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ABSTRACT

Using census data for year 2001 and 2011, this paper analyses Gender occupational segregation
in India separately for Main and marginal workers in rural and urban sectors. The level of
segregation in this paper is measured using Dissimilarity (ID), Karmel and MacLachlan (IP) and
Moir and Selby-Smith (WE) indices. The states and union territories are ranked according to the
values of indices. Our findings indicate that occupational segregation in India has decreased
marginally during 2001 to 2011 among main workers but has increased among marginal workers
in both rural and urban sector. However, segregation among main workers is higher in Urban
sector as compared to rural sector. ID and IP indices show that segregation is higher among
marginal workers than main workers.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Right from the sixth five-year plan in 1980 employment has always been an area of concern in
India. Recently, it became a burning issue in the light of high unemployment rates and the widely
circulated hypothesis of jobless growth. It is believed that economic growth creates more jobs
for women. However, in India despite the decade of 2000s, observing unprecedented rapid GDP
growth, no growth could be seen in female employment. In fact, total female employment
actually declined at an annual rate of 1.72 percent between 2004-05 and 2009-10, and female
labour force participation fell to 24 percent from 31 percent (NSSO; 2011). This decline led to
extensive research on different aspects of female employment. The gender occupational
segregation is also one of the important aspect for analysing female’s employment.

Gender occupational segregation deals with the tendency of women and men to work in different
occupations (Anker;1998). It can take two main forms: horizontal and vertical segregation. In
horizontal segregation employment share of women in certain occupations is higher than their
share in others. Whereas vertical segregation occurs when men and women work in the same
occupation, but men get better pay and higher status, not due to their skills or experience but
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only because of their gender. In India, females constitute 48 % of the population (Census India;
2011) but the Labour Force Participation Rate for females is only 27%. Total female employed
as a Percentage of female employment is 56.9 % in agriculture, 17.7 % in industry and 25.4 % in
services (The World Bank; 2016). This over-representation of women in housework and
agricultural occupations and under-representation in services with concentration particularly in
nursing, anganwadi, preschool and domestic help makes the situation even worse, given that
women’s work participation are quite low in India compared to most other parts of developing
worlds.

This paper attempts to analyse Gender Occupational Segregation in India at both Aggregate and
disaggregate level. The paper is divided into five sections. Section 2 gives a brief review of
literature. Section 3 discusses methodology. Section 4 examines the trend and extent of Gender
Occupational Segregation in India and the final section concludes the paper.

2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Gender occupational segregation in omnipresent. However, the highest level of segregation
exists in Middle East, North Africa; average in OECD countries, and the lowest level is found in
Asia pacific countries (Anker; 1998). In India, level of segregation is lower in comparison to
other countries (Richard Anker; 1998 and Uppal; 2008). It is lower among educated persons and
the permanent workers (Chattopadhyay et al; 2013) and higher in urban sectors as compared to
rural sectors (Agarwal and Agarwal; 2015). As far as Segregation among castes is concerned it is
higher among scheduled caste and scheduled tribes (Agarwal; 2016).

Various alternative approaches have appeared in literature for segregation which include
neoclassical theories of “statistical discrimination” (Arrow;1973), “taste for discrimination”
(Becker; 1971), 'gender differential investments in human capital endowments' (Polachek ;1981),
feminist theory of “discriminatory practices inherited from the past as well as by the bargaining
power exercised in the present” (Bergmann;1974, Treiman and Hartmann;1981, Figart; 2005),
Pollution hypothesis (Goldin; 2002) and the dual labour market hypotheses ( Barron and Norris;
1976) . The reasons for segregation put forth are requirement for special abilities (England et
al.;1982), sex-stereotypes (Reskin and Bielby; 2005,) women’s own preference for certain jobs
(Rosen; 1986), prejudices of employers (Becker; 1957) and formal and legal barriers for women
(Rubery, 1978; Hartman, 1979). In general, when women do work, they tend to be engaged in
low paid and low productivity jobs (ILO 2011). The efforts to integrate occupations have never
yielded desired results and inequality in wage and working conditions is persistent. (Crompton
and Sanderson; 1990).

1 To be precise women constitute 48.53 % of population.
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3. METHODOLOGY

In this paper to study the occupational segregation in India at state and sectoral level we have
used Census of India? data for the year 2001 and 2011. The National Classification of
Occupations (NCO) 2004 is used to classify Occupations. NCO 2004 categorises occupations in
10 divisions which include (1) Legislators, Senior Officials and Managers, (2) Professionals, (3)
Technicians and Associate Professionals, (4) Clerks, (5) Service Workers and Shop & Market
Sales Workers, (6) Skilled Agricultural and Fishery Workers, (7) Craft and Related Trades
Workers, (8) Plant and Machine Operators and Assemblers, (9) Elementary Occupations and (x)
Workers Not Classified by Occupations. Using Census data based on NCO 2004 for India we
have calculated following Indices of Segregation.

3.1 Duncan’s Index of Dissimilarity (ID)

The ID measures the sum of the absolute difference in women’s and men’s distribution over
occupations. It can be written as:

Where Fi and M; are the number of females and males respectively, in the i occupation and F
and M are the total number of females and males, respectively, in the workforce. ID-index equals
0 in case of complete equality (where women's employment is distributed similarly to men’s
across occupations) and 1 in the case of complete dissimilarity (where women and men are in
totally different occupational groups).

3.2 Karmel and MacLachlan Index (IP)

The KM index usually referred as IP index is defined as

IP= %Z‘(l—a) Mi —a Fi |

where T represents total employment, Fi and M; are defined as female and male employment in
the i occupation, respectively; and a is The proportion of males in overall workforce.

The IP-index can be interpreted as the proportion of the workforce which would need to change
jobs in order to remove segregation - considering the female and male shares of occupations. The
IP-index equals O in case of complete equality, and twice the male share multiplied by the female

2 Office of the Registrar General & Census Commissioner, Ministry of Home Affairs, Government of India
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share of employment (2xM/N+F/N) in the case of complete dissimilarity. As the function
M/N=F/N (which equals (1- F/N) *F/N) has its maximum for M/N=F/N = %, the maximum for
the IP-index is %.

3.3 The Moir and Selby-Smith segregation indicator (MSS) or WE® Index

The MSS-index measures the sum of the absolute difference of the proportion of women and the
proportion of employed over occupations. The MSS-index equals 0 in case of complete equality,
and twice the male share of employment (2«M/N) in the case of complete dissimilarity

Fi Ni
wes PN

Where Fi and N; are defined as female and total person in employment in the i occupation and F
and N are the total number of females and persons, respectively, in the workforce.

4. TREND AND EXTENT OF OCCUPATIONAL SEGREGATION IN INDIA

To show how segregation has developed in India and different states during 2001 to 2011, we
have calculated ID, WE and IP indices for both Main workers and Marginal Workers working in
both rural and urban sector. The results are presented in Table -1 to Table-6.

Table-1 shows indices of segregation for main workers in India and states for combined (rural
+urban) sector along with their ranks.

Table 1: Occupational Segregation among Main Workers in India: Aggregate Level

2001 2011

State / Union Territory ID Rank | WE Rank | IP Rank | ID Rank | WE Rank | IP Rank
Andaman & Nicobar islands 3092 |21 5312 |23 7.48 18 3113 |26 51.04 |27 9.19 24
Andhra Pradesh 2420 (11 3795 |9 8.19 23 2345 |10 3579 |11 8.48 17
Arunachal Pradesh 27.08 |16 4439 |14 8.00 22 2315 |9 35.08 |10 8.50 18
Assam 3250 |25 5247 |22 10.11 |29 3232 |30 50.52 |26 11.04 |33
Bihar 27.65 |17 49.12 |19 5.49 4 4226 |35 68.70 |35 12.86 |35
Chandigarh 3171 |24 5341 |24 8.43 24 26.03 |16 42.78 |17 7.62 13
Chhattisgarh 1647 |1 2730 |2 4.68 1 1855 |2 2957 |2 6.00 5
Dadra & Nagar Haveli 26.73 |15 4791 |17 4.96 2 3233 |31 57.03 |31 6.73 9
Daman & Diu 34.07 |28 60.16 |30 7.05 13 3146 |27 56.70 |30 5.61 1
Goa 3295 |27 51.82 |20 11.07 |30 3111 |25 4731 |20 11.34 | 34

33 WE stands for Women and Employment. This Index was introduced in a OECD report published in 1980 under this title
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Gujarat 4485 |34 75.08 |34 12.24 |33 3574 |33 6091 |34 9.00 22
Haryana 4410 |33 7319 |33 1246 |34 3169 |28 53.47 |28 8.36 16
Himachal Pradesh 31.04 |22 54.03 |26 7.00 12 2951 |22 4823 |21 8.81 21
Jammu & KASHMIR 3836 |32 66.17 |32 9.10 27 28.47 |19 49.77 |22 6.27 7
Jharkhand 2341 |8 4084 |11 5.22 3 2060 |5 3410 |8 5.88 3
Karnataka 2224 |4 3443 |6 7.78 21 2024 |4 3032 |3 7.61 12
Kerala 2264 |6 3576 |7 7.52 19 2783 |17 43.05 |18 9.75 25
Lakshadweep 2787 |18 4897 |18 5.95 6 3493 |32 59.09 |32 9.12 23
Madhya Pradesh 23.77 |10 39.71 |10 6.55 9 2357 |11 37.77 |12 7.50 11
Maharashtra 26.58 |14 4491 |15 6.97 11 2585 |15 4133 |15 8.29 15
Manipur 2342 |9 33.03 |5 9.74 28 2393 |12 3212 |6 1057 |31
Meghalaya 2244 |5 3232 |4 9.05 26 2262 |7 3096 |4 9.78 26
Mizoram 21.27 |3 3024 |3 8.75 25 2442 |13 3276 |7 10.79 |32
Nagaland 35.05 |30 5555 |28 1153 |32 2575 |14 3821 |14 9.86 27
NCT of Delhi 3110 |23 5474 |27 6.57 10 29.19 |20 50.21 |24 7.03 10
Orissa 2443 |12 4139 |12 6.32 7 21.03 |6 3463 |9 6.12 6
Pondicherry 2332 |7 3756 |8 7.31 17 2943 |21 4584 |19 10.14 |29
Punjab 48.28 |35 75.72 |35 16.34 |35 3593 |34 59.74 |33 10.07 |28
Rajasthan 32.84 |26 5736 |29 7.27 16 3213 |29 5412 |29 8.54 19
Sikkim 3423 |29 53.84 |25 1149 |31 2791 |18 42,04 |16 10.38 |30
Tamil Nadu 1774 |2 2718 |1 6.36 8 1588 |1 2382 |1 5.95 4
Tripura 28.04 |19 47.10 |16 7.55 20 23.00 |8 38.12 |13 6.53 8
Uttar Pradesh 29.26 |20 5191 |21 5.86 5 30.33 |24 50.00 |23 8.79 20
Uttaranchal 3566 |31 63.16 |31 7.22 15 30.01 |23 50.50 |25 8.01 14
West Bengal 2551 |13 4239 |13 7.18 14 1959 (3 3210 |5 5.79 2
INDIA 22.42 37.15 6.37 19.72 31.67 6.24

Source: Author’s calculations based on census data

It is clear from the table that occupational segregation among main workers at all India level has
decreased between 2001 and 2011. However, there has been increase in segregation in Andaman
and Nicobar Islands, Bihar, Kerala, Lakshadweep, Meghalaya, Mizoram and Pondicherry. The
ranking of states according to value of different indices shows that there have been only slight
changes in the position of top and bottom states. In 2001, Punjab Gujrat and Haryana had highest
values for all the three segregation indices whereas Tamil Nadu, Chhattisgarh and Mizoram had
lowest value according to ID and We Index and Chhattisgarh, Dadra and Nagar Haveli and
Jharkhand had lowest value according to IP index. In 2011 the states with highest Gender
occupational segregation were Bihar, Punjab, Gujrat and Haryana.
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When we look at the values of indices in rural sector (Table-2) we find that segregation has
declined among main workers in rural sector. The lowest segregation in 2001 is witnessed in
Chhattisgarh and Tamil Nadu and the highest segregation in Punjab, Gujrat and Haryana. The
situation slightly changed in 2011 where, Tamil Nadu had lowest value and Gujrat had the
highest of all the three indices.

Table 2: Occupational Segregation among Rural Main Workers in India

2001 2011

State / ID Rank | WE Rank | KM Rank | ID Rank | WE Rank | IP Rank
Andaman & Nicobar islands 25.98 |16 4496 |19 6.06 9 2943 |21 4912 |23 812 |14
Andhra Pradesh 2457 |11 36.25 |9 9.51 26 2487 |9 36.16 |9 9.87 21
Avrunachal Pradesh 2566 |14 4211 |13 7.55 18 2093 |5 3125 |4 7.92 11
Assam 2857 |22 4479 |18 9.68 28 31.38 |26 47.65 |19 11.48 |30
Bihar 2794 |21 48.96 |23 6.06 8 4345 |34 68.20 |32 1468 |34
Chandigarh 3176 |25 58.22 |28 4.87 2 28.70 |18 50.81 |25 5.83 2
Chhattisgarh 1239 |1 2023 |1 3.71 1 20.36 |3 31.74 |5 7.00 7
Dadra & Nagar Haveli 2494 |12 4421 |17 5.03 4 28.61 |17 48.75 |21 7.22 8
Daman & Diu 33.60 |29 61.80 |29 497 |3 3436 |30 58.99 |30 835 |16
Goa 2794 |20 4377 |16 948 |25 30.17 |23 46.57 |18 10.63 |25
Gujarat 51.96 |33 77.00 |33 19.95 |34 4537 |35 7092 |35 1549 |35
Haryana 5203 |34 81.63 |35 17.60 |33 40.89 |32 68.57 |33 11.07 |28
Himachal Pradesh 30.58 |24 53.75 |26 6.52 14 31.95 |27 5257 |27 9.32 18
Jammu & Kashmir 38.00 |31 63.65 |30 10.34 |29 3041 |24 53.15 |28 671 |6
Jharkhand 2595 |15 4365 |15 6.94 |15 2378 |8 3729 |10 8.05 |13
Karnataka 1971 |4 28.79 |3 7.77 20 2050 |4 2947 |3 8.29 15
Kerala 2117 |7 3324 |6 715 |17 2594 |13 39.69 |13 932 |19
Lakshadweep 27.26 |19 4821 |22 5.59 6 29.09 |19 49.10 |22 7.66 9
Madhya Pradesh 2343 |10 37.34 |10 7.59 19 26.54 |15 40.04 |14 9.84 20
Mabharashtra 2179 |8 3584 |8 6.37 12 3126 |25 48.58 |20 10.83 |26
Manipur 28.88 |23 4235 |14 11.30 |32 2743 |16 3762 |11 11.82 |31
Meghalaya 20.02 |5 29.07 |4 7.96 23 26.30 |14 3591 |8 11.39 |29
Mizoram 1931 |3 30.78 |5 6.25 11 19.36 |2 28.03 |2 7.74 10
Nagaland 3193 |26 50.05 |24 10.82 |31 2561 |11 3786 |12 9.88 23
NCT of Delhi 26.92 |18 48.13 |21 5.10 5 29.18 |20 51.27 |26 6.22 4
Orissa 2314 |9 3845 |11 6.50 13 2197 |7 3570 |7 6.70 5
Pondicherry 2058 |6 3350 |7 6.23 10 2561 |12 40.64 |15 8.40 17
Punjab 55.75 |35 771.27 | 34 23.72 |35 42.69 |33 68.94 |34 13.27 |33
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Rajasthan 3789 |30 64.63 |31 9.51 27 40.06 |31 65.70 |31 11.83 |32
Sikkim 32.63 |27 5184 |25 10.66 |30 29.44 |22 4500 |17 10.60 |24
Tamil Nadu 1437 |2 2082 |2 574 7 1462 |1 2122 |1 5.82 1
Tripura 26.69 |17 4516 |20 6.95 16 2126 |6 3511 |6 6.12 3
Uttar Pradesh 3311 |28 5719 |27 7.79 21 3223 |28 50.41 |24 10.99 |27
Uttaranchal 3838 |32 67.13 |32 8.42 24 3353 |29 55.03 |29 9.87 22
West Bengal 2516 |13 4044 |12 7.94 22 2538 |10 40.83 |16 7.98 12
India 22.10 35.20 7.17 22.03 34.20 7.66

Source: Author’s calculations based on census data

Table-3 presents Gender Occupational segregation among main workers in urban sector of India.
The segregation in urban sector is higher than the rural sector according to ID and WE indices.
These indices show that in 2001 lowest segregation was in Manipur, Tamilnadu, Mizoram and
Karnataka and highest was in Jammu Kashmir, Nagaland and Assam. According to IP index in
2001 segregation in urban sector was lowest s in Bihar, Uttar Pradesh and Jharkhand and highest
Sikkim, Nagaland and Goa.

In 2011, The lowest segregation is seen in West Bengal, Tamil Nadu and Jharkhand and highest
is seen in Bihar, Dadra & Nagar Haveli and Lakshadweep. Though in urban sector also there has
been decline in the value of indices at all India level Bihar Chhattisgarh, Kerala, Lakshadweep,
Maharashtra and Manipur have experienced increase in the values of indices.

Table 3: Occupational Segregation among Urban Main Workers in India

2001 2011

State / district 1D Rank | WE Rank | KM Rank | ID Rank | WE Rank | IP Rank
Andaman & Nicobar islands 36.83 |30 62.66 |30 9.35 29 3208 |31 5159 |27 10.10 |28
Andhra Pradesh 2396 |5 40.01 |6 6.61 11 2236 |7 3526 |9 7.46 15
Arunachal Pradesh 29.34 |15 48.02 |13 8.72 23 25.62 |10 3951 |10 9.04 24
Assam 38.81 |32 67.44 |34 8.84 24 3447 |32 57.73 |32 9.39 25
Bihar 26.38 |10 4825 |14 412 1 3451 |33 59.89 |33 7.93 19
Chandigarh 3192 |20 53.16 |19 8.89 25 2592 |11 4251 |15 7.65 17
Chhattisgarh 2754 |12 46.21 |11 7.44 19 28.67 |22 46.32 |21 8.91 23
Dadra & Nagar Haveli 3554 |28 65.05 |32 5.52 5 3539 |34 63.60 |35 6.46 7
Daman & Diu 33.02 |25 5246 |16 10.78 |31 3136 |27 57.07 |31 5.13 3
Goa 3729 (31 58.80 |27 1244 |33 3141 |28 4744 | 24 11.61 |34
Gujarat 35.68 |29 64.02 |31 6.59 10 31.02 |26 5456 |29 6.58 8
Haryana 3239 |24 56.86 |24 6.95 15 26.61 |15 45.09 |17 6.89 11
Himachal Pradesh 3535 |27 59.67 |28 9.31 28 26.17 |13 4175 |13 8.45 21
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Jammu & Kashmir 4057 |33 7243 |35 7.78 21 3163 |29 55.29 |30 6.96 |12
Jharkhand 3125 |17 56.65 |23 5.30 3 20.06 |3 3482 |7 460 |1
Karnataka 2274 |3 36.63 |4 7.13 16 2129 |6 3264 |4 762 |16
Kerala 28.38 |13 4541 |10 9.09 26 29.63 |24 46.27 |20 10.14 |29
Lakshadweep 3225 |23 56.30 |22 7.16 17 36.68 |35 62.07 |34 955 |27
Madhya Pradesh 2527 |7 4340 |9 6.13 8 2126 |5 35.03 |8 6.17 |5
Maharashtra 30.98 |16 52.88 |17 7.75 20 27.05 |16 4361 |16 8.45 |22
Manipur 1522 |1 2021 |1 6.79 13 2084 |4 2724 |1 9.44 |26
Meghalaya 26.69 |11 38.02 |5 10.94 |32 2457 |9 3370 |5 10.59 |30
Mizoram 2360 |4 3238 |3 10.16 |30 26.13 |12 3439 |6 11.76 |35
Nagaland 4169 |35 67.18 |33 13.05 |34 2836 |21 4222 |14 10.79 |32
NCT of Delhi 3158 |18 5553 |21 6.71 12 29.23 |23 50.26 |26 7.06 |13
Orissa 3163 |19 5548 |20 6.82 14 2758 |18 46.35 |22 741 |14
Pondicherry 2558 |8 41.08 |7 8.09 22 3052 |25 4729 |23 10.65 |31
Punjab 3311 |26 57.85 |26 7.31 18 31.89 |30 54.14 |28 818 |20
Rajasthan 28.54 14 51.13 15 5.33 4 23.08 |8 39.88 |11 5.42 4
Sikkim 40.70 |34 61.72 |29 14.92 |35 2822 |20 4161 |12 10.93 |33
Tamil Nadu 1963 |2 31.00 |2 6.53 9 1826 |2 2783 |2 6.62 |9
Tripura 3205 |22 5299 |18 9.18 27 2755 |17 4585 |19 769 |18
Uttar Pradesh 26.03 |9 4741 |12 4.24 2 28.14 |19 4861 |25 6.63 |10
Uttaranchal 3196 |21 5733 |25 5.92 6 2641 |14 4541 |18 6.37 |6
West Bengal 2506 |6 4306 |8 6.06 7 1820 |1 3025 |3 511 |2
India 23.70 40.57 5.84 22.08 36.25 6.50

Source: Author’s calculations based on census data

Table-4 reveals that among marginal workers Delhi and Pondicherry (IP index), Meghalaya and
Sikkim (WE index) and Pondicherry and Maharashtra (ID) had lowest segregation in 2001 but
were replaced by Nagaland, Arunachal Pradesh and Lakshadweep in 2011. At the combined
level (rural + urban) Segregation has declined among marginal workers at all India level.
However, this decline is not significant.
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Table 4: Occupational Segregation among Marginal Workers in India: Aggregate Level

2001 2011

State / district 1D Rank | WE Rank | KM Rank | ID Rank | WE Rank | IP Rank
Andaman & Nicobar islands 2530 |16 29.24 |23 12.34 |17 2752 |20 36.79 |23 12.20 |13
Andhra Pradesh 20.03 |10 2142 |10 9.97 10 2146 |4 2340 |7 1064 |6
Arunachal Pradesh 20.77 |12 2177 |12 10.36 |12 18.30 |2 18.84 |2 9.14 3
Assam 27.70 |18 2518 |19 13.73 |20 30.16 |24 29.04 |14 15.06 |25
Bihar 3235 |24 3589 |29 1598 |25 38.64 |29 4732 |31 18.35 |29
Chandigarh 23.77 |14 30.84 |25 1083 |14 2416 |8 29.36 |15 1152 |9
Chhattisgarh 2420 |15 2441 |16 12,10 |16 2042 |3 2297 |6 10.05 |4
Dadra & Nagar Haveli 21.36 |13 18.36 |4 1047 |13 38.40 |28 46.70 |30 18.30 |28
Daman & Diu 3867 |31 3553 |28 19.21 |34 4153 |32 5531 |35 18.48 |30
Goa 1860 |8 2235 |14 8.92 6 28.00 |21 36.03 |21 1285 |18
Gujarat 4119 |34 2510 |18 1745 |31 4239 |33 39.07 |26 21.06 |34
Haryana 46.61 |35 4472 | 32 2327 |35 43.08 |34 53.95 |34 20.17 |33
Himachal Pradesh 40.22 |33 52.09 |33 18.36 |33 3412 |26 4291 |28 1593 |26
Jammu & Kashmir 2739 |17 2173 |11 1311 |19 4527 |35 50.27 |33 22.36 |35
Jharkhand 3218 |23 39.04 |30 1536 |24 26.26 |17 3440 |20 1187 |11
Karnataka 18.77 |9 1881 |6 9.38 9 2308 |6 2580 |9 1138 |8
Kerala 1698 |5 2214 |13 7.70 3 26.35 |18 28.79 |13 13.06 |21
Lakshadweep 36.95 |30 59.13 |35 1181 |15 2524 |11 39.25 |27 8.73 2
Madhya Pradesh 3431 |27 34.13 |26 17.16 |30 26.08 |16 2946 |16 1282 |17
Maharashtra 1643 |2 1938 |7 7.95 4 2865 |22 3425 |19 13.78 |22
Manipur 3132 |22 1821 |3 1292 |18 2555 |13 1894 |3 1192 |12
Meghalaya 1853 |7 16.46 |1 9.15 8 2525 |12 2543 |8 1262 |16
Mizoram 2892 |19 2299 |15 1385 |21 39.70 |31 37.07 |24 19.76 |32
Nagaland 2053 |11 2032 |8 10.26 |11 1567 |1 1456 |1 7.80 1
NCT of Delhi 16.80 |4 2488 |17 6.46 1 2561 |14 36.53 |22 1048 |5
Orissa 30.06 |20 2713 |21 1489 |23 2593 |15 28.28 |12 1286 |19
Pondicherry 1643 |1 2080 |9 7.63 2 2739 |19 3392 |18 1291 |20
Punjab 3547 |28 2790 |22 16.93 |28 39.36 |30 4598 |29 19.12 |31
Rajasthan 3591 |29 3450 |27 1793 |32 25.05 |10 2273 |5 1242 |15
Sikkim 18.06 |6 1821 |2 9.03 7 2491 |9 27.09 |11 1236 |14
Tamil Nadu 1648 |3 1859 |5 8.10 5 2396 |7 26.84 |10 11.81 |10
Tripura 33.05 |25 30.69 |24 16.44 |26 2265 |5 19.30 |4 11.08 |7
Uttar Pradesh 3429 |26 40.27 |31 16.63 |27 31.66 |25 3892 |25 15.00 |24
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Uttaranchal 39.71 |32 5483 |34 16.98 |29 37.05 |27 48.00 |32 16.90 |27
West Bengal 3011 |21 2562 |20 1472 |22 2991 |23 30.69 |17 1495 |23
India 28.08 28.98 14.02 25.29 28.47 12.45

Source: Author’s calculations based on census data

Table 5: Occupational Segregation among Rural Marginal Workers in India

2001 2011

State / district 1D Rank | WE Rank | KM Rank | ID Rank | WE Rank | IP Rank
Andaman & Nicobar islands 2421 |15 26.17 |23 12.02 |17 29.09 |21 38.63 |25 1298 |16
Andhra Pradesh 2056 |11 19.43 |11 10.25 |12 1859 |3 1901 |4 9.29 3
Arunachal Pradesh 2127 |12 2191 |17 10.63 |13 1391 |1 1427 |2 6.95 1
Assam 28.15 |18 2442 |21 1383 |21 30.06 |23 2798 |14 1496 |24
Bihar 3043 |22 31.67 |26 1519 |25 3796 |29 4510 |31 18.31 |30
Chandigarh 3431 |26 4756 |32 1459 |23 32.08 |26 2993 |17 1597 |27
Chhattisgarh 2465 |16 2183 |16 12.16 |18 2165 |6 2297 |9 10.79 |7
Dadra & Nagar Haveli 2183 |13 1834 |8 10.63 |14 2797 |16 3545 |23 1298 |17
Daman & Diu 4433 |34 4730 |31 2206 |34 40.09 |31 3951 |27 2004 |31
Goa 16.70 |6 19.20 |10 8.16 5 2513 |11 33.06 |20 1132 |9
Gujarat 4373 |33 2068 |13 1579 |26 49.07 |35 3453 |21 22.38 |33
Haryana 4943 |35 4180 |30 2413 |35 4894 |34 57.78 |35 23.67 |34
Himachal Pradesh 4220 |31 5433 |33 1935 (33 3373 |28 4242 |28 1575 |26
Jammu & Kashmir 2303 |14 1693 |6 1071 |15 48.04 |33 52.57 |34 2381 |35
Jharkhand 32.67 |23 3590 |28 16.17 |28 2805 |17 3543 |22 13.05 |18
Karnataka 1823 |9 1576 |5 8.95 9 2236 |7 2301 |10 1117 |8
Kerala 18.03 |8 2320 |18 8.27 7 26.71 |13 28.02 |15 1332 |20
Lakshadweep 4147 |30 69.58 |35 1120 |16 2853 |20 4486 |30 959 |5
Madhya Pradesh 29.05 |19 2342 |19 13.98 |22 2425 |9 2480 |12 1212 |11
Mabharashtra 20.00 |10 20.79 |14 9.99 10 28.37 |19 3147 |19 14.02 |23
Manipur 3340 |25 19.12 |9 13.65 |19 27.26 |15 19.74 |5 1259 |15
Meghalaya 1784 |7 1509 |4 8.71 8 2483 |10 2434 |11 1241 |13
Mizoram 4.92 1 3.82 1 2.34 1 2949 |22 2276 |8 13.98 |22
Nagaland 1564 |3 1415 |2 7.75 3 1429 |2 1336 |1 7.11 2
NCT of Delhi 2465 |17 3495 |27 10.17 |11 3056 |24 4432 |29 1218 |12
Orissa 30.28 |21 25.65 |22 1479 |24 2716 |14 28.82 |16 1353 |21
Pondicherry 1631 |4 19.84 |12 7.77 4 28.36 |18 36.13 |24 1312 |19
Punjab 36.00 |28 2423 |20 16.08 |27 42.03 |32 4724 |32 20.69 |32
Rajasthan 3723 |29 3119 |25 18.12 |31 2570 |12 21.09 |6 1244 |14
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Sikkim 1525 |2 1422 |3 7.59 2 21.28 |5 2185 |7 10.63 |6
Tamil Nadu 16.48 |5 1715 |7 8.23 6 2425 |8 26.02 |13 12.06 |10
Tripura 3319 |24 29.45 |24 16.38 |29 1958 |4 1582 |3 9.43 4
Uttar Pradesh 3526 |27 37.68 |29 1755 |30 3339 |27 39.26 |26 16.18 |28
Uttaranchal 4261 |32 56.11 |34 19.17 |32 38.39 |30 48.35 |33 17.90 |29
West Bengal 29.52 |20 2143 |15 13.65 |20 3095 |25 30.12 |18 1546 |25
India 28.16 25.85 13.99 24.87 26.45 12.39

Source: Author’s calculations based on census data

In rural sector segregation has declined according to IP and ID indices but has increased
according to WE index. The Table-5 reveals that in 2001 Mizoram, Nagaland and Sikkim had
lowest values and Haryana and Daman & Diu had highest value of ID and IP indices and
Uttaranchal and Lakshadweep had highest value of WE index. In 2011 Arunachal Pradesh,
Nagaland, Andhra Pradesh and Tripura had lowest value whereas Jammu Kashmir, Gujrat and
Haryana had highest segregation.

In urban sector there has been considerable increase in the values of all the indices during 2011
to 2011. This increase is mainly due to the increase in part time work of women. In 2001
Maharashtra and Kerala had lowest and Jammu Kashmir and Daman & Diu had highest
segregation according to ID and IP indices whereas, according to WE index Maharashtra and
Manipur had lowest segregation and Uttar Pradesh and Lakshadweep had highest Segregation. In
2011 lowest segregation is seen in Chhattisgarh and Orissa (ID), Nagaland and Manipur (WE)
and Lakshadweep and Chhattisgarh had lowest values of different indices.

Table 6: Occupational Segregation among Urban Marginal Workers in India

2001 2011

State / district 1D Rank | WE Rank | KM Rank | ID Rank | WE Rank | IP Rank
Andaman & Nicobar islands 26.16 |22 4213 |30 8.21 8 37.73 |29 51.69 |32 16.28 |27
Andhra Pradesh 1720 |6 2193 |8 7.95 7 26.56 |14 3041 |11 13.00 |14
Arunachal Pradesh 2464 |18 26.86 |17 1222 |23 2734 |16 2832 |5 13.65 |19
Assam 2406 |17 3145 |22 10.89 |19 35.28 |27 40.82 |24 1721 |31
Bihar 31.78 |30 46.15 |33 12.65 |27 39.15 |32 5461 |33 16.52 |28
Chandigarh 2214 |14 28.38 |19 10.19 |16 2460 |6 3013 |9 1168 |9
Chhattisgarh 17.72 |8 2202 |9 8.33 9 1999 |1 2489 |3 9.39 2
Dadra & Nagar Haveli 2466 |19 23.01 |10 12.28 |24 4993 |35 57.38 |34 2441 |35
Daman & Diu 3577 |34 2456 |13 16.13 |33 42.05 |34 61.22 |35 16.66 |29
Goa 2371 |16 30.08 |21 11.00 |20 29.80 |22 37.75 |22 13.84 |20
Gujarat 2119 |13 2070 |7 10.59 |18 26.27 |13 31.09 |13 1269 |13
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Haryana 30.61 |28 39.45 |28 14.02 |30 33.68 |25 46.11 |29 1455 |23
Himachal Pradesh 2341 |15 3179 |23 10.21 |17 39.06 (31 49.10 |31 18.24 |32
Jammu & Kashmir 40.15 |35 4298 |31 19.97 |35 37.74 |30 4356 |26 18.42 |33
Jharkhand 1744 |7 26.81 |16 6.20 4 2462 |7 3587 |19 9.74 3
Karnataka 16.45 |5 2001 |6 7.84 6 2467 |8 2996 |8 11.77 |10
Kerala 1386 |2 1881 |4 6.04 2 2578 |12 2957 |7 12.61 |12
Lakshadweep 3294 |31 4920 |34 12.46 |26 2373 |4 36.73 |21 8.31 1
Madhya Pradesh 2694 |24 3434 |25 1245 |25 2490 |9 3217 |15 1139 |7
Maharashtra 1218 |1 1593 |1 551 1 28.56 |19 3567 |18 13.40 |17
Manipur 26.74 |23 16.05 |2 11.23 |21 2562 |11 19.72 |2 1213 |11
Meghalaya 19.33 |10 19.90 |5 9.66 13 28.61 |20 3240 |16 1405 |21
Mizoram 3421 |32 2733 |18 16.41 |34 41.09 |33 40.11 |23 2053 |34
Nagaland 2877 |27 36.12 |27 13.44 |28 20.89 |3 19.20 |1 1037 |5
NCT of Delhi 16.19 |4 2407 |11 6.18 3 2548 |10 36.32 |20 1043 |6
Orissa 1958 |11 2459 |14 9.15 11 20.74 |2 2568 |4 9.78 4
Pondicherry 20.00 |12 2570 |15 9.19 12 28.07 |18 3425 |17 1336 |15
Punjab 28.73 |26 3383 |24 1391 |29 36.02 |28 4468 |28 16.97 |30
Rajasthan 3095 |29 39.79 |29 1421 |32 2457 |5 3032 |10 1161 |8
Sikkim 2473 |20 3583 |26 9.87 15 3342 |24 4293 |25 1535 |26
Tamil Nadu 1511 |3 1835 |3 7.21 5 2758 |17 3202 |14 13.43 |18
Tripura 2484 |21 29.45 |20 11.99 |22 29.46 |21 29.15 |6 1473 |25
Uttar Pradesh 3494 |33 50.43 |35 14.04 |31 3254 |23 4391 |27 14.28 |22
Uttaranchal 2837 |25 4428 |32 9.73 14 34.06 |26 46.71 |30 1469 |24
West Bengal 1932 |9 24.09 |12 9.07 10 2719 |15 3064 |12 13.38 |16
India 19.86 25.68 9.07 25.52 31.57 12.04

Source: Author’s calculations based on census data

5. CONCLUSION

We have analysed occupational segregation in India using NCO classification. We have used use
three indices ID, WE and IP. There is diversity in results obtained from different indices. For
main workers the ranking of states and union territories according to level of segregation differs
between ID and WE indices on one side and IP index on the other side. For marginal workers 1D
and IP index show similar rankings whereas WE index gives different ranks to state and union
territories. But a common finding is that Occupational segregation is higher among main workers
than marginal workers and is higher in urban sector as compared to rural sector.

The high value of segregation in the economically developed states of states of Haryana, Punjab
and Gujrat rejects the widely held belief that economic growth lowers Gender occupational
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segregation. Our analysis does not include agriculture sector. The inclusion of agriculture usually
lowers occupational segregation because agriculture is one sector where only a few defined
occupational categories. However, in India agriculture is a male dominated sector and
considering agriculture may further increase the segregation.

The high level of segregation in India calls for immediate policy intervention. The high level of
segregation can only be reduced by bringing women into male dominated occupations. Though
recently, scenario has started changing with women entering hitherto male dominated
occupations but still a lot more needs to be done. It is true that segregation cannot be eliminated
completely but, it can be reduced to a considerable extent if suitable measures are taken.
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