WORKING PAPER

WOREING PAPEL NO.44

SEX DISCHRIMINATION IN FARM WAGES

Leela Gulati

Centre for Development Studies
Ulloor, Trivandrum 885011
(India)



115382

CENTRE FOR DEVELOPMENT STUDIES

WOREKING PAPEN NO.44

SEX DISCRIMINATION IN FARM WAGES

Leele Gulati

Centre for Development Studies
Ulloor, Trivandrum i1

November 1976



SEX DISCRIMINATION IN FARM WAGES

Sex discriminatior ir wages is not just an Indian fact of life,

Tt obteins in most parts of the world, whether gerclopd or undeﬁeloped.

Discrimination is practised largely in two ways, One is to pay
less to wome.n fo;' the éaﬁe type of worl; and-the other is.to restrict them
to low paid unskilled jobs and denﬁr them access to better peid jobs.

The first is an open form of discrimination and.is usually justified on
grounds of so-called productivity differences between men and women,

For the second type.of discrimination, the ususl argument advanced is
that there are only certaﬁ tesk which women can best perform. These so-

called fexh.aie'job;s or tasks ere also 'Ehe ones carrying low wages.

There is also -a third form of sex discrimination in wages which
probab}y obteins lergely, if not only in unde;—'deve'loped countries.
In this case, whateve_r l'the jcbs' wemen are employed for, they are employed for
fewer hou?s ; days or; veeks, 'so that the quantum of work women et in

a year works out to less than that of men,

.Thus wage discriminaticn hase® on sex takes on seversl forms., It
_may occur in the form of (z) differentiation in wares for the saﬁe work,
(b) job festrictioné or (¢) reduction in the cuantum of work. Usually
the wage ciiscrinﬂ.nati_on that exists in any ccuntxy/:ig somé amaléam of the

forms emumerzated sbovwe,



For the purpose of this paper we restrict ocurselwes to agricultunm
labour which is the single largest avenue of employment open to working
vomen in India, According to 1970-71 census, two out of every five worl

women (as defined in the census) are engaged as agri@ltural lebourers,

Also this paper concentrates on the analysis of the situation
obtaining in 1970/71 on the basis of the wage data collected in the 25t
round of the Nati nal Sample‘ Survey. Information on female farm wages
is available, however, for three earlier yerrs, 1950-51, 1956-57 and 19

which enables us to see the trend in wage differentials based on sex owm

a period of 20 years, Table I giws male and female money wage rates

Table I, Average Daily Money Wages of Agricultural Labourers

States Female Male
1950-511956-57 196465 _1970-71 1950-511956-57 19646519
A1l India 68 59 95 142 109 96 143 2
Utter Pradesh 105 65 93 59 118 92 110 2
Madnya Pradesh 51 59 g6 132 70 76 111
Bihar 111 74 120 190 126 91 139 4
West Bengal 104, 98 136 188 166 143 181 . A
Orissa 49 55 89 134 72 80 133 1
Assam g 115 170 292 190 154 221 3
Andhra Pradesh 63 55 - 85 " 149 97 87 121 2
Tamil Nadu 59 8 84 150 7 8, 139 2
Kerala 79 70 123 224, 126 128 218 4
Maharashtrs 66 55 T 131 101 87 147 2%
Karnataka 57 5 79 149 00 8, 121 1
Rajasthan 94 61 109 188 123 o8 176 2
Punjab 134 122 145 348 184 108 213

Jamm & Kashmir - - 150 - : - - 1193
Gu jarat - - 109 165 - - 147 18
Haryana - 271 . '

Sources: Cols 1,2,5 and 6 Report on "The Second Agricultural Labour Eng
1956-57, Figures given are for casual workers, Cols 3 and 7 In

Labour Statistics 1968, Lebour Bureau, Smila Figures given - =

for agricultural larour households. Cols / and & The Naticnal Sa

Survey -25th Round: Jyly 1970-June 1971. Figures given here rol-

to agricultursl lshour households, {(-) denotes information not =
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for the four years 1950-51, 1956-57, 1964-65 and 197071, Table IT
jliustretes female wege as a rroporti n of corresponding male wages
for the ssme years, In the analysis that follows en attempt has been
made t;) identify the three forms of discrimination mentioned above in
relation to female farm workers not only et the all-India level but

the
also, as far as possible, at the lewel of/States.

Open Wage Disorimination: Female farm wage has been lower than male
farm wage throughout the twenty-year period, 1951-1971. 0On an average,
female wage was roughly two-thirds of the mele wage throughout, though
it appe‘ars that the relatiwe female wage was slightly lower during the
fifties than during the sixties, 4s far relestiwve inter-State dis-
parities they were not much wider in the fifties than the subseguent
sixties, In no State, hWewr, did the female wage fall below 45 per
cent, of the mele agricultural wage, At the same time, in no State

was it higher thah 90 per cent of the male wagé pre-eiling at any one
point of time,

It can Be seen from Table II that we can classify the States

" into two groups, those with female farm wage of less then two—tb:".rds

of the mele wage and those with female wage exceeding that cut-off point.
In the firet group fall Kerela (55%), Maharashtra (60%), Rajesthan (627)
Haryana (60%), Tamil Nadu (63%) end Ubber, Pradesh(66%) - In the senond
group fall Punjeb (63%) Andhra Pradesh (71%), Orissa (73%), fssam (77%),
Mysore (79%), Madhya Pradesh (80%), Bihar (84%) and Gujarat (89%).

The percentages given in brackets are of female wage in relation to

© cqrresponding mele wage in 1970-71.



Two hypothesis may at leas'..he offered in order to explain inter-
State disparities 1. the relative female farm w=ge differential’ (1e.
as proportion of the corresponding male wage). One is that the more
sbundent the supply of female labour in a State, the lower is the
relative wage of women in that State. This is b=sed on a straight forward
supply-price relat'-ionship- where under given the demand,. an increase in
supply depresses the price of a commodity, Thus an sbundant supply of
femgie farm labour 'shduld depress the female relative wage, The other
ﬁypothésis seeks to explain the disparities'in relatiwe female wage iy ter
absolute level of male wage. Thus if the male wage in a State is high, tho

wage taken as a proportion of the male wage would tend to be lower. I have

tried to test both the above hypothesis and found more support for the

second nypothesis,

Ester Boserup subscribes to the view that "the abundent supply
of female labcur keep§ women! s wages vefy low in relation to men's wages"
Followinz Boserip, thererore, cne would expect that thc female rclative
wege shouiG vt owe., bhe Lighcr is ihe participation of women in
agricultural labour in a State, I have attempted, therefore, to correl-te
the sex composition of the agricultural lsbour in diffeient States(which
should reflect the participaticn of wome-h in this occupaticnal group,
with relativw female farm wzge but got results which did not clearly
support this 'proposition. The rank corvelation between the two works out

to be negstiwe, but not significant, N being orly 0.26

t should ve added, however. that when one rarks the States is
tre ascending order of femele farm wage in sbsclute(money) terrs nnd
" correlates that with sex ccmposition of agricultural lshcur) here the
States nre ranked in descending order), the ccrrelsticn one gets is

positive and significant, r being 0,67.



However, this only means th-t in the States with abundant supply
of female farm labour the tendency is for the female money wage to be
lower than that in the Statcs with less abundant supply of female farn
labour, It does not follow th:t the abundant supply of female farm
labour depresses femrle farm wage considered as a proportion of male

farm wage,

This brings us to our second hypothesis about the possible link bet.-
ween the mrle noney wage and the relatj.ve female wage in agriculiure,
It is worth recalling that earlier in this paper States were classified
into two groups, those with femie farm wages of less than two~thirds
\
of the female wage and those with female farm wage above two=-thirds of
male wage,
Interestingly, excepting Maharashtra the o*her Tive Jitates in the
first group rank among the top half with reserd to noney farm wage for
female lsbourers in 1970-71. Of course, even in the second group we hove
‘
States like Punjob and dssoa which rank idgl: with respect to male farm
wage in money terms, The result still is that the overall ranlk corwelation
between inter-State male farm wage in nonoy terms nnd the relative ferale
—'-.wa'.ge is negetive but only moderately sisrificant r being 0.46 significent =t
10 per cent lazvel, ilowever, the rank coriclation betiesn male farn wage and
wage dilferentiel, beth in money terms is hislly eignificant, r being C,07%.
Thus it would appec: that thers iz o slreng tardency .at leas’ for the
absolate difforence in monsy wages between rules ond femnles to be high in
the Stotes where mele moncy m~e is ldgl.
Thus onr resalts show Ll inter-St te disparities in relutive
female farm wire are correlated not to supnly of
fercle lebour but to ke lwel of malt wago.
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It was noted however that in the St .tes w:.th abundant supply of female
labour e tendency was for the fewle money wage to be lower than in the
States with less abundant supply of female labour. Could it not be argued,
therefore , that posgibly the abundance of female Jaboui', instead of
depressing altogether the female farn wage depresses also the .-male wage,
go that tho. ralative fanale wage (i.e., fernle wage as a proportion of malf

wage 18 not so low ),

So far, I hove spoken of the differencesin wages between male and
female agriculbural la.bo;.zrers without drami.n’g any distingtions between one
type of famm operation and another, In actual prectice, however a distinc
is always dravn between various types of major agricultural operstions,
each carryins its own wage. Moreover, as was pointed out at ‘the very out~
set, wage discriminotion against women might well take place by restm‘.cti!j
them to low pnic operations,

Mo 4t ia cenerally belicved that women are bLest suitod foi ce.t'baij
agricultural operations. Could this, by any chance, mean tint there are
sonmc agriculturel operations for which women right by x}irt_:ue of jc‘:ﬁe,:i.:t‘ spéc‘;
aptitude be able to command a better price than men? Or is it only mcant
say that while some agiicultural’ opeictions .aro open to women others ard
not and that Fproductivity-wise there is hardly an oPeﬁ.Lti.on for which
women could command & jxdgher price than men? The reality in Indien agri-
culture appocrd 1o be closer to the latter position, It may be tiue the”
some oper:ations are strenous and women can't cope with then adequately
but there are many other jobs women can do equally w11 if not betser,’

~

but they co not seen to be even paid adequately, let alone equally.



Table II: Feiale Wages as & Proportion of lale Wages

Percentase of women's wage to men'!s wage in

States 1550-51 1 198657 1964e65 197071
A1l India 2.4 51,5 66,2 63.6
Uttar Pradesh 8%.0 70,7 84,5 85.7
Madhya Pradesh 6446 77.6 77,5 80.4
Bihar 82,1 81.3 86,3 84.4
West Bengal 6R,7 68.5 75.1 76.4
Orissa, 68.1 63.8 66.9 73.2
Assam | 77.% TheT7 76.9 T b
Andhra Pradesh 64.9 3.2 70.2 70.9
Tamil Nedu 60,8 57.1 61.2 62.0
Kerala 62,7 54,7 58.3 546
Meharashtre (Bombay) 65,3 63.2 52.4  %6,5
Mysore 63.3 65.5 65.3 7.8
Gujarat - - 0.9 83,7
Rajasthan 76,4, €2.2 51.9 63,2
Punjab | 72,8 .6 8.1 70.9
Jommu & Kashrrir - - 761 -

Haryana - - 85.1
Coefficient of varistion .539 408 | 527 . «5C7

Table ITT: TFomole k28 38 a Proportion, of Male Megus for Importint

—- S ——

Amviculivxold Opcizabions

Wozding’ .o 60,7 5¢,0 61.3
Trensplardiin- ., 52,1 (2.0 61.0
darvessing . 52.68 €2 1. 65.5

Source: Indian Iubour Year Book, 1969, ILabow: Turcau, Siamla,



‘Thus in agriculture while an 6peration like ploughing is regarded
as very much of a male job, operations like weeding, transpiant:ing and
‘harvesting waro open %o wonen in practically zll the St-tes. However,
'for/':zz;]s; all the States the female wages for these three operations are
‘lower than the corrcsponding mele wages. Iht‘oz'.bwm‘bely, the available
data from the 25th round of 1i.5.S5. do not throw any light on operation-
‘'wise farm wages for 1970-71, Information ie availsble, however, on
operation-irise fam wages for men und women for the earlier three yoars,
which shows that femnle wegses for these three oper-tions are lower than
the corresponding malc wages (Toble III)., On an average, the deficiency

in female wage was of ti:e order of one-t'drd of rale wage.

So, in Tndien asriculture abt least, the discrimin~tion in fam
wages has existed ercinst women not really in the form of deniel of
access to better paid operations - male ploughing wage is not higher
than the mole waze in weeding , harvesting, or btransplanting which are
open %o woren. “he hroed position in India has been that for practially

'
any faim job tht = women is erployed for, her wage is lower than ihat
of the mele doing the sane job. Thua inspite of the fact that farm
oper:tions are soparalely classifinble for nurnoses of wages, discri-
mination cgainst woinen tales on the open fora and nolt tho subtle foin

we are nowv speskiny about., It is important to remwmmber, however, that

even if tomorrow it were possible to not only legisiate bub alse anforce
oquelity in inle @nd Tenle woges, sear dicerimination could still
sneck in so lonz ¢ & distinction is drewm botween vorious fara

ope-ations for pusposes of wagse ond bebber pid farm oner-tione arve

closed Lo woneil,



Quantum of Fuployment:

4 reference was made above to wage discrimination through reduction in
the quantum of work or employment. Iven when the same wage rate is payable
and paid for men and women, discrimination in the quantum of work .can
create disparities in earnings, btrb aiong with a differential wage m‘bé

1% accentuates the discrimination gets further accentuated,

It can be observed from Table IV that in 1950-51, 1955~56 and 1964~65,
female agricultural labourers in India got work for a fewer days than male
agricultural laboures. Thus in the fifties, not only were female farm
wages lower than male farm wazes in India but also the gquantum of work
available to female farn lebourers was less. Women seemed to get work
for between 60 per cent to 7C per cent of the numbor of days that men
were employed. Thus with not nore then 66 per cent, of male wage on
average and only 70 per cent of the quantuu of work the average yearly
femle earning from farm labour would work out to well wnder 50 peicent
of the mele azrminsa.

Ihfortunately information is not :;_v'ailaBJ_e on “hie quantum of
work which male and fexle agricultiveal workers got in the 1970-71.

But if one goos by the informtion ftor the yoar 1943-64 femle earmin.,s
during the 60!'s wsg no ld-her, whern related to imle carnings fron .
agricultural labour, tinn during the fifties., Therw is no otlier evidenco ic
shoy that the relatirc waploywent nosition on thae Jurms coulé ivwe ¢istinet.
1y improved for wonen in the cecond .wlf of the cixiioas,

It ie difficwdt to rexist the counclusion tiwd discriniabion asainst
women hag been wirih leize on the Indian Teirvdng scche. s dlsericisuicon
we have noled, oparateos L.rgely Shrougl, shtraight forwonrd diserizdraticon

in wageas,
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Table IV: Quantwi of Employment of Female Agricultural labourers
in Agriculture as a Proportion of Mem

Agricultural operations ALL-India

e m e e e s wmeee s - o e mee . 195051 195657 1964..65
Yo .

Wage employment in egriculture 63.4 71.2 68.7

Source: Indian labour Year Book, 1969, lebour Bureau, Simla,

The more subtle form of discrimination which usually tekes on the
form of denying access to the disadvantaged class to the better paid jobs
without any formal differentiationeitween male and female wage rate does
not appear to be the characteristic feature of the Indian farming scene,
"Added to open wape discrimination is, of course, the reduction in the
quamtbum of work., If what obtained in the fifties in this latter rega:d
held good in the sixties, the discrimination through this method too
éould be quite subsiciatial. The overall pichure that one gets, therefore
is of substantial as well as persistent discrimination against the femalc

farm labourers, The ultimate result is, perhaps, thut the average female

farm worker eams cven now less than half of what the average 1ale

farm worker earns during the course of a year,
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