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Abstract: An attempt has been made in this study to understand the male- female, as well as urbanrural work participation rates in India and its two developed states Maharashtra, Gujarat using
Census of India (1991, 2001 and 2011) B1 series data. Analysis may show the better situation of the
differentials in the work participation of the selected states of India by gender and by area which is MaleFemale and Rural-Urban. Work participation rate studied using the indices like Main workers, Marginal
workers and Total workers from Census of India data. The study concludes that the male- female, as well as
urban-rural total work participation rates are increasing in every decade in India and Maharashtra, Gujarat. In
India and its two developed state have continuous growth rate in work participation rate of urban-rural as well
as male-female and total work participation.
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Introduction: : The study of the economically
active population or labour force occupies an
important position in the field of population
studies, and at present there is increasing interesting
studying the various aspects of the labour force any
nation/state. The economic and social development
of a nation/state depends on the number of persons
who are economically active, the quality of their work
and the regularity of their employment. Labour force
participation rates are useful for an understanding of
the extent to which women, youth and the aged
participate in economic activity. (Bhinde and
Kanitkar, 2010)
Labour force is an integral part of development
process. Variations in the quality of labour as well as
quantity affect the specialization and division of
labour. Labour force is directly related with the
principal components of demography i.e., fertility,
mortality and, migration.(ILO,2011). In 2001 census
an attempt has been made to collect more accurate
information about the working population.
The population of a country can be broadly divided
into two categories i.e., (i) Economically active and
(ii) Economically inactive. The previous one is known
as working Population and the latter are known as
non-working population. However, in 1951 census, the
Categories of workers were termed as self-supporting
persons, carrying- dependents and nonearning
dependents. However, in 1961 and 1971 census the
labour force approach come into force. Those persons
were taken into the group of workers who were
involved in any productive activity that might be
physical or mental during the reference period. Since
1961 census the concepts of worker and non-worker
came into existence. The major difference between
the definitions of 1961 and 1971 census was in defining
the marginal workers. In 1961 census the marginalworkers were considered in the workers category
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whereas in the 1971 census they were considered as
the non-workers. In the 1981 census, attempt was
made to get the detailed profile of the working
characteristics of the population. Hence in this
census the usual status of the workers was given
emphasis instead of the current status of the workers.
The other important aspect of 1981 census was to
obtain the details of participation of women and
children in work. (Census of India1951, 61, 71, 81)
In 1981 census the questions were formulated so as
attempt to divide the population who have worked
any time and not worked at all during the last year.
After having this classification the population who
worked during last year was divided into two substreams i.e., (i) who worked for six months or more
and (ii) who worked for less than six months. The
former was termed as main workers and the latter as
marginal workers. For the first time in Indian census
these Classifications came into existence. (Census of
India, 1981)
1991 census adopted the same definition with a slight
modification in the non-worker group. In this census
an attempt was made to know how many people are
seeking work or available for work in the market. So
this is a new category added in 1991 census. In 2001
census almost the same definition of 1991 census for
worker and non-worker has been adopted with slight
modification. In 2001 census besides the milkproduction, the household works, which gets
remuneration, was also taken into the category of
work, which is not considered as work in the previous
census. (Census of India, 1991-2001)
As we know the agriculture comes under labour
intensive economy and an industry comes under
capital-intensive economy. Therefore, these two
extreme points are taken to study the work
participation. Maharashtra is selected as an
agriculturally as well as industrially developed state
and Gujarat as an industrially developed state.
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Geographically these two states are neighboring
states to one another. Both the states come in the
mid-western part of India.
Review of Literature: There are number of studies
available pertaining to the work participation, some
of the studies are give more information on work
force participation. Guy standing (1978) has been
argued that any expansion of non-domestic
employment opportunities for women would tend to
reduce fertility and population growth, thereby
raising per capita incomes and consumptions. Higher
levels of female economic activity can be expected to
reduce fertility is by raising the value of daughters
relative to sons. He has been claimed that where
children have an economic value as workers a high
level of fertility has been encouraged. Labour force is
not simply a direct function of the size, demographic
composition and past growth of the population; it’s a
highly sensitive economic variable which has rarely
received attention it deserves in formal models of
development and underdevelopment.
According to Klein and Kosobud (2009), the over-all
labour force participation rate, the proportion of the
total population in the labour force, is practically a
constant and thus one of the “great ratios of
economics”. Indices of labour force participation have
two complementary functions, the first being to
provide a measure of labour supply, the second to
indicate the extent of labour utilization. The evidence
from empirical studies in the United States is that
female participation is inversely related to husband’s
wage, other family income, and other family income
per equivalent adult.
In a study by Acharya, (1983) it was found that beside
their domestic work, women spend almost equal
hours outside the household in gainful economic
activity in agriculture, while their income goes largely
unrecorded. One of the finding by Rachapaetayakom
J, (1988), women’s participation in the labor force is
determined both by the stage of development of the
country and by cultural factors. Thapa (2008)
mentioned that women of Nepal contribute to
sustainable development by actively producing
agricultural products and livestock. About 60% of the
agricultural labor force is comprised of women.
About 90% of women were engaged in raising
livestock and producing and managing agriculture. A
study by Acharya M. and Bennett L, (1983) was found
that women in the orthodox Hindu communities,
who are largely confined to domestic and subsistence
production, were found to play a less significant role
in major household economic decisions than other
women. According to Ahmad ZM,(1984), the small
farmers development programme encourages the
formation of women’s groups as well as men’s groups
to engage in group income generating activities.
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Indian labor market does not have a uniform pattern
and is characterized by complex situations such as
type of workers (full time and part time workers),
variations in the availability of work round the year
according to different seasons, workers engaging
themselves in multiple jobs, huge differentials in
wage rates, social and cultural factors restricting large
number of women workers to participate in labour
market, etc. (Mazumadar and Sarkar, 2008; Sarkar
2008). These features lead to varied estimates of total
labor force and employment in India. Several studies
(Mukhopadhyay et al, 2006; Chandrasekhar et al,
2006) have shown that work participation rate shows
a declining trend with increase in the level of
education. It is possible that decline in labour force
participation among the youth result from their
delayed entry into the workforce, partly because they
are extending their years of education.
In a study examining the patterns of labour force
growth in India concluded that “the rural labour force
participation rate being high because of poverty and
the necessity” (Bhalla and Kaur, 2011). A large
proportion of population in India lives in rural areas.
A study done by Deshpande (1985) found that most of
the young workers reporting rural residence,
reflecting the notion that in rural areas work
participation is high among youth than in urban
areas. In rural areas, the age of entry into the labour
force of youth is lower than that of urban areas.
Young female workers are more marginal workers
compared to male workers. Young workers of both
sexes had lower participation rates than workers of
other age groups who have urban residence. This
could be attributed largely to higher enrolment of
this age group in educational institutions in urban
areas (Deshpande, 1985).
The education is an important factor which
determines the level of women’s work participation.
Among the illiterate women, work participation is
high but it is low among the women who have
primary or secondary education. The level of work
participation rises with higher education among
women. The U curve can be seen for women work
participation since participation falls from the
illiterate women to the next group and participation
rises rapidly thereafter (Mathur, 1994). In rural areas,
a large proportion of population depends on
agriculture and the proportion of females is high in
agriculture activities. The diversification of the rural
workforce to non agriculture sector has been found
very low and so is the diversification of female in
non-farm activities (Annual Report-People on
Employment, 2010).
Need of Study: Maharashtra and Gujarat are highly
Urbanized and Industrialized states in India.
Maharashtra and Gujarat have different demographic
characteristics than each another. Their pattern of
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work participation is also different than one another.
And the states falling in traditional category may
have some pattern of work participation having
resemblance with them. Several of the findings
mentioned above in review of literature are by and
large acceptable, but the explanations for the trend
and pattern of work participation rates are not easy to
put forward due to the diversity of situations, as well
as work participation rates being influenced by
market and non-market factors like poverty and the
prevailing norms of work by gender, age and social
status in different parts of India.
The study of the participation of women in the work
force is beset with many difficulties. The first and
foremost problem is that measuring the extent of
their participation in gainful employment. Not all
women want to work. There are some who willingly
choose to stay at home and look after their families.
However, there are those who want to work but do
not get the chance to do so.
Objectives:
On the basis of this striking feature, the present
paper has the following objectives:1) To study the trends of work participation rates by
gender wise in India, Maharashtra and Gujarat.
2) To examine the change in female work
participation during in India, Maharashtra and
Gujarat.
3) To study the differentials of work participation
rate in Maharashtra and Gujarat.
Sources of Data:
1) Census of India (1991) B1 series of India,
Maharashtra and Gujarat.
2) Census of India (2001) B1 series of India,
Maharashtra and Gujarat.
3) Census of India (2011) Provisional data of India,
Maharashtra and Gujarat.
4) Indiastat data for 2011 provisional data of workers
population
Definitions of Some Terms According to the
Census of India 2011:
· Work: - Work is defined as participation in any
economically productive activity with or without
compensation, wages or profit. Such participation
may be physical and/or mental in nature. Work
involves not only actual work but also includes
effective supervision and direction of work. It
even includes part time help or unpaid work on
farm, family enterprise or in any other economic
activity. All persons engaged in ‘work’ as defined
above are workers. Persons who are engaged in
cultivation or milk production even solely for
domestic consumption are also treated as workers.
(NOTE: Reference period for determining a person as
a worker and non worker is one year preceding the
date of enumeration.)
· Main Workers
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All those workers who had worked for the major part
of the year preceding the date of enumeration i.e.
those who were engaged in any economically
productive activity for 183 days (six months) and
more during the last year are termed as main
workers.
· Marginal Workers
All those workers who had worked any time in the
year preceding enumeration but did not work for a
major part the year i.e. those who worked less than
183 days or less than six months were termed as
marginal workers.
Methodology:
The methodology that is used in this paper is simple
percentile and cross tab. The percentage for the total,
male, female work participation rate is calculated
with respect to the total population and the
percentage for the urban, rural, total and main
workers, marginal workers, and total workers by cross
tabulation.
Crude work participation rates (CWPR):
Crude work participation rate is defined as the ratio
of total workers to the total population multiplied by
100. The crude work participation rates were
calculated for the total, main, and marginal workers
by sex and rural and urban residence.
SymbolicallyTW
CWPR = ---------- * 100
TP
Where
CWPR= Crude Work Participation Rate
TW=Total workers
TP=Total population
Findings: Main Workers:
Table 1 shows that, In the Indian context we can see
the Main work participation rate is always higher as
compare to marginal work participation rate. This
situation we can see in the states of India also.
Because majority of workers are engaged in economic
activities more than six months (183 days)in India.
Table 1 shows the female main work participation
rate is always lower as compare to male main work
participation. It may possible that majority of women
are working in household activities but there work is
not taken as economic activity in India. But in state of
Maharashtra we can see female main work
participation rate is higher as compare to Gujarat and
the national female work participation. In
Maharashtra female work participation rate is 26.47
percent in 1991 and it decline up to 22.23 percent in
2001 but afterwards its increases up to 25.44 percent
in 2011. In Gujarat female work participation rate was
13.74 percent, and it14.6 percent, 13.12 percent
respectively in 1991, 2001, and 2011. (Table 1)
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Table 1shows the male main work participation rate
situation is contrast in female work participation rate
it is higher in state of Gujarat as compare to
Maharashtra and National level. Male participation
rate of Gujarat was 53.17 percent, 51.09 percent, 52.61
percent respectively in 1991, 2001, and 2011. In
Maharashtra male work participation rate was 51.25
percent, 48.44 percent, 51.49 percent respectively in
1991, 2001, and 2011. In India male work participation
rate was 50.93 percent, 45.13 percent, 43.84 percent
respectively in 1991, 2001, and 2011 which shows
gradually decline.
Marginal Workers: Table 2 shows the Gujarat
marginal work participation rate is always higher as
compare to Maharashtra and India marginal work
participation rate. It is possible that majority of
workers from Gujarat are working in informal sectors
of economic activities and not able to get permanent
occupation. Only in male marginal work participation
of Maharashtra is higher as compare to Gujarat. In
Gujarat Table 2 shows the female marginal work rate
is higher as compare to Maharashtra. It is in Gujarat
12.23 percent in 1991 but it decreases up to 10.26
percent in 2011. In Maharashtra it is 6.64 percent in
1991 and increases in 2001 up to 8.58 percent but in
2011 it is decreases up to 5.61 percent. Female
marginal work participation rate is higher in Gujarat
and Maharashtra as compare to national work
participation rate of female work participation.
Table 2 also shows that Male marginal work
participation rate is lower in Gujarat as compare to
Maharashtra. It is 0.4 percent in Gujarat in 1991 and it
increases up to 4.55 percent in 2011. In Maharashtra it
is 0.92 percent in 1991 and increases up to 4.51
percent in 2011. Male marginal work rate is lower in
both the states as compare to national marginal work
rate.
Total Workers: Table 3 shows the female total work
participation rate of Maharashtra is higher as
compare to Gujarat and national level. In
Maharashtra we can see the female work
participation rate was 33.11 percent in 1991 but ii is
gradually decline in 2011 and decreases up to 31.06
percent. In Gujarat female work participation rate
was 25.96 percent in 1991 and it gradually declines in
2011 up to 23.38 percent. For India female work

participation rate was 22.25 percent in 1991 and it is
gradually increases up to 25.63 percent and 25.51
percent in 2001 and 2011 respectively.
Table 3 shows the Total male work participation rate
of Gujarat is higher as compare to Maharashtra and
national level. It shows the male dominated
industries are present over in Gujarat as compare to
Maharashtra. Gujarat having 53.57 percent male work
participation rate in 1991 and it increases gradually up
to 54.87 percent and 57.16 percent in 2001 and 2011
respectively. In Maharashtra male work participation
was 52.17 percent in 1991 and it gradually increases up
to 53.28 percent and 56 percent in 2001 and 2011
respectively. For India male work participation rate
was 51.55 percent in 1991 and it increases up to 51.68
percent and 53.26 percent in 2001 and 2011
respectively.
Conclusion: This study shows the male- female, as
well as urban-rural total work participation rates are
increasing in every decade in India and Maharashtra,
Gujarat. In India and its two developed state have
continuous growth rate in work participation rate of
urban-rural as well as male-female and total work
participation. It’s interesting in this study Work
participation rate of Maharashtra is increasing as
compare to Gujarat by every decade in India. But in
the work participation of males in Gujarat is
higher as compare to Maharashtra whereas work
participation rate of females in Maharashtra is
higher as compare to Gujarat. It may possible that
in Gujarat majority of industries are male workers
dominated and literacy and small scale industries is
in favour to women in Maharashtra so it may impact
on the WPR in both states. In Maharashtra we can
see the rural female work participation rate is
high as compare to rural female work
participation rate of Gujarat. In main and marginal
work participation rate we can see high variation
between urban and rural for female work
participation, but for males main work participation
it is near about same, less variation found in urbanrural male work participation rate for total WPR and
marginal WPR. It may possible that women’s are busy
in their household activities and therefore they are
not able to get permanent employment.

Tables of Work Participation Rate:
Table- 1 Main Work Participation Rate 1991-2011(In Percent)
INDIA
MAHARASHTRA
FEMA
YEAR TOTAL MALE LE
TOTAL MALE
34.10
50.93
15.93
39.29
51.25
1991
30.43
45.13
14.68
35.87
48.44
TOTAL 2001
29.94
43.84
15.20
38.94
51.49
2011
35.69
51.76
18.97
44.19
52.07
1991
30.87
44.31
16.65
39.18
47.54
RURAL 2001
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GUJARAT
FEMALE
26.47
22.23
25.44
36.10
30.47

TOTAL
34.12
33.60
33.70
36.54
35.02

MALE
53.17
51.09
52.61
54.42
50.31

FEM
ALE
13.74
14.60
13.12
17.70
18.83
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URBAN

2011
1991
2001
2011

29.49
29.50
29.29
30.95

41.63
48.59
47.19
48.65

16.69
8.13
9.42
11.88

43.07
31.52
31.37
33.95

51.33
50.02
49.62
51.68

ISSN 2320-6942
34.39
10.37
10.47
14.32

Table- 2 Marginal Work Participation Rate 1991-2011(In Percent)
INDIA
MAHARASHTRA
YEA
TOTA
MAL
FEMAL TOTA
MAL
FEMAL
R
L
E
E
L
E
E
3.36
0.62
6.32
3.68
0.92
6.64
1991
TOTA
8.67
6.55
10.95
6.63
4.83
8.58
2001
L
9.85
9.42
10.31
5.04
4.51
5.61
2011
4.29
0.72
8.1
5.48
1.12
9.97
1991
RURA
10.88
7.79
14.14
9.69
6.4
13.13
L
2001
12.34
11.39
13.34
6.73
5.38
8.14
2011
0.68
0.35
1.04
0.82
0.61
1.07
1991
URBA
2.96
3.41
2.46
2.48
2.81
2.10
N
2001
4.36
5.11
3.56
3.00
3.48
2.47
2011
Table- 3 Total Work Participation Rate 1991-2011(In Percent)
INDIA
MAHARASHTRA
YEA
TOTA
MAL
FEMAL TOTA
MAL
FEMAL
R
L
E
E
L
E
E
37.46
51.55
22.25
42.97
52.17
33.11
1991
TOTA
39.10
51.68
25.63
42.50
53.28
30.81
L
2001
39.79
53.26
25.51
43.99
56.00
31.06
2011
39.99
52.48
26.67
49.68
53.19
46.06
1991
RURA
41.75
52.11
30.79
48.88
53.93
43.61
L
2001
41.83
53.03
30.02
49.79
56.71
42.52
2011
30.17
48.94
9.17
32.34
50.62
11.44
1991
URBA
32.25
50.60
11.88
33.85
52.43
12.57
N
2001
35.31
53.76
15.44
36.95
55.16
16.78
2011
(Source: Census Of India, 1991,2001 and 2011.)
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