






Skip to main content


Accessibility help




We use cookies to distinguish you from other users and to provide you with a better experience on our websites. Close this message to accept cookies or find out how to manage your cookie settings.







[image: Close cookie message]











Login Alert













Cancel


Log in




×























×



















[image: alt]









	
	
[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home



	Log in
	Register
	Browse subjects
	Publications
	Open research
	Services
	About Cambridge Core
	

Cart





	

Cart


	
	


	
Institution login

	
	Register
	Log in
	
	

Cart













 





[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home













 




















	
	
[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home



	Log in
	Register
	Browse subjects
	Publications
	Open research
	Services
	About Cambridge Core
	

Cart





	

Cart


	
	


	
Institution login

	
	Register
	Log in
	
	

Cart













 



 

















Hostname: page-component-6b989bf9dc-llglr
Total loading time: 0
Render date: 2024-04-09T16:24:10.130Z
Has data issue: false
hasContentIssue false

  	Home 
	>Journals 
	>Modern Asian Studies 
	>Volume 54 Issue 4 
	>The Emergence of the Informal Sector: Labour legislation...



 	English
	
Français






   [image: alt] Modern Asian Studies
  

  Article contents
 	Abstract
	Footnotes
	References




  The Emergence of the Informal Sector: Labour legislation and politics in South India, 1940–60
      
Published online by Cambridge University Press: 
11 September 2019

    KARUNA DIETRICH WIELENGA   
 
 
 [image: alt] 
 



Show author details
 

 
 
	KARUNA DIETRICH WIELENGA*
	Affiliation: Oxford School of Global and Area Studies, University of Oxford Email: karuna.dietrichwielenga@area.ox.ac.uk




  


    	Article

	Metrics




 Article contents    	Abstract
	Footnotes
	References


 Get access  [image: alt] Share  

 [image: alt] 

 [image: alt] Cite  [image: alt]Rights & Permissions
 [Opens in a new window]
 

 
  Abstract
  The informal sector and informal employment relations occupy a prominent place in India's economy: one of their key features is the apparent absence of the state from labour regulation. This article seeks to trace the emergence of the division between the formal and informal sectors in India's economy from a historical perspective: it shows how the state, far from being absent, played a fundamental role in creating the dichotomy. This is done through a close study of labour legislation and the politics around it, taking South India as a case study. The article examines the enactment of four laws in Madras province in the late 1940s, ostensibly aimed at protecting workers, and their subsequent implementation by the Madras government. It shows how these laws ended by excluding workers from small unorganized industries (such as beedi-making, arecanut-processing, handloom-weaving, and tanning) from legal protection. It explores the ramifications of this exclusion and argues that the reinforcement of the formal–informal divide was the outcome of a complex political struggle between employers, workers' unions, and the state during this formative period.
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