of the Table. On 
the other hand, as we have noted, 
the A L E f i g u r e s d o not include 
persons who have agricultural la
bour as a subsidiary occupation. In 
certain divisions the A L E f i g u r e s 
must be used wi th great caution 
since the sample is so small; this is 
particularly true of Assam Hills, 
Tripura, parts of Rajasthan, 
Bhopal, and Coong, On the whole, 
however, there is no reason 10 
assume that the A L E all-India 
sample is inadequate In size. The 
A L E all-India percentage would, 
In fact, be slightly higher If com
puted by a weighting method rather 
than as a direct average, since the 
A L E samples for the sub-regions 
with the highest proportions of 
agricultural labourers, such as the 
North and South Deccan and the 
Orissa and M a d r a s Coasts were in 
the range of one in 800, one in 850,  
or one in 900 while the sample far 
some other regions with far fewer 
labourers such as the Eastern 
and Western Himalayas was rough
ly one in 500. 

Estimate for Rural Sector 
Let us try to estimate on the 

hash of Census figures the total 
number of agricultural labouarers 
in rural India. We start w i t h the 
ail-India total at the bottom of 
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column 3 of Table 1: 29,152,700. 
We may subtract from it the 
613,717 persons reported as self-
supporting cultivating labourers in 
the urban sector plus an estimated 
470,000 urban earning-dependant 
cultivating labourers and an esti
mated 95,000 urban self-supporting 
persons wi th cult ivating labour as 
their subsidiary means of livelihood. 
(The assumption underlying these 
two estimates is that the proportion 
of earning-dependant cultivating 
labourers and self-supporting per
sons wi th cult ivating labour as a 
subsidiary occupation la the same 
t o all c u l t i v a t i n g labourers 
in the urban sector as in the rural . 
Since the distinction between urban 
and rural areas in the Census has 
been drawn rather loosely, it seems 
likely that these "urban" agricul
tural labourers are really working 
in rural pockets which have been 
included for one reason or another 
within town limits, and that the 
conditions of their work are not 
materially different from that of 
their " rura l" colleagues.) The esti
mate for total rural agricultural 
labourers would then be 27,968,000. 
Since the total number of rural 
earners is 120,877,000, the Census 
percentage of agricultural labourers 
to all earners in the rural sector 
becomes 23 per cent. This is st i l l 
very far away from the A L E per
centage of 38 per cent. 

Now we may attempt to rule out 
the portion of the discrepancy 
which may be due to differences in 
the respective numbers classified as 
earners by taking the rural agri
cultural labourers as a percentage 
of the entire rural population. For 
the Census, the figure for the rural 
population is 295 mill ion. Of this 
number the 27,968.000 agricultural 
labourers (as estimated above) 
constitute 9.5 per cent. 

The all-India number of persons 
classified as agricultural labour 
earners b y the A L E was 60,684. 
The entire population of the sample 
villages was 522.610. The percent
age of agricultural labourers to 
rucal population is thus 11.7 per 
cent according to the A L E. A l 
though somewhat narrowed, the 
discrepancy remains. 

Al l that we can say wi th any 
assurance is that the Census totals 
of 29 million agricultural labourers 
for the country as a whole and 28 
million agricultural labourers in the 
rural sector must be taken as 
minimal figures. The dimensions 
of the disagreement between the 

Census and the A L E make it 
seem fruitness to attempt pioec-
Uoiia which would combine A L E 
percentages of agricultural lauour-
era with census figures for total 
number of earners or the whole 
ru ra l population. 

The surprising fact, in view of 
the failure of the two sources to 
agree on the percentage of agricul
tural la Dour era earner in me country 
as a whore or in almost any part i
cular area, is that there is a broad 
correspondence between them as to 
where there are relatively more 
agricultural labourers and where 
there are less. When we divide the 
sub-regions into groups w i th low, 
medium, and high percentages of 
agricultural labourers according to 

the Census percentages and also 
according t o the A L E percentages, 
we find that there is general 
agreement. Table II — Percent
age of Agricultural Labourers to 
A l l Earners by Census of India 
(1951) Sub-Regions—presents this 
Comparison. A l l of the percentage 
Lgures are taken directly from 
Table I , those in the left-hand 
column relating to the Census 
and those on the right-hand to the 
A L E . The divisions between the 
low, medium, and high groups are 
based simply on inspection of the 
data. The only case which does not 
fit neatly into this rather crude set 
of boxes is that of the Nor th Cen
tra l Peninsular Hills and Plateau 
Sub-Region which falls into the 
high range of the Census percent-
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ages and ranks in the medium 
group of the A L H percentages. 
Roughly, we may say that agricul
tural labourers are fewest in the 
hi l ly border areas, and on the 
northern and northwestern plains. 
They are to be found in somewhat 
greater numbers in an arc sweep
ing eastward from Kathiawar to 
West Bengal. A l l the rest of 
India: the whole South, the two 
coasts, and the interior upland have 
relatively high percentages of agri
cultural labourers. The range ac
cording to the Census is from 
3 per cent of all earners in the U P 
Hills and Punjab Hills to 35 per 
cent in the Northern Decean which 
includes Khandesh, Berar, Bombay 
Deccan and Marathwada. The 
A L E range begins wi th 9 per cent 
for the same Western Himalayan 
Sub-Region, gives a figure of 54 
per cent for the North Deccan, and 
rises to 64 per cent of all earners 
for the post-1956 Madras State. 

New Criteria Needed 

No more precise calculations as 
to what fraction of India's working 
population consists of agricultural 
labourers can be made until we 
have 'fresh data collected under 
rubrics more clearly conceived and 
defined. New criteria are needed for 
the delimitation of the categories 
of earners and agricultural labourer. 

The obsession wi th income as the 
measure of all economic activity 
which characterizes the Census of 
1951 accords i l l wi th the facts of 
Indian life. Present-day India is 
very far from being a nation of 
shopkeepers, each wi th his account 
book conveniently to hand. On the 
contrary, for the typical peasant 
family, questions about primary 
versus secondary sources of l iveli
hood or about the amount of the 
family's income assignable to each 
working member are vir tual ly un
answerable. Many agricultural 
households cultivate mainly in order 
to provide their own food. The 
grain and pulses eaten by the family 
never enter the commercial market 
and thus have no genuine price; 
they can be readily quantified only 
in weights or measures. In effect 
the Census of 1951 questionnaire 
required the head of a peasant 
household to transmute into com
mensurate units food grown for 
home consumption, cash receipts 
for whatever crops were sold, and 
money or kind wages accruing to 
those family members who worked 
outside of the home. Specialists In 
national income studies of countries 

like India do not yet feel confident 
that they have attained sound pro
cedures for making these calcula
tions. 

Even if we assume that it were 
possible, as it might be in a family 
of urban employed persons, to deter
mine accurately which working 
members were self-supporting and 
which were earning dependants, the 
resulting Information would be of 
dubious value for economic analysis. 
It is quite conceivable wi thin the 
Census definitions for an individual 
to be employed full-time on full 
salary and yet not earn a sufficient 
amount to pay for his own upkeep 
at his family's level of l iving. Per
sons correctly classified as earning 
dependants in families or areas with 
relatively high l iving standards 
would be in receipt of absolutely 
greater amounts than self-support
ing persons in poorer families or 
regions. In effect, the Census 
distinction between self-supporting 
persons and earning dependants not 
only presumes a reliable assess
ment of family and individual in
come but also rests on a sliding in
come scale, which differs from 
family to family. 

The A L E categories of earners 
and helpers have the virtue of 
greater concreteness than the Cen
sus "self-supporting persons" and 
"earning dependants". Yet here 
also the distinction is made on the 
basis of quantum of income rather 
than quantum of labour. It is easy 
for an investigator to determine who 
is an earner and who a helper if he 
has simply to ask who has received 
income in cash or kind and who 
has not. But we cannot be satis
fied w i t h a procedure which singles 
out one man as head of the house
hold and counts him separately 
among earners while the other 
adult members of the Joint family 
who t i l l the common holding side 
by side w i t h him arc counted among 
helpers. Nor is it logical to lump 
together women and children who 
participate regularly for part of 
every day in family economic acti
v i ty wi th persons who help only 
rarely. 

A few constructive suggestions 
may be in order for future attempts 
whether in Census questionnaires or 
special surveys to obtain the num
bers of earners and agricultural 
labourers in India. It might be 
useful to begin by ascertaining the 
usual activity of each person over 
the age of, say, twelve years. This 
might be one of the occupations 

generally considered to be "econo
mic" or "gainful" as. for example, 
cultivation, agricultural labour, pro
duction of handicrafts for sale, 
factory work. The usual activity 
might alternatively fal l into the 
so-called non-economic sphere, as 
in the case of housewives, students, 
persons l iving on rents etc. Indivi
duals usually occupied in these non-
economic pursuits may in addition 
be asked whether they also partici
pate for, say, one-third or more of 
the time, in economic activities. It 
w i l l then be possible to arrive at 
the total number of persons, who 
might legitimately be termed ear
ners. Within this total, figures could 
also be given for the number of 
persons whose usual occupationalities 
in the economic field, and the num
ber whose usual activity lies else
where but who are also economic
ally active for a substantial portion 
of the time. 

Agricultural Labour Force 
In determining the number of 

agricultural labourers, it might 
well be advisable to bypass the ques
tion of how many persons are pri
marily agricultural labourers. I n 
stead, there may simply be one 
count of persons who have agricul
tural labour as their sole occupation 
and a second count of persons who 
may have other occupations but 
who also work for some minimum 
period (say four weeks in the course 
of the year) as hired agricultural 
labourers. 

The essence of these suggestions 
is that the economically active 
population be conceived In terms of 
persons who work rather than per
sons in receipt of income. It then 
follows that we would no longer 
ask who is a self-supporting per on 
and who is a dependant. It might 
even be worthwhile to drop the 
term "earner" and simply count the 
number of workers. Among these 
workers, in turn, distinctions could 
be made in terms of the amount and 
type of the work usually done. Ac
cordingly, agricultural labourers 
would be set off from persons In 
other occupations simply In terms 
Of whether they actually serve as 
agricultural labourers either ex
clusively or in addition to other 
work. It should be poss'hle on this 
basis to gather figures for agricul
tural labourers and for other mem
bers of the working population 
which could be used wi th 
somewhat greater confidence in 
regional comparisons find In the 
computation of national totals. 
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