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1. Labour force participation in India: An Introduction
The labour market plays a pivotal role in poverty reduction and contributes to pro-poor growth

because labour is the major asset of the poor possess as the World Bank (1990) notes. The paper broadly analyses the labour market outcomes with regard to gender. Further, ILO stresses that “failure to allow women full access to the labour market is an under-utilization of human resources” and that sound labour market information are needed for developing well-informed policies and further work is needed to sharpen the measurement tools used to analyse women’s participation in the labour market.
The gendered approach
UN Global Gender Gap data (2011) shows that “women’s economic participation and
opportunity is worse in India than in 95% of all other countries studied. The UN Gender Inequality Index has ranked India below several sub-Saharan African countries”. Gender disparities are even more pronounced in economic participation and women’s business conditions in India. Despite India being the second fastest growing economy in the world, gender disparities have remained deep and persistent in India. What explains these huge gender disparities in women’s economic participation in India? “Gender equality is not equality of outcomes for men and women, but rather equality in the determinants of these outcomes—that is, equality in opportunities or resources, rights and voice” as stated by World Bank (2001). Further, according to the World Development Report (World Bank, 2012), “in one third of developing countries, there are more girls in school than boys. Women now make up over 40 percent of the global labour force, gender equality is a core development objective in itself and hence they matter both for development outcomes and policy making.

Importance of Gender Equality:
Firstly, gender equality matters because the ability to live the life of one’s own choice and be spared from absolute deprivation is a basic human right and should be equal for everyone, independent of whether one is male or female. Secondly, greater gender equality contributes to economic efficiency and the achievement of other key development outcomes. Gender refers to the social, behavioural, and cultural attributes, expectations, and norms associated with being a woman or a man. Gender equality refers to how these aspects determine how women and men relate to each other and to the resulting differences in power between them”. According to Sen, development has been seen as a process of expanding freedoms equally for all people. In this view, gender equality is a core objective to achieve development. So, just as development means less income poverty or better access to justice, it should also mean reduction of gender gaps.

1.1 Why is analysing female labour force participation important?
In the context of labour force participation in India, female labour force participation decision

deserves special attention considering the various social–cultural norms that rule their decision to participate which differ from males given the patriarchal construct of the Indian society. The female labour force participation and its contribution to economic development has been analysed in many studies like Esteve-Volart (2004); Klasen and Lamanna (2009) all of them claiming that drawing women into the labour force could be an important source of growth of the Indian economy in the long-run hence higher female participation would be an important component of the so-called demographic dividend. Further, it can also be seen as signalling the declining discrimination and increasing empowerment of women as observed by Mammen and Paxson (2000). According to Desai et al (2010) the demographic dividend per say has the probability to be much smaller than anticipated unless significant efforts can be made to increase women’s labour force participation by providing more employment opportunities and reducing labour market disadvantages.

Women are important productive agents in Indian economy although there have been studies which reveal terms like 'statistical purdah' as stated by World Bank (1991) or ‘economic invisibility' as stated by Radha Devi (1990) in a society strongly embedded with patriarchal norms where although most women work and contribute to the economy in one form or the other, much of their work is not documented or accounted for in official statistics.

“Women’s employment in India is determined by cultural norms that govern women’s mobility and labour market prospects. These norms operate at multiple levels and often mirror the status of women in a particular region, caste or religion.” as observed by Kemp (1986); Kapadia (1995); Desai and Jain (1994). Thus, the “gender stratification system at the macro-level determines women’s lower opportunities in the formal labour market, while restrictions within the home affect the kinds of work that women can do. These constraints often push women into non-wage (such as self-employed) and unpaid work, or out of the labour force” according to Raju and Bagchi (1993); Ghosh (1995); Sethuraman (1998); Elson (1999).

Currently, a conspicuously puzzling aspect of female labour force participation is that there has been a declining trend in female labour force participation rates since 2004 (as evident from 61st round, NSSO data), hence an attempt has been made to analyse the factors affecting female labour force participation and whether they provide a reason for such a trend.

1.2 Labour force and work participation scenario in India
According to Sunda (1981) the “factors influencing the male and female participation rates are

not identical and non-economic factors are more important for females than they are for males. Empirical studies also show the female participation rate to be in many cases a dependent variable of the
male participation rate. Apart from the
wage rate, the
factors influencing the female participation rate can be identified as the family cycle, structural changes in economy, cultural biases and male employment and wage rates”.

Dubey et al. (2004) examine in their paper, the trends regarding women work participation rates and role of education in labour force participation decision. They use a probit model to estimate the likelihood of women to participate in labour force which is taken as the dependent variable and the explanatory variables include education level, marital status, caste, etc. The results of the regression support the U-shaped hypothesis of women work participation in developing countries that as economic and educational status of women improves the LFPR declines.

Further, Srivastava and Srivastava (2009) show that for “male workers, higher levels of education are associated with higher Workforce Participation Rate (WPR), both in rural and urban areas. But for women, WPR is higher for illiterate women than for women with higher levels of school education – a trend which reverses itself only for women with technical/vocational education or
graduates, both in rural and urban areas. Multiple factors such as the “compulsion for men to earn, the greater availability of jobs for men, and the restrictive social norms operating for women, appear to explain this pattern. Workforce participation shows a consistently declining trend with rising economic status for rural women, clearly reflecting on the economic distress that compels poor women to work. In contrast, for urban women, work participation shows a skewed v-shape,
declining
as
economic
status
improves,
but rises
again
with
the
highest consumption decile”.

2. Objectives
a) Trends regarding workforce participation, labor force participation and unemployment rates b) Analyze the education-specific U-shaped hypothesis of work participation segregated by

gender.

c) Analyse the factors affecting labor force participation segregated by gender.

3. Data sources and methodology
Data source: 50th (1993-94), 55th (1999-2000), 61st (2004-05), 66th (2009-10), 68th (2010-11) NSSO
Methodology: A logistic regression is run for 66th round, NSSO, to analyse the determinants of male and female labour force participation and Average Marginal effects are calculated for a cross section of All India states in the age group of 15-65 years, segregated by gender.

4.Trends
Workforce Participation Rates, Unemployment rates and Labour force participation rates (all ages) over time, across gender and sector
Work force participation
As shown in Table 1(a), overall female work force participation has fallen by around 4% (from 50th to 66th) although there was a slight increase in 61st round, whereas for males it has risen by less than 1% during 50th to 66th round and the male-female gap in workforce participation rate has risen by 4% in 66th compared to 50th round. Rural female participation has fallen by 4% whereas among

the urban females, the fall was minute in the period 50th to 66th round. Among males, work force participation rose among urban males by 2%, however, WPR among rural males remained constant in the period 50th to 66th round. Table 1(b) shows that rural participation rates have fallen as a whole whereas urban participation rose slightly by a percent. The urban-rural gap in WPR has been consistently declining.

Unemployment rates
As Table 1(c) shows, unemployment rates in 66th round have fallen for both rural and urban areas compared to 61st round, but rural unemployment rates have risen slightly compared to 50th round, and as Table 1(d) shows, for male and females too unemployment rates have fallen in 66th round compared to the 61st round, but compared to the 50th round, unemployment rates for females have risen slightly.

Table 1(a): WFPR gender-wise
	WFPR

	RURAL MALE

	URBAN MALE

	MALE

	RURAL FEMALE

	URBAN FEMALE

	FEMALE

	(GAP)Male-female


	50TH

	53.07


	51.08


	52.57


	26.73


	13.89


	23.59


	28.98



	55TH

	51.12


	50.91


	51.07


	25.22


	12.77


	22.12


	28.95



	61ST

	52.41


	53.68


	52.74


	27.47


	15.25


	24.41


	28.33



	66TH

	53.05


	53.59


	53.2


	22.26


	13.05


	19.78


	33.42



	68TH

	52.64


	53.92


	53.02


	20.72


	13.81


	18.75


	34.27




Source: Various rounds, EUS, NSSO
Table 1(b): WFPR sector-wise
	WFPR

	RURAL

	URBAN

	TOTAL

	Rural -Urban gap


	50TH

	40.28


	33.41


	38.57


	6.87



	55TH

	38.46


	32.69


	37


	5.77



	61ST

	40.18


	35.27


	38.93


	4.91



	66TH

	38.08


	34.28


	37.04


	3.8



	68th

	37.03


	34.68


	36.06


	2.35




Source: Various rounds, EUS, NSSO
Table 1 (c): Unemployment rate region-wise.
	UR

	RURAL

	URBAN

	TOTAL


	50TH

	2.99


	5.83


	3.62



	55TH

	3.79


	6


	4.29



	61ST

	3.93


	6.04


	4.43



	66TH

	3.33


	4.25


	3.56



	68th

	3.38


	4.40


	3.66




Source: Various rounds, EUS, NSS
Table 1 (d): Unemployment rates gender-wise
	UR (%)

	RURAL MALE

	URBAN MALE

	MALE

	RURAL FEMALE

	URBAN FEMALE

	FEMALE


	50TH

	2.98


	5.17


	3.53


	3.01


	8.42


	3.83



	55TH

	3.85


	5.68


	4.33


	3.67


	7.36


	4.22



	61ST

	3.8


	5.24


	4.18


	4.19


	8.98


	4.97



	66TH

	3.19


	3.56


	3.3


	3.67


	7.23


	4.32



	68th

	3.32


	3.84


	3.47


	3.54


	6.72


	4.22




Source: Computed from unit level data, various rounds of NSSO, EUS
Labour force participation rates
The male labour force participation has slightly improved over time by around 1 percent. However, the female labour force participation rates have been declining over time. Overall female labour force participation fell by 6% (approx) compared to the 50th round and 61st round. Rural female participation witnessed a comparatively higher fall, around 6% (based on Current weekly Status1) than their urban counterpart.

On the other hand, rural males witnesses a meagre rise in participation whereas, urban males witnessed a 2 percent rise in labour force participation. Overall rural participation has witnessed a nearly 2 percent fall whereas overall urban participation is more or less constant compared to the 50th round. Overall labour force participation has fallen by 2 percent in 66th round compared to the 50th round.

Table2: Labor force participation rates (Current Weekly Status), gender-wise for various rounds
	NSSO rounds

	Rural Male

	Urban Male

	Male

	Rural Female

	Urban Female

	Female

	Total Rural

	Total Urban

	Total


	50th(1993-94)

	54.70

	53.86

	54.49

	27.56

	15.17

	24.53

	41.52

	35.48

	40.02


	55th(1999-2000)

	53.17

	53.97

	53.37

	26.18

	13.78

	23.09

	39.97

	34.78

	38.66


	61st(2004-05)

	54.48

	56.65

	55.04

	28.67

	16.75

	25.68

	41.83

	37.53

	40.73


	66th(2009-10)

	54.80

	55.57

	55.01

	23.11

	14.06

	20.68

	39.39

	35.80

	38.41


	68th (2011-12)

	54.45

	56.08

	54.93

	21.48

	14.81

	19.58

	38.33

	36.28

	37.74



Analysing the U-shaped hypothesis: All India education-specific Labour force participation rate (15 years and above) across gender, 66thround, NSSO.
After analysing (refer Figure 1) the All India female labour force participation rates,
the

hypothesis is confirmed that at initial stages the education specific
labour force participation is high, due to sheer need for income earning opportunities but as education level rises the participation is lower but after a certain threshold level of education, which is higher secondary level of education, female workers are found to join back the labour force, hence the U-shaped hypothesis related to female labour supply with respect to education
is confirmed whereas for males, the labour force shows a jump at primary and thereafter it falls till higher secondary level and again rises by graduation level of education.

Figure1: Gender-wise education-specific labour force participation rates, 66th round, NSSO
Explaining The U-shaped Female labour force participation Hypothesis
Women’s LFPR theory shows that there is a U-curve relationship between Labour force

participation rate and level of development. This pattern arises because for poor, at low levels of income, survival instincts dictate that the women work. As income increases, women generally have less pressure to work and therefore withdraw from the workplace as the income status of the family improves. The absence of skilled work preferred by educated women could also be responsible for low participation. In India the withdrawal is also associated with women’s labour force withdrawal for family status purposes due to cultural norms that believed in the seclusion of upper caste and class women to maintain high family status. Women tend to re-enter the labour force, only for jobs that match with their family status. For instance, service jobs like teaching, nursing, government services, clerical jobs in urban areas are preferred once they quit manual labour.

Moreover, at higher level of education and reaching a higher economic status, attitudes
towards women change, and the traditional “care responsibilities” of women also tend to be taken care of due to the high standard of living, which enables them to re–enter the labour force.

However, according to Pradhan and Singh (2003) social change is slower than economic change. Hence, with educational development, social reforms with respect to female participation are also expected, which increases participation of females in economic activities. Hence, the “supply side determinants of female participation include informal employment opportunities
which decline with development, technological and structural change, conflict between earning income in labour market and housework” according to Pradhan and Singh (2003)
5. Econometric Analysis
The logit model in the current study is of the form:

L =
= α + ∑βiXi + ∑γiDi + µ
Where,

L is the dichotomous dependent variable representing log of odds. It shows the Pi =1 when an individual decides to participate in the labour force and Pi = 0 shows no participation.

α is the intercept term.

Xi stands for continuous variables.

Di dummy variables for binary variables
Where, lithh = binary variable, 1 if the person is the household head is literate, zero otherwise

Married = binary variable, 1 if the person is married, zero otherwise.

Widowed = binary variable, 1 if the person is widowed, zero otherwise.

Divorced = binary variable, 1 if the person is divorced, zero otherwise.

SC = binary variable, 1 if the person is a Scheduled Caste, zero otherwise.

ST = binary variable, 1 if the person is a Scheduled tribe, zero otherwise.

Age = continuous variable, age of the person.

Ag1 = continuous variable, square of the age of the person.

Child-woman ratio = number of children (less than 5 years ) per woman ( aged 18-49 years), continuous variable.

Number of infants (less than 1 year of age) in a household = continuous variable

P = binary variable, 1 if person has completed his education upto primary level of education, zero otherwise

Gr = binary variable, 1 if person has completed his education upto graduation and above levels of
education, zero otherwise.

hs = binary variable, 1 if person has completed his education upto higher secondary level of education, zero otherwise.

S = binary variable, 1 if person has completed his education upto secondary level of education, zero otherwise.

Dep = dependency ratio of the household, continuous variable

Hh_sz = household size, continuous variable

Sena = binary variable, 1 if person belongs to a rural household where regular employment is the main source of income, zero otherwise.

Sea = binary variable, 1 if person belongs to a rural household where Self employment in

agriculture is the main source of income, zero otherwise.

Al = binary variable, 1 if person belongs to a rural household where employment as agricultural

labourers is the main source of income, zero otherwise.

Casual = binary variable, 1 if person belongs to a urban household where casual work is the main source of income, zero otherwise

Regular = binary variable, 1 if person belongs to a urban household where regular employment is
the main source of income, zero otherwise

Se = binary variable, 1 if person belongs to a urban household where Self- employment is the main

source of income, zero otherwise

BPL= binary variable, 1 if person is below poverty line, zero otherwise.

Results
Female labour force participation2
1) Effect of education
The observation is that for female labour force participation decision that the education levels
(secondary and higher secondary) have negative coefficients showing as the level of education rises, the labour force participation falls, but after a certain stage, they join back the labour force and hence graduation and above levels of education have positive coefficient. The marginal effects show that a person with graduation and above level of education is 4% more likely to participate in labour force than the person who is illiterate (the reference category for all education levels). Females with primary level of education were 2% more likely to participate in the labour market as compared to the illiterates. On the other hand, females with higher secondary are 17% less likely to participate and females with secondary education are 12% less likely to participate as compared to the illiterates. Further, it was observed that females having literate household head are 6% less likely to participate than the other caste.

2) Effect of Area of residence
Marginal effects for regional dummy shows that female from rural area is 12% much more likely to participate in labour force than female from urban area, which is much higher than that for males.

3) Demographic variables
As household size rises the probability of participating in labour force declines. Both age and age

squared (to check effect of age on labour force participation in the long run) variable has a positive coefficient indicating that as age rises labour force participation rises, although the marginal effects are too small. As household size rises, it is 2% less likely for females to participate.

Also, a negative coefficient for the variable “Infant” (number of children whose age is less than 1 in a household) –which shows that as the marital responsibilities and “care burden” rise the labour force participation of females falls. Females with infants in their household are 6% less likely to participate in the labour force.
On the other hand, the child-woman ratio shows a negative sign

2 Refer Appendix Table (A.1)
implying as child –women ratio rises, the female from such a household is 4% less likely to participate in the labour force.

4) Standard of living
Similarly, indicator of standard of living, BPL (based on state-specific poverty line) variable

indicates whether the person is poor or not. It can be observed that female who are poor are 1% more likely to participate in labour force than female who are non-poor, however, when state effect are also included in the model, poor females are 4% more likely to participate in the labour market (as poverty lines are state-specific).

5) Caste
STs are 12% more likely to participate than “Other” (reference category) caste; SC females are 3 % more likely to participate than the “Other” caste.

6) Marital status
The currently married status of females has a positive relationship with the labour force participation. However, a married female has only 2% more chance of participating in the labour force than being unmarried (reference category), divorced has 34% more probability of labour force participation than unmarried and widowed have only 6% more probability of participation than unmarried (but higher than married). Hence, marital status plays an important role in female labour participation decision and the state of “being married” for females, restricts the entry into labour force to some extent.

State effects
The explanatory power of the model changes considerably with more or less than same effects in

the variables. Only the variable primary education level shows negative sign indicating 3% less likely to participate in the labour force.

The correlation Table for overall female labour force participation (Table A.1(a)) and female

labour force participation in rural (Table A.2(a)) and urban area (Table A.3(a)), specifically show positive correlation of labour force with primary and graduation levels but negative at secondary and higher secondary levels which confirms the U-shaped Hypothesis.

When regression for female labour force participation was run on the basis of area of residence, the

following results were found:

Rural female labour force participation3
Rural females below poverty line are 7% more likely to participate in labour force than non-poor rural females.

Married rural females are 14% more likely to participate in labour force, divorced are 42% more

likely to participate and widowed are 23%, than the reference category (unmarried).

SC and ST rural females are 2% and 14% more likely to participate in labour force than the

reference (higher caste).

Dependency ratio, household size etc show a negative relation with the probability of participating in labour force.

Agriculture labourers are 11% more likely to participate in labour force and “other labour”

category is 1% less likely to participate in labour force as compared to the reference category (“others”). On the other hand, self employed in agriculture showed a 2% more likely to participate in labour force and self employed in non-agriculture are 8% less likely to participate in labour force as compared to the reference category (“others”). With state effects however, the marginal effects show that self employed in non-agriculture is 4% less likely to participate and self employed in agriculture is 4% more likely to participate than the reference category.

Urban Female Labour force participation4
In urban areas, females belonging to Casual and regular household types are 7% and 3%, respectively, more likely to participate whereas self employed household type is 2% less likely to participate.

Male Labour force participation5
The variables determining labour force participation were analysed through different models due to

the possibility of multicollinearity in including all variables in the same model.

Model 1 show males with primary education are 11% more likely to participate in the labour force

compared to the reference category (illiterates) and graduates are 6% more likely to participate,

3 Refer Appendix Table (A.2) 4 Refer Appendix Table (A.3)
5 Refer Appendix Table (A.4)
whereas male with secondary level education are 9% less likely to participate and male with higher education are 15% less likely to participate.

Again for males, marginal effects for the marital status “being married” is much more than

marginal effects for females which shows that the marital status of a man has not much significant impact on their labour force participation decision, unlike females. Married male is 30% more likely to participate in labour force than unmarried.

This corroborates the hypothesis that marriage is in some sense a watershed phenomenon affecting the labour force entry decision of men and women. For men it is the signal for higher responsibility as the bread winner of the nuclear unit, while for women it signals the beginnings of new “reproductive responsibilities” and new “norms of behaviour in the marital home” as compared to the ‘not married’ status. The situation is very different for widowed, divorced and separated women though.

Being in rural area doesn`t make much of a difference, it is only 3% more likely for a male from rural area to participate in labour force unlike for females, where probability of labour force participation is much more when the area of residence is rural.

Being a ST male has 3% more likely to participate in labour force and SC male is only 1% more likely to participate in labour force.

The demographic variables all have positive signs, household size, age, dependency ratio. As they increase, the probability of participating in labour force rise. As dependency ratio rises by one unit, it is 10% (multiplied by a very small proportion, say 0.00002) more likely to increase probability of participation.

Household size and age have very small marginal effects. State effects hardly change the marginal

effects or the signs or the significance or the explanatory power of these variables.

A below poverty line (based on state specific poverty lines) male is only 2% more likely to

participate than those who are non-poor (reference category).

For both male and female labour force participation, education levels at primary and graduation have positive signs and secondary and higher secondary have negative signs, confirming the U-shaped hypothesis (in case of education-specific female labour force participation).

The estimated equations highlight the differences in the significance of factors that determine the labour force participation decisions of men and women. Cultural and demographic factors turn out to be better predictors of women’s participation decisions than they are for men. The female equations fare much worse than the male versions in terms of overall explanatory power of the models. This suggests that there are other explanatory factors which have been excluded in these equations and which if included could have increased the explanatory power of the models.

6. Conclusion
It has been observed that there are various socio-cultural norms of India dictating female and male labour supply decisions in the labour market, especially for females, like family traditions and norms, child care responsibilities, decision of the household head, education of the household head, social attitude towards female employment in the family, change in attitude towards women after marriage, where men are generally assumed to be bread winners and women are the house caretakers. Hence, explanatory power of the logistic regression is generally found to be lower for female labour force participation as many unexplained factors which include social norms cannot be captured empirically.

Marriage plays an intricate role for females and finds it as a barrier for entry to labour market. Further, households like agriculture labourers and self employed in agriculture have shown more likelihood of participating in labour force compared to their counterparts. Also, child-woman ratio and number of infants in the household is found to restrict the entry.

Government needs to tap the potential of vulnerable categories like ST, SC, illiterates especially in

rural areas and females in particular. Graduate and above levels of education have been observed to have a positive relation with probability of labour force participation for both male and female. Thus, promotion and development of higher education and subsequent skill building and the requisite education-specific income earning opportunities is the immediate need. However, the social attitudes towards women education and participation in labour market can be changed only with time and increase in status of women also seems to be a major perceptive factor to increase the labour force participation rate.

It is observed that the expansion of the working-age population and the emergence of new
economic opportunities can lead to rise in the LPR and WPR. At the same time, the increase in

education can result in a fall in LPR as witnessed by the U-shaped hypothesis. Female labour force participation is deemed necessary for capturing demographic dividend and hence social inclusion of women is a critical ingredient in India`s labour force and endeavours towards removing the social-cultural barriers of women to participate in labour market is required and more opportunities to be made available in terms of employment and education.
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Table (A.1): Logistic regression for Female labour force participation (above 15 years), 66th round, NSSO.
Table A.1 (a): Correlation Table
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	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	married_n

	0.03

	0.02

	0.19

	0.21

	0.08

	0.03

	0.26

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	widowed

	0.09

	-0.08

	0.04

	-0.01

	-0.01

	-0.07

	0.39

	-0.46

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	divorced

	0.06

	-0.04

	0.00

	-0.02

	-0.01

	-0.03

	0.02

	-0.12

	-0.02

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	st

	0.11

	0.00

	0.00

	0.02

	-0.01

	-0.09

	-0.01

	0.00

	0.01

	0.00

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	sc

	0.03

	-0.03

	0.01

	0.03

	0.01

	-0.12

	-0.02

	0.00

	0.01

	0.02

	-0.15

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	bpl

	0.03

	0.24

	0.23

	0.18

	0.08

	-0.23

	-0.01

	0.01

	0.03

	0.00

	0.12

	0.11

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	

	p

	0.02

	-0.02

	0.01

	0.00

	0.00

	0.12

	-0.03

	0.06

	-0.03

	0.01

	0.01

	0.00

	0.02

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	

	s

	-0.12

	-0.01

	-0.08

	-0.07

	-0.02

	0.19

	-0.27

	-0.15

	-0.11

	-0.01

	-0.05

	-0.05

	-0.12

	-0.30

	1.00

	
	
	
	

	hs

	-0.09

	-0.02

	-0.09

	-0.05

	-0.01

	0.13

	-0.15

	-0.13

	-0.06

	-0.01

	-0.04

	-0.06

	-0.12

	-0.14

	-0.16

	1.00

	
	
	

	gr

	0.02

	-0.06

	-0.07

	-0.04

	-0.01

	0.16

	-0.05

	-0.04

	-0.05

	0.00

	-0.05

	-0.07

	-0.15

	-0.14

	-0.16

	-0.07

	1.00

	
	

	ag1

	0.05

	0.03

	0.08

	-0.03

	-0.02

	-0.03

	0.98

	0.15

	0.42

	0.01

	-0.02

	-0.02

	-0.01

	-0.04

	-0.24

	-0.14

	-0.07

	1.00

	

	rural

	0.14

	0.06

	0.11

	0.07

	0.01

	-0.21

	0.01

	0.06

	0.00

	0.00

	0.13

	0.08

	0.12

	0.07

	-0.09

	-0.15

	-0.26

	0.01

	1.00



Table A.1 (b): Model 1
	No. of obs (sample) Log pseudolikelihood


	152000

-2.01E+08


	Prob > chi2 Pseudo R2


	0 0.004




	Variables

	dy/dx

	P>z


	Dependency


	0.01


	0.00



	No. Of Infants in the household


	-0.06


	0.00



	Married


	0.02


	0.00



	Divorced


	0.34


	0.00



	Primary


	0.02


	0.00



	Graduation and above


	0.04


	0.00




Table A.1(c): Model 2
	No. of obs (sample) Log pseudolikelihood


	151365 -1.96E+08


	Prob > chi2 Pseudo R2


	0 0.03



	
	Variables

	dy/dx

	P>z

	

	
	Age


	0.00


	0.00


	

	
	SC


	0.05


	0.00


	

	
	ST


	0.17


	0.00


	

	
	Bpl


	0.01


	0.00


	

	
	Married


	0.10


	0.00


	

	
	Widowed


	0.21


	0.00


	

	
	Divorced


	0.40


	0.00


	


Table A.1(d): Model 3
	No. of obs (sample)

	151898


	Prob > chi2


	0



	Log pseudolikelihood


	-1.96E+08


	Pseudo R2


	0.03




	Variables

	dy/dx

	P>z


	ag1


	2.7E-05


	0.0E+00



	SC


	6.2E-02


	0.0E+00



	ST


	1.8E-01


	0.0E+00



	Married


	9.2E-03


	0.0E+00



	Graduation and above


	5.8E-02


	0.0E+00




Table A.1 (e): Model 4
	No. of obs chi2(10) Log pseudolikelihood


	143773 -1.78E+08


	Prob > chi2 Pseudo R2


	0 0.06




	variables

	dy/dx

	P>z


	Higher Secondary


	-0.17


	0.00



	secondary


	-0.12


	0.00



	SC


	0.03


	0.00



	ST


	0.12


	0.00



	Rural


	0.12


	0.00



	Divorced


	0.31


	0.00



	widowed


	0.09


	0.00



	household size


	-0.02


	0.00



	Child-woman ratio


	-0.04


	0.00



	Dependency


	0.04


	0.00




TableA.1 (f): Model 5
	No. of obs chi2(44) Log pseudolikelihood


	143773 -1.67E+08


	Prob > chi2 Pseudo R2


	0 0.12



	
	Variables

	dy/dx

	P>z

	

	
	Higher secondary


	-0.19


	0.00


	

	
	Secondary


	-0.14


	0.00


	

	
	SC


	0.03


	0.00


	

	
	ST


	0.10


	0.00


	

	
	Rural


	0.15


	0.00


	

	
	Divorced


	0.24


	0.00


	

	
	Widowed


	0.07


	0.00


	

	
	household size


	-0.01


	0.00


	

	
	Child-woman ratio


	-0.03


	0.00


	

	
	Dependency


	0.08


	0.00


	

	
	A & N ISLANDS

	0.04


	0.00


	

	
	PONDICHERRY

	0.08


	0.00


	

	
	TAMIL NADU

	0.09


	0.00


	

	
	KERALA

	0.04


	0.00


	

	
	LASHWADWEEP

	-0.01


	0.04


	

	
	GOA

	-0.15


	0.00


	

	
	KARNATAKA

	0.07


	0.00


	

	
	ANDHRA PRADESH

	0.10


	0.00


	

	
	MAHARASHTRA

	0.07


	0.00


	

	
	D & N HAVELI

	-0.45


	0.00


	

	
	DAMAN & DUI

	-0.10


	0.00


	

	
	GUJARAT


	0.03


	0.00


	

	
	M.P

	-0.02


	0.00


	

	
	CHATTISGARH

	0.05


	0.00


	

	
	ORISSA

	-0.11


	0.00


	

	
	JHARKHAND

	-0.17


	0.00


	

	
	WEST BENGAL


	-0.15


	0.00


	

	
	ASSAM

	-0.14


	0.00


	

	
	MEGHALAYA

	0.05


	0.00


	

	
	TRIPURA

	-0.13


	0.00


	

	
	MIZORAM

	0.11


	0.00


	

	
	MANIPUR


	-0.04


	0.00


	

	
	NAGALAND

	-0.01


	0.00


	

	
	ARUNACHAL PRADESH

	-0.01


	0.00


	

	
	SIKKIM

	0.03


	0.00


	

	
	BIHAR


	-0.34


	0.00


	

	
	U.P

	-0.16


	0.00


	

	
	RAJASTHAN

	0.00


	0.00


	

	
	DELHI

	-0.17


	0.00


	

	
	HARYANA

	-0.02


	0.00


	

	
	UTTARANCHAL


	0.09


	0.00


	


	CHANDIGARH

	-0.03


	0.00



	PUNJAB


	-0.02


	0.00



	HIMACHAL PRADESH

	0.19


	0.00




Table (A.2): Logistic regression for Rural Female Labour Force Participation, 66th round, NSSO
Table A.2 (a): Correlation Table
	Variables

	cws_l

	sena

	sea

	al

	ol

	hh_sz

	dep

	cw

	infant

	lithhh

	age

	married_n

	widowed

	divorced

	st

	sc

	bpl

	p

	s

	hs

	gr

	ag1


	cws_l

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	sena

	-0.08

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	sea

	0.01

	-0.33

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	al

	0.14

	-0.25

	-0.42

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ol

	-0.03

	-0.18

	-0.31

	-0.23

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	hh_sz

	-0.09

	0.01

	0.18

	-0.14

	-0.05

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	dep

	-0.01

	0.01

	0.04

	-0.05

	0.01

	0.33

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	cw

	-0.04

	-0.01

	0.00

	0.00

	0.02

	0.19

	0.43

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	infant

	-0.03

	0.00

	0.04

	-0.04

	0.00

	0.23

	0.14

	0.39

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	lithhh

	-0.08

	0.10

	0.05

	-0.16

	-0.05

	-0.06

	-0.04

	-0.02

	-0.03

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	age

	0.10

	-0.01

	0.03

	-0.02

	-0.03

	0.00

	0.08

	-0.03

	-0.03

	-0.02

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	married_n

	0.04

	0.01

	0.03

	-0.02

	0.01

	0.02

	0.16

	0.20

	0.08

	0.04

	0.24

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	widowed

	0.08

	-0.01

	-0.04

	0.05

	0.00

	-0.09

	0.04

	-0.01

	-0.02

	-0.07

	0.38

	-0.48

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	divorced

	0.06

	0.00

	-0.03

	0.03

	0.01

	-0.05

	0.00

	-0.02

	-0.01

	-0.02

	0.01

	-0.12

	-0.02

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	st

	0.10

	-0.09

	0.04

	0.06

	-0.02

	-0.01

	-0.01

	0.02

	-0.01

	-0.08

	-0.02

	-0.01

	0.01

	0.00

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	sc

	0.01

	-0.03

	-0.19

	0.15

	0.13

	-0.04

	0.00

	0.02

	0.01

	-0.10

	-0.03

	0.00

	0.01

	0.02

	-0.18

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	

	bpl

	0.01

	-0.06

	-0.10

	0.19

	0.04

	0.22

	0.23

	0.18

	0.07

	-0.18

	-0.01

	0.00

	0.02

	0.00

	0.12

	0.10

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	

	p

	0.01

	0.02

	-0.01

	0.02

	0.00

	-0.04

	-0.02

	-0.01

	-0.01

	0.17

	-0.07

	0.05

	-0.06

	0.01

	0.00

	-0.02

	-0.01

	1.00

	
	
	
	

	s

	-0.11

	0.04

	0.03

	-0.09

	-0.02

	0.00

	-0.08

	-0.07

	-0.02

	0.19

	-0.31

	-0.18

	-0.11

	-0.01

	-0.05

	-0.05

	-0.13

	-0.30

	1.00

	
	
	

	hs

	-0.07

	0.02

	0.03

	-0.08

	-0.04

	0.01

	-0.07

	-0.04

	0.00

	0.10

	-0.15

	-0.12

	-0.06

	-0.01

	-0.03

	-0.05

	-0.10

	-0.12

	-0.12

	1.00

	
	

	gr

	0.02

	0.01

	-0.01

	-0.08

	-0.03

	-0.01

	-0.04

	-0.02

	0.00

	0.10

	-0.07

	-0.05

	-0.04

	0.00

	-0.03

	-0.04

	-0.09

	-0.09

	-0.09

	-0.04

	1.00

	

	ag1

	0.07

	-0.01

	0.04

	-0.02

	-0.03

	0.03

	0.07

	-0.03

	-0.02

	-0.03

	0.98

	0.13

	0.42

	0.01

	-0.02

	-0.03

	-0.01

	-0.08

	-0.28

	-0.14

	-0.08

	1.00



Table A.2 (b): Model 1
	No. of obs chi2(9) Log pseudolikelihood


	91575 -1.46E+08


	Prob > chi2 Pseudo R2


	0 0.04



	
	Variables

	dy/dx

	P>z

	

	
	Dependency


	-0.03


	0.00


	

	
	household size


	-0.02


	0.00


	

	
	Sc


	0.02


	0.00


	

	
	St


	0.14


	0.00


	

	
	Primary


	0.02


	0.00


	

	
	Literate household head


	-0.07


	0.00


	

	
	Married


	0.14


	0.00


	

	
	Divorced


	0.42


	0.00


	

	
	Widowed


	0.23


	0.00


	


Table A.2 (c): Model 2
	No. of obs chi2(44) Log pseudolikelihood


	91025 -1.34E+08


	Prob > chi2 Pseudo R2


	0 0.11



	
	variables

	dy/dx

	P>z

	

	
	household size


	-0.01


	0.00


	

	
	bpl


	0.04


	0.00


	

	
	Graduate and above


	0.09


	0.00


	

	
	SC


	0.03


	0.00


	

	
	ST


	0.10


	0.00


	

	
	widowed


	0.21


	0.00


	

	
	divorced


	0.35


	0.00


	

	
	married


	0.15


	0.00


	

	
	Literate household head


	-0.07


	0.00


	

	
	A & N ISLANDS

	-0.02


	0.00


	

	
	PONDICHERRY

	0.08


	0.00


	

	
	TAMIL NADU

	0.12


	0.00


	

	
	KERALA

	-0.02


	0.00


	

	
	LASHWADWEEP

	-0.10


	0.00


	

	
	GOA

	-0.18


	0.00


	

	
	KARNATAKA

	0.06


	0.00


	

	
	ANDHRA PRADESH

	0.12


	0.00


	

	
	MAHARASHTRA

	0.10


	0.00


	

	
	D & N HAVELI

	-0.47


	0.00


	

	
	DAMAN & DUI

	-0.13


	0.00


	

	
	GUJARAT


	0.04


	0.00


	

	
	M.P

	0.00


	0.00


	

	
	CHATTISGARH

	0.06


	0.00


	

	
	ORISSA

	-0.11


	0.00


	

	
	JHARKHAND

	-0.19


	0.00


	

	
	WEST BENGAL


	-0.20


	0.00


	

	
	ASSAM

	-0.15


	0.00


	

	
	MEGHALAYA

	0.08


	0.00


	

	
	TRIPURA

	-0.14


	0.00


	

	
	MIZORAM

	0.09


	0.00


	

	
	MANIPUR


	-0.09


	0.00


	

	
	NAGALAND

	0.02


	0.00


	

	
	ARUNACHAL PRADESH

	-0.01


	0.00


	

	
	SIKKIM

	0.07


	0.00


	

	
	BIHAR


	-0.37


	0.00


	

	
	U.P

	-0.17


	0.00


	

	
	RAJASTHAN

	0.03


	0.00


	

	
	DELHI

	-0.45


	0.00


	

	
	HARYANA

	-0.03


	0.00


	

	
	UTTARANCHAL


	0.13


	0.00


	

	
	CHANDIGARH

	-0.09


	0.00


	

	
	PUNJAB


	-0.02


	0.00


	

	
	HIMACHAL PRADESH

	0.20


	0.00


	


Table A.2 (d): Model 3
	No. of obs chi2(10) Prob > chi2

Log pseudolikelihood Pseudo R2


	91575 0

-1.45E+08 0.04




	Variables

	dy/dx

	P>z


	Dependency


	-0.03


	0.00



	household size


	-0.02


	0.00



	SC


	0.02


	0.00



	ST


	0.14


	0.00



	Graduation and above


	0.11


	0.00



	Married


	0.15


	0.00



	Divorced


	0.43


	0.00



	Widowed


	0.24


	0.00



	Literate household head


	-0.07


	0.00




Table A.2 (e): Model 4
	No. of obs chi2(16) Log pseudolikelihood


	86791 -1.35E+08


	Prob > chi2 Pseudo R2


	0 0.05



	
	Variables

	dy/dx

	P>z

	

	
	Child-woman ratio


	-0.04


	0.00


	

	
	household size


	-0.01


	0.00


	

	
	SC


	0.00


	0.00


	

	
	ST


	0.13


	0.00


	

	
	Graduation and above


	0.10


	0.00


	

	
	Higher secondary


	-0.09


	0.00


	

	
	Secondary


	-0.07


	0.00


	

	
	age


	0.00


	0.00


	

	
	al


	0.11


	0.00


	

	
	ol


	-0.01


	0.00


	

	
	married


	0.11


	0.00


	

	
	widowed


	0.17


	0.00


	

	
	divorced


	0.41


	0.00


	

	
	Literate household head


	-0.04


	0.00


	


Table A.2 (f): Model 5
	No. of obs chi2(16) Log pseudolikelihood


	86791 -1.35E+08


	Prob > chi2 Pseudo R2


	0 0.05



	
	variables

	dy/dx

	P>z

	

	
	Child-woman ratio


	-0.04


	0.00


	

	
	household size


	-0.02


	0.00


	

	
	SC


	0.02


	0.00


	

	
	ST


	0.13


	0.00


	

	
	Graduation and above


	0.08


	0.00


	

	
	Higher Secondary


	-0.11


	0.00


	

	
	Secondary


	-0.08


	0.00


	

	
	age


	0.00


	0.00


	

	
	sea


	0.02


	0.00


	

	
	sena


	-0.08


	0.00


	

	
	married


	0.11


	0.00


	

	
	widowed


	0.18


	0.00


	

	
	divorced


	0.42


	0.00


	

	
	Literate household head


	-0.04


	0.00


	


Table A.2 (g): Model 6
	No. of obs chi2(48) Log pseudolikelihood


	86791 -1.24E+08


	Prob > chi2 Pseudo R2


	0 0.12



	
	variables

	dy/dx

	P>z

	

	
	Child-woman ratio


	-0.03


	0.00


	

	
	household size


	-0.01


	0.00


	

	
	SC


	0.03


	0.00


	

	
	ST


	0.09


	0.00


	

	
	Higher Secondary


	-0.18


	0.00


	

	
	Secondary


	-0.14


	0.00


	

	
	age


	0.00


	0.00


	

	
	sea


	0.04


	0.00


	

	
	sena


	-0.04


	0.00


	

	
	married


	0.11


	0.00


	

	
	widowed


	0.16


	0.00


	

	
	divorced


	0.34


	0.00


	

	
	Literate household head


	-0.04


	0.00


	

	
	PONDICHERRY

	-0.02


	0.00


	

	
	KERALA

	-0.08


	0.00


	


	LASHWADWEEP

	-0.16


	0.00



	GOA

	-0.26


	0.00



	KARNATAKA

	-0.04


	0.00



	ANDHRA PRADESH

	0.01


	0.00



	MAHARASHTRA

	-0.01


	0.00



	D & N HAVELI

	-0.59


	0.00



	DAMAN & DUI

	-0.19


	0.00



	GUJARAT


	-0.08


	0.00



	M.P

	-0.13


	0.00



	CHATTISGARH

	-0.04


	0.00



	ORISSA

	-0.22


	0.00



	JHARKHAND

	-0.31


	0.00



	WEST BENGAL


	-0.30


	0.00



	ASSAM

	-0.25


	0.00



	MEGHALAYA

	-0.02


	0.00



	TRIPURA

	-0.25


	0.00



	MIZORAM

	-0.01


	0.00



	MANIPUR


	-0.16


	0.00



	NAGALAND

	-0.08


	0.00



	ARUNACHAL PRADESH

	-0.12


	0.00



	SIKKIM

	-0.05


	0.00



	BIHAR


	-0.48


	0.00



	U.P

	-0.29


	0.00



	RAJASTHAN

	-0.11


	0.00



	DELHI

	-0.58


	0.00



	HARYANA

	-0.14


	0.00



	UTTARANCHAL


	0.03


	0.00



	CHANDIGARH

	-0.19


	0.00



	PUNJAB


	-0.13


	0.00



	HIMACHAL PRADESH

	0.11


	0.00




Table (A.3): Logistic Regression for Female Urban Labour Force Participation.

Table A.3 (a): Correlation Table:
	
	cws_l

	casual

	regular

	se

	hh_sz

	dep

	cw

	infant

	lithhh

	age

	married_n

	widowed

	divorced

	st

	sc

	bpl

	p

	s

	hs

	gr

	ag1


	cws_l

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	casual

	0.08

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	regular

	0.02

	-0.32

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	se

	-0.04

	-0.33

	-0.68

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	hh_sz

	-0.09

	0.00

	-0.10

	0.17

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	dep

	-0.01

	0.05

	-0.08

	0.05

	0.29

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	cw

	-0.07

	0.04

	-0.04

	0.04

	0.19

	0.44

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	infant

	-0.05

	0.02

	-0.05

	0.04

	0.28

	0.13

	0.37

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	lithhh

	-0.10

	-0.22

	0.16

	-0.02

	-0.15

	-0.06

	-0.04

	-0.05

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	age

	0.04

	-0.02

	0.01

	0.02

	0.02

	0.11

	-0.02

	-0.03

	0.00

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	married_n

	-0.05

	0.01

	0.00

	0.05

	0.02

	0.25

	0.23

	0.09

	0.06

	0.31

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	widowed

	0.10

	0.03

	0.01

	-0.04

	-0.05

	0.03

	-0.01

	-0.01

	-0.10

	0.39

	-0.41

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	divorced

	0.07

	0.03

	-0.01

	-0.02

	-0.02

	0.01

	-0.02

	0.00

	-0.03

	0.02

	-0.11

	-0.02

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	st

	0.03

	0.05

	0.01

	-0.05

	-0.02

	-0.01

	-0.01

	-0.02

	-0.03

	-0.01

	-0.02

	0.02

	0.02

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	sc

	0.07

	0.15

	0.02

	-0.11

	0.00

	0.01

	0.02

	0.03

	-0.14

	-0.02

	-0.01

	0.03

	0.01

	-0.07

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	

	bpl

	0.05

	0.28

	-0.18

	0.01

	0.28

	0.21

	0.15

	0.10

	-0.30

	-0.03

	-0.01

	0.04

	0.01

	0.04

	0.13

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	

	p

	0.02

	0.08

	-0.06

	0.03

	0.02

	0.05

	0.02

	0.01

	0.02

	0.08

	0.09

	0.03

	0.01

	0.00

	0.05

	0.09

	1.00

	
	
	
	

	s

	-0.11

	-0.04

	0.02

	0.01

	-0.01

	-0.04

	-0.04

	-0.02

	0.12

	-0.17

	-0.05

	-0.09

	-0.01

	0.00

	-0.03

	-0.07

	-0.31

	1.00

	
	
	

	hs

	-0.09

	-0.10

	0.04

	-0.01

	-0.05

	-0.10

	-0.06

	-0.03

	0.12

	-0.16

	-0.12

	-0.08

	-0.01

	-0.01

	-0.05

	-0.13

	-0.17

	-0.27

	1.00

	
	

	gr

	0.13

	-0.15

	0.15

	-0.05

	-0.09

	-0.05

	-0.02

	-0.01

	0.17

	-0.05

	0.00

	-0.08

	-0.01

	-0.03

	-0.09

	-0.21

	-0.20

	-0.31

	-0.17

	1.00

	

	ag1

	0.01

	-0.03

	0.00

	0.02

	0.04

	0.10

	-0.03

	-0.02

	-0.01

	0.98

	0.21

	0.42

	0.02

	-0.01

	-0.02

	-0.02

	0.07

	-0.15

	-0.15

	-0.07

	1.00



Table A.3 (b): Model 1
	No. of obs chi2(7)

	60305


	Prob > chi2


	0



	Log pseudolikelihood


	-4.5E+07


	Pseudo R2


	0.03




	variables

	dy/dx

	P>z


	age


	0.00


	0.00



	se


	-0.02


	0.00



	married


	-0.06


	0.00



	dependency


	-0.05


	0.00



	Graduate and above


	0.15


	0.00



	primary


	0.05


	0.00



	bpl


	0.08


	0.00




Table A.3 (c): Model 2
	No. of obs chi2(12) Log pseudolikelihood


	60290 -4.1E+07


	Prob > chi2 Pseudo R2


	0 0.07



	
	variables

	dy/dx

	P>z

	

	
	Dependency


	0.07


	0.00


	

	
	Child-woman ratio


	-0.06


	0.00


	

	
	household size


	-0.02


	0.00


	

	
	SC


	0.05


	0.00


	

	
	ST


	0.07


	0.00


	

	
	Graduation and above


	0.10


	0.00


	

	
	Primary


	0.00


	0.00


	

	
	Higher secondary


	-0.11


	0.00


	


	secondary


	-0.07


	0.00



	casual


	0.07


	0.00



	regular

	0.03


	0.00



	Literate hosehold head


	-0.09


	0.00




Table A.13 (d): Model 3
	No. of obs chi2(45)

	60290


	Prob > chi2


	0



	Log pseudolikelihood


	-4E+07


	Pseudo R2


	0.09




	variables

	dy/dx

	P>z


	casual


	0.04


	0.00



	regular

	0.03


	0.00



	dependency


	0.05


	0.00



	Hosehold size


	-0.02


	0.00



	Child-woman ratio


	-0.06


	0.00



	Literate hosehold


	-0.09


	0.00



	higher secondary


	-0.11


	0.00



	secondary


	-0.09


	0.00



	Graduate and above


	0.09


	0.00



	Below Poverty Line


	0.06


	0.00



	A & N ISLANDS

	0.09


	0.00



	PONDICHERRY

	0.05


	0.00



	TAMIL NADU

	0.04


	0.00



	KERALA

	0.11


	0.00



	LAKSHWADWEEP

	0.13


	0.00



	GOA

	-0.06


	0.00



	KARNATAKA

	0.03


	0.00



	ANDHRA PRADESH

	0.02


	0.00



	MAHARASHTRA

	0.02


	0.00



	D & N HAVELI

	-0.31


	0.00



	DAMAN & DIU

	-0.09


	0.00



	GUJARAT


	0.01


	0.00



	MADHYA PRADESH

	-0.03


	0.00



	CHATTISGARH

	0.01


	0.00



	ORISSA

	-0.06


	0.00



	JHARKHAND

	-0.08


	0.00



	WEST BENGAL


	-0.02


	0.00



	ASSAM

	-0.06


	0.00



	MEGHALAYA

	0.14


	0.00



	TRIPURA

	0.05


	0.00



	MIZORAM

	0.22


	0.00



	MANIPUR


	0.04


	0.00




	NAGALAND

	0.02


	0.00



	ARUNACHAL PRADESH

	0.04


	0.00



	SIKKIM

	0.06


	0.00



	BIHAR


	-0.18


	0.00



	UTTAR PRADESH

	-0.11


	0.00



	RAJASTHAN

	-0.03


	0.00



	DELHI

	-0.13


	0.00



	HARYANA

	-0.01


	0.00



	UTTARANCHAL


	-0.06


	0.00



	CHANDIGARH

	-0.02


	0.00



	PUNJAB


	-0.03


	0.00



	HIMACHAL PRADESH

	0.05


	0.00




Table (A.4). Logistic Regression on determinants of Male Labour Force Participation (15-65 years), 66th round, NSSO
Table A.4 (a): Correlation Table
	
	cws_l

	hh_sz

	dep

	lithhh

	age

	married_n

	st

	sc

	bpl

	p

	s

	hs

	gr

	ag1

	rural


	cws_l

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	hh_sz

	0.00

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	dep

	0.13

	0.32

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	lithhh

	-0.06

	-0.11

	-0.08

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	age

	0.31

	-0.05

	0.18

	0.01

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	married_n

	0.48

	0.03

	0.28

	0.02

	0.61

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	st

	0.03

	0.00

	0.01

	-0.10

	-0.01

	0.02

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	sc

	0.02

	-0.02

	0.02

	-0.13

	-0.03

	0.00

	-0.15

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	bpl

	0.05

	0.28

	0.24

	-0.22

	-0.04

	0.04

	0.12

	0.10

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	

	p

	0.13

	0.00

	0.04

	0.13

	0.05

	0.08

	0.02

	0.05

	0.10

	1.00

	
	
	
	
	

	s

	-0.13

	0.04

	-0.05

	0.22

	-0.22

	-0.15

	-0.04

	-0.04

	-0.07

	-0.40

	1.00

	
	
	
	

	hs

	-0.17

	-0.01

	-0.09

	0.14

	-0.12

	-0.12

	-0.03

	-0.05

	-0.11

	-0.18

	-0.26

	1.00

	
	
	

	gr

	0.02

	-0.05

	-0.05

	0.20

	0.03

	0.01

	-0.06

	-0.09

	-0.17

	-0.18

	-0.26

	-0.12

	1.00

	
	

	ag1

	0.22

	-0.04

	0.15

	-0.01

	0.98

	0.52

	-0.01

	-0.03

	-0.04

	0.04

	-0.20

	-0.12

	0.01

	1.00

	

	rural

	0.06

	0.08

	0.12

	-0.22

	0.01

	0.04

	0.13

	0.08

	0.12

	0.10

	-0.01

	-0.09

	-0.25

	0.02

	1.00




Table A.4(c): Model 2
	No. of obs chi2(7) Log pseudolikelihood


	156212 -1.37E+08


	Prob > chi2 Pseudo R2


	0 0.15



	
	variables

	dy/dx

	P>z

	

	
	Higher secondary


	-0.16


	0.00


	

	
	Secondary


	-0.09


	0.00


	

	
	SC


	0.01


	0.00


	

	
	ST


	0.04


	0.00


	

	
	household size


	0.00


	0.00


	

	
	Age


	0.01


	0.00


	

	
	Dependency


	0.10


	0.00


	


Source: computed from unit level data, NSSO, 66th round, EUS
Table A.4(d): Model 3
No. of obs chi2(41) Log pseudolikelihood


156212 -1.36E+08


Prob > chi2                                    0 Pseudo R2                                 0.16

variables
            dy/dx Higher secondary         dy/dx
-0.15

Secondary                             0.01-0.09 SC                                         0.030.01

ST
0
0.04 household size
0
0.00 age                              
0
0.01

Dependency                          0      0.10 A & N ISLANDS                 0      0.06

PONDICHERRY
                  0.00


P>z P>z
0.00

0.00 0 0.00 0
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.05

TAMIL NADU KERALA LASHWADWEEP GOA KARNATAKA
ANDHRA PRADESH MAHARASHTRA
D & N HAVELI DAMAN & DUI GUJARAT

M.P CHATTISGARH
ORISSA

0.04                0.00 0.00                0.00 -0.03               0.00 -0.02               0.00 0.06                0.00 0.02                0.00 0.04                0.00 0.17                0.00 0.05                0.00 0.07                0.00 0.04                0.00 -0.02               0.00

0.05
0.00

	JHARKHAND

	0.01


	0.00



	WEST BENGAL


	0.06


	0.00



	ASSAM

	0.06


	0.00



	MEGHALAYA

	0.00


	0.00



	TRIPURA

	0.05


	0.00



	MIZORAM

	0.04


	0.00



	MANIPUR


	0.01


	0.00



	NAGALAND

	-0.05


	0.00



	ARUNACHAL PRADESH

	-0.05


	0.00



	SIKKIM

	0.03


	0.00



	BIHAR


	0.02


	0.00



	U.P

	0.02


	0.00



	RAJASTHAN

	0.01


	0.00



	DELHI

	0.02


	0.00



	HARYANA

	0.02


	0.00



	UTTARANCHAL


	-0.03


	0.00



	CHANDIGARH

	0.02


	0.00



	PUNJAB


	0.03


	0.00



	HIMACHAL PRADESH

	0.03


	0.00




Source: computed from unit level data, NSSO, 66th round, EUS
Table A.4 (e): Model 4
	No. of obs chi2(41) Log pseudolikelihood


	156166 -1.18E+08


	Prob > chi2 Pseudo R2


	0 0.27



	
	variables

	dy/dx

	P>z

	

	
	Primary


	0.11


	0.00


	

	
	Graduation and above


	0.06


	0.00


	

	
	Sc


	0.01


	0.00


	

	
	St


	0.03


	0.00


	

	
	Rural


	0.03


	0.00


	

	
	married


	0.30


	0.00


	

	
	Bpl


	0.02


	0.00


	

	
	A & N ISLANDS

	0.06


	0.00


	

	
	PONDICHERRY

	0.02


	0.00


	

	
	TAMIL NADU

	0.03


	0.00


	

	
	KERALA

	0.00


	0.00


	

	
	LASHWADWEEP

	-0.03


	0.00


	

	
	GOA

	-0.01


	0.00


	


	KARNATAKA

	0.06


	0.00



	ANDHRA PRADESH

	0.00


	0.00



	MAHARASHTRA

	0.02


	0.00



	D & N HAVELI

	0.14


	0.00



	DAMAN & DUI

	0.00


	0.58



	GUJARAT


	0.05


	0.00



	M.P

	0.01


	0.00



	CHATTISGARH

	-0.07


	0.00



	ORISSA

	0.03


	0.00



	JHARKHAND

	0.00


	0.00



	WEST BENGAL


	0.04


	0.00



	ASSAM

	0.05


	0.00



	MEGHALAYA

	0.00


	0.00



	TRIPURA

	0.03


	0.00



	MIZORAM

	0.05


	0.00



	MANIPUR


	-0.01


	0.00



	NAGALAND

	-0.05


	0.00



	ARUNACHAL PRADESH

	-0.05


	0.00



	SIKKIM

	0.03


	0.00



	BIHAR


	-0.02


	0.00



	U.P

	0.01


	0.00



	RAJASTHAN

	-0.03


	0.00



	DELHI

	0.01


	0.00



	HARYANA

	-0.02


	0.00



	UTTARANCHAL


	-0.04


	0.00



	CHANDIGARH

	0.01


	0.00



	PUNJAB


	0.02


	0.00



	HIMACHAL PRADESH

	0.01


	0.00




Source: computed from unit level data, NSSO, 66th round, EUS
Table A.5: Education-specific labour force participation rates, 66th round, NSSO.
	Total Male

	
	Illiteracy

	Primary

	Secondary

	Higher Secondary

	Graduation and above


	
	LFPR

	86


	89.01


	74.27


	62.26


	82.06



	Total Female

	
	Illiteracy

	Primary

	Secondary

	Higher Secondary

	Graduation and above


	
	LFPR

	34.93


	30.71


	20.07


	14.81


	32.5



	Total

	
	Illiteracy

	Primary

	Secondary

	Higher Secondary

	Graduation and above


	
	LFPR

	52.49


	61.84


	52.76


	43.76


	64.08




variables





gr	0.05





0.00





st





0





sc





0.0





0.0
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