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May 16, 2023 However, it is historically low in India, and in the era of liberalisation and

globalisation, particularly during 1993-’94 to 2011-’12, India’s FLFP rates
remain low, even decline along with increases in gender discrepancy in labour
force participation rates despite prevalence of congenial factors including rapid
economic growth, educational gains, fertility decline, and Government’s pro-
female labour market policies for raising this participation rates. Thus, the paper
attempts to understand and explain the puzzle of mismatching between
economic growth and FLFP through better understanding the issue by extending
the analysis across rural-urban regional and political states dimensions along
with associating male-female Labour Force Participation Rate (LFPR)s and
Work Participation Rate/Work Population Ratio (WPR)s and gender disparity in
such participations with socio-economic and structural factors including caste
population, human development indices, literacy gains and levels of educations
of Indian populations based on National Sample Survey (NSS) data with the
ultimate aim at designing appropriate measures for the policy makers to raising
FLFP rates. The principal objective of this paper is to evaluate and scrutinise the
extent of male-female labour force participation rates along with gender gap in
rural-urban regions in India and its states along with associated challenges to
understand the relative comfort of rural vis-a-vis urban females. The paper
reveals that reducing work opportunities for rural females, lower labour force
participations of the higher educated urban females because of their economic
comfort and limited flexible, better paid urban work opportunities, persisting
social norms for delivering home caring service and for entry in the labour
market for the non-tribal women, and balancing family commitments and
livelihood opportunities are some of the factors through which the puzzle can be
explained.
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Introduction

Women's empowerment refers to the process of enabling women to have greater control over
their lives and to be able to make their own decisions. This can include empowering women to
participate fully in the economy and in the political process, as well as empowering them to
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make decisions about their own health and well-being (Naarisamata, 2023). So, women
empowerment must include more choices for women to make on their own.

Employment is the source of income that ensures the individuals’ economic
empowerment (Biswas & Banu, 2023). Irrespective of gender, being engaged in paid work is
the primary step to being empowered. It means economic empowerment is the result of
participation in paid work. Thus, the participation of women in economic activities, particularly
outside the home, is often posited as an important enabling factor in the economic and social
empowerment of women (Kishor & Gupta, 2004). With paid work, women hold power to make
their decisions on their own (Afridi et al., 2018). Not only can employment be a source of
economic independence, but it can help to give women a sense of self-worth. So, for a woman,
working status is a crucial determinant of her empowerment status (Sundari, 2020) and
economic independence is one of the essential factors for overall well-being (Srivastava &
Srivastava, 2010). Studies (e.g. Anderson & Eswaran, 2009) have found that women
involvement in economic activity outside of her family helps to increase their decision-making
power and leads to more control over resources.

According to Lewis (1954), the transfer of women’s work from household to
commercial employment is one of the most notable characteristics of economic development.
Various other studies (Duflo, 2012; Wong, 2012) also highlight how lower female labour force
participation or weak entrepreneurial activity drag down economic growth and that
empowering women has significant economic benefits in addition to promoting gender
equality. However, historically this is one aspect in which India’s record has been dramatically
dismal. A low female labour force participation rate is indeed the factor that keeps India’s
overall labour force participation rate low (Chaudhary & Verick, 2014).

The economic activity may be classified as organised and unorganised, each of which
may be in the formal or informal sector. Participation of women in economic activities in
formal sectors of industries, services and agricultural sector is measurable in the yardstick of
generating direct personal income, but activities of women in informal sectors such as house
works, training and education of children, activities in agricultural sectors and household
services are difficult to measure on the same criterion. Because of their gender-typical roles as
care takers and home-makers in general, many women do not enter into the definition of
‘workers’ at all, and thereby their participation in paid work is much lower than their male
counterparts. Of those that do, many perform marginal rather than main work, because they
continually have to balance family commitments against livelihood opportunities (Mandal,
2013). Hence, women work participation rates [or work population ratios] (WPRs) are
expected to be smaller than male WPRs in all works in general and main works in particular
(ibid.). While women constitute a little less than the half of the economically active population,
their contribution to economic activity is far below the potential. The progress toward gender
equality in respect of participation in economic activities seems to have stalled (Anitha, 2018),
while it has long been understood in the literature that gender equality plays an important role
in economic development.

The Seminal work of Goldin (Goldin, 1994) has explored the U-shaped relationship
between female labour supply and the level of economic development across countries. At
initial level of economic development, when the income level is low and the agricultural sector
dominates the economy, women’s participation in the labour force is high because of the
necessity of working to pay for basic goods and services as well as subsistence agriculture. As
incomes rise, women’s labour force participation often falls, it will only to rise again when
female education levels improve, and consequently, the value of women’s time in the labour
market increases (Das et al., 2015). The Global Gender Gap Report 2014 of the World
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Economic Forum 2014 finds a positive correlation between gender equality and Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) per capita, the level of competitiveness, and human development
indicators.

Among emerging market and developing economies, India has one of the lowest female
labour force participation rates, and the workforce participation rate of India’s women is
significantly lower than that of the men. Historically India has viewed women primarily for
their reproductive role rather than productive role (Ratho, 2020). Women’s work participation
rate in India is well below the global average of 47 per cent for several years (MLE, 2023).
According to the ILO's Global Employment Trends 2013 report, India's labour force
participation rate for women fell from just over 37 per cent in 2004-05 to 29 per cent in 2009-
10 (ILO, 2013). The ILO’s Global Employment Trends 2013 report reveals that out of 131
countries with available data, India ranks 121st (i.e. 11" from the bottom) in female labour
force participation (ibid.). In 2013, India had the lowest FLFP rate in South Asia, with the
exception of Pakistan (Andres et. al., 2017).

India has experienced rapid population and economic growth, urbanisation and
demographic change over the past four decades. Between 1990 and 2013, India’s GDP growth
averaged 6.4 per cent, and the share of agriculture in GDP roughly halved (from 33 to 18 per
cent), while that of services increased from 24 to 31 per cent (Fletcher et al., 2017).
Urbanisation has also increased from 26 per cent to 32 per cent during the same period (World
Bank, 2015). Over the same period, total fertility fell from 4.0 to 2.5 children per woman
(World Bank, 2014). Between 1994 and 2010, the fraction of women aged 15-24 attending any
educational institution more than doubled (from 16.1 per cent to 36 per cent (Kapsos et al.,
2014). The Indian government has actively pursued labour market policies including
educational scholarships, reservations/quotas, self-employment through self-help groups and
more recently capacity building through skill training programmes to increase the Female
Labour/Workforce Participation (FLWP) rate in India for several decades (Menon et. al.,
2019). However, despite this rapid economic growth, educational gains, fertility decline, and
Government’s pro-female labour market policies, India’s women are conspicuously absent
from the labour force. FLFP rates remain low and have even fallen in recent years as stated
earlier. Hence, the mismatch between economic growth and FLFP presents a puzzle which
needs to be resolved by the researchers through better understanding the issue.

Against this backdrop, the paper attempts to analyse the issue of Women’s Economic
Empowerment and Rural-Urban Gender Discrepancy in Indian Labour Force based on 50" to
68" Round of National Sample Survey Office (NSSO) Reports on Employment and
Unemployment situation in Indian under the Ministry of Statistics and Programme
Implementation (MoSPI1), Government of India. The principal objective of this paper is to
evaluate and scrutinise the extent of male-female labour force participation rates along with
gender gap in rural-urban regions in India and its states with associated challenges to
understand and explain the puzzle of mismatching between economic growth and FLFP. Since
the growth of industry and services sector has been very uneven across different regions and
states, the analysis is carried on in rural-urban regions of India and its states. The analysis is
further extended by associating male-female LFPRs and WPRs and gender disparity in such
participations with socio-economic and structural factors including caste population, human
development indices, literacy gains and levels of educations of Indian populations.

1. Methodology
The data set used in this paper is detailed household-level data from five employment and
unemployment surveys conducted by India’s (NSSO) encompassing the years 1993-94,
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1999-2000, 2004—-05, 2009—10, and 2011—12 in the post liberalised era. While for India and
rural-urban regional analysis, these five survey reports are used, for state level analysis only
68th Round NSSO Report on Employment and Unemployment (July 2011 to June 2012) is
applied. For analysis of the data simple percentage technique is applied, and the data is
represented through tabular method. The nationwide Employment and Unemployment (E&U)
surveys have been replaced by the Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS) conducted by the
National Statistical Office (NSO) of MoSPI, which started in the year 2017-18. The last
available census data refers to 2011 and the quinquennium NSSO data on employment and
unemployment is available up to the year 2011-12 only. The PLFS surveys are based on a
different sampling framework and uses a different analytical approach vis-a-vis the NSSO
surveys on employment (Kannan & Khan 2022). Because of this, the time series data on E&U,
available from the NSSO surveys, is not comparable with the PLFS data (Chand & Singh,
2022). Hence, the present analysis has extended up to 2011-12.

2. Conceptual Framework

The employment and unemployment surveys of the NSSO are the primary sources of data on
various labour force indicators at national and state levels. NSSO surveys, with large,
nationally representative sample sizes, have been conducted every five years all over the
country. The survey period spans more than a year, and the sample covers more than 100,000
representative households in each of the five surveys. The number of households surveyed in
the latest round of the survey (68th round) was 101,724 (59,700 in rural areas and 42,024 in
urban areas), and the number of persons surveyed was 456,999 (280,763 in rural areas and
176,236 in urban areas).

According to NSSO definitions, individuals are classified into various activity
categories based on the activities that they pursue during specific reference periods. Three
reference periods are used in NSSO surveys, namely a) one year, b) one week, and ¢) each day
of the reference week. The activity status determined based on the reference period of one year
is known as the ‘usual activity status’ [uas] of a person, the status determined based on a
reference period of one week is known as the ‘current weekly status’ [cws] of the person, and
the activity status determined based on the engagement on each day during the reference week
is known as the ‘current daily status’ [cds] of the person.

Under the usual activity status a person is classified as belonging to the labour force if
he or she had been either working or looking for work during the longer part of the reference
year. For a person already identified as belonging to the labour force, the usual activity status
is further divided into “usual principal activity status” and “usual secondary activity status.”
The activity status on which a person spent relatively longer time during the 365 days preceding
the date of the survey is considered the usual principal activity status [upas] of the person. The
status in which such economic activity is pursued during the reference period of 365 days
preceding the date of survey is the “subsidiary economic activity status” of the person. For the
present analysis, the labour force is measured through the usual principal activity status and
usual secondary activity status. Here, Labour Force Participation Rate (LFPR) is defined as the
percentage of persons in the labour force in the population, i.e.,

LFPR = (No. of Employed Persons + No. of Unemployed Persons) *100/Total Population.

4. Result and Discussion
The Labour Force Participation Rate indicates the percentage of all people of working age who
are employed or are seeking work. The rate excludes individuals who are neither working nor
looking for work like students, pensioners, housewives, etc. The Worker Population Ratio
15
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(WPR) is an indicator used to assess the country's employment situation. The ratio shows the
proportion of a country's population that actively contributes to the production of goods and
Services.

For overall Indian population, the gender specific labour force participation rates and
work population ratios for rural and urban regions of India during 1993-"94 to 2011-’12 is
shown below in Table 1.

Table 1: Rural-Urban Gender Discrepancy in LFPR and WPR in India: 1993-94 to 2011-“12

NSS Labour Force Participation Rate [LFPR] Work Population Ratio [WPR]

Round

(year) Rural Urban Rural Urban

Male Female Gender Male Female Gender Male Female Gender Male Female Gender

Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre-
-pancy -pancy -pancy -pancy

68™ 55.3 25.3 30.0 56.3 155 40.8 54.3 24.8 29.5 54.6 14.7 39.9

(2011-°12)

66" 55.6 26.5 29.1 55.9 14.6 41.3 54.7 26.1 28.6 54.3 13.8 40.5

(2009-°10)

61th 55.5 33.1 22.4 57.1 17.8 39.3 54.6 32.7 21.9 54.9 16.6 38.3

(2004-°05)

55t 54.1 30.2 23.9 54.3 14.7 39.6 53.1 29.7 23.4 51.8 13.9 37.9

(1999-°00)

50 56.1 33.0 23.1 54.3 16.5 37.8 55.3 32.8 225 52.1 15.5 36.6

(1993-°94)

Source: 1. For 68" round: NSS Report No.563 (Employment and unemployment situation among social groups in India)
2. For 66" round: NSS Report no. 543 (Employment and unemployment situation among social groups in India)
3. For 61* round: NSS Report no. 516 (Employment and unemployment situation among social groups in India)
4. For 55" round: NSS Report no. 469 (Employment and unemployment situation among social groups in India)
5. For 50" round: NSS Report no. 409 (Employment and unemployment situation among social groups in India)

Notes: 1. Figures are based on usual status approach and includes principal status and subsidiary status workers

of all ages.
2. The figures represent size of labour force (i.e. workers and people, willing to work) as percentage of population
for LFPR and size of workers as percentage of population for WPR.

For each NSS round over 1993-°94 to 2011-°12, male labour force participations vary
slightly between rural and urban India with marginally higher male labour force participations
in urban regions than that in the rural regions with the exception for 1993-’94. On the contrary,
female labour force participation varies widely between urban and rural India with much higher
female labour force participation in rural region than that in the urban region primarily because
of greater urge for survival of the rural females than that of urban females, and conversely
owing to comparatively greater comfort and more social taboo for participation in works for
the urban females compared to that of the rural females along with low quality, low paid,
unskilled, insecure job opportunities under informal sector in rural India such as labour
intensive agriculture.

During this period, the gap of the female labour force participation between rural and
urban India has narrowed down moderately primarily because of fall in female labour force
participation in rural India. With many family members engaged as subsidiary status workers
in cultivation, female labour force as well as work participation was much higher in rural India
than that in the urban India. Consequently, taken together rural and urban regions, female
labour force participation rates and work population ratios have fallen nationwide moderately
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during this period, especially in the first decade of the 21" century. On the contrary, in rural
India both male labour force participation rates and work population ratios have fallen
marginally during this period, while in urban India both male labour force participation rates
and work population ratios have increased marginally over the same period.

Substantial gender gaps between male and female labour force participations as well as
work participations prevailed in both rural and urban India. These gaps are more pronounced
in urban region than that in the rural region of the nation because of comparatively higher
female labour force and work participation rates in the rural region than that in the urban region.
However, relatively higher LFPRs and WPRs of rural female than that of the urban female
reflects relatively more pressurisation of the rural female rather than a comfort one. A study
(Das et al., 2015, op. cit.) also shows that income has a dampening effect on female labour
force participation, with participation rates higher among low-income households, primarily
because of their economic necessity. Nevertheless, over this period, both these gaps are
growing in both the rural and urban India.

The gap between LFPR and WPR indicates unemployment rate. Both in rural and urban
India, the unemployment rate is slightly lower for the female compared to the male. Both for
male and female, the unemployment rate is slightly lower in rural region compared to that in
the urban region mainly because of relatively easier to be involved in farming in the rural region
for both the male and female. Over this period, in rural India both male and female
unemployment rates have marginally increased, while in urban India both male and female
unemployment rates have slightly decreased.

Since social norms and level of development and thereby work opportunities vary
widely across the regions of the Indian subcontinent, the analysis will be more fruitful by
carrying it across the Indian states rather than considering India as a unit. Table 2 below
furnishes the information on the gender specific labour force participation rate and work
population ratio in Indian states for 2011-’12.

Both rural and urban female labour force participations as well as work participations
vary widely across the Indian states with the highest rural female labour force participation of
52.9 per cent in Himachal Pradesh where female work participation is also highest, and the
largest urban female labour force participation of 27.4 per cent in Sikkim, and the lowest rural
and urban female labour force participation of 5.8 per cent and 5.4 per cent respectively in the
poorest Indian State Bihar. With higher female labour force participation in the rural regions
of the Indian states compared to that in their respective urban regions, gender discrepancy in
works force participation, tilted in favour of male, is higher in their urban tracts compared to
that in their respective rural tracts.
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Table 2: Rural-Urban Gender Discrepancy in LFPR and WPR in Indian States & Territories: 2011-¢12

G. C. Mandal

States & Union Labour Force Participation Rate [LFPR] Work Population Ratio [WPR]
Territories
of India Rural Urban Rural Urban
Male Female Gender Male Female Gender Male Female Gender Male Female Gender

Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre-

-pancy -pancy -pancy -pancy
High Human Development (0.752-0.702)
Kerala 58.3 258 325 567 222 345 565 221 344 522 19.1 331
Goa 58.6 212 374 526 174 352 547 210 337 511 157 354
Chandigarh 56.7 47 520 579 135 444 56.7 47 520 547 121 426
Delhi 54.4 146 398 548 109 439 493 146 347 530 104 426
Puducherry 52.1 223 298 563 153 410 517 221 296 548 147 401
Lakshadweep 59.8 17.7 421 582 178 404 548 105 443 550 116 434
Himachal Pradesh 54.7 529 18 612 236 376 541 524 17 600 212 388
Sikkim 58.6 492 94 628 274 354 580 487 93 609 273 336
Medium Human Development (0.699-0.638)
Jammu & Kashmir 55.9 263 296 563 145 418 547 255 29.2 539 117 422
Punjab 57.9 237 342 586 141 445 56.6 234 332 570 13.6 434
Haryana 53.2 16.4 368 535 102 433 518 16.2 356 514 9.7 417
A & N Islands 60.3 300 303 633 248 385 592 26.1 331 607 200 407
Maharashtra 58.2 389 193 560 172 388 576 388 188 549 16.6  38.3
Mizoram 59.9 405 194 507 267 240 591 394 197 487 249 238
Tamil Nadu 60.7 386 221 599 211 388 595 378 217 587 20.1 386
Manipur 52.3 270 253 483 204 279 510 26.2 248 456 18.2 274
Uttarakhand 46.5 315 150 519 108 411 452 308 144 506 8.6 420
Nagaland 59.0 371 219 509 224 285 504 312 192 412 144  26.8
Karnataka 62.0 289 331 594 171 423 61.2 28.7 325 579 16.3 416
Arunachal Pradesh 49.2 282 21.0 475 139 336 483 27.8 205 457 127 330
Daman & Diu 69.4 34 660 595 152 443 694 34 66.0 595 148 447
Meghalaya 52.9 392 137 515 210 305 527 39.1 136 503 202 301
Rajasthan 50.0 349 151 507 144 363 495 347 148 490 141 349
Gujarat 60.2 279 323 607 135 472 599 278 321 603 13.3 470
Low Human Development [Below India average of 0.633] (0.630-0.571)
Andhra Pradesh 61.2 448 164 576 180 396 602 445 157 554 170 384
Tripura 59.9 28.7 312 594 260 334 56.2 228 334 525 113 41.2
West Bengal 60.2 19.4 408 63.0 186 444 58.6 189 39.7 60.2 174 428
Dadra & Nagar Haveli 48.8 16.1 327 576 115 461 488 16.1 327 576 115 461
Chhattisgarh 56.3 416 147 517 252 265 557 415 142 496 240 256
Assam 56.4 129 435 573 9.7 476 540 122 418 54.2 9.0 452
Odisha 60.6 251 355 603 158 445 59.2 246 346 579 155 424
Madhya Pradesh 56.4 239 325 533 119 414 561 239 322 520 11.5 405
Uttar Pradesh 49.6 178 318 533 106 427 491 17.7 314 511 10.2 409
Jharkhand 54.2 204 338 503 73 430 533 19.8 335 48.0 6.6 414
Bihar 48.7 5.8 429 441 54 387 473 53 420 421 45 376
All-India 55.3 253 303 563 155 408 543 248 295 546 147 399

Source: NSS Report No.563: Employment and unemployment situation among social groups in India

Based on the calculated Human Development Indices (HDI) of Global Data Lab (2021),
the Indian states and union territories in 2010-"11 are categorised into three groups, namely A)
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High Human Development comprising Kerala, Goa, Chndigarh, Delhi, Poducherry,
Lakshadweep, Himachal Pradesh and Sikkim; B) Medium Human Development including
Jammu & Kashmir, Punjab, Haryana, A & N Islands, Maharashtra, Mizoram, Tamil Nadu,
Manipur, Uttarakhand, Nagaland, Karnataka, Arunachal Pradesh, Daman & Diu, Meghalaya,
Rajasthan and Gujarat, and C) Low Human Development comprising Andhra Pradesh, Tripura,
West Bengal, Dadra & Nagar Haveli, Chhattisgarh, Assam, Odisha, Madhya Pradesh, Uttar
Pradesh, Jharkhand and Bihar. In the rural regions of most of the Indian states with low human
development, male labour force participation is relatively higher (e.g., Andhra Pradesh, Odisha,
Assam), female labour force participation is relatively lower (e.g., Bihar, Assam and Uttar
Pradesh along with the exception of Andhra Pradesh and Tripura) and gender gap in labour
force participation is comparatively higher (e.g., Assam, Bihar and West Bengal). Similarly, in
the urban regions of most of the Indian states with low human development, female labour
force participation is relatively lower (e.g., Bihar, Jharkhand and Assam) and gender gap in
labour force participation is comparatively higher (e.g., Assam, Odisha and West Bengal). On
the contrary, in the rural regions of most of the Indian states with high to moderate level of
human development, female labour force participation is relatively higher (e.g., Himachal
Pradesh, Sikkim and Maharashtra) and gender gap in labour force participation is
comparatively lower (e.g., Himachal Pradesh, Sikkim and Maharashtra), while in the urban
regions of most of such states female labour force participation is relatively lower (e.g.,
Haryana, Punjab and Gujarat) and gender gap in labour force participation is comparatively
higher (e.g., Gujarat, Punjab and Delhi).

In hilly Indian states such as in Himachal Pradesh and North-Eastern Indian states
including Sikkim, Mizoram and Meghalaya, the female work participations is relatively higher
compared to the other states. States in the south and north-east of India (such as Andhra
Pradesh, Tamil Nadu, Sikkim, and Mizoram) generally have experienced higher female labour
force participation rates than those in the east and north (such as Bihar, Assam, Punjab, and
Haryana). Female labour force participation in the ‘BIMARU’ states (Bihar, Madhya Pradesh,
Rajasthan and Uttar Pradesh) is relatively lower compared to other richer Indian states.
Similarly, in the eight poor Indian States, namely Bihar, Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, Madhya
Pradesh, Odisha, Rajasthan, Uttarakhand and Uttar Pradesh (Economic Survey, 2009-10),
female labour force participation is comparatively lower than that in the richer Indian states.
Again, in the eastern Indian states female labour force participation is comparatively lower
than that in other Indian states.

Besides survival urgency for labour force participation and economic comfort as well
as economic richness for labour force participation, female labour force participation also
depends on social norms which vary across the Indian states. This may explain, at least to some
extent, the variation in female labour force participations and gender discrepancy in labour
participations between southern Indian states and other Indian states as well as between north-
eastern Indian states and other Indian states. These social norms vary substantially across
different social groups of people, name Schedule Tribe [ST], Schedule Caste [SC], Other
Backward Class [OBC] and General Category. Hence, Table 3 furnishes information on the
gender specific labour force participation rate and work population ratio in Indian states for
2011-°12 across social groups.

In rural India, among males, LFPRs were slightly higher at 56.5 per cent for STs
compared to 56.2 per cent for Others Category, 55.0 per cent for SCs and 54.7 per cent for
OBCs. Conversely, in urban India, among males, LFPRs were slightly higher at 56.8 per cent
for Others Category compared to 56.3 per cent for SCs, 56.1 per cent for OBCs and 53.8 per
cent for STs. Nonetheless, in rural India, among females, LFPRs were much higher at 36.9 per
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cent for STs compared to those of 26.5 per cent for SCs, 24.3 per cent for OBCs and 20.6 per
cent for Others Category. Likewise, in urban India, among females, LFPRs were moderately
higher at 20.2 per cent for STs compared to those of 18.1 per cent each for SCs and OBCs
respectively, and 13.8 per cent for Others Category.
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Gender Discrepancy in India

States & Union Labour Force Participation Rate [LFPR]
Territories
of India Other Backward Caste [OBC] Others Category [OC] (General Caste)
Rural Urban Rural Urban
Male Female Gender Male Female Gender Male Female Gender Male Female Gender

Discre- Discre- Discre- Discre-

-pancy -pancy -pancy -pancy
High Human Development (0.752-0.702)
Kerala 56.7 235 332 558 190 36.8 585 26.7 318 56.3 283 280
Goa 58.9 101 488 548 220 328 56.5 142 423 531 16.3  36.8
Chandigarh 63.9 44 595 506 135 371 476 66 410 636 16.4  47.2
Delhi 40.7 6.1 346 537 4.8 489 63.0 19.6 434 552 11.7 435
Puducherry 49.9 188 311 573 16.0 413 639 296 343 526 11.9 407
Lakshadweep - - - 100.0 - - - - - 100.0  100.0 0.0
Himachal Pradesh 49.7 49.6 01 694 21.7 477 55.0 54.6 04 60.9 24.5 36.4
Sikkim 55.7 49,7 6.0 667 328 339 764 203 56.1 68.6 18.4  50.2
Medium Human Development (0.699-0.638)
Jammu & Kashmir 53.7 205 332 578 153 425 56.8 260 308 56.5 140 425
Punjab 60.2 196 406 59.7 143 454 573 26.7 306 589 148 441
Haryana 51.9 100 419 531 8.8 443 56.1 185 376 537 108 429
A & N Islands 69.3 190 503 642 261 381 572 320 252 633 248 385
Maharahstra 56.9 359 210 566 173 39.3 60.0 40.0 200 56.1 15.7 404
Mizoram 68.6 51.3 17.3 475 403 72 570 306 264 534 345 189
Tamil Nadu 61.8 376 242 595 209 386 529 246 283 56.9 18.3 386
Manipur 49.8 257 241 472 191 28.1 69.1 27.4 417 499 19.7 302
Uttarakhand 54.7 221 326 579 7.3 50.6 45.1 332 119 500 123 37.7
Nagaland - - - 0922 0.0 92.2 435 0.0 435 368 152 216
Karnataka 62.8 280 348 605 153 452 63.3 27.2 361 59.2 19.8 394
Arunachal Pradesh 67.1 282 389 381 110 27.1 552 229 323 545 126 419
Daman & Diu 43.7 24 413 587 178 409 79.3 0.7 786 625 54 571
Meghalaya 61.0 435 175 770 165 60.5 58.8 419 169 628 15 613
Rajasthan 48.8 345 143 492 174 318 56.2 26.4 298 524 85 439
Gujarat 60.5 257 348 594 134 46.0 65.1 206 445 620 12.2 498
Low Human Development [Below India average of 0.633] (0.630-0.571)
Andhra Pradesh 61.4 453 161 587 200 38.7 595 325 270 557 13.1 426
Tripura 64.5 321 324 629 266 36.3 587 217 370 594 273 321
West Bengal 62.2 12.9 49.3 615 16.2 453 599 18.5 414  63.0 17.9 45.1
Dadra & Nagar
Haveli 100.0 333 66.7 364 5.3 311 785 84 701 621 105 516
Chhattisgarh 56.1 418 143 524 254 270 588 29.7 291 526 209 317
Assam 61.1 19.1 420 622 75 547 535 8.3 452 540 9.9 44.1
Odisha 62.9 216 413 569 186 383 59.2 11.3 479 610 10.2 508
Madhya Pradesh 57.1 234 337 534 129 405 584 121 463 537 96 441
Uttar Pradesh 48.8 184 304 542 117 425 50.1 11.2 389 526 85 441
Jharkhand 54.0 18.5 355  46.7 4.8 419 49.2 12.4 36.8  54.7 7.6 47.1
Bihar 49.1 51 440 449 45 40.4  46.0 30 43.0 415 34 381
All-India 54.7 243 304 561 159 40.2 56.2 206 356 56.8 13.8  43.0

Source: NSS Report No.563: Employment and unemployment situation among social groups in India
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For both rural and urban males as well as females, the LFPRs for each social category
vary widely across the Indian states and territories in variation to the level of economic
development attained by the states as well as in variation to the education level attained by the
people in each such categories along with intra variation of people in each category across the
states. In rural regions, female LFPRs were much higher for STs compared to those of other
social categories in most of the Indian States. Similarly, in urban regions also, female LFPRs
were well above for STs compared to those of other social categories in most of the Indian
states. Thus, besides survival urgency and enjoyment of economic comfort, social norms in
terms of caste also have played significant role in female labour force participations in both
rural and urban regions of the Indian states.

The male-female discrepancy in LFPRs is observed to be quite prominent for all the
social groups with male LFPR much higher than female LFPR in rural as well as in urban
regions of India and in its all states, except for rural SCs in Mizoram and urban STs in Kerala.
In rural areas, the male-female discrepancy in labour force participations with higher male
LFPR compared to female LFPR was well above for non-SC/ST population compared to those
of SC and ST population in most of the Indian States. Likewise, in urban regions, the male-
female discrepancy in labour force participations with higher male LFPR compared to female
LFPR was quite higher for Other Category people compared to those of SCs, STs and OBCs
in most of the Indian States.

The social dimension of male-female labour force participations in rural and urban
regions of India and its states reveal that the composition of ST population in the total
population of India and its states also determines female labour force participation rates in rural
and urban regions of India and its states. In both rural and urban regions of four ST population
dominated Indian states, namely Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Nagaland and Mizoram as
per census 2010-11, female LFPRs are comparatively higher than those of the most other Indian
states as shown in Table 2.

Level of education also enables women to participate in paid works as well as
encourage them to be free themselves from social norms. The usual notion is that having higher
levels of education, women become more productive, and so their chances of earning should
have risen, contributing greater to labour force participation. However, a study (Das & Desai,
2003) has suggested that both cultural factors, such as norms restricting the mobility of women,
and structural factors, such as a lack of appropriate job opportunities for educated women, play
important roles in determining U-shaped relationship between women’s education and labour
force participation in India. The information on level of general education and literacy vis-a-
vis female labour force participations in Indian states is furnished in Table 4.

Despite the general expectation of an increase in female labour force participations with
their increased level of educational attainment and thereby improved job prospects, in both the
rural and urban segments of Indian states negative association is observed between females
LFPRs and proportion of female attained graduation or higher level education. For instances,
in rural Kerala and Manipur the proportion of female attained graduation or above level
education is 7.5 per cent and 5.7 per cent respectively, and their respective female LFPRs are
25.8 per cent and 27.0 per cent, while in rural Maharashtra and Andhra Pradesh the proportion
of female attained graduation or above level education is 2.0 per cent and 2.2 per cent
respectively, and their respective female LFPRs are 38.9 per cent and 44.8 per cent. Moreover,
despite attainment of much higher proportion of women in graduation and above education
level in urban India and in the urban tracts of each of its states compared to that in rural India
and in the rural tracts of each of its states, the urban female LFPRs is lower compared to the
rural female LFPRs in India and in each of its states. Generally, with the increase in family
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income higher proportion of women attain graduation or higher level education, while because
of limited high quality, flexible job opportunities many of such women are not involved in paid
work in rural and urban India and in the rural and urban tracts of its states.
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Table 4: General Education and Literacy Gain vis-a-vis LFPRs by Rural-Urban Female in Indian States: 2011-¢12

States & Union  Rural
Territories

Urban

G. C. Mandal

of India% % of Female (>16years) Attained Liter- LFPRsGen- % of Female (>16years) Attained Liter- LFPRs Gen-
General Education Level -acy -der  General Education Level -acy- der
rates Dis- rates Dis-
Upto VII & XII  Certi- Gradu- -crep- Upto VII & Xl Certi- Gradu- -crep-
v X ficate/ -ation -ancy IV X -ficate/ -ation -ancy
Dip- & Dip- &
-loma above -loma above
High Human Development (0.752-0.702)
Kerala 229 461 103 3.6 75 909 258 325 17.0 449 123 34 161 933 222 345
Goa 178 356 129 21 6.4 767 212 374 98 356 156 22 226 879 174 352
Chandigarh 15.7 259 279 0.0 9.8 846 47 520 132 29 143 06 242 813 135 444
Delhi 175 325 92 00 308 919 146 398 119 236 164 15 248 819 109 439
Puducherry 232 365 109 40 66 848 223 298 181 39.1 113 55 148 899 153 410
Lakshadweep 243 339 173 56 14 8.1 177 421 283 394 64 45 41 849 178 404
Himachal
Pradesh 207 295 132 11 52 742 529 18 120 311 178 14 221 870 236 376
Sikkim 46.7 244 40 00 21 819 492 94 276 402 16 03 64 925 274 354
Medium Human Development (0.699-0.638)
Jammu &
Kashmir 128 281 63 02 32 592 263 296 104 287 118 09 177 740 145 418
Punjab 231 279 103 02 33 706 237 342 145 295 156 15 164 801 141 445
Haryana 191 26.7 81 02 35 638 164 368 135 279 123 11 223 80.2 10.2 433
A&Nlslands 288 317 82 39 52 802 300 303 187 371 74 99 11.7 867 248 385
Maharahstra 205 303 70 08 20 66.6 389 193 165 358 134 18 158 852 172 388
Mizoram 448 401 39 01 23 923 405 194 200 623 94 06 69 984 267 240
Tamil Nadu 233 259 1.7 16 35 68 386 221 207 309 137 31 128 828 211 388
Manipur 175 420 99 05 57 796 270 253 9.0 43 17 04 145 863 204 279
Uttarakhand 228 273 79 01 50 706 315 150 153 252 145 06 229 822 108 411
Nagaland 219 451 151 04 7.1 913 371 219 140 49.7 16.3 15 153 969 224 285
Karnataka 189 277 52 10 18 613 289 331 140 332 153 19 162 829 171 423
Arunachal
Pradesh 248 283 73 05 30 699 282 210 17.0 388 188 09 78 869 139 336
Daman & Diu 143 351 119 39 182 876 34 660 175 401 9.1 0 72 806 152 443
Meghalaya 469 386 62 01 19 9.1 392 137 161 46.1 203 03 157 989 210 305
Rajasthan 162 141 24 01 24 476 349 151 188 246 9.1 03 133 705 144 363
Gujarat 284 184 35 02 29 614 279 323 193 37.7 118 15 103 831 135 472
Low Human Development [Below India average of 0.633] (0.630-0.571)
Andhra Pradesh  16.1 19.8 47 02 22 508 448 164 168 283 135 1.1 132 765 180 39.6
Tripura 411 311 12 01 14 796 287 312 256 405 9 0 138 898 260 334
West Bengal 305 236 23 00 1.7 651 194 408 195 355 10 0.6 16.1 834 186 44.4
Dadra & Nagar
Haveli 154 258 21 00 08 557 161 327 206 223 272 35 111 856 115 46.1
Chhattisgarh 316 198 34 00 11 65 416 147 195 281 123 02 129 761 252 265
Assam 342 341 44 03 16 791 129 435 207 41 152 01 11.9 90.0 9.7 476
Odisha 238 268 43 01 21 622 251 355 19.0 31.2 92 03 11.2 744 158 445
Madhya Pradesh 23.9 17.9 3.9 01 16 583 239 325 195 261 14 0.1 156 788 119 414
Uttar Pradesh 144 192 55 01 25 525 178 318 138 229 108 03 172 684 106 427
Jharkhand 199 202 28 0.0 09 561 204 338 150 295 147 02 142 717 73 430
Bihar 191 161 41 01 12 537 58 429 195 29.7 105 0.7 82 745 54 387
All-India 213 232 52 04 24 605 253 303 17.0 311 1238 13 152 799 155 408

Source: NSS Report No.563: Employment and unemployment situation among social groups in India
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In the rural tracts of most of the Indian states with higher human development,
proportion of females attained graduation and above level education as well as literacy rate is
comparatively higher, but the female labour force participations is relatively lower compared
to that in the rural tracts in India and in most of the states with moderate and low level of human
development. Moreover, in the rural tracts of the Indian states where the proportion of females
attained higher secondary and above level education is relatively higher, their female labour
force participation is comparatively lower in general. So, the Indian states apparently support
the inverse relationship between proportions of female attained higher education and their
labour force participation rates. Now, to judge whether this relationship will last or not, it is
needed to analyse the LFPRs across the levels of education people attained in Indian states.
However, because of unavailability of LFPRs data across education levels in Indian states,
(WPR) is used as a proxy of LFPR in this paper. The worker population ratio is defined as per
cent of employed people to total people. Table 5 below shows rural-urban WPRs by females
and males (> 16 years) across general education levels in Indian sates below.

The WPRs for females of 15 years and above is relatively higher for those with
nil/primary level education than those for females with twelfth grade or higher level of
education or education levels as whole in both the rural and urban tracts of India and its most
states, especially states with moderate to low level of human development. This is also true for
the WPRs for males of 15 years and above. Females with nil/low level education can involve
themselves in low quality, low skill and low paid works, especially in rural regions where they
have access to be involved in informal sector like agriculture for their survival necessity, while
females at graduate and above level education desire to be involved in skilled, high paid jobs,
especially in organised sector as well as in flexible jobs. However, with limited presence of
such jobs, the WPRs for such females is relatively lower compared to those of the females at
nil/low education level. In the urban tracts of the Indian states of high level of human
development the presence of such high quality jobs is comparatively higher, and thereby the
WPRs for females of 15 years and above is relatively higher for those having twelfth grade or
overall higher level of education than those for females at nil/low level education in the Indian
states with high human development like Kerala. Despite greater availability of such high
quality jobs in the urban regions compared to the rural regions, the WPRs for females of 15
years and above is relatively higher for females with twelfth grade or higher level of education
in rural India and in the rural tracts of its most states than those in urban India and in the urban
tracts of its most states primarily because of greater economic comfort of such females in the
urban regions. Thus, with increases in household income, females get higher chance to get
higher levels of education and it keeps them away from labour force as in urban India, while
with lower education and income levels, the high work participations by Indian rural females
is explained by their need to have an income source.

The WPRs for females of 15 years and above across different education levels decline
from relatively higher value at nil/primary level of education, become minimum generally at
secondary/higher secondary level of education, and increase with higher level of education
beyond twelfth standard in both the rural and urban regions of India and in its almost all states.
This is also true for the WPRs for males of 15 years and above across different education levels
in both the rural and urban regions of India and in its most states. The experiences of both rural
and urban India and of its most states regarding the relationship between LFPR/WPR of
females/males and the levels of education establishes the ‘U’ shape hypothesis regarding the
relationship between LFPR/WPR of females/males and the levels of education nullifying their
inverse relationship. The increasing work participations for rural and urban females with higher
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levels of education beyond class twelfth standard connotes higher economic empowerment for
the females with higher levels of education as they
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Table 5: Rural-Urban WPRs by Females & Males (>16years) across General Education Levels in Indian States: 2011-‘12

States & Union Rural
Territories
of India
Female Male
General Education Levels General Education Levels

Not Up VHI X XII UG PG X& Al Not Up VIII X XII UG PG X& Al

Liter- to Above Liter- to Above

-ate  V -ate 'V
High Human Development (0.752-0.702)
Kerala 245 319 29.3 26.0 18.6 32.7 43.6 27.3 28.6 53.1 754 857 682 521 752 836 682 749
Goa 20.8 20.2 39.7 205 3.4 643 100.0 26.2 259 288 76.2 659 78.1 60.8 943 100.0 71.8 66.9
Chandigarh 176 57 57 00 33125 842 46 7.6 984 988 943 785 98.0 849 627 86.8 91.0
Delhi 171 22 04317 33399 146 31.0 19.6 93.7 579 673 27.4 97.1 57.3 1000 758 729
Puducherry 41.0 435 331 21 20586 79 131 288 89.0 934 815 626 30.5 945 1000 56.2 72.6
Lakshadweep 31142 36.0 0.0 4.6 7101000 9.4 134 59.8 83.6 65.2 68.0 955 100.0 100.0 79.1 74.9
Himachal 68.9 80.9 65.0 59.4 548 509 75.1 57.6 66.7 71.1 90.7 67.0 728 652 753 954 73.0 755
Pradesh
Sikkim 69.0 79.4 527 284 815719 19.3 440 674 659 936516 63.7 89.2 876 86.9 77.1 79.2
Medium Human Development (0.699-0.638)
Jammu & 37.2 464 350 23.1 28.9 256 33.4 253 355 86.5 86.6 79.1 645 553 57.2 60.2 600 752
Kashmir
Punjab 33.8 38.8 259 25.8 21.6 25.4 46.3 24.6 313 821 87.170.2 744 70.8 655 772 723 717
Haryana 25.8 24.0 143 17.2 164 159 229 173 21.8 79.0 90.4 676 69.8 548 658 719 652 73.8
A&NIslands 38.6 33.8 33.8 21.2 148 60.8 41.0 272 33 76.9 86.8 83.6 64.0 57.7 920 985 70.7 79.3
Maharahstra 60.4 57.4 50.6 38.0 18.1 304 135 31.4 515 813 90.4 81.3 717 657 717 803 69.8 787
Mizoram 55.1 61.0 56.3 54.5 60.0 60.5 254 56.4 583 694 92.6 85.2 746 755 943 83.0 803 86.3
Tamil Nadu 59.7 58.8 45.8 25.2 22.4 332 524 26.6 494 820 919849 684 575 69.6 76.8 66.0 79.8
Manipur 38.4 48.1 33.8 359 26.9 36.3 44.0 33.8 374 81.6 87.7740 729 622 814 579 708 749
Uttarakhand 459 49.2 450 29.8 37.8 16.4 37.2 309 429 734 86.071.2 52.1 565 695 841 580 69.2
Nagaland 379 59.8 483 29.8 18.1 146 26.0 23.1 39.6 92.3 86.2 73.3 65.1 59.1 47.0 39.4 56.4 69.3
Karnataka 469 38.8 32.1 228 129 421 813 226 38 90.2 947 785 68.8 551 91.7 916 686 81.6
Arunachal 55.4 421 321 193 25.8 22.1 365 224 409 88.8 80.4 654 50.1 53.9 78.0 100.0 583 72.6
Pradesh
Daman & Diu 33 73 00 24 00 00 00 6.7 52 807 91.997.6 858 51.7100.0 100.0 92.4 92.4
Meghalaya 80.3 72.3 495 441 46.2 93.3 125 485 619 86.3 90.3 73.7 683 77.6 958 100.0 73.7 80.8
Rajasthan 585 445 327 179 133 296 53.1 21.7 50.2 89.0 88.0 70.6 56.4 48.9 73.1 852 589 77.2
Guijarat 445 40.2 31.1 205 121 6.8 835 205 384 855 929 87.8 69.6 66.8 86.3 818 727 84.6
Low Human Development [Below India average of 0.633] (0.630-0.571)
Andhra Pradesh  67.3 58.5 48.0 35.0 16.1 40.9 32.3 30.9 57.8 904 925799 724 403 673 581 628 80.8
Tripura 38.9 33.7 218 111 243334 08 163 305 829 93.170.0 637 53.1 755 614 622 80.0
West Bengal 30.4 27.8 15.2 183 14.0 251 499 188 258 87.1 88.8 786 65.7 68.6 820 89.1 705 829
Dadra & Nagar  25.2 27.4 8.3 36.2 52.0 44.0 100.0 41.4 248 985 98.7 36.8 643 314 747 1000 64.8 732
Haveli
Chhattisgarh 69.1 70.1 37.7 26.8 39.6 29.0 51.1 31.6 61.1 89.8 93.7 75.7 648 70.6 784 90.2 70.0 82.8
Assam 204 18.2 138 84 17.7 314 463 130 16.9 857 926 746 638 642 79.8 938 66.2 79.6
Odisha 457 34.0 235 10.8 10.8 155 38.3 120 34 845 91.6 865 687 61.6 846 724 69.6 83.6
Madhya Pradesh 46.2 31.0 20.6 9.2 16.9 12.7 414 134 358 92.0 915737 636 713 849 756 69.0 828
Uttar Pradesh 33.7 23.3 165 126 158 16.1 22.0 15.0 27.3 89.9 86.1 75.1 66.3 70.3 81.8 90.7 713 80.7
Jharkhand 34.0 259 239 183 20.1 20.3 374 19.0 29.4 928 93.2 754 68.7 67.0 827 985 70.2 839
Bihar 103 39 59 49 35231 115 6.6 82 917 835636 594 582 757 916 623 76.3
All-India 41.8 36.1 27.6 22.2 17.6 26.7 416 223 352 88.0 89.2 77.0 66.8 61.8 76.9 828 67.6 80.0
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States & Union Urban
Territories
of India
Female Male
General Education Levels General Education Levels

Not Up VII X XII UG PG X& All Not Up VIII X Xl UG PG X& Al

Liter- to Above Liter- to Above

-ate V -ate V
High Human Development (0.752-0.702)
Kerala 18.7 19.8 20.4 20.3 17.3 427 427 281 241 49.7 722 873 63.0 445 79.0 772 66.2 73.1
Goa 158 237 77 71 75 423 61.1 231 202 721 645 59.6 717 50.2 799 995 69.2 674
Chandigarh 142 116 20.0 11.0 10.8 26.0 185 16.7 16.0 94.7 88.8 81.3 689 484 750 759 66.4 757
Delhi 131 84 27 84 6.2 243 38.6 16.8 13.8 853 80.1 724 684 624 743 849 705 732
Puducherry 275 231 170 75 3.3 28.0 43.7 16.8 19.2 60.0 822 743 659 536 785 93.8 706 725
Lakshadweep 53 133 10.2 11.0 83 30.8 823 233 140 36.2 886 68.2 499 848 823 930 68.3 72.0
Himachal 23.1 413 137 186 164 314 66.8 275 27.1 833 881 612 76.1 623 874 834 760 76.1
Pradesh
Sikkim 21.7 53.6 29.0 40.2 16.0 38.4 100.0 34.0 37.4 59.6 77.3 64.7 915 975 84.6 100.0 923 811
Medium Human Development (0.699-0.638)
Jammu & 129 187 97 8.1 142 20.7 434 184 154 80.1 858 69.2 62.1 59.9 73.1 681 653 705
Kashmir
Punjab 133 141 153 11.8 147 237 446 209 17.6 83.6 850 670 735 69.3 76.4 848 734 758
Haryana 89 9.0 123 52 92 173 449 158 13.0 81.7 81.1 66.2 60.8 57.3 764 79.1 67.8 70.0
A&Nlslands 16.0 20.0 17.4 145 242 434 60.8 36.1 26.1 83.2 83.1 747 66.7 71.1 98.0 96.6 78.1 78.6
Maharahstra 249 272 188 115111 30.1 521 19.6 21.6 719 80.4 78.8 68.0 64.4 788 913 711 739
Mizoram 35.0 454 36.0 19.0 29.1 63.4 742 30.3 356 89.6 87.1 741 569 589 809 806 654 71.8
Tamil Nadu 31.2 36.1 23.7 16.2 10.2 26.6 51.7 20.1 26.0 827 87.3 821 67.6 548 788 845 70.1 76.4
Manipur 38.2 29.2 234 215149 329 340 226 259 751 89.0 645 66.7 659 781 819 71.0 70.9
Uttarakhand 10.2 101 95 30 58 164 40.7 140 120 903 758 742 572 56.1 80.1 87.1 67.7 725
Nagaland 16.4 182 219 108 21.1 273 4.4 17.7 187 469 695 556 450 524 63.4 56.7 549 56.2
Karnataka 243 23.0 15.0 144 148 351 59.1 224 219 770 883 722 689 64.1 833 86.8 742 759
Arunachal 28.4 212 256 13.1 13.2 13.8100.0 13.8 19.3 90.2 86.4 66.5 39.4 53.6 845 926 614 67.0
Pradesh
Daman & Diu 355 26.1 125 111 0.0 383 423 141 214 28.6 75.7 842 57.9 90.7 76.7 100.0 80.9 80.5
Meghalaya 37.7 379 244 189 241 413 722 285 29.2 96.3 80.1 60.9 539 515 815 818 644 66.0
Rajasthan 249 206 116 11.3 59 16.3 40.2 154 19.1 765 799 783 488 534 773 796 613 69.2
Gujarat 231 125 159 132 17.6 19.0 324 18.2 17.7 89.4 869 823 721 67.8 81.0 843 742 797
Low Human Development [Below India average of 0.633] (0.630-0.571)
Andhra Pradesh 334 28.3 204 10.0 9.4 183 37.7 141 225 84.2 88.0 83.9 67.0 47.1 73.1 90.9 66.9 74.0
Tripura 194 164 93 154 57 16.0 33.3 149 143 813 90.3 69.2 48.1 49.4 657 655 56,5 68.0
West Bengal 29.8 25.6 15.6 11.8 153 239 385 185 214 814 850 757 64.1 623 733 771 678 745
Dadra & Nagar 221 6.8 16 220 82 36.6100.0 23.0 169 76.3 99.8 739 827 78.9 1000 0.0 89.4 86.7
Haveli
Chhattisgarh 436 350 21.7 154 114 376 69.8 286 326 76.5 86.2 727 627 548 789 788 657 72.6
Assam 141 104 6.4 111 7.8 202 76.7 139 116 831 86.6 708 645 575 813 80.8 68.6 728
Odisha 352 199 71 41 54 320 215 137 198 87.0 85.6 842 70.2 57.1 786 883 716 782
Madhya Pradesh 23.6 16.4 112 50 7.6 23.0 23.0 128 16.0 83.1 846 67.7 60.1 57.7 825 809 688 73.3
Uttar Pradesh 204 156 112 46 74 91 205 9.0 142 884 876 740 585 535 729 811 644 743
Jharkhand 138 93 49 24 36 115 299 6.8 88 879 798 59.4 628 532 76.6 89.0 67.2 700
Bihar 99 6.1 25 15 7.7 850 246 57 6.7 89.5856 588 47.6 43.9 704 73.4 53.5 63.6
All-India 240 223 158 11.0 10.8 23.7 395 17.3 195 83.2 84.7 76.5 65.1 58.3 77.1 84.4 68.7 74.1

Source: NSS Report No.563: Employment and unemployment situation among social groups in India

28



EPE 6.1 (12-35) Gender Discrepancy in India

involve in high quality jobs in rural and urban India as well as in both the rural and urban regions of its
most states.

The WPRs for females of 15 years and above is comparatively higher at nil/primary
level of education than those for females with under graduate/post graduate level of education
in rural India and in most of its states with moderate to low level of human development. With
greater high quality, flexible job opportunities in most of the Indian states with higher level of
human development, the WPRs for females of 15 years and above is relatively greater at under
graduate/post graduate level of education than those for females with nil/primary level of
education in such states. With greater low quality, unskilled and low paid job opportunities
under informal sector in the rural segments of most of the Indian states, especially states with
moderate to low level of human development, in the rural areas of such states push factor
derived from the urge of survival becomes more effective compared to the pull factor in
determining the WPRs for females of 15 years and above. With greater high quality, flexible
job opportunities along with lower unskilled job opportunities in the informal sector in the
urban regions of the Indian states irrespective of their level of human development, the WPRs
for females of 15 years and above is comparatively higher at under graduate/post graduate level
of education than those for females with nil/primary level of education in the urban regions of
such states. Thus, in the urban regions of the Indian states pull factor (e.g. higher payment, self-
manifestation, etc.) becomes more active compared to push factor in determining the WPRs
for females of 15 years and above.

A significant degree of gender discrepancy in work participations between males and
females of 15 years and above persist with tilted value for males at all levels of education in
both the rural and urban regions of the Indian states with few exceptions. The gender
discrepancy in work participations between males and females of 15 years and above becomes
highest at nil/low level of education, while it becomes lowest at under graduate/post graduate
level of education in urban India and in the urban regions of its most states. Hence, the work
participations for urban females of 15 years and above not only increases with higher levels of
education, especially beyond twelfth standard education in India and its most states, but the
gender discrepancy in work participations also declines over such higher levels of education.
The gender discrepancy in work participations between rural males and females of 15 years
and above becomes highest at lower level of education, while it becomes lowest at higher levels
of education, i.e., class twelfth standard and above in rural India and in the rural regions of
most of its states. Undoubtedly with increases in education level beyond class twelfth standard,
the work participations for rural females of 15 years and above increases, and the gender
discrepancy in work participations also declines over such higher levels of education in rural
India and in the rural tracts of its most states. However, in the rural regions of several states
like Maharashtra and Tamil Nadu, especially in hilly states like Himachal Pradesh, Sikkim and
Mizoram, such gender discrepancy in work participations is highest at lower level of education
and lowest at higher level of education, especially at under graduate/post graduate level of
education, while the work participations for rural females increases with higher levels of
education. The gender discrepancy in work participations between males and females of 15
years and above is comparatively higher for lower as well as for higher levels of education in
urban Indian and in the urban regions of its most states compared to those in rural India and in
the rural regions of most of its states.
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5. Challenges for Raising Rural and Urban Female LFPRs

Undoubtedly the Indian rural and urban females can empower themselves through
participations in paid works, especially through the involvement in high quality jobs by the
females with higher levels of education. However, to enter the labour market and to obtain
decent jobs, they face a number of barriers which are disproportionately subject to a wide range
of challenges including access to employment, decision to enter in labour market guided by
social norms, choice of work, working conditions, job security, wage parity, discrimination and
balancing between paid work and family obligations (Employment Statistics, 2023).

In Indian society, besides providing immense unremunerated services towards caring
family members as family commitment in the household core, females contribute indirectly to
the work productivity of family earners as unpaid labour. Additionally, they contribute directly
to production by participating personally in the work process as paid labour, or by supporting
and supplementing the direct work contributions of family earners through additional unpaid
labour, especially in rural areas, where agricultural or artisanal activity is carried out
collectively by family labour. Thus, to enter in labour market, the females continually have to
balance family commitments against livelihood opportunities, and thereby many of them
perform marginal rather than main work. Thus, balancing employment with household
responsibilities, which fall disproportionately on women, becomes more challenging.

With increases in higher levels of education by the females and availability of lucrative
and flexible job opportunities, the capacity of such balancing as well as opportunity of greater
earning of the higher educated females increase. Moreover, with increases in higher education,
the fertility rates and thereby the time involvement for child caring of the higher educated
females decreases. Thus, both in rural and urban India and its most states, female work
participations increase with their higher levels of education after attaining minimum value as
shown in Table 5. Under this context, whether such higher educated females will participate in
the labour market or not depends on their attitude to be manifested themselves by involving in
such jobs for utilising their higher education which is again dependent upon their challenging
power as well as to enjoy the economic comfort which they had. So, the associated challenges
are to provide greater access to higher education for females and to take some pro-female steps
for this purpose as well as to create greater level of flexible and lucrative job opportunities for
higher educated rural and urban females. In India at the present economic scenario, a
significant level of rural-urban gender disparity in work participations between males and
females of 15 years and above still persist even at higher levels of education primarily because
of social norms, inter alia.

The gender gap in India’s labour force is attributed primarily to conservative social
norms and owing to both demand side (work opportunities) and supply side (availability of
women for work) factors (Kumar, 2024). Social norms are informal, mostly unwritten rules of
behaviour and social conduct that determine the acceptable and appropriate actions and attitude
in the given social context. In Indian society, the prevalent social norms for female are ‘Female
Homemaker norm’ which assigns that the role of taking care of home and children to Females,
and for males are ‘Male Breadwinner norm” which assigns the responsibility of Household
expenses to the Males (Employment Statistics, 2023, op. cit.). Thus, the prime social and
cultural norm is ‘time poverty’ among married females (ibid.). Since under the Hindu caste
system, males outside the family are a source of “pollution” for females, it restricts females
from working outside the home for preserving their purity (Chen, 1995). Because these
restrictions apply more stringently to upper-caste females in India, lower-caste females often
have more professional flexibility and autonomy (Field et al., 2010). Hence, the female LFPRs
for STs is well above compared to those for other categories of people in rural and urban India
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and in the rural and urban regions of its most states as shown in Table 3. For raising females
LFPRs by freeing their time from household core, the norm that females bear primary
responsibility for housework and child care might be one of most challenging norms to change
in all societies.

Education is the sole factor that significantly influences the female labour force
participation as it has an important effect on an individual’s decision to participate and capacity
to participate in the labour market by avoiding persisting social norms. The theories also
support that attainment of higher level of education leads to higher labour force participations
and productivity growth. The work participations of females were relatively greater at higher
level of education (beyond class twelfth standard) in both rural and urban India and in both the
rural and urban regions of its most states as shown in Table 5. For increasing the labour force
participations for females along with their higher education, creation of sufficient number of
lucrative and flexible job opportunities in both the rural and urban segments of the country is
one of the greatest challenges that the policy makers are facing presently.

After maintaining the balance between family commitments against livelihood
opportunities, Indian females are heavily represented in the informal economy where their
exposure to risk of exploitation is usually greatest and they have the least formal protection.
Table 2 shows that female labour force participations is comparatively higher in rural India
compared to those in the urban India as well as in the rural regions of its states compared to
those in their respective urban regions primarily because of greater involvement of rural
females in low paid, insecure and unprotected jobs in the informal sector such as agriculture.
Table 5 also supports this view by showing that female work participations become highest at
nil/low level of education in rural India and in the rural regions of most of its states. For
maintaining the balance between family commitments against livelihood opportunities, the
Government of India has undertaken multiple social security measures including pension,
gratuity and health care & maternity benefits. While the female works in the formal sector get
such social benefits, the low paid, informal female workers are deprived from such benefits.
So, provision of such social benefits to all female workers is one of the greatest challenging
tasks of the government.

6. Conclusion and Policy Issues

Through involvement in paid work, females can empower themselves as well as can feel and
realise a sense of self-worth. At the macro level, greater participation of females in the
workforce is pro-growth and pro-development of a country. However, historically the female
workforce as well as labour force participations in India is low, and it is much lower compared
to those in other developing countries. Female labour force participation is a multidimensional
agglomeration of structural and socioeconomic factors. In the era of liberalisation and
globalisation more specifically during 1993-"94 to 2011-’12, despite prevalence of congenial
factors including rapid economic growth, educational gains, fertility decline, and
Government’s pro-female labour market policies, India’s FLFP rates remain low and have even
fallen in recent years. So, the Indian females, particularly the educated females could not
contribute to the country’s economic growth process as they were expected. Hence, the paper
attempts to understand and explain this puzzle resulted from the mismatching between
economic growth and FLFP through better understanding the issue by extending the analysis
across rural-urban regional dimension as well as across the political states dimension along
with associating male-female LFPRs and WPRs and gender disparity in such participations
with socio-economic and structural factors including caste population, human development
indices, literacy gains and levels of educations of Indian populations.
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For low FLFP in India, the critical factor is very low LFPRs of urban females. However,
the better labour force participations for Indian rural females compared to those of their
counterpart urban females does not connote any greater comfort for the former, rather it
indicates their stringent position as many of such rural females participate in low paid, insecure
jobs in informal sector from their survival urgency. Nevertheless, during 1993-°94 to 2011-’12,
the LFPRs for both Indian rural and urban females have declined, while the decline is much
greater for rural females compared to the urban females along with higher and increased gender
discrepancy for the rural females. Thus, during this period the Indian rural females have
trapped into livelihood crunch. In this context, the concerned authority has to undertake proper
measures for provision of greater social security measures for the rural females as well as to
create more non-farm work opportunities for them along with improved rural infrastructure,
especially farm infrastructure for raising agricultural productivity.

The rural and urban female and male labour force and work force participations as well
gender discrepancy in labour force participations vary widely across the Indian states in
variation to their geographical location, prevailing level of human development and state GDP
and thereby availability of proper job opportunities as well as caste composition and levels of
education attainment of their respective population. The limited job opportunities are mainly
appropriated by males in both the rural and urban regions of most of the Indian states with low
level of human development/economically poor ‘BIMARU” states, and thus in the rural and
urban segments of such states female labour force participation is relatively lower and gender
gap in labour force participation is comparatively higher, whereas with greater job
opportunities in the rural regions of most of the Indian States with high to moderate level of
human development/rich states, female labour force participation is relatively higher and
gender gap in labour force participation is comparatively lower along with lower female labour
force participations and higher gender gap in labour force participation for their counterpart
urban females, reflecting greater economic comfort and limited flexible job opportunities for
the urban females. Thus, the Government of India has to assert and implement specific pro-
females measures for raising the LPPRs and WPRs for the females, especially for the rural
females, and thereby empowering them in the Indian states with low level of human
development/poor states instead of undertaking uniform measures for all states.

Besides survival necessity and economic comfort, persisting social norms, which vary
across caste categories of people, also have significant influence on female labour force
participations and the associated gender discrepancy in labour force participations in both the
rural and urban segments of Indian society. With more professional flexibility and autonomy
for tribal females to participate in work and labour force, the labour force participations for
tribal females is relatively higher compared to those for females of other categories in both
rural and urban India and in most of its states along with lower gender discrepancy in labour
force participations for tribal females. With greater per cent of nil/low education level for tribal
males, the labour force participations for males is also relatively higher in rural India and in
the rural regions of its most states, while the male labour force participation is comparatively
greater for Other Category of males in urban India and in the urban areas of its most states
primarily because of their greater access to urban work opportunities through attainment of
higher levels of education. However, the LFPRs for more than 90 per cent Indian females who
are non-tribal is relatively low, especially in the urban regions. Through provision of lucrative
and flexible job opportunities, the concerned authority can increase the LFPRs for urban
females, especially for higher educated non-tribal females along with pro-females social
security measures including maternity leave.
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The experiences of Indian states regarding the relationship between the labour force
participations of rural and urban females/males and their levels of education support the ‘U’
shape hypothesis regarding the relationship between LFPR/WPR of females/males and the
levels of education nullifying their inverse relationship. With higher levels of education beyond
class twelfth standard, female LFPRS/WPRs increase after attaining minimum value at
comparatively lower level of education in both the rural and urban regions of India and in its
most states along with declines in gender discrepancy in work participations. However, the
female and male WPRs are relatively higher at nil/low level of education than those at twelfth
grade or higher level of education in both the rural and urban tracts of India and its most states.
This is because females with nil/low level education can easily involve themselves in low
quality, low skill and low paid works for their survival necessity, while females at graduate and
above level education desire to be involved in skilled, high paid, flexible jobs. Nevertheless,
despite greater availability of such high quality jobs in the urban regions, the WPRs for rural
working females is relatively higher at twelfth grade or higher level of education in rural India
and in the rural tracts of its most states than those in urban India and in the urban tracts of its
most states primarily because of greater economic comfort of such females in the urban regions
along with persisting social norms that prevent them to participate in work force. Since the
educated women are an important part of the workforce, the policy makers have to generate
diversified job opportunities, especially part-time, better paid jobs which may assist them to
make balance between family commitments against livelihood opportunities in urban areas to
incorporate higher educated urban females into work force. To rule out the hindrances of social
norms, the policy makers may arrange work from home programmes for the highly educated
urban females. Above all, the concerned authority should take a holistic approach to improving
labour partitions for Indian females through improving access to and relevance of education
and training and skills development programmes, access to multiple social security measures
including child care and maternity protection, along with provision of congenial job
opportunities.

After analysing multiple issues the paper reveals that reducing work opportunities and
livelihood crunch for rural females, lower labour force participations of the higher educated
urban females because of their economic comfort as well as availability of limited flexible
better paid job opportunities in urban regions, persisting social norms for delivering home care
service, more restricted social norms for entry in the labour market for the non-tribal women
as well as balancing family commitments and livelihood opportunities are some of the factors
through which work participation puzzle for Indian women can be understood and explained.
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