geonomic Inequalities in India "

e different sections of the urban population, during the seven years.
o ita consumption of the lower middle and poorer sections (40 pe;
of urban population) declined; that of the middle sections (40 to 6(

cent ; .
or cent) increased by 1.0 to 3.0 per cent, of the upper middle and the

T
p-eaner sections (40 per cent) by 4.7 per cent. Dandekar and Ratl

acluded that dqﬁng the period under review, the per capita private
consumer expenditure in.creased by less than half a per cent per annum
Moreover, the small gains were not equitably distributed among al
sections of the population. The condition of the bottom 20 per cent rura

r remained more or less stagnant; of the bottom 20 per cent urbal
~or definitely deteriorated; and for another 20 per cent of urbar

ulation, it remained more or less stagnant. Thus, while the charactel
of rural poverty remained the same as before, the character of urbar/
poverty deepened further.*

Distribution of land holdings 1s another measure of inequality.
According to the Mahalanobis Committee the top 1 per cent of the
households owned 17 per cent of all land holdings in India in 1953-54:
the top 5 per cent owned 41 per cent; the top 10 per cent owned 58 pel
cent; and the top 20 per cent owned 77 per cent of land holdings. The
corresponding figures in 1959-60 were 16 per cent, 40 per cent, 56 per
cent and 75 per cent respectively. These figures revealed that despite the
enactment of land reform measures there was no appreciable reduction
in inequality in land holdings, and while 20 per cent of the people did
not own any land at all, land holdings were highly concentrated in the
hands of a small minority of people. -

A survey on the distribution of assets by RBL (All India Debt and
Investment Survey, 1971-72) on rural households showed that 20 per

cent of households, each having less than Rs 1,000 of assets, account for

less than 1 per cent of all rural assets, while 4 per cent with asset-values

of Rs 50,000 or more own over 30 per cent.
Finally, we take up the concentration of wealth and power in the

Private corporate sector as a measure of inequality. Hazari in his study
The Corporate Private Sector il India (1966) on the growth of 20
business groups for the period 1951-58 came to the conclusion *hat Tata, -
Birla, Martin Burn, Dalmia and Sahu Jain had 17.91 per cent of the
total share capital of non-government cornpanies in 1951 which rose to
22.34 per cent in 1958. The comparable ratio for their complexes went
Up from 21.58 per cent to 26.60 per cent. Their gross capital stocks

Increased by more than 100 per cent while that of the remaining 16

Usiness groups by about 50 per cent. Tata and Birla, the two largest
“Omplexes, had nearly 1/5th of the gross capital stock of non-
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lestribution of the Means of Production. Inequalitieg
1 wealth result from inequitable distribution of the means
n. One of the means of production in India is land. Thisjs
jtl_l‘e' 'majo; one b‘ecause more than 80 per cent of the people th; :
rural India are dependent on land in one way or the other. Byt as

- Seen »a:bO\ie,‘ in case of distribution of land holdings in India, 20 per ¢¢ at
- of the people do not own any land and a large majority have smaj

- uneconomic holdings, while a small fraction of the rural Population

~owns large holdings. The former are being starved while the latter are

- becoming richer, thereby accentuating inequalities.

The second means of production is the capital. People being poor,

- capital is scarce in the country. But it is concentrated in the hands of 5
few rich who use it to their advantage. In rural India, the few rich
landlords have been able to mechanise agriculture by using tractors,

- pumping sets, fertilizers, improved seeds, etc. while in urban India the
few business houses which possess the majority capital have used it tully
to their advantage in amassing more wealth, as the estimates reveal, As

_pointed out by Dandekar and Rath, in the face of economic forces

- Operating in an economy with private ownership of the means of
production, inequalities are bound to persist. '

- 6. Capital-Intensive Technology. One of the reasons for the accen-
tuation of inequalities in India has been the use of capital-intensive
technology. This is the case not only with private enterprises, but also

- with public enterprises. “In a capital short economy, the adoption of an
advanced industrial technology results in employing a few workers with
the aid of a great deal of capital while denying a host of others any

capital to employ themselves with.” Thus the use of capital-intensive
technology in the private sector of the economy, both rural and urban,

 had led to greater concentration of wealth and income in the hands of a

few and deprived the masses of larger and gainful employment

- opportunities. . |

7. Unemployment and Underemployment. One of the prominent
reasons for this unequal distribution of income is widespread unemploy-

‘ment and underemployment. More than two and a half decades 9‘ :
nning has failed‘to relieve unemployment and undergmplpyl?lent_ ‘g :
country. Rather, it has accentuated them. Inequitable c.ilstﬂ.butlc:e i
. means of production, capital-intensive technology, madequa.’
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-‘;?mploym‘m and underemployment. As a result, the poor €

:omjng poorer.

g, Low Productivity. Low productivity per unit of labour is also
jotber factor for increasing inequalitics in India. Low '

LocPs the income levels of the people low. A worker with low
productl\nty (‘:am'l0t earn more anfl thus remains poor. And the gap
hetween the 1 ich and the poor continues to widen because the rich have
been able to increase their incomes continuously. &

"9. Population Growth. The phenomenal growth in population during
1951-96 has been another factor in increasing economic inequalities in
the country. During these 45 years, population increased on an
average at the rate of 2.2 per cent per annum. This increase has been
primarily shared by the lower middle and the poorer sections of the
society. With already low levels of income, .the increase in family
members has further reduced their incomes and brought them to the
brink of poverty line. The worst hit are the landholders who have been
burdened by the growth pressure of population on their tiny holdings,
whereas the large landholders are affected the least because of larger
cesources. This has forced the former to sell their meagre holdings to the
latter. Thus further accentuating income and wealth inequalities.

10. Inflation. One of the prominent causes of income inequalities has
been the spiral inflation since the end of the first Plan in India. Whereas
the prices have been rising continuously, the income of the fixed income
groups has failed to increase proportionately. As a result, the white
collar middle class, the blue collar working class, the landless
e small landholders are being reduced to
abject misery and poverty. On the other hand, the big landtords, the
businessmen, the profiteers, the speculators, the blackmarketeers, the
traders and the industrialists have been earning larger incomes and
amassing wealth. Thus inequalities of income and wealth are on the

increase with the continuously increasing prices.

agricultural workers and th

Policy Measures .

The policy measures, aiming at reduction in income and wealth
inequalities, should be redistributive in nature. They should work
towards the general socialisation of the means of production, the
- removal of economic concentration, the increase in the income levels of
the mass of the people- All measures serve a dual purpose: to
redistribute income, and to remove poverty. In fact, the problems of

Poverty and income inequalities are SO interwoven that whea one is
olved the other is simultaneously resolved. Some of the policy

me”“l’ﬂ_ are discussed below:
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0 portumtles. The pnncnpal instrument of pp icy ;
distribution is the creation of additional employment, e |
',m the rural and urban sectors To provlde

i 6gfammes should be designed and orgamsed Intensn-
'mg practhCS and establishment of agro-based and rural
“also help in providing gainful employment to the

l ynient opportumtles should not be overlooked. The latter require
€ job or professional training, financial help from the banks and
er fi‘hanaal institutions, and facilities for raw material supplies and

s of the economy. It requlres ensuring not only minimum wages
ustrial workers but also increasing the share of wages in total
added. But all increases in wages should be closely related to
creases in productivity in order to avoid inflationary pressures
owing the former. It is, however, not possible to follow such a wage
) 1 the unorganized sector where a small amount of irregular and
- employment is enveloped in a mass of unemployment.and
nent. The Agricultural Minimum Wages Act has been Of
k for over 20 years and everyone acquainted with its ‘
¢s that it cannot be enforced. “...But minimum Wages
nless at the same time employment is guaranteed at
imum "wage 3 Therefore, the solutlon fo 1€ =
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