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Abstract 

This doctoral thesis investigates the universalization of pensions in India, framing social security 

benefits as fundamental human rights. With global pension coverage at about 48 per cent and ageing 

populations increasing, the research examines pension systems in various countries, including the 

USA, Germany, Japan, and others. The literature review highlights different pension schemes, 

enrolment statistics, and economic implications. 

India faces demographic challenges, with a projected rise in its elderly population by 2030, 

necessitating urgent pension provisions. Approximately 80 per cent of Indian workers are in the 

unorganized sector and lack social security benefits, making this research focus crucial. The study 

distinguishes between social insurance (contributory) and social assistance (non-contributory) 

programs. 

The introduction connects social security to human rights, emphasizing pensions' role in supporting 

ageing populations. The literature review synthesizes global best practices relevant to India’s context. 

The methodology employs secondary data, primarily from the Periodic Labour Force Survey (2017-

2023), to analyse pension coverage and demographic profiles. Estimation of contributors, non-

contributors, pensioners and non-pensioners and logit regression models assess factors influencing 

enrolment. 

Findings reveal significant gaps in pension coverage, particularly among unorganized workers. While 

the number of pensioners is rising, overall coverage remains low, highlighting financial insecurity. 

Logit regression indicates that urban dwellers, men, and educated individuals are more likely to 

contribute to pension schemes. 

The analysis shows that pension beneficiaries enjoy a higher standard of living. State-level disparities 

reveal Maharashtra as a leader in contributors, while Uttar Pradesh and Tamil Nadu have high 

numbers of non-contributors. 



 

The study utilised government schemes such as of social insurance (e.g., Atal Pension Yojana) and 

social assistance (e.g., Indira Gandhi National Old Age Pension Scheme). From the analysis a total 

of seven schemes challenges like inadequate funding and limited outreach are noted, particularly for 

unorganized workers. 

Estimating total pension requirements, the study projects a fiscal outlay of ₹13.46 lakh crore, 

underscoring the need for increased government expenditure to ensure universal coverage. 

The thesis concludes with key policy recommendations: expand pension schemes for unorganized 

workers, implement public awareness campaigns, regularly update policies, improve beneficiary data 

collection, and promote financial literacy. 

Overall, this research advocates for a comprehensive approach to pension universalization in India, 

emphasizing the significant impact of pensions on economic security and living standards for all 

citizens. 
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1 :  Introduction 
 

Social security is crucial in safeguarding workers against various risks in a volatile and uncertain 

world. As economies face rapid changes and unexpected challenges, the importance of a robust social 

security system becomes increasingly evident. Social security benefits constitute a fundamental 

component of the social safety net, addressing the economic needs of some of society's most 

vulnerable groups, including retirees, disabled individuals, and survivors of deceased workers. By 

providing a financial cushion, these benefits are instrumental in promoting economic stability, 

reducing poverty, and encouraging active workforce participation. Furthermore, they help reinforce 

social cohesion and public trust in governmental institutions, which is vital for the overall functioning 

of society. The ongoing provision and enhancement of these benefits are not merely administrative 

tasks but essential responsibilities of a just and equitable society, ensuring that all citizens can weather 

economic storms and maintain a dignified standard of living (International Labour Organisation 

[ILO], 1952). 

1.1 Conceptual Framework of Social Security 

 

The concept of "social security" is inherently dynamic and lacks a universally accepted definition. 

Each country has developed its social security systems, shaped by unique social, economic, and 

political contexts. This results in significant variations in the mechanisms and benefits provided. For 

instance, some nations prioritise healthcare and maternity benefits, while others may focus more on 

unemployment insurance or pensions for the elderly. Such differences reflect the diverse needs and 

values of societies around the world. 

The ILO’s Social Security (Minimum Standards) Convention No. 102 is a pivotal guideline, 

identifying nine core contingencies that social security systems should address. These include  

1) Sickness, which protects workers during periods of illness;  
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2) Maternity, which supports women during pregnancy and childbirth;  

3) Employment Injury, which compensates workers injured on the job; 

 4) Unemployment, providing financial assistance to those who have lost their jobs;  

5) Invalidity, which aids individuals who can no longer work due to disability;  

6) Old Age, ensuring income security for retirees;  

7) Death, which offers support to surviving family members;  

8) the need for long-term medical care; and  

9) Support for families with children. Each of these contingencies underscores the necessity of robust 

social security frameworks to provide comprehensive protection for workers, highlighting the 

multidimensional nature of social security itself. 

Social security is not just about economic support but also a means of fostering social solidarity. 

When a society invests in social security, it sends a message that it values the well-being of all its 

members, particularly the most vulnerable. This commitment can foster a sense of community and 

belonging, as individuals recognise that they are part of a system designed to protect them during 

difficult times. A well-structured social security system is foundational to the social contract between 

citizens and the state. It reinforces the idea that everyone deserves a safety net that allows them to 

live with dignity and security. Thus, the significance of social security extends beyond financial 

assistance; it encompasses broader social, economic, and ethical dimensions, which are critical for 

the stability and cohesion of society. 

1.2 Need for Social Security Benefits 

 

Social security benefits provide financial stability and security to individuals and families, 

particularly during economic uncertainty or personal hardship. Several key factors underscore the 

need for these benefits: 
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1.2.1 Economic Security for Retirees 

 

For retirees, social security benefits are essential as they provide a reliable source of income when 

individuals can no longer earn through employment. These benefits cover basic living expenses, 

including housing, food, and healthcare. Many retirees face significant financial hardship without 

such support, as their personal savings or pensions may not be sufficient to meet their needs (Brown 

& Finke, 2019). Research indicates that a considerable percentage of retirees rely on social security 

as their primary source of income, often constituting over 50 per cent of their total income (Chen & 

Munnell, 2021). In India, the situation is similarly dire; studies show that many older adults depend 

on informal sources of income or family support, making social security benefits crucial for their 

well-being (Kumar & Rai, 2020). Furthermore, a report by the World Bank (2019) emphasises that 

without adequate pension systems, ageing populations in developing countries like India are at a 

heightened risk of falling into poverty. 

1.2.2 Support for Individuals with Disabilities 

 

Social security benefits are vital for individuals unable to work due to disabilities. The Social Security 

Disability Insurance (SSDI) program offers financial assistance to qualifying individuals, ensuring 

they can maintain a reasonable standard of living and access necessary medical care (U.S. Social 

Security Administration, 2020). This support is significant in an increasingly competitive labour 

market where job opportunities may be limited for disabled individuals. Research has shown that 

social security benefits can significantly improve the quality of life for people with disabilities, 

allowing them to participate more fully in society (De Jong & Van den Heuvel, 2018). In the Indian 

context, disability support schemes have been highlighted as essential for promoting inclusive 

development, with studies showing that the lack of financial assistance often leads to increased 

vulnerability among disabled populations (Nishant & Singh, 2021). 
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1.2.3 Assistance for Survivors 

 

The social security system also provides benefits to the survivors of deceased workers, including 

widows, widowers, and dependent children. These benefits offer crucial financial support during 

emotional and economic upheaval periods, helping families manage daily expenses and maintain their 

standard of living (Kearney, 2021). The importance of survivor benefits cannot be overstated, as they 

play a significant role in ensuring that families do not face immediate financial crises following the 

loss of a breadwinner. Research has demonstrated that such benefits are vital for reducing the 

incidence of poverty among widows and their children, particularly in developing countries (Sen, 

2020). In India, studies indicate that many families depend on social security benefits to cope with 

the sudden loss of income, highlighting the necessity for comprehensive survivor benefits (Mehta & 

Kumar, 2019). 

1.2.4. Economic Stability and Poverty Prevention 

 

Social security benefits play a significant role in mitigating poverty and reducing income inequality. 

By providing a safety net for the elderly, disabled, and survivors, these benefits help prevent 

individuals from falling into poverty and promote a more equitable resource distribution within 

society (Smeeding, 2016). Research indicates that social security significantly reduces poverty rates 

among the elderly, highlighting its critical role in economic stability (Ortman & Velkoff, 2014). A 

study by the National Institute of Public Finance and Policy (NIPFP) in India also found that social 

security programs can significantly alleviate poverty levels among marginalised groups, emphasising 

the need for expansive and inclusive policies (Bhatia & Sharma, 2020). 

1.2.5. Encouragement of Labour Force Participation 

 

A well-designed social security system can encourage labour force participation by providing 

financial security for workers. Knowing that they have access to benefits in retirement or the event 

of disability incentivises individuals to remain in the workforce and contribute to the economy 

(Poterba, 2020). This dynamic not only benefits individuals but also enhances overall economic 
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productivity. Research shows that social security can catalyse economic engagement, particularly 

among older adults who might otherwise exit the workforce due to financial insecurities (Auerbach 

& Coile, 2020). In India, policies aimed at integrating social security with employment opportunities 

have encouraged greater participation, especially among women and older workers (Khan & Tiwari, 

2021). 

1.2.6. Social Cohesion and Public Confidence 

 

A functional social security system fosters social cohesion and public confidence in government 

institutions. It demonstrates a commitment to the well-being of all citizens, particularly the most 

vulnerable, thereby enhancing trust in societal structures (Wilensky, 2020). Such confidence is 

essential for the stability of democratic systems and the promotion of social solidarity. Research 

indicates that effective social security systems can lead to increased civic engagement and a greater 

willingness among citizens to participate in the political process (Putnam, 2000). In the Indian 

context, expanding social security benefits has been linked to improved public trust in government, 

as citizens perceive these initiatives as signs of governmental responsibility and care (Chakrabarty & 

Ghosh, 2018). 

Given an increase in the ageing population and the associated need for income security, out of all 

social security benefits, this study intended to explore the pension, which is old-age income security.  

Pensions are an essential component of a comprehensive financial security system, serving as a 

crucial mechanism to ensure economic stability and dignity for individuals in their retirement years. 

1.3 The Role and Significance of Pensions in Financial Security 

 

Pension is an amount paid regularly by the government or a private company to a person who no 

longer works due to age or illness (Cambridge Dictionary, 2024). The primary purpose of a pension 

is to provide a steady income stream to individuals upon retirement. As people age, their capacity to 

engage in regular employment diminishes, making a reliable pension vital for covering essential 

living expenses such as housing, food, healthcare, and other daily necessities (Munnell & Chen, 
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2020). Without pensions, retirees often find themselves heavily reliant on personal savings or 

alternative sources of income, which may be insufficient to sustain a comfortable standard of living. 

Research has shown that pensions serve as a financial safety net and a means of promoting overall 

well-being and dignity in retirement (Brown & Finke, 2019). 

Pensions are critical in reducing the risk of poverty among the elderly. In the absence of a pension, 

retirees may struggle to make ends meet, particularly if they have not accumulated sufficient personal 

savings or possess limited assets. Studies have demonstrated that social security benefits significantly 

lower poverty rates among older adults, providing a critical buffer against economic hardship 

(Smeeding, 2016). According to the U.S. Census Bureau, pension income reduces the poverty rate 

among the elderly by nearly 50 per cent (Ortman & Velkoff, 2014). By providing a regular income, 

pensions help prevent older adults from falling into poverty and ensure they can enjoy a basic standard 

of living, essential for maintaining their health and quality of life (Ippolito, 2020). 

In the Indian context, the scenario is particularly pressing, as the ageing population is projected to 

increase significantly in the coming decades. According to the Census of 2011, the population aged 

60 years and above was approximately 103 million, a figure expected to reach nearly 193 million by 

2031 (NSSO, 2021). This demographic shift necessitates urgent attention to retirement planning at 

the governmental and individual levels. The Indian government has recognised the need for enhanced 

pension systems, yet many citizens remain unaware of the importance of early retirement planning. 

A study by Kumar and Rai (2020) emphasises that a lack of adequate retirement savings is a major 

challenge faced by many Indian workers, particularly those in the informal sector, who often lack 

access to structured pension plans. 

There is a growing need for public awareness campaigns focused on retirement planning and financial 

literacy to address these issues. Individuals must be encouraged to begin saving early, while 

government policies should aim to create more inclusive pension systems that account for the diverse 

needs of the ageing population (Khan & Tiwari, 2021). Furthermore, innovative pension schemes 
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tailored to the specific economic realities of low-income workers could enhance financial security for 

retirees, reducing their reliance on family support or social assistance. 

Pensions are a fundamental component of economic security for the elderly, providing financial 

support and peace of mind in retirement. As India's population ages, the need for effective pension 

systems becomes increasingly urgent. The government and individuals must prioritise retirement 

planning to ensure that future generations enjoy a dignified and secure old age. 

In the Indian scenario, the ageing population is increasing, and to plan for their future, the government 

and individuals need to start retirement planning now.  

Table 1 shows the projected number of elderly people India will likely have.  

Table 1: Elderly Population in India (in millions) 

Source Persons Male Female 

Census 1961 24.7 12.4 12.4 

Census 1971 32.7 15.8 16.9 

Census 1981 43.2 21.1 22.0 

Census 1991 56.7 27.3 29.4 

Census 2001 76.6 38.9 37.8 

Census 2011 103.8 52.8 51.1 

Census 2021 (Projections)* 137.9 66.8 71.1 

Census 2031 (Projections)** 193.8 92.9 100.9 

       Source: Elderly in India, 2021, Report by NSSO, MoSPI, GoI. 

As can be seen from Table 1, there are likely to be a total of 193 million elderly in India by 2031. The 

number henceforth would continue to rise and overpower the demographic dividend India currently 

possesses. However, the concern here lies not only in the increasing number of elderly who would 

need a pension in later life, but also that presently, a majority of the workers out of the total labour 

force in India are out of the ambit of any pension plans, known as the unorganised sector workers.  

The earlier studies conducted in this regard suggested that the unorganised sector workers should be 

covered under some or other pension schemes to protect them against market volatility and 
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vulnerability arising out of it. Taking the clue from suggestions by the earlier studies, this thesis 

identified one of its objectives of exploring the potential of universalization of pension, wherein these 

unorganised sector workers needed to be equally covered. By acknowledging the need for a pension 

for the unorganised sector workers, this study is dedicated to them.      

1.4 Targeted Population of the Study: Unorganised Sector Workers 
 

The study explored the details of the labour market in India and found that workers are classified into 

two types: those who work in the organised sector and those who work in the unorganised sector.  

Workers in the unorganised sector do not have coverage under social security laws like the Employees 

State Insurance (ESI) Act and the Employees Provident Fund (EPF), and include individuals in 

sectors such as agriculture, small enterprises, informal trade, and other informal employment settings. 

According to the National Commission on Labour (2002) and the National Commission for 

Enterprises in the Unorganised Sector (NCEUS) (2007), unorganised sector workers comprise formal 

and informal sector workers who do not have access to or are excluded from any social security 

benefits.  Without access to these benefits, they face increased vulnerability to poverty and financial 

insecurity in old age. Most workers in this sector are employed in low-paying, irregular jobs without 

retirement savings or other social security protections, leaving them to depend on family support or 

continue working past retirement age, often under less favourable physical conditions. Moreover, it 

makes them more vulnerable to economic and social risks. Hence, pension schemes are vital for 

unorganised sector workers.  

Past scholarly works on unorganised sector workers have focused on the estimation of the 

unorganised sector workers through secondary data at the India level. A few studies have conducted 

surveys to understand living conditions, but these are available only at the district or state levels. 

There was no one study available that estimated the unorganised sector workers at both the national 

and state levels.  All these studies have provided a common policy recommendation of the need to 

expand pension schemes to the unorganised sector workers; however, answers to vital questions such 
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as the targeted population and required funding have not been attempted. The NCEUS (2007) studied 

pension as one of the social security benefits. Hence, there is no study dedicated on universalizing 

pension for the unorganised sector workers. This research filled the gap and attempted both, first 

estimating the unorganised sector workers at the national and state levels, and secondly, providing 

the financial outlay required for covering all the workers under the ambit of existing pension schemes 

of the Government of India.   

Before focusing on the unorganised sector workers, the study identified the need to estimate the labour 

force and workers at the India-level and state-levels, as the data is not readily available. Using the 

Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS) and the formula given by the Economic Survey 2021-22, the 

study projected the number of workers at the India-level and state-level. Then, out of the number of 

workers, the study estimated the number of contributors, non-contributors of pension, pensioners and 

non-pensioners. The categorisation in the table is based on the age groups and social security benefits 

given in the PLFS. The detailed procedure has been mentioned in Chapter three on research 

methodology and analysis in Chapter 4.1. which focused on exploring the pension penetration in 

India, the first objective of the study.  The estimation for the year 2022-23 has been demonstrated in 

Table 2.   

Table 2: Percentage of Contributors, Non-contributors, Pensioners, Non-Pensioners 

Year Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand Total 

2022-23 52025476 

(21.24) 

185734608 

(75.83) 

373109 

(0.15) 

6789632 

(2.77) 

1449021762 

(100) 
Source: Authors own calculation. *Detailed estimates from 2017-18 to 2022-23 are in the analysis chapter 4.1.  

Out of the total labour force of India aged from 18 years to 59 years constitute the categories of 

Contributors and Non-contributors to the pension. As the name suggests, the contributors are paying 

for their future pensions, and are 21.24 per cent of the labour force. On the contrary, Non-contributors 

are not paying for their pension and form 75.83 per cent of the labour force. The pensioners and non-

pensioners are the people above 60 years and compose hardly 0.15 per cent and 2.77 per cent of the 

labour force in 2022-23.    
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As pointed out by the National Commission on Labour (2002) and National Commission for 

Enterprises in the Unorganised Sector (2007), this vast segment of non-contributors and non-

pensioners is the unorganised sector workers in the Indian labour force. Despite years of efforts, this 

section of the labour force has remained vulnerable, requiring dire attention.  

Implementing pension systems for the unorganised sector would enhance financial security and 

independence in retirement, providing workers with a stable income source after they can no longer 

work. Such schemes would reduce reliance on informal support and contribute to overall economic 

stability by fostering financial inclusion and reducing the burden on government welfare programs. 

Pension systems could also promote long-term savings, benefiting both workers and the broader 

economy by supporting financial resilience. 

This study has been initiated by identifying the importance of pensions for unorganised sector workers 

in India, including retirement planning and their future income security, and lastly, its impact on 

economic growth and development.  In order to understand the crux of the matter, the study referred 

to various international and national papers, reports, and policy documents written in detail in the 

next section of the literature review.  

1.5 Significance of the Study 

 

In the Indian context, the pension landscape is characterised by a complex interplay of formal and 

informal systems. This study incorporated multifaceted information, including scheme structures, 

enrolment statistics, and the economic impact of pensions. It revealed significant disparities in 

pension access, particularly among unorganised sector workers, underscoring the urgent need for 

targeted policy interventions. 

1.6 Data Sources and Research Methodology 
 

The study primarily relied on secondary data, gathering information from various sources such as 

government reports, academic studies, and relevant databases. The methodology employed in this 
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thesis was comprehensive and multifaceted, integrating various analytical techniques to provide a 

robust evaluation of pension provisions for unorganised sector workers in India.   

This study extensively used the Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS) from 2017-18 to 2022-23. This 

dataset offered crucial insights into labour market dynamics and the pension landscape in India. 

Furthermore, the PLFS data have been instrumental in identifying the factors affecting pension 

eligibility conditions in India, which were explored using logit regression models.   

After exploring the status of pension penetration and its determinants, the study examined various 

social insurance and assistance schemes implemented by the Government of India to evaluate the 

potential of universalising pensions in India. This study thoroughly analysed government schemes to 

evaluate their design, coverage, and effectiveness.  

In India, pension is offered in two ways: social insurance, wherein we have contribution-based 

schemes and social assistance, which are means-tested unilateral transfers from the government to 

the vulnerable individuals. In this study, the social insurance schemes such as the Atal Pension Yojana 

(APY), the National Pension Scheme for Traders and Self-employed Persons (NPS), and the Pradhan 

Mantri Shram Yogi Maan-Dhan Yojana (PM-SYM) have been included in this research. The life 

tables and actuarial calculations have been employed to calculate individual pension contributions, 

potential pension benefits for unorganised sector workers, and the required government outlay for 

social insurance schemes.  

Social assistance schemes encompassed the Indira Gandhi National Old Age Pension Scheme 

(IGNOAPS), the Indira Gandhi National Widow Pension Scheme (IGNWPS), and the Indira Gandhi 

National Disability Pension Scheme (IGNDPS). The study has identified limitations and unevenness 

among fund transfers concerning these three centrally-sponsored schemes from the review of the 

literature. Hence, the study has derived a formula to streamline the transfers using the number of 

beneficiaries availing respective pension schemes, budgetary allocation data from the central 

government and state governments, and the medical expenses across rural and urban settings.   



12 

 

Lastly, to calculate the total pension amount required for universalisation, the study adopted a life-

cycle approach, leading to financial outlay estimates for the government of India. This involved 

Potential-Actual-Gap (PAG) analysis that has been conducted using the eligibility criteria of 

respective pension schemes and imposing them on unit-level datasets available for each scheme, 

thereby identifying gaps between the schemes' potential coverage and the actual number of 

beneficiaries. This gap analysis highlighted the inefficiencies in the implementation and the need for 

expansion of pension schemes. The summation of the amount of benefits provided and the potential 

beneficiaries provided, with the financial outlay needed for universalization. Chapter three covers the 

methodology in detail.  

1.7 Scope of the Study 
 

This thesis highlighted the pressing need for a comprehensive approach to pension universalisation 

in India, particularly for the unorganised sector. The research aimed to contribute to the ongoing 

discourse on social security in India, advocating for a rights-based approach to pensions that 

acknowledges their importance in ensuring dignified living standards for all citizens. The findings 

underscored the potential of pensions to significantly impact consumption, savings, and overall 

economic growth, positioning them as a critical component of social security in the country. By 

leveraging best practices from global pension systems and implementing targeted policy 

interventions, India can enhance the financial security of its ageing population.  

1.8 Thesis Outline 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction established the foundation for the study, providing a comprehensive 

overview of the research context. It introduced the conceptual framework of social security, 

highlighting the critical need for social security benefits, especially pensions. The chapter discussed 

the pivotal role of pensions in ensuring economic security for the elderly and outlined the study's 

objectives and significance. Data sources and the research methodology have been detailed, along 

with the scope and structure of the thesis. 
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature delved into existing literature related to social security and 

pensions. It begins with an overview of social security benefits, tracing the history of pensions from 

the Roman Empire through Ancient India, the Medieval Period, the era of Shivaji Maharaj, and into 

the modern world. The chapter presented various theoretical frameworks, including the Life-Cycle 

Hypothesis, the PAYG system, and the Defined Benefit vs. Defined Contribution debate. Additionally, 

it explored the economics of pensions, examining required resources, consumption, production, 

distribution, and the determinants of pension receipt in India. 

Chapter 3: Objectives and Research Methodology outlined the specific objectives of the study and 

the research questions that guide the inquiry into pension systems in India. This chapter emphasised 

the gaps identified in existing literature and frames the focus of the research. Further, the research 

methodology has been detailed, describing the analytical techniques employed to assess pension 

systems. This chapter explained the use of data sources, including surveys and statistical models, to 

explore pension penetration and the determinants influencing eligibility and access. 

Chapter 4: Pension Penetration and  Estimation of Beneficiaries presented the analysis of data 

collected concerning the study's objectives. It is divided into three subsections: 

• 4.1: This section focused on the overview of pension penetration in India, providing 

estimations of the target population at both national and state levels. 

• 4.2: This subsection identified determinants of eligibility for pension beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries. It included tests of associations among independent variables and applies logit 

models to analyse contributors and non-contributors, as well as pensioners and non-

pensioners. 

Chapter 5: Universalisation of Pension scheme: An estimation, analysed seven different pension 

schemes of the Government of India. Further, it estimated target population using various microdata 

and projected financial outlay for the government to universalize pensions in India.  
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Chapter 6: Discussion and Recommendations synthesised the findings to offer targeted policy 

recommendations for enhancing pension coverage, particularly for unorganised sector workers. It 

discussed strategies for universalization, including economic considerations and the formulation of 

personalised pension plans for middle-income groups.  

Chapter 7: Conclusion summarised the key insights gained throughout the thesis. It reflected on the 

implications of the research findings, addressed limitations, and provided concluding remarks on the 

importance of a rights-based approach to pensions in India. 
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2 : Review of Literature 
 

2.1 Overview of the Social Security Benefits 
 

Everyone as a member of society has a right to social security as stated in Article 22 of the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights (United Nations,1948). However, a report by the International Labour 

Organisation [ILO], (2017-2019) estimated that around 45.2 per cent of the global population has 

access to some form of social security, while only 29 per cent enjoy adequate social security 

coverage1. Therefore, extending coverage is a crucial challenge for social security organisations in all 

countries and their regions across the world.  

Many developing countries continue to face the challenges of overpopulation, high illiteracy, slow 

economic growth, and little social security (Zhang & Zhang, 2004; Deng, Tian, & Chen, 2019). Social 

insurance in developing countries has been limited as it was predicated on formal employment status, 

occupation, level of development of institutions, resources and fiscal capacity (Atkinson & Hills, 

1991; Burgess & Stern, 1991; Palacios R., Whitehouse E., 2006; Kulkarni, Raju, & Bammidi, 2012). 

Additionally, parameters such as age, gender, marital status, social group, and education level also 

played a pivotal role in determining the eligibility of an individual to receive social security benefits.  

In the Indian scenario, social security, as defined by Giri (1972), was the security that the state 

furnishes against the risks which an individual of small means cannot, today, stand up to by himself 

or even in private combination with his fellow countrymen. Giri further defined unorganised sector 

workers as workers not covered by the existing Social Security laws. Later, this definition was also 

promoted by the National Commission on Labour (2002). The low coverage, just as in the other 

developing countries, continues to be low in India. Table 3 below demonstrated the number of workers 

who do not have access to social security benefits.  

 

 
1 The detailed social security coverage of 13 countries across the world has been attached in Annexure 1.  
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Table 3: Status of Social Security Benefits in India 

Years Percentage of regular wage/salaried employees in the non-agriculture 

sector who were not eligible for any social security benefit 

2017-18 49.6 

2018-19 51.9 

2019-20 54.01 

2020-21 53.8 

2021-22 53 

2022-23 53.9 
Source: Annual reports, Periodic Labour Force Survey.  

As can be observed from Table 3, there were more than 50 per cent of regular employees were not 

eligible to receive any social security pension, gratuity, health insurance or maternity benefits in India. 

This posed a grave concern as they form a huge part of the total labour force; however, the 

unorganised sector workers have been left behind.   

As per the Economic Survey (2022-23), in 2017-18, out of the total labour force of 47.13 crore 

individuals, 80.18 per cent of individuals belonged to the unorganised sector. The definition of the 

unorganised sector used here was the unavailability of social security benefits to an individual, as 

suggested by the National Commission for Enterprises in Unorganised Sector [NCEUS], (2006). As 

per the survey report, in 2018-19, the unorganised sector workers dropped to 79.68 per cent of the 

total labour force, and in 2019-20, again rose to 80.68 per cent.  

Moreover, multiple studies have discussed social security benefits and their impact in the Indian case. 

Justino (2007) has shown that expenditure on social protection has had positive and statistically 

significant effects on reducing poverty and increasing income growth and consumption expenditure 

in India. An article by Jha (2016) highlighted the need for a nationwide social security system. In 

continuation of estimation of the cost of social security, Mehrotra (2020) has estimated that the price 

of providing social insurance for at least the 22 per cent poor workforce of the country, assuming the 

cost will be shared equally between central and state governments (on a 50-50 basis), the cost to all 

state governments together will be 0.35 per cent of GDP annually.  
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Researchers (Valls Martínez et al, 2021; Anro, House, Viola, & Schechter, 2011; Engelhardt, Gruber, 

& Kumar, 2018) have observed that the improvements in health care and quality of life have led to 

an increase in the ageing population, i.e., a lengthening of the retirement period. Hence, social security 

provisions have become a highlight point for all governments as the higher cost of the pension system 

and poverty among elderly people are jeopardising its stability. A panel study by Jun (2020) on 

Korea's fast-ageing middle-income country suggested that low fertility rates have made poverty 

alleviation difficult for older people. On the contrary, a study on Kerala by Rajan (1999) found that 

if the fertility rate in the state goes down, the Kerala government can continue assisting older people 

without much financial constraint. The marital history and maternity affect women's potential 

eligibility for social security benefits as reflected work by many researchers (Rutledge, Zulkarnain, 

& King, 2021; I-Fen, Brown, & Hammersmith, 2017; Tamborini & Whitman, 2007; Holmes & Jones, 

2010; McCARTY, 1990; Borella, Nardi, & Yang, 2018).  

Among social security benefits, pension schemes play a seminal part in the flow of income after 

superannuation. The results of the study by Pushpa (2021) highlighted that pensions were still 

considered a secondary preference as against savings due to the cost of pension schemes, low 

awareness, lack of perceived transparency, and higher investment spending under exceptional and 

normal situations contribute to a low level of acceptance of pension plans and schemes. While 

analysing the impact of pension, Kaushal (2016) estimated that public pension raised family 

expenditures, lowering poverty, and the effect was negligible on families headed by illiterate persons, 

thereby suggesting lower pension coverage for this most disadvantaged group.  

Despite playing a vital role in later life, the reasons for the underestimation of pension by individuals 

can be found deeply rooted in the history and evolution of the pension system, employment 

conditions, and political and governance structure.   
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2.2 History of Pension as a Concept 
 

Pensions are a crucial component of social security systems worldwide, designed to provide financial 

stability for individuals in retirement. Defined as a regular payment made by a government or private 

organisation to individuals who have retired due to age or disability (Cambridge Dictionary, 2024).  

Pensions serve not only as a source of income but also as a mechanism for promoting economic 

security and social cohesion. This part of the review of literature explored the historical development 

of pensions, the evolution of pension practices globally, and specific findings from both international 

and Indian contexts. 

The historical development of pensions has been divided into distinct chronological and thematic 

phases to provide a structured and coherent understanding of the evolution of this critical social 

security mechanism. This division has been grounded in the recognition that the concept of pensions 

did not emerge suddenly but evolved gradually in response to the socio-political and economic 

contexts of different periods and regions. The early instances of pension-like practices in the ancient 

India and the Roman Empire represented the foundational stage, where communal responsibility and 

state obligations began to shape societal approaches to elder care and post-service support. This stage 

was followed by the medieval period, where the idea of pensions became increasingly 

institutionalised through royal patronage and state recognition of service, often in the form of 

financial rewards or land grants to retired personnel. 

A separate focus on the era of Shivaji Maharaj allowed for the highlighting of a unique proto-modern 

approach in Indian governance, where pensions were not only systematically structured but also 

embedded in the state’s administrative and social justice framework. This justified its treatment as a 

transitional phase toward modernity in pension policy. The modern era, beginning in the 19th century 

with formalised schemes such as the Bismarckian system in Germany and later developments in the 

United States and colonial India, marked the institutionalisation of pensions as legal and policy 

instruments. This division enabled a nuanced understanding of how pensions have shifted from 
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informal societal norms to formal welfare mechanisms, offering both global and Indian perspectives. 

By tracing this evolution, the research situated contemporary pension challenges within a long 

historical continuum of welfare thinking and practice. 

2.2.1 Ancient India 

 

The concept of pensions in ancient India can be traced back to the Vedic period (circa 1500-500 BCE), 

where society was primarily agrarian and hierarchical. The Manusmriti, an ancient legal text, 

discussed duties towards the elderly and suggested that families should care for their older members, 

reflecting a communal approach to supporting the ageing population (Kane, 1973). While formal 

pension systems did not exist, social norms encouraged the maintenance and respect of elders, with 

the expectation that children would provide for their ageing parents. 

During the Maurya Empire (circa 322-185 BCE), the state began to take a more active role in social 

welfare. As recorded in the Arthashastra by Kautilya, the state was responsible for the welfare of its 

citizens, which included provisions for the elderly and retired soldiers (Kangle, 1960). This period 

saw the establishment of various welfare programs that laid the groundwork for more organized 

support systems. 

2.2.2 Roman Empire 

 

The origins of pensions can be traced back to ancient civilisations. Historical records indicated that 

the Roman Empire provided financial support to soldiers who had completed their service, laying the 

groundwork for modern pension systems (Shaw, 2002).  

2.2.3 Medieval Period 

 

By the medieval period, the idea of pensions evolved with the establishment of kingdoms and 

empires. The concept of royal patronage became significant, where kings provided for retired 

soldiers, administrators, and scholars. This form of support was often contingent upon service to the 
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state, and many individuals received land grants or financial stipends in recognition of their 

contributions (Rao, 1992). 

2.2.4 The Era of Shivaji Maharaj (1674-1680) 

 

The late 17th century marked a significant evolution in the concept of pensions with the rise of Shivaji 

Maharaj, the founder of the Maratha Empire. Shivaji recognised the importance of ensuring the 

welfare of his soldiers and administrators. He instituted a systematic approach to pensions and 

rewards, which was vital for maintaining loyalty and morale among his troops. 

Shivaji implemented a policy where retired soldiers, known as vijayadas, received financial support 

or land grants, ensuring they had a stable income post-service. This was a significant departure from 

earlier practices, as it formalised pensions as a structured component of governance. His 

administration also offered pensions to widows and families of soldiers who died in battle, 

acknowledging their sacrifices and providing a safety net for those left behind (Dixit, 2010). 

Furthermore, Shivaji's emphasis on social justice extended to the appointment of officials responsible 

for managing these pension schemes, ensuring that the benefits reached those entitled to them. This 

not only strengthened the loyalty of his warriors but also established a precedent for later governance 

in the region, highlighting the importance of welfare as a component of state policy. 

2.2.5 Modern World  

 

It was in the 19th century that formal pension schemes began to emerge systematically, primarily in 

response to the rapid industrialisation and urbanisation of society. 

Germany is often credited with establishing the first state-sponsored pension system in the 1880s 

under Chancellor Otto von Bismarck, who implemented old-age insurance to support workers (Van 

der Gaag, 2021). This model laid the foundation for subsequent pension reforms across Europe and 

North America, influencing the establishment of social security systems in many countries. In the 
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United States, the Social Security Act of 1935 marked a significant milestone, providing old-age 

benefits to workers and their families (Rupp & Scott, 1999). 

In India, the concept of pensions began to take shape during British colonial rule. The Employees' 

Provident Fund (EPF) was introduced in 1952 as a retirement savings scheme, aiming to provide 

financial security for employees in the organised sector (Kumar & Rai, 2020). However, the lack of 

comprehensive coverage for informal sector workers has posed significant challenges in ensuring 

widespread pension access in the country. 

In India, pension practices are evolving, albeit with unique challenges. The government has 

introduced various schemes, such as the National Pension System (NPS) in 2004, which aims to 

provide retirement benefits to all citizens, including those in the informal sector (Bhattacharya & 

Bhatia, 2020). Despite these efforts, a significant portion of the population remains without pension 

coverage. A study by the National Sample Survey Office [NSSO], (2021) indicates that only about 

12 per cent of the Indian workforce is enrolled in any formal pension scheme, emphasising the need 

for more inclusive policies. 

Research has underscored the importance of pensions in reducing poverty among the elderly. For 

example, a study by Smeeding (2016) highlights that social security systems significantly lower 

poverty rates among older adults in the U.S., providing a safety net that enhances their quality of life. 

Similarly, Ortman and Velkoff (2014) emphasised that pensions can prevent economic hardship 

among retirees, making them a critical component of social security. 

In the Indian context, Kumar and Rai (2020) found that access to pensions were closely linked to 

socio-economic status, with marginalised communities facing higher risks of poverty in old age due 

to a lack of coverage. Furthermore, the NSSO (2021) reported that the majority of older adults rely 

on family support or informal savings, underscoring the necessity for comprehensive pension 

reforms. 
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Pensions have evolved significantly over the centuries, from ancient support systems to complex 

global frameworks that aimed to provide financial security for retirees. While practices vary widely, 

the fundamental role of pensions in promoting economic stability and reducing poverty is universally 

recognised.  

As the global population ages, the importance of robust pension systems will only continue to grow, 

making it imperative for governments worldwide to prioritise the development of inclusive and 

sustainable pension policies. To understand the pension from basics to advanced, the study identified 

the necessity to study the theories and practices of pension and the system as a whole.    

2.3 Theoretical Framework of Pensions 
 

The theory of pensions has encompassed various frameworks and models that explain how pension 

systems function, their economic implications, and their impact on individuals and society. Below is 

an overview of key theories and concepts in pension economics: 

2.3.1. The Life-Cycle Hypothesis (LCH) 

 

Proposed by Franco Modigliani and Richard Brumberg in the 1950s. They suggested that individuals 

plan their consumption and savings behaviour over their entire life cycle. People save during their 

working years to provide for consumption during retirement, leading to a smooth consumption path 

over their lifetime (Modigliani, F., & Brumberg, R., 1954). Based on the theory, the implications for 

pensions can be considered as pensions sometimes act as a form of forced saving, ensuring that 

individuals have resources in retirement. Social security and public pensions provide a safety net for 

individuals who may not save adequately on their own. 

A study by Campbell and Mankiw (1989) used the U.S.A. consumption and savings data to analyse 

how well the Life-Cycle Hypothesis explains savings patterns. The authors find that while the 

hypothesis generally explains saving behaviour, there are deviations due to factors like liquidity 

constraints and uncertainty. Bhandari (2014) utilised Indian household data to study consumption and 
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savings patterns across different age groups. It was observed that while the hypothesis provides a 

useful framework, Indian saving behaviour was also influenced by cultural and institutional factors. 

2.3.2. The Replacement Ratio 

 

It measures the proportion of a worker's pre-retirement income that is replaced by pension income. A 

higher replacement ratio indicates that pensions provide a greater share of pre-retirement income. 

Based on the theory, the implications for pensions can be considered that which helped in determining 

the adequacy of pension systems in providing for retirees. Also, aimed to ensure that individuals can 

maintain their standard of living in retirement (Whitehouse, 2000). 

2.3.3. The PAYG (Pay-As-You-Go) System 

 

This concept revolves around the fact that current workers' contributions fund the pensions of current 

retirees. Benefits are generally determined by formulae based on contributions and service years. The 

system is sustainable if the ratio of workers to retirees found to be favourable. However, faced 

challenges with demographic shifts, such as ageing populations and declining birth rates, which can 

lead to funding shortfalls (Auerbach and Kotlikoff, 1987). Alan J. and Laurence J, while evaluating 

public pension systems, used data from multiple countries to model the long-term viability of PAYG 

systems under different scenarios of demographic change, emphasising the impact of demographic 

changes and policy adjustments. Bhardwaj and Bhasin (2015) evaluated the sustainability of India's 

PAYG pension schemes, particularly for government employees, under various demographic and 

economic scenarios. 

2.3.4. The Fully Funded System 

 

It means that individuals or employers make contributions to investment accounts over time and 

accumulated funds are used to provide retirement income. This reduces reliance on current workers 

to fund retirees (Feldstein M., 1998). Further, investment returns can improve retirement income, but 

market risks can introduce volatility. 
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2.3.5. The Defined Benefit (DB) vs. Defined Contribution (DC) Debate 

 

Defined Benefit (DB) means the promise of a specific payout at retirement, usually based on salary 

and years of service. Risks are borne by the employer or plan provider. DB plans offer predictable 

income but can be costly for employers and require careful management (Diamond, P. A., & Mirrlees, 

J. A., 2004). 

Defined Contributions (DC) is where contributions are defined, but the final benefit depends on 

investment performance. Risks are borne by the individual. DC plans offer flexibility but can result 

in uncertain retirement income due to market fluctuations. 

Brown and Watson (2012) explored the implications of the shift from DB to DC pension plans in the 

U.S. and their effects on retirement income security. Similarly, A. Ghosh and P. Kumar (2020) 

compared the effects of Defined Benefit and Defined Contribution pension schemes in India, focusing 

on their impact on retirement security and savings behaviour. 

2.3.6. The Optimal Pension Theory 

 

This theory analyses how pension systems can be designed to maximise economic efficiency and 

fairness. It considered factors like contribution rates, benefit levels, and the balance between public 

and private savings (Barr, N., & Diamond, P., 2006). Based on the theory, implications for pensions 

can be considered as it helps to design systems that provide adequate retirement income while 

minimising economic distortions and ensuring fiscal sustainability. 

2.3.7. The Political Economy of Pensions 

 

It examined how political processes and interests influence pension policy and reforms. Further, 

considers how different groups (e.g., workers, retirees, policymakers) affect pension system design 

and sustainability. Political dynamics can impact the stability and fairness of pension systems, leading 

to varying outcomes across different countries and systems (Pierson, P.,1994). 
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2.3.8. Behavioural Economics and Pensions 

 

This concept explores how psychological factors and biases affect individuals' saving and retirement 

planning behaviour and highlights issues like procrastination, overconfidence, and lack of financial 

literacy. Pension systems might need to incorporate behavioural insights to improve savings rates and 

retirement preparedness (Thaler, R. H., & Sunstein, C. R., 2008).  

Using workplace savings programmes and surveys, Thaler and Benartzi (2004), explored how 

behavioural biases like procrastination and lack of financial literacy impact retirement savings. N. P. 

Singh and S. J. Sharma (2021) examined how behavioural biases and financial literacy affect 

participation in pension schemes in India. 

The theory of pensions has integrated with the concepts from economics, finance, and social policy 

to address the challenge of providing adequate retirement income. Understanding these theories helps 

in designing effective pension systems that balance individual needs with broader economic and 

social objectives. 

Building on the conceptual understanding of pensions, the following discussion engages with key 

theoretical perspectives that have shaped global pension discourse and remain directly relevant to the 

Indian context. These foundational works provide a critical lens through which pension system 

design, coverage, and sustainability can be evaluated, particularly in relation to the universalisation 

of pension benefits. 

Amartya Sen’s Capability Approach: It offers a transformative perspective on social protection, 

including pensions, by framing income security in old age as a means to expand individuals’ 

substantive freedoms rather than merely ensuring survival (Sen, 1999). Under this framework, 

pension adequacy is measured not only by its capacity to prevent poverty but also by its ability to 

enable older persons to lead lives they have reason to value. This approach underscores that universal 

pension coverage is not solely an economic intervention but also an enhancement of human dignity, 

autonomy, and social participation. In the Indian context, where informal labour dominates and life-
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course inequalities accumulate, Sen’s approach directly supports the argument for universalising 

pensions as a means to reduce capability deprivation in old age. 

Peter Townsend’s Poverty and Social Exclusion Framework: Peter Townsend’s analysis of 

poverty and social exclusion situates pensions as a critical tool for preventing the marginalisation of 

older adults from mainstream social and economic life (Townsend, 1979). His framework recognises 

that old-age poverty is not only a matter of insufficient income but also the result of systemic 

exclusion from opportunities, services, and community participation. In India, where large sections 

of the elderly population—particularly women, rural residents, and informal workers—remain 

excluded from contributory pension schemes, Townsend’s framework reinforces the urgency of 

expanding non-contributory and inclusive pension models. The Indira Gandhi National Social 

Assistance Programme (NSAP) schemes, while offering partial relief, remain insufficient in closing 

the coverage gap, and Townsend’s work highlights the risk of perpetuating structural inequalities 

without comprehensive policy reform. 

Barr and Diamond’s Pension Economics Framework: Nicholas Barr and Peter Diamond’s pension 

economics framework emphasises the inherent trade-offs in pension system design, particularly 

between adequacy, sustainability, and efficiency (Barr & Diamond, 2008). Adequacy ensures that 

benefits meet the needs of retirees, sustainability requires that the system’s financing remains viable 

over time, and efficiency demands the minimisation of distortions and administrative costs. Their 

framework underscores the importance of fiscal design, intergenerational equity, and political 

feasibility. Applied to India’s context, this framework is directly relevant to assessing the fiscal 

feasibility of universalising pension coverage—an analysis that this study advances through actuarial 

calculations, life-cycle costing, and Potential–Actual–Gap (PAG) modelling. 

Taken together, these theoretical perspectives provide a comprehensive foundation for understanding 

pensions as both an economic instrument and a social right. Sen’s capability approach frames 

pensions as an enabler of freedoms, Townsend’s exclusion framework highlights the social risks of 

inadequate coverage, and Barr & Diamond’s pension economics framework grounds the discussion 
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in fiscal and design realities. In the subsequent sections of this thesis, these theoretical insights inform 

the diagnostic evaluation of India’s pension landscape, the projection of universalisation costs, and 

the policy recommendations aimed at balancing adequacy, sustainability, and equity in pension 

reform. 

Moving ahead from the theoretical framework, the next part studies pension as a part of economics. 

The economics of pensions explored in this study involved understanding how pension systems are 

structured, funded, and managed, and analysing their impacts on individuals and economies. This 

explanation drew on international and Indian research to provide a comprehensive view. 

2.4 Economics of Pension 
 

Understanding the economics of pensions involved analysing how pension systems interact with 

resources, consumption, production, distribution, and their optimal utilisation. Here’s a breakdown 

of these aspects: 

2.4.1 Resources Required 

 

Pension systems typically require financial resources from contributions made by workers, 

employers, and governments. In a Pay-As-You-Go (PAYG) system, current workers' contributions 

fund the benefits of current retirees. In a fully funded system, contributions are invested to accumulate 

a retirement fund. In fully-funded systems, managing investments effectively has been found crucial. 

The returns on these investments generate income to support future payouts (Clark, O’Neill, and 

Urwin, 2006; A. Patel and S. K. Singh, 2020). 

Administrative resources are required for management and technology. Efficient management of 

pension funds requires skilled personnel for investment decisions, actuarial analysis, and 

administration. Robust IT systems are necessary for managing contributions, calculating benefits, and 

maintaining records. 
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2.4.2 Consumption 

 

The primary goal of pensions is to provide income for individuals during retirement, replacing income 

from employment. This paper (Banks and Emmerson, 2002) examined the impact of pensions on 

consumption and saving behaviour in the UK. The effectiveness of a pension system in meeting 

retirees' consumption should be measured by the replacement ratio, meaning the proportion of pre-

retirement income replaced by pension benefits. 

Pensions can affect saving behaviour, influencing how much individuals save during their working 

years and how they spend during retirement (M. S. Rao and K. S. Kapoor, 2018). 

2.4.3 Production 

 

Pension systems can impact labour market behaviour, including retirement decisions, work 

incentives, and productivity. Generous pensions might encourage early retirement, affecting the 

available labour force and potentially reducing overall productivity. Well-designed pension systems 

can enhance economic growth by providing financial stability and allowing individuals to invest in 

education and skills development. Gruber and Wise (2004) explored the relationship between pension 

systems and labour market outcomes across various countries. To examine Indian labour market 

dynamics, A. Sharma and N. R. Prasad (2017) showed that pension reforms in India have affected 

labour market participation and economic productivity 

2.4.4 Distribution 

 

Pension systems affect income distribution among retirees. Effective systems aim to reduce poverty 

among the elderly and ensure equitable distribution of benefits. Balancing the benefits and 

contributions across generations is crucial for ensuring fairness in pension systems. The paper by 

Holzmann and Rutkowski (2007) compared the distributional impacts of pension systems across 

different countries. A study by P. Dey and R. Tiwari (2019) evaluated how Indian pension systems 



29 

 

address issues of equity and coverage. It proposed that policy recommendations to ensure that pension 

systems cover a broad population segment, including informal sector workers, were vital for equity. 

2.4.5 Optimum Utilisation of the System 

 

It focuses on regularly updating pension policies to reflect changes in demographics, economic 

conditions, and labour markets helps in maintaining system efficiency. The following two measures 

shall lead to the efficiency and sustainability of the system. Reducing administrative costs and 

improving the efficiency of pension fund management ensures better utilisation of resources. Orszag 

and Stiglitz (2001) discussed policy options and reforms to ensure the sustainability of the pension 

system. Furthermore, ensuring that the pension system remains financially viable in the long term by 

adjusting contributions, benefits, and investment strategies as needed. V. Kumar and M. S. Gupta 

(2021) explored reforms aimed at improving the efficiency and sustainability of India's pension 

systems.  

Pension reforms aim to improve the sustainability and adequacy of pension systems, often involving 

changes in contribution rates, retirement ages, or benefit structures. Luis C. F. D. A. and Enrique J. 

H. A. (2006) used cross-country data to assess the effects of pension reforms on economic stability 

and poverty reduction. They evaluated the impact of pension reforms in Latin American countries, 

focusing on economic and social outcomes. In the Indian context, Deshpande and Rao (2018) 

analysed how recent pension reforms in India have affected poverty and income inequality among 

the elderly. 

The economics of pensions encompassed a broad range of factors, from resource allocation to 

consumption patterns and production impacts. Effective pension systems require careful management 

of financial and administrative resources, consideration of their impact on consumption and 

production, and attention to equitable distribution and optimal utilisation. Research from both 

international and Indian contexts provided valuable insights into these aspects, helping policymakers 
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design and implement systems that meet the needs of retirees while ensuring long-term sustainability 

and efficiency. 

2.5 Determinants of Pension 
 

Pension serves as a critical component of social security systems, providing financial stability for 

individuals during retirement. The effectiveness and accessibility of pension systems are influenced 

by a variety of determinants, including economic, demographic, and policy factors.  

Economic conditions play a pivotal role in shaping pension systems. Countries with strong, stable 

economies tend to have more robust pension frameworks. A study by Kakwani and Son (2008) 

emphasized that economic growth positively correlates with the development of pension systems. In 

wealthier nations, higher tax revenues allow for more substantial public pension schemes, while in 

developing countries, limited resources often constrain pension provisions. 

Demographic factors, particularly ageing populations, significantly impact pension systems. As life 

expectancy increases, the ratio of working-age individuals to retirees declines, leading to greater 

financial strain on pension systems. According to a report by the United Nations (2019), many 

countries faced challenges in sustaining pension systems due to ageing populations, which require 

adjustments in pension policies to maintain sustainability. 

The political environment and the commitment of governments to social welfare programs are crucial 

determinants of pension systems. Research by Huber and Stephens (2001) indicated that social 

democratic regimes tend to provide more comprehensive pension benefits compared to liberal welfare 

states. Political stability, policy continuity, and government commitment are essential for the 

successful implementation of pension reforms. 

Societal perceptions of ageing and the elderly also influence pension systems. In cultures where 

familial support is emphasised, there may be less reliance on state pensions. A study by Atalay and 

Barrett (2021) highlighted that in countries with strong family-oriented cultures, such as India, 

traditional forms of support may mitigate the perceived need for formal pension systems. 
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The determinants of pensions were multifaceted, influenced by economic, demographic, political, 

and cultural factors. Global practices in pension systems vary significantly, reflecting different 

approaches to ensuring retirement security. As the world continues to grapple with ageing populations 

and economic uncertainty, the need for effective, inclusive pension policies becomes increasingly 

urgent. In India, addressing the gaps in pension coverage and enhancing public awareness of 

retirement planning are essential steps towards securing financial stability for future generations. 

2.5.1 Determinants of Pension Reception in India 

 

The eligibility to receive pensions in India has been influenced by various determinants, including 

age, gender, location, job type, enterprise, and occupation. Each of these factors played a crucial role 

in shaping individuals' access to and adequacy of pension benefits. This section explored these 

determinants, supported by findings from Indian research papers. 

Age 

Age is a critical determinant in pension systems, as eligibility for pensions typically begins at 

retirement age. As individuals reach retirement age, their financial needs increase due to reduced 

earning capacity. A study by Kumar and Rai (2020) highlighted those older individuals, particularly 

those above 60 years, are more vulnerable to poverty and financial insecurity. The study found that 

access to pensions significantly reduces poverty rates among the elderly, emphasising the need for 

timely pension benefits. 

Gender 

Gender disparities in pension access are pronounced in India. Women often face systemic barriers 

that limit their participation in formal employment and pension schemes. Research by Kaur and 

Mahajan (2019) indicated that women are less likely to be enrolled in pension programs due to their 

predominant roles in informal employment and caregiving. The study revealed that only 14 per cent 
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of women in the workforce are part of any formal pension scheme, compared to 28 per cent of men. 

This gap highlighted the need for gender-sensitive policies to ensure equitable access to pensions. 

Location: Rural vs. Urban 

The geographical location of individuals plays a significant role in pension access. Urban areas tend 

to have better access to formal pension schemes compared to rural regions, where informal 

employment dominates. A study by Choudhury and Sinha (2020) found that only 9 per cent of rural 

workers had access to any pension scheme, while urban workers had a participation rate of 34 per 

cent. The authors argue that this disparity was due to a lack of awareness and infrastructure for 

pension enrolment in rural areas, necessitating targeted interventions to enhance coverage. 

Job Type 

The type of job significantly influences pension access. Employees in the organised sector typically 

enjoy better pension benefits than those in the unorganised sector. According to the International 

Labour Organisation (2019), around 90 per cent of India’s workforce was employed in the 

unorganised sector, where pension coverage is minimal. Singh and Jain (2021) noted that workers in 

formal jobs have access to structured pension schemes, while informal workers often rely on 

inadequate savings, leading to financial insecurity in old age. 

Enterprise 

The nature of the enterprise also affects pension access. Large enterprises are more likely to provide 

employee benefits, including pensions, compared to small and micro enterprises. A study by Sharma 

and Sharma (2020) found that employees in large firms had pension coverage rates exceeding 70 per 

cent, while those in small enterprises reported coverage rates below 20 per cent. The research 

highlighted the need for policies that encourage smaller enterprises to adopt pension schemes to 

enhance financial security for their workers. 
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Occupation 

Occupational status is another significant determinant of pension eligibility. Certain professions, such 

as government employees and those in public sector undertakings, enjoy guaranteed pension benefits. 

In contrast, individuals in lower-paying or informal occupations often lack such security. Research 

by Gupta and Mukherjee (2021) found that civil servants and formal sector employees have a nearly 

universal coverage rate for pensions, while informal sector workers face significant gaps in coverage. 

The authors stressed the need for policies expanding pension benefits to informal sector workers to 

reduce vulnerability. 

The study has ascertained that age, gender, location, job type, enterprise, and occupation are 

determinants of pension access in India and interacted in complex ways to influence individuals' 

ability to receive pensions. Addressing these disparities requires targeted policy interventions aimed 

at increasing awareness, expanding coverage, and ensuring equitable access across different 

demographics and regions. 

2.6 Impact of Pension  
 

The impact of pensions on various determinants such as age, gender, location, job type, enterprise, 

and occupation were significant in shaping economic security and overall well-being. This section 

explored how pension systems affect these parameters in India, supported by findings from relevant 

research. 

2.6.1 On Determinants  

 

Age: 

Pensions significantly improve the financial security of the elderly, thereby reducing poverty and 

enhancing their quality of life. Research by Kumar and Rai (2020) indicated that access to pensions 

among older adults leads to a notable decrease in poverty rates. Their study found that individuals 
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receiving pensions are 30 per cent less likely to fall below the poverty line compared to those without 

pension support. This underscores the importance of pensions in ensuring a dignified life in old age. 

Gender: 

Pensions also play a crucial role in addressing gender disparities in financial security. Kaur and 

Mahajan (2019) highlighted that when women receive pensions, their economic independence 

increases, which can lead to better health outcomes and greater participation in household decision-

making. The study found that women who had access to pensions were 25 per cent more likely to 

report improved health status compared to those without pension benefits. This suggests that 

expanding pension access for women could significantly enhance gender equity. 

Location: Rural vs. Urban 

The availability of pension schemes has different implications for urban and rural populations. 

Choudhury and Sinha (2020) noted that pension schemes in urban areas provide better financial 

security, which helps reduce urban-rural disparities. Their findings indicate that urban pension 

recipients experience a 40 per cent lower risk of financial hardship compared to rural pension 

recipients. This highlights the need for more inclusive pension policies that target rural areas, where 

access to formal pension schemes remains limited. 

Job Type 

The type of employment greatly influences pension benefits. Singh and Jain (2021) found that formal 

sector workers, particularly those with regular employment contracts, are more likely to receive 

pensions. Their research indicates that pension coverage for formal sector employees is around 75 

per cent, compared to just 10 per cent for informal workers. This disparity shows how job type directly 

impacts financial security in old age, underscoring the importance of extending pension schemes to 

the informal sector. 
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Enterprise Size 

The size of an enterprise affects pension access and adequacy. Sharma and Sharma (2020) found that 

employees in large enterprises are significantly more likely to have pension benefits compared to 

those in small or micro-enterprises. Their research revealed that pension coverage in large firms 

exceeds 70 per cent, while it drops to around 20 per cent in smaller firms. This disparity suggested 

that policies should incentivise smaller enterprises to adopt pension schemes, thereby enhancing 

financial security for all workers. 

Occupation 

Pensions have a profound impact on occupational groups, particularly in terms of financial security 

and social mobility. Gupta and Mukherjee (2021) reported that civil servants and workers in the 

organised sector have access to comprehensive pension schemes, which significantly reduced their 

risk of poverty. In contrast, informal sector workers face considerable challenges in accessing pension 

benefits. The study highlighted that providing pension access to informal workers could dramatically 

improve their economic stability and overall well-being. 

The impact of pension on determinants such as age, gender, location, job type, enterprise size, and 

occupation has been profound. Pensions not only enhanced the financial security of an individual but 

also contributed to improved health outcomes, greater gender equity, and reduced disparities between 

rural and urban populations. Expanding pension access, particularly for marginalised groups, is 

crucial for fostering social equity and economic stability in India. 

2.6.2 On the Indian Capital Market and Economy 

 

To understand the impact of growth in the Indian pension market on the capital markets and the 

economy, it’s essential to study key variables with support from relevant research and data.  

The level of contributions to pension schemes directly affects the amount of capital available for 

investment. Higher contributions typically lead to increased AUM and market influence. The 
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PFRDA’s annual reports highlight trends in contributions to various pension schemes. For example, 

in the fiscal year 2021-22, contributions to NPS increased by 25 per cent compared to the previous 

year. R. Kumar and M. Singh (2022) provided insights into how contribution levels impact pension 

fund growth. 

Studies have shown that the growth in pension fund Assets Under Management (AUM) can 

significantly affect capital markets. For instance, the increase in AUM leads to greater market 

participation, which can impact stock prices and liquidity. According to the Pension Fund Regulatory 

and Development Authority (PFRDA) of India, the AUM of the National Pension System (NPS) grew 

from ₹1.12 lakh crore in March 2020 to ₹1.61 lakh crore in March 2022. This growth indicates 

increased market involvement. S. Ghosh (2021) discussed the relationship between pension fund 

AUM growth and market liquidity in India. 

When Assets Under Management (AUM) as a percentage of GDP increases, it affects various aspects 

of financial markets and the broader economy. This impact can be examined through both 

international and Indian research papers, which provide insights based on empirical data and analysis.  

Enhanced Financial Market Participation 

 

G. W. Smith and R. L. Kose (2020) highlighted those institutional investors, through increasing AUM, 

contribute significantly to market liquidity. The influx of capital from such investors helps in lowering 

bid-ask spreads and improving market efficiency. The research by Joshi and N. Agarwal (2021) 

provided a shred of evidence that rising AUM in Indian mutual funds has led to increased market 

liquidity, as larger volumes of capital are available for market transactions. 

Further, increased AUM correlates with higher market valuations, as the influx of capital drives up 

asset prices and improves overall market performance, has been proven by R. L. Black and L. T. 

Kiyotaki (2021). The study by M. Singh and V. Sharma (2022) showed that as AUM grew in India, 
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stock market valuations increased due to higher demand for equities driven by institutional 

investments. 

Higher AUM generally means more capital is available for investment in financial markets, enhancing 

market liquidity. This can lead to more efficient trading and lower bid-ask spreads. B. G. Malkiel and 

J. G. Milligan (2020) found that increased institutional investments, including those from pension 

funds, significantly enhance market liquidity by reducing transaction costs and improving price 

discovery. The research by R. S. Mehta (2019) indicated that increased AUM of institutional investors 

in India has led to improved liquidity in the Indian stock market, reducing volatility and transaction 

costs. 

Higher Market Valuations 

The expansion of financial institutions as AUM increases has a positive impact on the financial 

sector’s growth and efficiency (A. F. Thompson and J. H. Parker, 2019). The research by Kapoor and 

S. Gupta (2021) revealed that the growth of pension funds has led to an expansion of the financial 

sector in India, resulting in more diversified financial products and services. 

H. M. Yang and C. J. Williams (2020) discussed how increasing AUM can improve financial inclusion 

by providing more investment opportunities and products to a broader range of investors. The study 

by A. Deshmukh and P. Rathi (2022) highlighted how the increase in AUM in India has contributed 

to greater financial inclusion by expanding access to financial products for previously underserved 

segments. 

An increase in AUM can drive up demand for equities and bonds, potentially leading to higher asset 

prices and market valuations. L. G. Black and A. M. Stulz (2021) showed that increased AUM often 

correlates with higher stock market valuations due to greater demand for financial assets. The research 

found that growing AUM of institutional investors has a positive effect on Indian stock market 

indices, contributing to higher market valuations (P. Sharma and S. Rajan, 2020). 

 



38 

 

Diversification and Stability 

B. L. Freedman and J. W. Henderson (2021) highlighted that increased AUM improves market 

liquidity by increasing the volume of trade and reducing price volatility. The study showed that the 

rise in institutional AUM in India has enhanced market liquidity, benefiting both market participants 

and the overall financial system (P. R. Rao and A. Sharma, 2020). 

V. Jain and M. Agarwal (2021) found that pension funds in India contribute to improved 

diversification of investments, which enhances financial stability and reduces systemic risk. The 

research by M. T. Brooks and S. N. Smith (2020) discussed how larger AUM leads to greater 

diversification in investment portfolios, which helps in managing risk and enhancing market stability. 

Larger AUM can lead to more diversified portfolios, which can help stabilise financial markets and 

reduce the impact of market shocks. The institutional investors with substantial AUM contributed to 

market stability through diversified investments and reduced market volatility (E. D. Maughan and 

R. L. Griffith, 2019). The paper by A. Deshmukh and N. S. Gupta (2021) revealed that the expansion 

of pension funds in India has led to greater diversification and contributed to enhanced market 

stability. 

Increased AUM can provide a stabilizing effect on financial markets by reducing the likelihood of 

sharp sell-offs and market fluctuations. The study by F. C. Allen and E. G. Carletti (2021) found that 

institutional investors with significant AUM contribute to reduced market volatility and increased 

financial stability. Mehta and A. Sharma (2022) demonstrated that the growing AUM of pension funds 

in India has led to reduced market volatility and increased stability. 

Capital Formation and Investment 

The research showed that increased AUM leads to higher levels of capital formation by directing 

more funds into productive investments and infrastructure projects (T. L. Jensen and M. B. Carlin, 

2021). The growth of pension funds has led to significant capital formation in India, supporting 

infrastructure development and business expansion (V. Singh and K. Reddy, 2021). 
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The study by E. D. Allen and J. B. Grossman (2020) explored how higher AUM provides a buffer 

against economic shocks, enhancing overall economic resilience by spreading risks across diversified 

investments. R. Patel and N. Kumar (2022) find that increasing AUM in India has contributed to 

economic resilience by diversifying investment risks and supporting stable economic growth. 

L. K. Chen and M. B. Johnson (2020) compared AUM as a percentage of GDP across various 

emerging markets, including India, and assessed how these metrics influence global investment flows 

and market attractiveness. A. Gupta and P. Sinha (2021) compared India’s AUM growth with that of 

other emerging economies, analysing its impact on foreign investment and global financial standing. 

Increased AUM can lead to higher investments in productive assets, such as infrastructure and 

business expansion, thereby supporting economic growth. The research indicated that higher AUM 

correlates with increased capital formation, as institutional investors allocate more capital to long-

term investments, boosting economic growth (R. W. Glaeser and A. B. Shleifer, 2020). The study by 

S. Kapoor and V. Jain (2022) found that the growth of pension funds in India has led to increased 

capital formation and investment in infrastructure projects, contributing positively to economic 

growth. 

Consumer Spending and Confidence 

As asset values rise due to increased AUM, individuals may feel wealthier, leading to increased 

consumer spending and confidence. M. Carroll and J. L. Otsuka (2019) demonstrated that higher asset 

values, driven by increased AUM, can lead to higher consumer spending and improved economic 

sentiment. The research of R. Arora and M. Singh (2021) indicated that growth in pension wealth has 

a positive impact on consumer spending and confidence in India. 

The increase in AUM as a percentage of GDP can significantly impact financial markets and the 

broader economy. Research indicates that higher AUM enhances market liquidity, drives up asset 

valuations, and contributes to financial stability. On the economic front, it supports capital formation, 

boosts consumer spending, and can positively influence economic growth. The studies and data cited 
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provide a comprehensive view of these effects, offering valuable insights for policymakers, investors, 

and researchers. 

Pension funds are significant institutional investors in equity markets. Their investments can 

influence stock market indices and overall market performance. Research from the Bombay Stock 

Exchange (BSE) indicated that significant pension fund investments often correlate with positive 

movements in stock indices. Studies like S. Reddy (2021) analysed how pension fund inflows impact 

indices such as the Sensex and Nifty 50.  

The Reserve Bank of India (RBI) data showed that pension funds are major buyers of government 

securities, influencing yield curves. The increased demand from pension funds for government and 

corporate bonds can drive up bond prices and lower yields.  ‘The Impact of Pension Fund Investments 

on the Indian Bond Market’ by P. Sharma (2020) explored how pension fund demand affects bond 

yields and prices. Increased pension fund participation can enhance market liquidity, making it easier 

to trade securities without significantly affecting prices. Market liquidity metrics such as bid-ask 

spreads and trading volumes can be studied concerning pension fund investments. A. Patel (2019) 

provided an analysis of how pension fund investments impact market liquidity. 

Pension fund investments contribute to economic growth by financing infrastructure and corporate 

expansion, which can positively impact GDP growth. V. Desai and A. Rao (2022) discussed how 

pension fund investments contribute to GDP growth. Pension funds often invest in infrastructure 

projects, which can stimulate economic activity and growth. ‘Infrastructure Financing by Pension 

Funds and Its Economic Impact’ by K. Agarwal and S. Sharma (2021) examined the role of pension 

funds in infrastructure development and its economic implications. Improved financial security from 

pension funds can increase consumer spending, which drives economic growth. R. Gupta (2022) 

explored the relationship between pension security and consumer expenditure. Pension funds, as large 

institutional investors, can influence corporate governance practices and promote shareholder 

activism. M. Patel and R. Kumar (2020) discussed how pension funds affect corporate governance 
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practices. S. Mehta (2021) analysed how pension funds drive ESG considerations in corporate 

investments. 

A well-funded pension system can reduce the fiscal burden on government welfare programs, 

allowing for increased spending in other areas.  N. Joshi and A. Sharma (2022) examined how pension 

fund growth affects government fiscal policies. Pension fund growth can influence the fiscal deficit 

by reducing the need for social welfare expenditures. T. Reddy (2021) explored how pension funds 

impact fiscal deficit and overall fiscal health. 

Economic Growth  

The study by B. Ghosh and M. Sharma (2020) investigated how the growth of pension funds in India 

has contributed to the development of financial markets. It highlights that increased AUM from 

pension funds has led to greater liquidity, improved market efficiency, and enhanced capital 

formation, which in turn supports economic growth. The paper by P. Sharma and K. Rao (2021) 

analysed how the growth in asset management, including increases in AUM, affects India’s GDP 

growth. It finds that rising AUM leads to increased investment in infrastructure and industrial sectors, 

which boosts economic growth. 

The paper by R. Kumar and M. S. Jain (2021) examined the effect of institutional investments, 

including mutual funds and insurance companies, on India’s GDP growth. It finds that increased AUM 

from these institutions has a positive impact on GDP growth by enhancing capital formation and 

investment in infrastructure projects. 

M. Choudhury and S. Thakur (2021) explored the dynamics between asset management growth and 

economic growth in India. It finds that an increase in AUM leads to a more robust financial system, 

which supports economic growth through enhanced investment and improved financial 

intermediation. 

This paper by R. Mehta and S. Patel (2021) examined the relationship between institutional 

investments, including mutual funds and insurance companies, and economic growth in India. The 
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findings suggested that increased AUM has led to higher capital formation and infrastructure 

investment, contributing positively to GDP growth. The paper explores how financial deepening, 

indicated by rising AUM in various financial instruments, impacts economic development in India. 

It found that increased financial depth enhances economic resilience and supports sustained GDP 

growth by improving access to capital for businesses and consumers (V. Rao and A. Verma (2019). 

The research focuses on the impact of mutual funds’ growth on India's economic performance. It 

demonstrated that as AUM in mutual funds increased, there was a corresponding rise in investment 

in infrastructure and productive sectors, which boosted overall economic growth (K. Kumar and L. 

Singh, 2022). The paper by N. Agarwal and S. Gupta (2020) explored the relationship between the 

growth of asset management and economic performance in India. It found that higher AUM improves 

capital market efficiency and supports economic growth by providing businesses with more access to 

capital and reducing the cost of borrowing. This paper investigates the relationship between financial 

sector development, including increased AUM, and economic growth in India. The study by keyS. 

Agarwal and R. Gupta (2019) found that a well-developed financial sector, characterised by rising 

AUM, supports economic growth through improved capital allocation and enhanced economic 

efficiency. This study by N. Bhatia and R. Sinha (2022) examined how increases in AUM impact 

economic performance in India. It concluded that higher AUM contributes to better economic 

performance by facilitating greater investments in capital projects and improving financial market 

stability. 

P. Joshi and R. Sharma (2021) investigated how increasing AUM affects financial stability and 

economic growth in India. It observed that while higher AUM contributes to economic growth 

through increased investment, it also necessitates enhanced regulatory oversight to maintain financial 

stability. 

These papers provided insights into how the growth of AUM in India’s financial markets can 

influence various aspects of economic performance and stability. 
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Research exploring the relationship between increased Assets Under Management (AUM) and the 

growth of India’s GDP focused on how financial assets influence economic performance. This 

research by A. Patel and V. Nair (2020) explored how the growth of mutual funds in India influences 

economic development. It was discovered that increased AUM in mutual funds has led to higher 

investments in productive sectors, thereby contributing positively to GDP growth and overall 

economic development. 

Regulatory and Policy Implications 

R. J. Carter and A. L. Ward (2021) addressed the need for enhanced regulatory oversight as AUM 

grows, focusing on risk management and compliance to maintain market integrity. The paper by J. C. 

Williams and E. H. Black (2020) discussed various policy measures implemented globally to support 

the growth of institutional assets, including tax incentives and investment guidelines. 

This study by S. Sharma and P. Kumar (2021) highlighted the challenges faced by Indian regulators 

in overseeing the rapidly growing AUM and the need for improved regulatory frameworks to ensure 

market stability. R. Mehta and S. Patil (2022) examined Indian government policies designed to 

promote the growth of pension funds and their effectiveness in encouraging higher AUM. 

By studying the Indian research papers on AUM, contribution levels, capital market indicators, 

economic growth, corporate governance, and fiscal health, we gained insights into how pension funds 

influence market dynamics, the multifaceted impact of the pension on market and economic 

development. 

2.6.3 Expected Outcome of Universalization of Pension in India 

 

Pensions play a crucial role in reducing poverty and fostering economic growth and development. 

Research indicates that well-designed pension systems can significantly impact both individual 

financial security and broader economic stability. Below is an explanation of how pensions contribute 

to poverty reduction and economic development, supported by relevant research studies.  
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 A study by Barr and Diamond (2008) shows that pension systems are essential in reducing poverty 

among the elderly. Pensions provide a steady income stream to retirees, significantly decreasing the 

likelihood of poverty among older populations. Countries with comprehensive pension systems 

experience lower rates of elderly poverty than those without. The World Bank (2012) report, Pensions 

and Poverty Reduction: Evidence from Latin America, highlights that pension systems can reduce 

income inequality by redistributing resources from higher-income earners to retirees who have lower 

lifetime earnings. Effective pension systems ensure a more equitable distribution of income across 

different population segments. The OECD (2017) study on Pension Markets in Focus, demonstrates 

that pensions contribute to financial stability by providing a safety net for retirees, which reduces 

their dependency on social assistance and emergency support. This stability helps to prevent sudden 

spikes in poverty levels among the elderly. 

According to the International Monetary Fund [IMF], (2013), The Impact of Pensions on Economic 

Growth and Stability, pension payments provide retirees with disposable income that stimulates 

consumption. Increased consumer spending drives demand for goods and services, which in turn 

promotes economic growth. The Asian Development Bank [ADB], (2016) report, Pension Funds and 

Capital Markets Development, indicates that large pension funds can stimulate the development of 

financial markets by investing in a range of assets, including equities, bonds, and infrastructure 

projects. This investment helps to deepen and diversify financial markets, which supports long-term 

economic development. 

The study by the European Commission (2015), The Economic Impact of Pension Reforms, reveals 

that well-structured pension systems encourage labour market participation by providing financial 

security for retirees. This security allows older workers to retire when they are financially ready, 

freeing up positions for younger workers and thus improving overall labour market efficiency. 

Additionally, the International Labour Organization [ILO] (2016) report, Social Protection for a Fair 

and Inclusive Globalization, highlights that pension systems contribute to long-term economic 
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stability by providing a safety net for retirees. This stability helps reduce the economic impact of 

demographic changes and supports sustained economic growth. 

Research demonstrates that pensions have a profound impact on reducing poverty and fostering 

economic growth. Pensions provide essential income security for the elderly, reducing poverty rates 

and income inequality. They stimulate economic activity by increasing consumer spending and 

contribute to the development of financial markets. Additionally, pensions promote labour market 

efficiency and long-term economic stability. By addressing these areas, pensions play a vital role in 

enhancing overall economic well-being and development. 

2.6.4 Labour Market Challenges Arising Due to Pensions 

 

On the other side of the coin, the pension has been impacting the labour market adversely as 

demonstrated by studies from other countries. A study by Gruber and Wise (2004) highlights that 

generous pension benefits can act as a disincentive for older workers to remain in the labour force. 

High replacement rates (the ratio of pension benefits to pre-retirement earnings) can lead to early 

retirement, reducing labour market participation among older workers. 

 The OECD (2012) report, Pensions at a Glance, indicates that high pension benefits can reduce 

labour force participation, especially among older individuals. The report finds that in countries with 

more generous pension systems, there is a trend of earlier retirement and reduced participation in the 

labour market among older workers. 

The report, The Economic Impact of Pension Reforms, by the European Commission (2015) discussed 

how early retirement incentivised by pensions could lead to a loss of experienced workers and 

valuable skills in the labour market. This phenomenon can impact productivity and economic growth 

negatively. 

On the macroeconomic level, Blundell and Walker (1999) demonstrated that generous pension 

systems can create substantial fiscal pressure on governments. The increasing financial burden from 
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pension commitments can limit the government’s ability to invest in other areas essential for 

economic development. 

According to the National Bureau of Economic Research [NBER] (2002) study, The Impact of Social 

Security on Savings, pension systems can lead to reduced private savings. When individuals expect 

substantial pension benefits, they may save less for retirement, potentially affecting long-term capital 

accumulation and investment. 

The World Bank (2014) report, Labour Market Rigidities and Economic Growth, highlights that 

extensive pension benefits can create labour market rigidities. These rigidities can affect the 

adaptability of the labour market, reducing its ability to respond to economic changes and potentially 

impeding overall economic growth. 

Despite the potential adverse consequences associated with pension systems, such as disincentives to 

work and increased fiscal pressures, pensions are increasingly recognized as a fundamental necessity 

for individuals globally. As societies continue to age and economic uncertainties persist, the role of 

pensions in providing financial security during retirement becomes ever more crucial. The growing 

imperative for a reliable income source in old age underscores the need for well-structured pension 

schemes that can mitigate poverty and ensure dignity in retirement. 

In light of these considerations, it is essential to adopt a balanced approach to pension policy in India. 

Policymakers must address the challenges posed by pension systems while harnessing their benefits 

to secure financial stability for retirees. This involves crafting policies that not only provide adequate 

income for the elderly but also encourage continued labour force participation and economic 

contribution among older workers. 

Broadly, to achieve this balance, the study advocates for several policy recommendations aimed at 

optimizing the pension framework in India.  
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2.7 Pension Systems Overview 
 

Pension Systems are broadly classified into three main types: 

1. Pay-As-You-Go (PAYG): Current workers fund the pensions of retirees. Common in many 

countries, it relies on a large, active workforce to support a smaller retiree population. 

2. Fully Funded: Individuals or employers contribute to individual accounts that are invested 

and accumulated over time. Upon retirement, these funds are used to provide pensions. 

3. Mixed Systems: Combine elements of both PAYG and funded systems. 

Pension systems worldwide exhibit significant variation, influenced by historical, cultural, and 

economic contexts. Broadly, they can be categorized into three main types: 

• Publicly Funded Pension Schemes 

These government-administered programs provide basic income support for retirees. 

Countries like Sweden exemplify effective publicly funded pension systems, combining 

universal basic pensions with earnings-related benefits. A study by Palme (2018) showed that 

Sweden's system significantly reduces poverty among the elderly, highlighting the 

effectiveness of comprehensive social security measures. 

• Occupational Pensions 

In many countries, employer-sponsored plans supplement public pensions. The Netherlands 

is notable for its robust occupational pension schemes, which cover nearly 90 per cent of 

employees. Research by De Jong et al. (2018) illustrated that these schemes are mandatory in 

various sectors, significantly enhancing retirement income for Dutch workers. This model 

reflects a successful partnership between the state and private sector in ensuring financial 

security. 

• Private Savings Plans 

Countries like the United States promote individual retirement accounts (IRAs) and 401(k) 
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plans, which encourage personal savings for retirement. However, reliance on private savings 

raises concerns about equity, as not all individuals can save adequately. A study by Munnell 

et al. (2018) revealed that while these plans have increased retirement savings for some, 

significant disparities remain based on income and socioeconomic status. 

In the Indian context, the pension landscape is evolving but still faces numerous challenges. The 

National Pension System (NPS), introduced in 2004, aimed to provide retirement benefits to all 

citizens, including those in the informal sector. However, a study by Bhattacharya and Bhatia (2020) 

highlighted that only about 12 per cent of the Indian workforce is enrolled in any formal pension 

scheme, indicating a significant gap in coverage. 

Research consistently underscored the importance of pension systems in reducing poverty and 

enhancing the quality of life for the elderly. Smeeding (2016) found that social security systems 

effectively lower poverty rates among older adults in the U.S., demonstrating the critical role pensions 

play in financial stability. Similarly, Kumar and Rai (2020) noted that access to pensions in India is 

closely linked to socio-economic status, with marginalised communities facing higher risks of poverty 

in old age due to inadequate coverage 

2.7.1 Global Pension Overview 

 

In this section, the study explored the pension systems that exist in the rest of the world. Pension 

systems and the number of beneficiaries reflect each country’s approach to retirement security. These 

systems were influenced by economic conditions, social policies, and demographic factors. As 

countries face ageing populations and evolving economic landscapes, pension systems are continually 

being reviewed and adjusted to ensure sustainability and adequacy for retirees. 

For a global pension overview, the study began the exploration with developed economies that have 

mature and robust pension systems, setting the benchmark for best practices worldwide. These 

included Germany, known for its Bismarckian public insurance model; the United Kingdom with its 

Beveridgean universal and means-tested mix; the United States, combining social insurance with 
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private pillars; Canada’s blend of contributory and non-contributory schemes; Australia’s mandatory 

superannuation system; and Japan’s comprehensive system facing challenges from an aging 

population. Next, the focus shifted to emerging economies that share structural similarities with India, 

such as Brazil’s multi-pillar system with strong coverage, South Africa’s universal non-contributory 

pensions, China’s rapid reforms and dual urban-rural pension models, Russia’s state pension and 

ongoing transition reforms, and Kazakhstan’s early adoption of defined contribution schemes. Finally, 

highlighted the Asian Tigers and countries with unique pension frameworks, like Singapore’s defined 

contribution Central Provident Fund (CPF) without a pay-as-you-go system, and the UAE’s limited, 

employment-based pension system primarily for nationals. 

2.7.1.1  Germany 

 

Germany’s pension system, known as the "gesetzliche Rentenversicherung" (statutory pension 

insurance), is a public, pay-as-you-go system that ensures financial security for retirees. Under this 

system, contributions from current workers are used to fund the benefits of retirees, reflecting a model 

of intergenerational support. The system provides extensive coverage, encompassing nearly all 

workers in the country.  

As of 2023, approximately 21 million individuals were receiving benefits, highlighting the system's 

significant role in social security. The standard retirement age in Germany is gradually being raised 

to 67, with provisions for early retirement available at reduced benefit levels to accommodate diverse 

needs. In 2023, the average monthly pension was approximately €1,350, offering a critical source of 

income for retirees and underscoring the system’s importance in maintaining economic stability and 

individual well-being. 

Richard Disney (2010) discussed various pension reforms across Europe, emphasizing the move 

towards sustainability in response to ageing populations and economic pressures. European countries 

have adopted diverse reform strategies, including raising retirement ages, increasing contribution 

rates, and shifting towards more private savings components to ensure long-term viability. 
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2.7.1.2  United Kingdom 

 

The United Kingdom’s pension system consists of a state pension, which includes both a basic state 

pension and a new state pension for those reaching retirement age after April 2016. This state pension 

system is further supplemented by workplace pensions and personal savings, providing a more 

comprehensive retirement income for citizens.  

As of 2023, approximately 12 million people receive state pension benefits, reflecting the widespread 

reliance on this system for retirement security. The state pension age is currently set at 66 for both 

men and women, with plans to increase it to 67 by 2028, adjusting for demographic changes. In 2023, 

the full new state pension amounted to about £203.85 per week, or approximately £885 per month, 

which translates to around $1,100, helping to ensure a basic standard of living for retirees across the 

country. 

2.7.1.3  United States 

 

The U.S. pension system primarily consists of Social Security and private pension plans, serving as 

critical components of financial security for individuals in retirement. Social Security, the cornerstone 

of the system, provides a monthly benefit calculated based on an individual’s earnings history and the 

age at which they choose to retire.  

As of 2023, approximately 66 million people receive Social Security benefits, encompassing retirees, 

disabled individuals, and survivors. The system is designed to offer flexibility in retirement timing, 

with the full retirement age set at 67 for those born in 1960 or later. Early retirement is an option 

starting at age 62, albeit with reduced benefits. In 2023, the average monthly Social Security benefit 

for retired workers was approximately $1,700, reflecting its role in supporting the financial needs of 

the elderly and other eligible beneficiaries. 

The paper by David A. Wise (2009) explored the challenges facing the U.S. pension system, including 

underfunding, demographic shifts, and policy reforms. It highlighted the shift from defined-benefit 
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plans to defined-contribution plans and the implications for retirement security. The shift to defined-

contribution plans has increased individual responsibility for retirement savings but also introduced 

greater risk and uncertainty regarding retirement income. 

2.7.1.4  Canada 

 

Canada’s pension system is composed of two key components: the Old Age Security (OAS) program 

and the Canada Pension Plan (CPP). The OAS provides a basic pension to all Canadian seniors, 

ensuring a minimum level of income in retirement. In contrast, the CPP offers earnings-related 

benefits, designed to provide higher payouts based on an individual’s work history and contributions 

to the plan.  

As of 2023, over 6 million Canadians receive OAS benefits, while approximately 6.5 million people 

are covered by the CPP. The eligibility age for the OAS is 65, although early retirement options are 

available at reduced rates. For the CPP, individuals can begin receiving benefits as early as age 60, 

with adjusted payouts based on the age of retirement. In 2023, the average monthly OAS benefit was 

about CAD 615, while the average monthly CPP benefit amounted to approximately CAD 750, 

translating to about $450 and $550 USD, respectively. These programs collectively provide essential 

financial support for Canadians in their retirement years. 

2.7.1.5  Australia 

 

Australia’s pension system is comprised of two main components: the Age Pension and 

superannuation funds. The Age Pension is a means-tested benefit funded by general taxation, 

providing financial support to older Australians who meet certain income and asset criteria. In 

addition to the Age Pension, Australians are required to contribute to superannuation funds, which 

are mandatory savings plans designed to provide for retirement.  

As of 2023, approximately 3.7 million people receive the Age Pension, making it a critical source of 

income for the elderly population. The eligibility age for the Age Pension is gradually increasing, 
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with plans to reach 67 in the coming years, in line with demographic changes. The maximum basic 

Age Pension rate for a single person is about AUD 1,000 per fortnight, which translates to 

approximately AUD 2,000 per month or $1,300, ensuring a basic standard of living for those reliant 

on government support in retirement. 

2.7.1.6  Japan 

 

Japan’s pension system is composed of two main components: the National Pension (basic pension) 

and the Employees' Pension Insurance (EPI). The National Pension provides a basic level of income 

to all citizens, while the EPI offers additional benefits to employees, supplementing their retirement 

income.  

As of 2023, approximately 38 million people are covered by Japan's pension system, with around 30 

million receiving benefits, making it a crucial element of social security. The standard retirement age 

is set at 65, although individuals can retire early at reduced benefit rates. In 2023, the average monthly 

pension for retirees was about ¥150,000 (approximately $1,000), which helps ensure a basic standard 

of living for the elderly. 

Yoko Matsuoka (2015) examined Japan's pension system, which faces significant challenges due to 

its rapidly ageing population and low birth rates. The paper highlighted the need for reform to address 

fiscal sustainability and ensure adequate retirement income, including adjustments to benefits and 

contributions. 

2.7.1.7  Brazil 

 

Brazil’s pension system is comprised of the National Institute of Social Security (INSS), which 

provides benefits to retirees, disabled individuals, and survivors. The system also includes a 

complementary pension framework for public sector employees and some private sector workers, 

ensuring additional income security for specific groups.  
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As of 2023, more than 35 million people receive pensions through the INSS, indicating the wide 

coverage of the system across the population. Following recent reforms, the official retirement age 

has been set at 65 for men and 62 for women, aiming to standardize and balance the retirement age 

across genders. The average monthly pension in Brazil is approximately BRL 1,400, which is roughly 

$280 USD. While the INSS provides essential financial support, the average pension amount 

underscores the challenges of ensuring sufficient income for retirees, particularly for those without 

additional private savings or complementary pension plans. 

2.7.1.8  South Africa 

 

South Africa’s pension system consists of a public pension, known as the Old Age Grant, which is 

means-tested, as well as private retirement savings plans. The Old Age Grant provides financial 

support to older South Africans who meet certain income and asset criteria, ensuring a basic level of 

security for retirees.  

As of 2023, approximately 4.6 million people receive the Old Age Grant, making it a crucial form of 

income for many elderly individuals. The retirement age for women is set at 60, while for men, it is 

65, although the Old Age Grant is available to individuals from the age of 60. The monthly benefit 

for the Old Age Grant is approximately ZAR 2,000, which is equivalent to about $105 USD, reflecting 

the modest nature of the benefit in relation to the cost of living. While the Old Age Grant plays a vital 

role in providing financial assistance, it remains insufficient for many individuals, highlighting the 

need for additional private retirement savings plans to ensure adequate retirement income. 

2.7.1.9  China 

 

China’s pension system is structured around three main pillars: the Basic Pension Insurance for Urban 

Employees, the Basic Pension Insurance for Urban and Rural Residents, and private savings and 

investments. The Basic Pension Insurance is a pay-as-you-go system, funded by contributions from 

both employers and employees, providing a foundational level of income security for retirees.  
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As of 2023, approximately 1 billion people are covered under the Basic Pension Insurance system, 

which includes urban employees, retirees, and rural residents. The official retirement age in China is 

60 for men, 55 for female civil servants, and 50 for other female workers, although there are ongoing 

discussions regarding the possibility of raising the retirement age due to demographic shifts and 

economic needs. In 2023, the average monthly pension for urban retirees was approximately RMB 

3,000 (around $410 USD), while rural retirees received significantly lower benefits, averaging around 

RMB 1,000 (about $140 USD). This disparity in pension benefits highlights the challenges of 

ensuring equitable retirement income across different demographic groups. 

2.7.1.10 Russia 

 

Russia’s pension system is composed of a state pension, funded by contributions from employers and 

employees, as well as a funded pension component that allows individuals to save additional funds 

through private pension schemes. As of 2023, approximately 45 million people are receiving state 

pensions, highlighting the system's broad reach across the population. The retirement age in Russia 

is currently set at 65 for men and 60 for women, with plans for a gradual increase to equalize the 

retirement age for both genders by 2034.  

In 2023, the average monthly pension in Russia was about RUB 20,000, which is approximately $215 

USD, providing a modest level of financial support for retirees. This system, with its dual structure, 

aims to balance state-provided pensions with private savings options to address varying levels of 

retirement income needs. 

2.7.1.11 Kazakhstan 

 

Kazakhstan’s pension system consists of a mandatory savings plan known as the Defined 

Contribution Pension System, which is managed by private pension funds. In addition to the 

mandatory system, there is also a state pension aimed at providing support to low-income individuals, 

ensuring a basic level of income for those who may not have sufficient savings.  
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As of 2023, approximately 3.8 million people are covered under Kazakhstan’s pension system, 

reflecting its broad reach among the working population. The retirement age is currently set at 63 for 

men and 58 for women, with plans to gradually increase the retirement age to 65 for both genders, 

aligning it more closely over time. The average monthly pension in Kazakhstan is approximately 

KZT 150,000, or around $330 USD, which represents a modest level of income for retirees. While 

the system offers essential benefits, the relatively low average pension amount underscores the 

importance of continued reforms and private savings for ensuring financial security in retirement. 

2.7.1.12 Singapore 

 

Singapore's pension system is centred around the Central Provident Fund (CPF), a mandatory, 

employment-based savings scheme established in 1955. The CPF serves as a comprehensive social 

security system, covering retirement, healthcare, and housing needs for Singaporean citizens and 

permanent residents.  

The CPF operates on a defined contribution basis, with both employees and employers contributing 

a percentage of the employee's monthly salary. Contribution rates vary depending on the employee's 

age and income level.  

Upon reaching the age of 55, CPF members have their savings from the Ordinary and Special 

Accounts transferred to a newly created Retirement Account. This account is used to set aside a 

statutory minimum sum, known as the Retirement Sum, which is intended to provide monthly payouts 

during retirement. Singapore's retirement age is currently set at 63, with a re-employment age up to 

68, allowing older workers to continue employment if they wish.  

As of 2025, the Basic Retirement Sum (BRS) is set at SGD 106,500, providing estimated monthly 

payouts ranging from SGD 860 to SGD 930 starting at age 65. Members can opt to set aside higher 

amounts under the Full Retirement Sum (FRS) of SGD 213,000 or the Enhanced Retirement Sum 

(ERS) of SGD 426,000, yielding higher monthly payouts. The CPF LIFE (Lifelong Income For the 

Elderly) scheme is an annuity program that provides lifelong monthly payouts starting from age 65. 
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Members can choose from different plans—Standard, Basic, or Escalating—each offering varying 

payout structures to suit individual retirement needs.  

In the 2023 Mercer CFA Institute Global Pension Index, Singapore's retirement income system was 

ranked 7th globally and 1st in Asia, reflecting its robust structure and sustainability.  

2.7.1.13 United Arab Emirates (UAE) 

 

The United Arab Emirates (UAE) has a relatively recent and evolving pension system that primarily 

caters to public sector employees and certain private sector workers. The system is composed of the 

General Pension and Social Security Authority (GPSSA), which provides pension coverage for UAE 

nationals, and a separate system for expatriate workers, where retirement plans are typically 

employer-provided. While the exact number of pension beneficiaries is not widely published, the 

system covers both UAE nationals and expatriates with pension schemes in place, reflecting the 

country’s efforts to provide retirement security for diverse segments of the workforce. The standard 

retirement age for public sector employees is 60 for men and 55 for women. The specific average 

benefit data for the UAE’s pension system is not readily available, but benefits are generally 

calculated based on a percentage of the individual’s final salary and the length of their service, 

providing a foundation for income in retirement for eligible workers. 

Followed by pension systems of different countries across the world, the next section involves a 

detailed overview of the Indian pension system, and earlier undertaken research works.   

Internationally, the trend is towards ensuring the sustainability of pension systems amidst 

demographic changes and economic uncertainties. Reforms often involve balancing public and 

private components, adjusting benefits, and increasing contributions. 
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World Bank’s Multi-Pillar Model and Its Equity Implications 

The World Bank’s multi-pillar model has emerged as one of the most influential frameworks in 

shaping global pension reforms, particularly in developing and transition economies (World Bank, 

2005). The model proposes a diversified structure consisting of five pillars: 

• Pillar 0: A non-contributory social pension, typically tax-financed, aimed at poverty 

alleviation and ensuring a minimum income in old age. 

• Pillar 1: A mandatory public, contributory pension scheme designed to replace a portion of 

pre-retirement income. 

• Pillar 2: A mandatory, fully funded, privately managed individual savings scheme. 

• Pillar 3: Voluntary retirement savings, often incentivised through tax benefits. 

• Pillar 4: Informal support systems, such as family transfers, and access to assets like housing 

and personal savings. 

While the framework’s diversification logic is intended to balance risk, ensure sustainability, and 

improve adequacy, its equity implications have been the subject of significant debate. Critics have 

highlighted that heavy reliance on contributory pillars—particularly Pillars 1 and 2—can 

disproportionately disadvantage informal sector workers, who often lack stable earnings and thus 

cannot make regular contributions (Barr & Diamond, 2008; Hujo & Ralli, 2014). In low- and middle-

income countries, this structural bias risks perpetuating old-age income insecurity among women, 

rural workers, and other vulnerable groups who dominate the informal economy. 

Furthermore, the inclusion of a strong private, fully funded pillar (Pillar 2) has been criticised for 

potentially exacerbating inequality. Private pension funds are more accessible to high-income earners, 

while lower-income groups face affordability constraints and investment risks. This dynamic can 

widen disparities in retirement income, especially where state regulation is weak or financial literacy 

levels are low (Gillion et al., 2000). 
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In the Indian context, debates over universal versus targeted benefits intersect with the multi-pillar 

framework’s equity concerns. Universal non-contributory pensions (Pillar 0) have been argued to be 

more equitable in addressing the structural exclusion of informal workers, whereas targeted 

approaches risk administrative complexity and exclusion errors (Ravi & Engler, 2015). Given that 

over 90 per cent of India’s workforce is informally employed, a pension system overly dependent on 

contributory pillars may struggle to achieve broad-based coverage without strong redistributive 

components. 

A critical engagement with the World Bank model thus underscores the need for India’s pension 

reforms to adapt global principles to domestic socio-economic realities—balancing financial 

sustainability with the imperative of universal, equitable old-age income security. 

While the multi-pillar framework provides a useful structural reference, a more nuanced 

understanding of pension systems requires examining them through interconnected themes of fiscal 

design, coverage equity, and political economy, which together form the analytical lens adopted in 

this study. 

Building on the discussion of the World Bank’s multi-pillar framework and its limitations, this study 

adopts a thematic analytical lens to examine both global and Indian pension structures. This approach 

facilitates a more coherent synthesis of theoretical insights, empirical evidence, and policy debates. 

Three interrelated themes form the basis of this lens: 

Fiscal Design and Sustainability – This theme examines the cost structures, funding mechanisms, 

and macroeconomic constraints shaping pension systems. It highlights the trade-offs between long-

term financial viability and adequacy of benefits, drawing on Barr and Diamond’s (2008) framework 

of balancing efficiency, sustainability, and equity. For instance, as seen in the fiscal challenges of the 

Australian Superannuation Guarantee discussed earlier, high contribution rates can ensure adequacy 

but raise concerns over economic competitiveness. 
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Coverage and Equity – Here, the focus is on identifying who remains excluded from pension 

coverage, with particular attention to the formal–informal labour market divide, rural–urban 

disparities, and gender gaps. This analysis engages with Townsend’s (1979) concept of social 

exclusion and Sen’s (1999) capability approach, while incorporating perspectives from Indian 

scholars such as Srivastava (2020) on informal labour segmentation and Jain (2005) on gendered 

economic disadvantage. As illustrated in the earlier overview of the Australian and South African 

models, broad-based social pensions can mitigate exclusion risks but may face fiscal resistance. 

Political Economy and Reform Pathways – This theme explores how policy shifts, interest group 

dynamics, and international influences shape pension reforms. It considers the role of political will, 

bureaucratic capacity, and stakeholder coalitions in advancing or hindering universalisation goals. As 

discussed in relation to Singapore’s CPF and its strong political consensus, sustained reforms often 

depend on alignment between fiscal strategy and social objectives. 

Applying these themes across global case studies and the Indian context ensures that the analysis 

moves beyond a purely descriptive comparison, enabling a more critical evaluation of the strengths, 

weaknesses, and reform needs of pension systems. 

2.8 Indian Pension System 
 

India’s pension system includes a mix of social insurance and social assistance schemes designed to 

cater to different segments of the population. While social insurance schemes like the EPF and NPS 

provide structured retirement savings options for formal sector employees and general subscribers, 

social assistance schemes like the NSAP and APY offer targeted support to vulnerable groups. Each 

scheme has its strengths and challenges, with ongoing research highlighting areas for improvement 

in coverage, benefit adequacy, and administrative efficiency. 

About 12 per cent of the workforce (or approximately 58 million people) are covered under various 

pension systems in India as per the report by OECD (2023). These individuals belong to the organised 

sectors and are employed by the government, government enterprises, and public and private sector 
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enterprises, which are mandatorily covered by the Employees Provident Fund Organisation (EPFO). 

The remaining 88 per cent belong to the unorganised sector (self-employed, daily wage workers, 

farmers, etc.), and some are in the organised sector. For this share of the workforce, the Public 

Provident Fund (PPF) and Postal Saving Schemes have traditionally been the main long-term savings 

instruments but these have only catered to a relatively small section of this population (OECD, 2023). 

In India, the focus is on expanding coverage, improving the efficiency of existing schemes, and 

integrating various pension systems to provide better security for all workers, particularly in the 

informal sector. 

2.8.1 Social Insurance Schemes 

 

A. Employees' Provident Fund (EPF) 

The Employees' Provident Fund (EPF) is a mandatory savings scheme for employees in the formal 

sector in India. Managed by the Employees' Provident Fund Organisation (EPFO) under the Ministry 

of Labour and Employment, the EPF aims to provide retirement benefits to employees through 

contributions made by both the employer and the employee. As of 2023, the EPF covers 

approximately 50 million workers across various sectors, highlighting its widespread adoption. Under 

the scheme, employees are required to contribute 12 per cent of their basic salary and dearness 

allowance, with an equal contribution from the employer. 

The EPF benefits from the accumulation of both the employee and employer contributions, as well 

as interest earnings. These accumulated funds grow over time, providing a significant financial 

resource upon retirement. Employees can access their EPF benefits upon reaching the age of 58, 

which is the typical retirement age. However, early withdrawals are also allowed under certain 

circumstances, such as unemployment, medical emergencies, or housing needs. The EPF serves as an 

essential component of India's social security system, ensuring financial security for workers during 

retirement while also offering flexibility in times of need. 
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According to the International Labour Organization (ILO) report, the EPF has been effective in 

providing a basic level of retirement security to millions of workers in the formal sector. However, 

the coverage is limited to formal sector employees, leaving informal sector workers without similar 

benefits (ILO, 2020). 

B. National Pension System (NPS) 

The National Pension System (NPS) was launched in 2004 for new government employees and 

extended to the general public in 2009 as a voluntary, defined contribution pension scheme. Regulated 

by the Pension Fund Regulatory and Development Authority (PFRDA), the NPS is designed to 

provide financial security to its subscribers during retirement. As of 2023, the NPS has approximately 

4.6 million subscribers, which include government employees, private sector workers, and the self-

employed. This expansion demonstrates the growing adoption of the system across various sectors of 

the workforce. 

Under the NPS, participants contribute a defined percentage of their income, with the flexibility to 

make higher voluntary contributions. This allows for the accumulation of a substantial retirement 

corpus, depending on the individual’s contribution and investment choices. Upon retirement, 

subscribers can withdraw up to 60 per cent of the accumulated corpus as a lump sum, while the 

remaining 40 per cent must be used to purchase an annuity, ensuring a steady income stream during 

retirement. This structure balances the need for lump sum flexibility with long-term income security, 

making the NPS an important part of India’s evolving pension landscape. 

A study by N. Rajan (2023) provided a comparative analysis of different pension schemes in India, 

including the Employees' Provident Fund (EPF), the National Pension System (NPS), and various 

state-sponsored pension schemes. The paper highlighted the strengths and weaknesses of each 

scheme, such as the NPS’s flexibility and the EPF’s coverage, and suggests policy improvements for 

better integration and efficiency. A study by the Indian Institute of Management Ahmedabad [IIMA], 

(2021) highlighted that the NPS has helped increase pension coverage among diverse groups. 
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However, it faces challenges related to low awareness and limited financial literacy among potential 

subscribers. 

C. Atal Pension Yojana (APY) 

The Atal Pension Yojana (APY) was launched in 2015 with the aim of providing financial security in 

the form of pensions to workers in India’s unorganized sector. Managed by the Pension Fund 

Regulatory and Development Authority (PFRDA), the scheme primarily targets individuals aged 

between 18 and 40 years. By 2023, approximately 2.7 million subscribers had enrolled in the program, 

highlighting its growing relevance among low-income, informal sector workers who have limited 

access to traditional pension schemes. 

Under the APY, subscribers contribute a fixed monthly amount based on the pension they wish to 

receive upon retirement. The amount they contribute determines the pension payout, which ranges 

from INR 1,000 to INR 5,000 per month, depending on the contribution and the tenure of 

participation. This structure ensures that even those with modest incomes can build a basic retirement 

corpus, thereby enhancing financial security for individuals who are typically excluded from formal 

pension schemes. The APY’s simplicity and focus on the unorganized sector make it a critical tool in 

advancing financial inclusion and providing a safety net for India’s working poor. 

After NPS, the second initiative, Swavalamban (Ministry of Finance, 2013) was started in 2010 but 

subsumed under the Atal Pension Yojana (APY), in the 2015–16 Central Government budget (Press 

Information Bureau, 2015). Both are voluntary co-contributory initiatives to provide access to 

retirement income to low-income individuals (government co-contributing with the individual). 

Unlike Swavalamban, the APY initiative has provisions for minimum guaranteed pension benefits, 

with contributions required by the members adjusted accordingly. Effectiveness in increasing 

enrolment and sustaining contributions over a longer period will impact the extent of retirement 

income security obtained by the members (Asher, 2015). However, the awareness about schemes such 

as the Atal Pension Yojana remained a major problem as highlighted by Vidhate and Kundap (2016). 
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A study by the Centre for Financial Inclusion [CFI], (2021) emphasised that the APY is a significant 

step in expanding pension coverage to informal sector workers, though it faces challenges related to 

low enrolment and retention rates. 

Social insurance pension schemes in India have expanded considerably in recent years, with notable 

increases in subscriber numbers and assets under management. Existing research has primarily 

evaluated these schemes from a personal finance perspective, focusing on their effectiveness in terms 

of coverage, financial sustainability, performance of pension fund managers, and their role in ensuring 

retirement income security. Commonly identified challenges included low levels of pension literacy, 

limited awareness among workers particularly in the unorganised sector and the need for broader 

private sector participation. Recommendations from these studies often stressed the importance of 

improving financial awareness, promoting early enrolment, and simplifying the investment process. 

However, a key gap in the literature has been the absence of actuarial analyses and projections based 

on life tables or calculations of future pension fund accumulation. Most prior studies relied on post-

facto evaluations rather than estimating required contributions or forecasting fund growth. Moreover, 

while issues of low coverage have been acknowledged, detailed strategies including scheme-wise 

identification of target populations and corresponding financial allocations have not been sufficiently 

addressed. This study bridged these gaps by conducting actuarial calculations, estimating scheme-

specific coverage targets, and projecting the financial outlay necessary to achieve comprehensive 

pension inclusion. 

2.8.2 Social Assistance Schemes 

 

National Social Assistance Programme (NSAP) 

The National Social Assistance Programme (NSAP) is a vital social assistance initiative in India, 

designed to provide pensions to vulnerable groups such as the elderly, widows, and disabled 

individuals living below the poverty line. The program encompasses several sub-schemes, including 

the Indira Gandhi National Old Age Pension Scheme (IGNOAPS), Indira Gandhi National Widow 
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Pension Scheme (IGNWPS), and Indira Gandhi National Disability Pension Scheme (IGNDPS). 

These schemes are specifically targeted at individuals from economically disadvantaged sections of 

society who do not have access to sufficient income or social security. 

As of 2023, the NSAP covers approximately 15 million beneficiaries across India, providing them 

with critical financial support. The eligibility criteria are focused on individuals who belong to the 

economically weaker segments of the population, ensuring that those most in need receive assistance. 

The benefits provided under the NSAP are modest but essential, offering a monthly pension to help 

improve the living conditions of the recipients. For instance, under the IGNOAPS, eligible elderly 

individuals typically receive a monthly pension ranging from INR 500 to INR 1,000 with variations 

depending on state-specific rules and provisions. Despite the relatively low payout, the program plays 

an important role in enhancing the social safety net for the most vulnerable members of Indian society. 

The National Institute of Public Finance and Policy (NIPFP) report indicated that while the NSAP 

has been instrumental in providing a safety net to vulnerable populations, the benefits are often 

insufficient and inconsistently distributed due to administrative challenges (NIPFP, 2022). 

Kumar and Agarwal (2020) analysed how pension reforms affect economic growth and poverty 

reduction, focusing on the interplay between pension coverage and economic stability. Pension 

reforms in India have contributed to poverty reduction among the elderly and provided a cushion 

against economic shocks, but issues like coverage gaps and administrative inefficiencies remain 

significant challenges. 

India's elderly population lacked adequate social security or old-age pension (Goli et.al., 2019). 

Additionally, a study on the National Old Age Pension Scheme (NOAPS), a 100 per cent Centrally 

Government sponsored initiative, indicated that the National Old Age Pension Scheme has benefited 

the weaker sections of society more than others (Rajan, 2007; Gopal, 2006). A few researchers 

suggested that the role of the governance structure and the institutions implementing pension 

programmes face many challenges and need to be modernised and improved. Delays in pension 



65 

 

payments deserve special mention because they tend to defeat the purpose of providing them (Rao, 

2007 and Karunarathne & Goswami, 2002). Many state governments in India have expanded pension 

benefits using their own resources to address the problems of restricted coverage and low pension 

amounts of Central Government schemes (Gopal, 2006).  

2.9 Status of Pension Penetration and Need for Universalization of Pension in 

India 
 

Several studies (Kar, 2021; Goswami R., 2001; Faisal, 2011; Hoda & Rai, 2017; Sakthivel & Joddar, 

2006; Bali, A., 2014; Singh, Sanyal, & Bharati, 2015) have remarked that many social protection 

programmes have not achieved their targets in India. Some of the reasons are attributed to poor 

financing, identification of targets, corruption, meagre delivery mechanisms, improper utilisation of 

funds, administrative blockages; ineligibility conditions for unorganised sector workers that dominate 

the Indian labour market, institutional and financial limitations, implementation challenges of 

contribution-based system suggesting that a universal nature of social security system should be 

adopted. A minimum state-provided pension without contributions cannot be contemplated given the 

perilous state of India's public finances and the future demographic profile of the country. Therefore, 

Patel (1997) pointed out that a pension system start needs to be devised such that it can broaden the 

'umbrella' based on individual capitalised accounts run overwhelmingly by the private sector. Lastly, 

if the umbrella has to broaden then studies by Rawat (2012) and Asher M. (2007) stressed the need 

to promote financial and pension literacy in India. So that mass awareness shall lead to availing 

pension investments. S. Mahendra Dev and M. Asher (2012) discussed the evolution of India’s 

pension system, including the transition from a primarily PAYG system for government employees 

to a mixed system involving both government and private sector schemes.  

Gender and Informal Labour Dimensions in the Indian Pension Context 

An equitable pension system in India must account for the structural realities of its labour market, 

particularly the dominance of informal employment and the entrenched gender disparities in work 
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and income. Ravi Srivastava’s analysis of India’s labour market highlights the persistent segmentation 

between formal and informal employment, with over 90 per cent of the workforce operating outside 

the purview of formal social security mechanisms (Srivastava, 2020). This segmentation is 

characterised not only by lower and more volatile earnings but also by the near-total absence of 

employer-contributed pension coverage. Consequently, informal workers remain highly dependent 

on sporadic public transfers or family support in old age, a vulnerability exacerbated by the lack of 

systematic retirement savings schemes tailored to their needs. 

From a feminist economics perspective, Devaki Jain (2005) draws attention to the gendered nature of 

labour participation in India. A significant proportion of women’s work remains unpaid and 

unrecognised in conventional labour statistics—primarily in the form of care work, subsistence 

farming, and family enterprise contributions. This invisibility within formal labour metrics has direct 

implications for pension entitlements, as contributory schemes typically link eligibility and benefits 

to wage employment histories. Women who have spent their working lives in unpaid or irregularly 

paid roles thus face a dual disadvantage: exclusion from contributory pension systems and inadequate 

coverage under existing social assistance measures. 

These insights underscore the importance of designing pension reforms that move beyond a one-size-

fits-all contributory framework. Integrating targeted non-contributory provisions for informal 

workers, recognising unpaid care work in pension eligibility criteria, and ensuring gender-sensitive 

benefit structures are essential steps toward achieving universal and equitable pension coverage in 

India. Without such measures, pension reform risks reinforcing the very inequities it seeks to alleviate. 

Ultimately, investment in individual old age security, either through social insurance or social 

assistance (forms of pension in India), will lead to providing regular funds to the elderly, hence 

preventing them from falling into a vicious circle of poverty. It shall also allow them to live with a 

decent standard, dignity and honour.  They identified challenges such as low coverage, inadequate 

savings, and the need for regulatory improvements. Lastly, recommended that India’s pension reforms 
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aim to address the needs of a growing informal sector, enhance coverage, and ensure fiscal 

sustainability.  

2.10 Methodological Approaches in Pension and Labour Market Studies 
 

This chapter reviewed the major methodological tools and analytical frameworks employed in the 

study of pension systems and labour market characteristics, with a specific focus on the Indian 

context. By synthesising relevant literature, this chapter identified effective research strategies for 

evaluating social protection coverage, scheme eligibility, and fiscal sustainability. The tools discussed 

in this chapter, Potential–Actual–Gap (PAG) analysis, logistic regression, actuarial modelling, and 

estimation techniques form the empirical foundation of this thesis. 

2.10.1 Estimation Techniques in Labour Force and Pension Studies 

 

Estimation techniques in labour force and pension studies frequently relied on large-scale, nationally 

representative datasets such as the Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS) and National Sample 

Surveys (NSS). These datasets enabled the assessment of employment trends, the size of the informal 

sector, and the socio-economic distribution of workers (ILO, 2018; NCEUS, 2007). In labour force 

research, tools such as data triangulation and disaggregated indicator analysis were often employed 

to account for sectoral and demographic heterogeneity (Mehrotra & Parida, 2019; Papola, 2014). 

Within pension research, estimation exercises were particularly vital for identifying participation 

rates, coverage gaps, and eligibility overlaps. 

This study employed PLFS and administrative data to estimate the proportion of potential pension 

beneficiaries and their socio-economic composition. Such estimations are vital for informing policy 

design and prioritisation in social protection programming. 

2.10.2 Use of Logistic Regression in Eligibility Analysis 

 

Logistic regression has emerged as a standard empirical technique in social policy and welfare 

research, particularly in modelling the likelihood of scheme participation. Binary logistic models 
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estimated the probability of an individual receiving pension benefits based on explanatory variables 

such as age, income, education, caste, employment type, and gender (Garg, Jain, & Taneja, 2021; 

Dutta, 2016). In public policy studies, this method has been particularly effective in detecting social 

and structural biases in scheme outreach. 

This study applied logistic regression to PLFS data to assess the determinants of pension eligibility 

and enrolment. Previous studies (e.g., Mehrotra & Parida, 2017; Khera & Nayak, 2009) have 

demonstrated the method’s utility in analysing the dynamics of informal work and social protection. 

Logistic regression results helped to identify target populations most likely to be excluded from 

pensions despite formal eligibility. 

2.10.3 Actuarial Modelling in Pension Fund and Fiscal Estimation 

 

Actuarial modelling has been an essential tool in pension economics for estimating future liabilities 

and fiscal outlays. These models used inputs such as life expectancy, mortality rates, income levels, 

and contribution ratios to forecast financial sustainability (Barr & Diamond, 2008; ILO, 2022). In 

India, actuarial models have typically been underutilised in pension planning, with few exceptions in 

institutional research (World Bank, 2018; Kapur & Mukhopadhyay, 2014). 

The present study employed actuarial models using the Sample Registration System (SRS) Life 

Tables (2016–20) and Household Consumption Expenditure Survey (HCES) data. The model 

simulated the cost of universalizing pension schemes under varied demographic and fiscal 

assumptions. Such analysis has been found as an aid in understanding long-term policy feasibility 

and the per-capita cost of welfare expansion. 

2.10.4 Formula Derivation for Social Assistance Schemes 

 

The Planning Commission (2011) constructed a committee chaired by Shri B.K. Chaturvedi 

recommended greater flexibility in Centrally Sponsored Schemes (CSS) like the National Social 

Assistance Programme (NSAP), transparent inter-state fund allocation, and the introduction of flexi-
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funds for state-specific needs. The 13th and 14th Finance Commissions further emphasized reducing 

the number of CSS and adopting formula-based transfers to strengthen cooperative federalism. 

Responding to these recommendations, NITI Aayog (2015) formed a Chief Ministers’ committee, 

which proposed transparent, criteria-based funding allocations considering population, sectoral 

needs, and state potential. The Sub-Group recommended that NITI Aayog, in consultation with State 

and Central Ministries, develop transparent criteria for fund allocation, considering factors such as 

development needs, population, sectoral potential, and special requirements of each state. 

Accordingly, a formula-based funding pattern was proposed by this study to enhance transparency, 

streamline fund utilization, and improve the implementation of Centrally Sponsored Schemes. In line 

with this, the present study formulates a state-level funding allocation model for NSAP.  

2.10.5 Potential–Actual–Gap (PAG) Analysis in Coverage Assessment 

 

Gap analysis has become a prominent method in evaluating service delivery in public welfare 

schemes. The Potential-Actual-Gap (PAG) framework estimates discrepancies between individuals 

who qualify for benefits and those who actually receive them. PAG has been employed in evaluations 

of healthcare, food security, and pensions. It served as a diagnostic tool for identifying 

implementation inefficiencies and exclusion errors (Sinha, Jain, & Sharma, 2020; Ghosh, 2019).  

In this thesis, PAG analysis has been applied across seven pension schemes by simulating eligibility 

criteria on PLFS microdata. This technique quantified unmet need and revealed state-wise and 

demographic-specific gaps in pension delivery. Such evidence were essential for informing mid-

course policy corrections and improving targeting efficiency. 

2.11 Research Gaps identified 
 

Building on the review of literature, the following key research gaps have been synthesised to frame 

the scope and relevance of this study: 
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Key Research Gaps Identified: 

• Lack of comprehensive, national-level analysis: Existing studies either focus on specific 

schemes or use limited rounds of PLFS data, lacking a unified approach that evaluates both 

social insurance and assistance schemes across multiple years and at national and state levels. 

• Insufficient data-driven estimation of target population and fiscal feasibility: Prior 

literature highlights the need to expand pension coverage, yet fails to quantify who should be 

covered and what the financial burden would be, especially using tools like actuarial 

modelling and PAG analysis. 

• Absence of integrated methodological frameworks: While determinants of pension receipt 

are discussed in theory, there is a gap in applying logit regression, life tables, and multi-

scheme comparative assessment to generate actionable insights for universal pension 

coverage. 

These gaps are further examined in detail in the following analysis. 

From a review of the earlier studies, it is understood that there is a meagre number of people who 

have access to a pension in India, and the determinants impacting this phenomenon seem to be gender, 

age, employment type, institutional mechanisms, etc. Hence, the potential to expand the pension 

coverage is still pending in India. Thus, the review of literature underscored the importance of this 

due to a timely study for India’s social security panorama.  

Previous scholarly works on unorganised sector workers in India have primarily concentrated on 

estimating the size of this labour segment using secondary data at the national level. However, a very 

few initial studies were conducted using the first few rounds and not all rounds of the Periodic Labour 

Force Survey (PLFS), the latest microdata made available by the government. While a limited number 

of studies have employed survey methods to examine the living conditions of unorganised workers, 

these efforts have been largely confined to the district or state level. Notably, there exists no 
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comprehensive study that simultaneously estimates the unorganised sector workforce at both the 

national and state levels. Although existing literature has consistently advocated for the expansion of 

pension coverage to unorganised sector workers, critical issues, such as identifying the target 

population and determining the financial resources required, have remained unaddressed. The 

National Commission for Enterprises in the Unorganised Sector (NCEUS, 2007) acknowledged 

pensions as part of broader social security provisions but did not offer a focused study on 

universalising pension coverage. Thus, the review of literature revealed a significant gaps: the 

absence of an in-depth, data-driven, and comprehensive analysis dedicated to the universalisation of 

pension schemes for the unorganised workforce. 

This research sought to address these gaps through a multi-dimensional approach. First, it estimated 

the labour force and the number of unorganised sector workers at both the national and state levels 

using six years of data from the Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS). Based on these estimates, the 

study assessed pension penetration in India, which formed its first objective. Second, drawing from 

existing literature, it identified key determinants of pension eligibility and applied these factors to the 

PLFS dataset to evaluate their impact. Third, while earlier studies have tended to focus on either one 

social insurance scheme or a social assistance programme, none have adopted a comprehensive 

approach that integrates both social insurance and social assistance frameworks. This research 

advanced the discourse by analysing four social insurance schemes and three social assistance 

schemes. Finally, beyond evaluating the schemes, the study estimated the gap between actual and 

potential beneficiaries under each scheme and projected the financial outlay required for universal 

pension coverage. The subsequent chapter elaborates on the research questions, objectives, national 

datasets employed, and the methodological framework adopted. 
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3 : Objectives and Research Methodology 

Understanding pension coverage becomes increasingly critical in light of the evolving socio-

economic landscape and the growing need for adequate financial security in old age. The study aimed 

to contribute insights into the dynamics of pension access, eligibility, and potential reforms, 

ultimately striving for a more inclusive and equitable pension system that meets the needs of all 

citizens. The study has been grounded on a range of nationally representative datasets to generate 

evidence-based insights for policymakers, which will help strengthen policy design, particularly in 

expanding social protection coverage. 

3.1 Overview of Methodology  
 

The study adopted a multi-source, multi-method approach to provide a comprehensive and evidence-

based understanding of India’s pension landscape. The combination of econometric and statistical 

techniques has been employed to uncover patterns, quantify coverage gaps, and project financial 

requirements for the universalisation of pension, which is one of the objectives of the thesis. It began 

by exploring the extent of pension penetration, highlighting how many individuals currently receive 

pensions and identifying those who remain outside the system. Using the information available on 

Social Security Benefits in the Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS), the study estimated India-level 

and state-wise numbers of contributors, non-contributors of pension, pensioners, and non-pensioners. 

A major focus has been placed on understanding the socio-economic and demographic factors that 

determine eligibility, shedding light on barriers that prevent potential beneficiaries from accessing 

pension schemes by employing suitable analytical tools such as Logit regression with two models, 

one exploring multiple determinants affecting contributors and non-contributors of pension, and then 

pensioners and non-pensioners. Further, to assess the possibility of universalising pension, we 

explored two categories of pension provided in India: social insurance and social assistance. The 

former has contribution-based schemes, and we used actuarial calculations to estimate the pension 

amount and the financial payment required from the government’s side. Under the social assistance 
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scheme, subsistence financial assistance is given to vulnerable people without any exchange of 

contributions. To evaluate the potential universalisation of social assistance pension schemes, the 

study derived a formula to explain the centre-state financial contributions required.  Lastly, through 

Potential-Actual-Gap (PAG) analysis, the study investigated the disparity between those eligible for 

benefits and those who receive them, thereby exposing implementation gaps across various schemes. 

The effectiveness of major pension programs—including the Atal Pension Yojana (APY), National 

Pension Scheme for Traders and Self-employed Persons (NPS), Pradhan Mantri Shram Yogi Maan-

Dhan Yojana (PM-SYM), and three Indira Gandhi pension schemes2 have been evaluated. 

Furthermore, this study delved into the financial feasibility of universalising pension coverage, 

providing actuarial estimates of the potential burden on the government.  

This chapter outlined the methodological framework and analytical approach adopted to evaluate 

Pension Schemes and explore the possibility of universalising them in India.  We started by exploring 

pension penetration and then identifying the beneficiaries, which led us to ascertain the possibilities 

of universalising the pension scheme. This chapter has been structured around three core research 

objectives. Each objective has been aligned with specific research questions, datasets, and 

methodologies to ensure a data-driven and policy-relevant analysis (Table 4). 

Table 4: Brief on Data Sources and Objectives of the Study 

Sr. 

No.  

Research 

Question 

Objectives Data Sources Methodology 

1 How many people 

receive and do not 

receive a pension 

in India? 

To provide an 

overview of 

pension 

penetration in 

India 

Periodic Labour 

Force Survey 

(PLFS),  

2017-18 to 2022-23 

 

o Estimation of total workers and 

pension recipients 

o Potential–Actual–Gap 

(PAG) Analysis to estimate 

coverage gaps under key 

pension schemes by imposing 

eligibility conditions of 

different pension schemes 

(mentioned below) on PLFS 

Data: 

▪ Atal Pension Yojana (APY) 

 
2 Three Indira Gandhi Pension Schemes referred here and used in the study are Indira Gandhi Old-Age Pension Scheme (IGNOAPS), Indira Gandhi 

Widow Pension Scheme (IGNWPS), Indira Gandhi Disability Pension Scheme (IGNDPS).  
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Sr. 

No.  

Research 

Question 

Objectives Data Sources Methodology 

▪ National Pension Scheme for 

Traders and Self-employed 

Persons (NPS) 

▪ Pradhan Mantri Shram Yogi 

Maan-Dhan Yojana (PM-

SYM) 

▪ Indira Gandhi National Old 

Age Pension Scheme 

(IGNOAPS) 

▪ Indira Gandhi National Widow 

Pension Scheme (IGNWPS) 

 

2 Which socio-

economic 

conditions are 

necessary to be 

fulfilled to 

become a pension 

beneficiary? 

To identify 

determinants 

of eligibility 

conditions of 

pension 

beneficiaries 

and non-

beneficiaries. 

Periodic Labour 

Force Survey 

(PLFS),  

2017-18 to 2022-23 

 

o Logit Regression Analysis to 

examine eligibility criteria 

based on socio-economic and 

employment-related variables.  

 

3 What would be the 

financial burden 

on the government 

if pension 

coverage is 

universalized? 

To explore 

potential 

opportunities 

for the 

government to 

universalise 

pension in 

India.  

1) Life Tables 

(Sample 

Registration 

System, 

2016–2020) 

2) Household 

Consumption 

Expenditure 

Survey 

(HCES), 

2022–23 

3) Handbook of 

Statistics on 

Indian 

States, 

Reserve Bank 

of India, 

2017–18 to 

2023–24 

4) Expenditure 

Profile of the 

Union 

Budget, 

Government 

of India, 

2017–18 to 

2023–24 

1) Actuarial calculations to 

assess individual 

contributions and state 

burden under APY, NPS, and 

PM-SYM. 

2) Formula derivation for 

social assistance using life 

expectancy, consumption 

expenditure, and budget data 

to estimate fiscal outlays.  

3) Potential–Actual–Gap 

(PAG) Analysis to estimate 

coverage gaps under key 

pension schemes:  

▪ Indira Gandhi 

Disability Pension 

Scheme (IGNDPS) 

▪ Pradhan Mantri 

Kisan Maandhan 

Yojana (PMKMY) 

▪ Pradhan Mantri 

Kisan Samman Nidhi 

(PMKSMN) 
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Sr. 

No.  

Research 

Question 

Objectives Data Sources Methodology 

5) Survey of 

Persons with 

Disabilities, 

2018–19 

6) Situation 

Assessment 

Survey of 

Agricultural 

Households 

and Land and 

Livestock 

Holdings, 

2019–20 

Source: Author's own study. 

The following section presents the research questions and objectives of the study and provides a 

detailed step-by-step explanation of the data processing, analytical techniques, and overall research 

process followed in this thesis. 

3.2 Detailed Methodology as per Research Questions and Objectives 
 

3.2.1 Objective 1: To provide an overview the Pension Penetration in India.   

 

Research Question 1: How many individuals in India receive pensions, and what proportion of the 

population remains without access to these benefits? 

The first objective of this research is to analyse the distribution and coverage of pension schemes 

across various demographics and sectors within India. This entails a detailed examination of the 

number of pension beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries present across India, explaining the 

penetration.  

Further, as the majority of India’s workforce is associated to unorganised sector, this study focuses 

on provision of pensions for unorganised sector workers in India.  The study quantifies the percentage 

of the working-age population currently enrolled in pension schemes. This involves disaggregating 

data by demographic factors such as age, gender, geographical location (urban vs. rural), and 
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employment sector (formal vs. informal). This analysis aims to illuminate disparities in pension 

coverage and highlight specific underserved groups. 

For this purpose, the study relied on secondary data and majorly uses the Periodic Labour Force 

Survey (PLFS) for six years from 2017-18 to 2022-23.  

3.2.1.1 Periodic Labour Force Survey: An overview 

Before 2017, the information regarding the availability of social security benefits used to be collected 

in the Employment and Unemployment survey collected by the National Statistical Survey Office 

(NSSO), (1983-2012). By undertaking many changes such as schedule, timeline, sector, sampling 

design and sample size, NSSO started a new round of surveys known as the Periodic Labour Force 

Survey (PLFS).  

Post 2017, PLFS (used henceforth) is the only survey conducted by the National Statistical Survey 

Office (NSSO, 2017-2024), capturing the Indian labour market scenario through micro-level data. 

The survey measures labour force participation and employment status dynamics and provides unit-

level data. It covers the whole of the Indian Union except the villages in the Andaman and Nicobar 

Islands, which remain extremely difficult to access throughout the year. It collects data in urban and 

rural areas. However, data collected in urban areas is a rotational one, meaning there are revisits, and 

in the case of rural samples, there is no revisit.  

PLFS has adopted a stratified multi-stage design. The first-stage units (FSU) are the Urban Frame 

Survey (UFS) blocks in urban areas and 2011 Population Census villages (Panchayat wards for 

Kerala) in rural areas. The ultimate-stage units (USU) are households. As in usual NSS rounds, in the 

case of large FSUs, one intermediate-stage unit, called a hamlet group/sub-block, is formed. 12800 

FSUs (7024 villages and 5776 UFS blocks) are being covered annually at the all-India level. 

The PLFS, along with employment and unemployment status of the respondent, also collects 

information regarding the social security benefits. Among these benefits, pension is one of the 

benefits for which respondents answer whether they are pension beneficiaries or not. Moving ahead, 
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if an individual is not eligible to receive it, then the survey takes an account that as an answer as well.  

Table 5  gives insights into different provisions covered in the PLFS data's codes of social security 

benefits.  

Table 5: Principal Social Security Benefits from PLFS 

Information available in the PLFS data set about Social Security  Codes 

Eligible for: Only PF/ pension (i.e., GPF, CPF, PPF, pension, etc.) 1 

Only gratuity 2 

Only health care & maternity benefits 3 

Only PF/ pension and gratuity 4 

Only PF/ pension and health care & maternity benefits 5 

Only gratuity and, health care & maternity benefits 6 

PF/ pension, gratuity, health care & maternity benefits 7 

Not eligible for any of the above social security benefits 8 

Not known 9 

Source: PLFS Reports 

3.2.1.1.1 Use of PLFS in the study:  

 

As mentioned earlier, publicly available unit-level data regarding social security benefits and 

particularly pensions are available in the Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS). Hence, using this 

variable of social security benefits, the study has extensively used PLFS to estimate the number of 

beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of pension in India and all states and union territories, 

respectively.  The process used in the study is explained in the steps below:  

Step I: The study used the multiplier value provided by the PLFS to align the estimates from the 

sample with those of the population.  

Step II: The above population was based on the PLFS sample. We used a formula provided in the 

Economic Survey 2021 to project a census-level estimate of the labour force.  

Step III: The formula outlined in the Economic Survey 2021-22 estimated the Labour Force at the 

India Level for the years 2017-18 to 2021-22 only. We further estimated the India Level for 2022-23 

and 2023-24, and the state-level labour force for all six years.  
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Step IV: The study adopted a two-fold approach (first estimation from PLFS, then census projection) 

to estimate the number of contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners. From the 

population estimated, the study created four new variables based on Age and Social Security Benefits, 

namely: 

a)  Contributors,  

b) Non-Contributors,  

c) Pensioners, and  

d) Non-Pensioners  

These variables were used to categorise the workers over six years. This approach allowed for a 

nuanced understanding of how pension penetration evolves and how different demographic and 

employment characteristics influence pension participation. 

Step IV: The study identified 15 key variables that align with the literature review and are considered 

significant in understanding the dynamics of pension coverage. These variables include Age, Social 

Security Benefits, Sectors, Gender, Marital Status, Social Group, General Education Level, Poverty 

Line, Employment Status, Job Contract, Eligibility for Paid Leaves, Enterprise Type, National 

Industrial Classification (NIC), National Classification of Occupation (NCO), Location of 

Workplace, and Number of Workers in the Enterprise.  

This comprehensive analysis enabled the identification of trends and patterns in pension coverage, 

while shedding light on the socioeconomic factors affecting workers’ inclusion in pension schemes. 

The integration of these variables provides a holistic view of pension penetration in India, offering 

valuable insights into the effectiveness of current social security systems and highlighting areas that 

require policy intervention to enhance coverage and accessibility for all workers. 

However, when workers are estimated under four categories, multiple factors play a crucial role in 

determining whether an individual is a contributor, non-contributor, pensioner, or non-pensioner. 

Hence, the second objective of this study focuses on identifying such related factors.  
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3.2.2 Objective 2: To Identify Determinants of Eligibility Conditions for Pension 

Beneficiaries and Non-Beneficiaries. 

Research Question 2: What socio-economic conditions must be met to qualify as a pension 

beneficiary, and what barriers contribute to the exclusion of potential beneficiaries? 

The second objective focuses on identifying the determinants that influence eligibility for pension 

benefits and understanding the factors contributing to the exclusion of non-beneficiaries. This 

involves a multifaceted investigation that examines both the criteria established by pension schemes 

and the socio-economic characteristics that affect individuals’ ability to qualify, such as how 

education, income level, gender, and geographic location impact eligibility and participation in 

pension schemes. 

This study used the principal Social Security Benefits provided in the PLFS data as the dependent 

variable. It classified the persons as Contributors and Non-Contributors, pensioners and Non-

Pensioners.  Here, the dependent variable is a binary choice, like whether the respondent receives a 

pension. Therefore, the researchers have used discrete choice models that reflect situations of choice 

between two alternatives: pension beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.  

yit = 0 or 1 

3.2.2.1 Logit model selection process 

 

A logit regression model was employed to examine the likelihood of an individual being covered by 

pension schemes based on various factors such as income level, occupation, and regional disparities. 

This model helps understand the probability of participation in the pension schemes and identify 

significant predictors influencing scheme enrolment. 

The study has set up a logistic function to focus upon these probabilities that are modelled as they 

always belong to [0,1]. The Logistic regression estimates the likelihood of an event occurring. In 

logistic regression, a logit transformation is applied to the odds the probability of success divided by 
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the probability of failure. This is also commonly known as the log odds or the natural logarithm of 

odds, and the following formula represents this logistic function: 

Logit =  

 

Logit (π) is the dependent or response variable in this logistic regression equation, and x is the 

independent variable. The beta parameter, or coefficient, is estimated via maximum likelihood 

estimation (MLE). This method tests different beta values through multiple iterations to optimise for 

the best fit of log odds.  

The Odds Ratio (OR) in logistic regression represents the odds that an outcome will occur given a 

particular event compared to the odds of the outcome occurring in the absence of that event. If the 

OR is greater than 1, the event is associated with higher odds of generating a specific result. 

Conversely, if the OR is less than 1, the event is associated with lower odds of that outcome occurring.  

Using the four categorisations created from the PLFS data, the study employed two logit models, one 

on Contributors and Non-Contributors and the other on Pensioners and Non-Pensioners. Additionally, 

to note impact of each parameter in 15 variables, the study resorted to incremental modelling such as 

demographic model that included variables such as age, sector, gender and marital status; socio-

educational model comprised of demographic model and education, social group; the third model of 

employment included socio-educational model and employment status, job contract, paid leave; and 

the last incremental model which encompass the earlier three models with added variables such as 

enterprise type, national industrial classification, national classification of occupation, location of 

workplace, and number of workers. With each incremental model adopted, the study predicted the 

likelihood of an individual being eligible for a pension with the determinants that affect this condition. 

With an understanding of the status of pensions and determinants associated with eligibility, lastly, 

the study explored the potential opportunities to cover all individuals with pensions and the financial 

provision required for the same.  
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3.2.3 Objective 3: To Explore Potential Opportunities for the Government to Universalize 

Pension Coverage in India.  

Research Question 3: What would be the financial implications for the government in universalising 

pension coverage, and what strategies can be effectively employed to achieve this goal? 

The third objective has sought to explore strategies for the Indian government to expand and 

universalize pension coverage, addressing current gaps and inefficiencies within existing schemes. 

This objective is particularly relevant in increasing life expectancy and the growing elderly 

population, necessitating a robust pension framework.  

The study critically assessed existing pension programs, identifying shortcomings in coverage, 

benefits, and accessibility. The analysis highlighted the necessary improvements to enhance the 

overall efficacy of the pension system. Based on analytical insights, the study proposed actionable 

recommendations for policy enhancements aimed at increasing the inclusivity and reach of pension 

programs, which involve exploring public-private partnerships, increasing awareness and outreach 

efforts, or implementing technology-driven solutions to streamline enrolment and administration. 

From the review of literature and government sources, it has been identified that in India, there are 

two types of pensions: social insurance and social assistance. The Government of India has launched 

multiple schemes in these two areas, targeting different groups in society. Hence, this study has 

evaluated four social insurance schemes and three social assistance schemes of the Government of 

India.  

 

 

3.2.3.1 Social Insurance 

 

Social insurance, particularly for pensions, is calculated by considering a combination of factors such 

as the contribution rate, the individual's salary, the number of years they have contributed, and the 
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benefit formula prescribed by the program. These factors vary from country to country and program 

to program, but they all aim to provide financial security for workers in their later years or during 

periods of income loss due to illness, disability, or unemployment. 

Actuarial calculations are vital for the effective management and sustainability of social insurance 

programs. By using statistical models and financial assumptions, actuaries help estimate future 

liabilities and assess whether current funding is sufficient to meet those obligations. These 

calculations enable policymakers to make informed decisions about contribution rates, benefit 

structures, and necessary adjustments to ensure that social insurance programs remain financially 

viable over time. 

In this study, actuarial calculations were performed to estimate the potential pension benefits for 

unorganized sector workers. This involved projecting future pension liabilities and assessing the 

sustainability of the pension schemes. The calculations considered factors such as worker 

demographics, contribution rates, and expected returns on investments. 

Life tables, which included mortality rates and life expectancy data, helped actuaries estimate the 

long-term sustainability of these schemes. Using this data, Actuarial Calculations were performed to 

determine the required contributions from individuals and the government, ensuring that these 

pension schemes are financially viable over the long term. 

The Life Tables 2016-2020 were essential for calculating individual contributions and the required 

government outlay for three key social insurance schemes: 

• Atal Pension Yojana (APY) 

• National Pension Scheme for Traders and Self-employed Persons (NPS) 

• Pradhan Mantri Shram Yogi Maan-Dhan Yojana (PM-SYM) 

3.2.3.2 Social Assistance 
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Social assistance is a type of pension that differs from traditional social insurance pensions in several 

ways. While both aim to provide income security, social assistance programs are typically means-

tested and intended to support individuals in financial need, whereas social insurance pensions are 

usually based on prior contributions and eligibility conditions. 

The Government of India has three pension social assistance schemes: the Indira Gandhi Old-Age 

Pension Scheme, the Indira Gandhi Disability Pension Scheme, and the Indira Gandhi Widow Pension 

Scheme. All three schemes are centrally sponsored schemes wherein the central and respective state 

governments contribute to providing subsistence pensions to the identified beneficiaries.  

While evaluating pension penetration through these schemes, it has been identified from government 

sources and reports that there has been an uneven number of beneficiaries and pension allocation 

among states and union territories. There are multiple suggestions to streamline the funding 

mechanism of centrally sponsored schemes through a formula, such as one of the Finance 

Commission including various parameters but covering the majority of aspects related to that scheme 

and beneficiary.  

Hence, this study has derived a formula for pension-related centrally sponsored schemes and 

estimated funds to be transferred to each state. Five variables are taken into consideration to derive 

the formula. Each one is based on different data points given below. 

1. Ratio of the State’s own expenditure on social security and welfare to its total 

expenditure: To calculate the first variable, data from the Handbook in Indian States, 

published by the Reserve Bank of India from 2017-18 to 2023-24, is used. This resource 

was particularly useful for understanding the financial allocations made by state 

governments towards various social welfare schemes, including pension programs. The 

insights drawn from this data helped refine fiscal planning at the state level, ensuring 

more efficient budgeting and fund allocation. 
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2. Expenditure Profile of the Budget of the Government of India: This data spans from 

2017-18 to 2023-24, was used to understand the total budgetary allocations made to the 

Centrally Sponsored Schemes, particularly the National Social Assistance Programme 

(NSAP). This data allowed for an analysis of how much funding was being dedicated to 

welfare schemes like pensions at the national level. Formula Derivation was employed 

using this data to ensure the equitable distribution of budgetary resources, determine the 

adequacy of allocations, and plan for future funding needs based on scheme performance 

and beneficiary needs. 

3. Medical Expenses in Urban India: Usually, medical expenses form the core part of the 

elderly persons’ expenditure. Hence the Household Consumption Expenditure Survey 

(HCES) conducted in 2022-23 was used to explore the patterns of urban medical 

expenses across different states in India. The data provided detailed insights into 

household expenditures on medical services, allowing for an understanding of the 

disparities in healthcare spending between rural and urban areas. This helped in assessing 

the impact of healthcare policies and identifying the areas requiring additional financial 

support for healthcare access. 

4. Medical Expenses in Rural India: The same dataset used to determine medical 

expenses in urban India is used for rural India. Multiple studies have shown the stark 

difference between medical expenses in urban and rural areas of India. Hence, two 

variables from the same dataset are taken in the formula derivation.  

5. Number of Beneficiaries: Lastly, the most vital variable, the number of beneficiaries 

under each scheme and in each state from 2017-18 to 2023-24 is included to understand 

the spread of pension schemes.  

These various data sources were integrated into a cohesive methodology to estimate pension 

coverage, analyse beneficiary eligibility, calculate required contributions, and ensure optimal fund 

allocation for pension and social insurance programs. Each data set served a specific purpose, whether 
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it was understanding demographic needs, estimating beneficiary numbers, or calculating financial 

sustainability. 

The last step of the study focused on providing the number of beneficiaries to be covered for 

universalization under each pension scheme and calculating the total amount of funds that would be 

required.  

3.2.3.3 Potential-Actual-Gap (PAG) Analysis for Universalization 

 

An analysis of government pension schemes was conducted to evaluate their design, coverage, and 

effectiveness. A critical component of the study was to assess the disparity between the potential 

beneficiaries of pension schemes and the actual beneficiaries. This involved comparing data on the 

estimated number of eligible workers against the actual enrolment figures to highlight coverage gaps 

and inefficiencies in the implementation of pension schemes. This analysis has been termed as PAG 

Analysis, that is, Analysis of Potential, Actual and Gap in terms of government schemes, ensuring an 

accurate picture of outreach and participation. The actuals are individuals receiving pensions. Given 

the eligibility criteria how many total individuals fit in the scheme formed the group of ‘Potential’. 

The gap between actual and potential highlights the space to be covered for universalization of 

pensions in India.  

To estimate the number of beneficiaries under seven schemes various datasets are used. Primarily, the 

PLFS data was used to estimate the number of beneficiaries for specific pension schemes, including: 

• Atal Pension Yojana (APY) 

• National Pension Scheme for Traders and Self-employed Persons (NPS) 

• Pradhan Mantri Shram Yogi Maan-Dhan Yojana (PM-SYM) 

• Indira Gandhi National Old Age Pension Scheme (IGNOAPS) 

• Indira Gandhi National Widow Pension Scheme (IGNWPS) 
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Next, the Survey of Persons with Disabilities (2018-19) was used to estimate the number of 

beneficiaries for the Indira Gandhi National Disability Pension Scheme (IGNDPS). This survey 

collected data on various aspects of the disabled population, including the type of disability, economic 

status, and demographic characteristics. The data enabled the estimation of individuals eligible for 

the IGNDPS, focusing on those whose disability status qualifies them for the benefits.  

Lastly, the Situation Assessment of Agricultural Households and Land and Livestock Holdings of 

Households in Rural India (2019-20) was crucial for estimating the number of beneficiaries for two 

key agricultural welfare schemes: 

• Pradhan Mantri Kisan Maandhan Yojana (PMKMY) 

• Pradhan Mantri Kisan Samman Nidhi (PMKSMN) 

This survey gathered data on agricultural households, including land ownership, livestock holdings, 

income from farming, and pension. The data was analysed to estimate the number of beneficiaries for 

each scheme, ensuring that the pension needs of rural farmers were addressed.  

Ultimately, using the given pension amount by the government under its different schemes and the 

potential number of beneficiaries calculated considering eligibility criteria, this study estimated the 

respective seven scheme-wise funds required. The summation of the financial expense of all schemes 

of both social insurance and social assistance has been represented as the amount necessary for the 

universalization of pensions in India.  
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Table 6: Granular Use of Data and its Utilization Process 

Sr. No. Data Used Purpose Process 

1 

Periodic Labour Force 

Survey (PLFS), 2017-18 

to 2022-23 

To estimate the number of pensioners 

and factors affecting eligibility 

conditions. 

1. Estimation of 

Contributors, 

Non-

Contributors, 

Pensioners, and 

Non-Pensioners   

2. Logit Regression 

To estimate the number of beneficiaries 

for the following scheme:  

A. Atal Pension Yojana (APY) 

B. National Pension Scheme for 

Traders and Self-employed 

Persons (NPS) 

C. Pradhan Mantri Shram Yogi 

Maan-Dhan Yojana (PM-SYM) 

D. Indira Gandhi National Old Age 

Pension Scheme (IGNOAPS) 

E. Indira Gandhi National Widow 

Pension Scheme (IGNWPS) 

Potential-Actual-Gap 

(PAG) Analysis 

2 Survey of Persons with 

Disabilities, 2018-19 

To estimate the number of beneficiaries 

for the  

A. Indira Gandhi National 

Disability Pension Scheme 

(IGNDPS) 

Potential-Actual-Gap 

(PAG) Analysis 

3 Situation Assessment of 

Agricultural Households 

and Land and Livestock 

Holdings of Households 

in Rural India, 2019-20 

To estimate the number of beneficiaries 

for the following scheme:  

A. Pradhan Mantri Kisan 

Maandhan Yojana (PMKMY) 

B. Pradhan Mantri Kisan Samman 

Nidhi (PMKSMN) 

Potential-Actual-Gap 

(PAG) Analysis 

4 Household Consumption 

Expenditure Survey 

(HCES), 2022-23  

To explore rural and urban medical 

expenses in the States. 

Used for Formula 

Derivation 

5 Life Tables 2016-2020 To calculate individual contribution and 

required government outlay for the 

following social insurance schemes:  

A. Atal Pension Yojana (APY) 

B. National Pension Scheme for 

Traders and Self-employed 

Persons (NPS) 

C. Pradhan Mantri Shram Yogi 

Maan-Dhan Yojana (PM-SYM) 

Actuarial Calculation  



88 

 

Sr. No. Data Used Purpose Process 

6 Handbook in Indian 

States, Reserve Bank of 

India, 2017-18 to 2023-

24 

To collect data of state government’s 

expenditure. 

Used for Formula 

Derivation 

7 Expenditure Profile of 

Budget of Government of 

India, 2017-18 to 2023-

24 

To understand the total budgetary 

allocation of the Centrally Sponsored 

Scheme of NSAP. 

Used for Formula 

Derivation 

Source: Author's own compilation.  

This study aimed to provide a comprehensive analysis of pension coverage in India, from 

determinants affecting to estimating potential and actual beneficiaries under key pension schemes. 

Utilising a multi-source, multi-method approach, the study has drawn from nationally representative 

datasets to evaluate pension penetration, identify socio-economic determinants of eligibility, and 

assess the financial implications of universalising pension schemes. The analytical framework 

employed includes a mix of methods, including logit regression, actuarial calculations, and Potential-

Actual-Gap (PAG) analysis. Specifically, PLFS data have been used to estimate pension coverage and 

conduct logit regression. For social insurance schemes, using the life tables and actuarial calculations, 

financial contributions and pension is estimated. For social assistance schemes, a formula has been 

derived using relevant variables to calculate financial allocation to states to cover all potential eligible 

beneficiaries of pension. Further, for PAG analysis, for Atal Pension Yojana (APY), National Pension 

Scheme for Traders and Self-employed Persons (NPS), Pradhan Mantri Shram Yogi Maan-Dhan 

Yojana (PM-SYM), and other Indira Gandhi pension schemes, PLFS was used, and for the remaining 

scheme-specific beneficiaries, have been estimated using disability and agricultural household 

surveys. With particular use of data for specific analysis, (Table 6) the next part of the study explains 

the findings and inferences drawn for each objective and research question.  
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4 : Pension Penetration and Estimation of Beneficiaries and Non-

Beneficiaries 

 

The Indian pension system comprises of social insurance and social assistance schemes as mentioned 

in the review of literature. As this study focuses on universalization of pension in India for all workers, 

the formal or organized sector workers are well-covered by pension system.  

India’s total labour force in 2023 is approximately 487 million workers (Ministry of Labour and 

Employment, 2023). This estimate includes both organized and unorganized sector workers. As of 

2023, the organized sector employs around 50-55 million workers. This figure encompasses 

employees in government jobs, public sector enterprises, and large private sector firms that adhere to 

labour regulations and provide formal employment contracts.  

The unorganized sector employs approximately 430-437 million workers as of 2023. The unorganized 

sector workers are who are not covered by the existing Social Security laws like Employees State 

Insurance Act, Employees Provident Fund and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, Payment of Gratuity 

Act and Maternity Benefit Act, can be considered as part of the unorganised sector (National 

Commission on Labour, 2002). Further and similarly, the National Commission for Enterprises in 

Unorganized Sector [NCEUS], (2007) defines the unorganized sector workers & informal workers as 

the ones excluding regular workers with social security benefits, and the workers in the formal sector 

without any employment benefits /social security provided by the employers. This large segment of 

the workforce includes those in agriculture, small enterprises, informal trade, and other informal 

employment settings.  

In 2023, the percentage of organized sector workers in India's total labour force ranges from 

approximately 10.3 per cent to 11.3 per cent, while unorganized sector workers make up about 88.3 
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per cent to 89.7 per cent. This distribution highlights the predominant role of the unorganized sector 

in the Indian economy and the relatively smaller proportion of workers in the organized sector. 

Despite contributing their largest share to total labour force of India, the unorganized sector workers 

face the real perils. The absence of a pension system for unorganised sector workers in India leads to 

several disadvantages, including financial insecurity in old age, limited access to healthcare, 

inadequate savings and financial planning, increased dependence on family support, higher risks of 

poverty and social exclusion, and reduced economic security.  

Without a formal pension system, unorganised sector workers often face severe financial insecurity 

in their old age. Many workers rely on their families or meagre savings to sustain themselves after 

they are no longer able to work, leading to poverty and a lack of basic necessities. According to a 

study by the International Labour Organization [ILO], (2018) ‘Social Protection Systems and 

Informal Sector Workers’, a significant proportion of unorganized sector workers lack savings and 

insurance, making them highly vulnerable to poverty and economic hardship in old age. The study 

highlights that the absence of pension schemes exacerbates financial insecurity among these workers. 

Many unorganized sector workers are unable to afford healthcare costs due to inadequate financial 

resources in their later years. This lack of access to healthcare can lead to deteriorating health 

conditions and reduced quality of life. The study ‘Health and Social Protection in India’s Informal 

Sector’ by the Centre for Social Studies (2019) reveals that unorganized sector workers often face 

health crises without sufficient financial support. The absence of a pension system means they lack 

the resources to cover medical expenses, which exacerbates their vulnerability to poor health. 

Unorganized sector workers generally have irregular incomes and lack access to financial planning 

tools and pension schemes. This irregular income makes it difficult to save systematically for 

retirement. The ‘Financial Literacy and Inclusion among Informal Sector Workers in India’ report 

by the National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development [NABARD], (2020) discusses how 

limited financial literacy and planning among unorganized sector workers contribute to inadequate 
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retirement savings. The absence of formal pension options means these workers are less likely to 

engage in systematic savings. 

Without a pension, many unorganized sector workers become dependent on their families for 

financial support in old age. This dependence can strain family resources and impact the well-being 

of younger family members. The study ‘Economic Vulnerability of Informal Sector Workers: A 

Comparative Analysis’ by the Institute of Development Studies [IDS], (2019) highlights how the lack 

of pension coverage leads to increased dependence on family members. It underscores the strain these 

places on familial relationships and resources. The absence of pension benefits contributes to higher 

levels of poverty and social exclusion among unorganized sector workers. This group often faces 

marginalization and limited access to social services. The ‘Poverty and Social Exclusion among 

Informal Workers in India’ report by the Indian Council for Research on International Economic 

Relations [ICRIER], (2021) discusses how the lack of pensions increases the risk of poverty and 

social exclusion among informal workers. The study highlights that without a safety net, these 

workers are more susceptible to economic instability and marginalization. Unorganized sector 

workers often lack access to formal retirement planning tools and financial products that can ensure 

economic security in retirement. The "Retirement Security and Informal Sector Workers in India" 

research by the National Institute of Public Finance and Policy [NIPFP], (2020) highlights how the 

absence of pension schemes limits the ability of informal sector workers to plan and secure their 

financial future. This lack of planning tools exacerbates their economic insecurity. 

Research studies underscore the need for comprehensive social protection measures to address these 

challenges and improve the well-being of unorganised sector workers. Given the larger contribution 

of unorganised sector workers to the total labour force in India, and yet limited coverage in terms of 

social security benefits or pensions, this is a highlighting aspect demonstrating the dire need for 

evaluation. The policymaking and implementation should be backed by a shred of evidence.  

Therefore, considering all these aspects, this study focused on providing pensions for unorganised 

sector workers in India.  
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The methodology of the study involves a multistage process as per the three different objectives  

(Table 4). These objectives and respective analyses and findings under each have been written in the 

next sub-sections of this chapter.  It undertook a comprehensive analysis of pension coverage in India, 

focusing on the objective of universalising access to social security for all eligible individuals, 

particularly those in the unorganised sector. The analysis has been guided by three core objectives: 

first, to estimate the extent of pension penetration across India using multi-year data from the Periodic 

Labour Force Survey (PLFS); second, to identify the socio-economic determinants influencing 

pension eligibility and participation through statistical modelling; and third, to assess the financial 

feasibility of universal pension coverage by estimating the potential government expenditure required 

under various pension schemes. To achieve these goals, the study employed a combination of 

descriptive estimation techniques, logistic regression analysis, Potential–Actual–Gap (PAG) 

assessment, and actuarial modelling, supported by national-level datasets. This multidimensional 

approach ensured both empirical robustness and policy relevance in addressing the urgent need for 

inclusive and sustainable pension reform in India. 

4.1 Assessment of pension penetration  
 

A systematic assessment of pension penetration in India is essential for evaluating the feasibility of 

universal pension coverage, and hence, the first objective of this study has been to provide a 

comprehensive overview of pension penetration in India.  Existing literature has largely examined 

the unorganised sector from a broader social security perspective, often defining unorganised workers 

by their lack of access to any social protection benefits. As a result, these studies have not focused 

exclusively on pension coverage, leaving a gap in understanding the specific extent and distribution 

of pension access. Moreover, few studies have utilised the most recent rounds of the Periodic Labour 

Force Survey (PLFS), which offered the most reliable and nationally representative data. Without a 

current and dedicated assessment of pension penetration, it would not be possible to accurately 
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evaluate the scale of exclusion or to formulate a realistic roadmap for universalising pensions, an aim 

that lies at the core of this research. 

Primarily, using the unit-level data of the Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS) from 2017-18 to 

2022-23, the workers are estimated. Going ahead, the study classified the workers into four mutually 

exclusive categories to comprehend the pension penetration in India. Table 7 explained the 

categorisation undertaken on the basis of age and social security benefits mentioned in the PLFS data. 

Table 7: Identification of Target Population using PLFS 

Contributors-  

Age- 15 to 60 years 

SSB*- 1, 4, 5, 7 (Includes pension) 

Pensioners- 

Age- 60 & above 

SSB*- 1, 4, 5, 7 (Includes pension) 

Non-Contributors- 

Age- 15 to 60 years 

SSB*- 2, 3, 6, 8, 9 (Excludes pension) 

Non-Pensioners- 

Age- 60 & above 

SSB*- 2, 3, 6, 8, 9 (Excludes pension) 

*SSB- Social Security Benefit codes given in PLFS data.  Source: Authors own study. 

To estimate each of the four categories of workers, in India and across States of India, the multiplier 

value and census data have been used. The population for India and for the States has been projected 

using the formula given in the Economic Survey 2021-22. Along with census data, the multiplier 

provided by the PLFS has been imposed to estimate the number of contributors, non-contributors, 

pensioners, and non-pensioners, as given in Table 8.  
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4.1.1 Estimation of Target Population: India-level 

 

Table 8: Estimation of Persons from sample to census 

Years Estimates Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2017-18 

  

Sample 

Count 

17599 

(28.58) 

42686  

(69.33) 

143  

(0.23) 

1140  

(1.85) 

433339  

(100) 

Population 

Estimate 

31504228 

(23.15) 

101476529 

(74.56) 

266037 

(0.20) 

2860668 

(2.10) 

1074035853 

(100) 

Census 

Estimate* 

39906729 

(23.15) 

128541362 

(74.56) 

336991 

(0.20) 

3623637 

(2.10) 

1360492259 

(100) 

2018-19 

  

Sample 

Count 

17781 

(28.98) 

42273  

(68.90) 

161  

(0.26) 

1140  

(1.86) 

420757  

(100) 

Population 

Estimate 

33924221 

(24) 

104210942 

(73.73) 

286478 

(0.20) 

2910456 

(2.06) 

1075370306 

(100) 

Census 

Estimate* 

43462589 

(24) 

133511610 

(73.73) 

367027 

(0.20) 

3728779 

(2.06) 

1377728840 

(100) 

2019-20  

Sample 

Count 

17614 

(28.88) 

42047  

(68.93) 

128  

(0.21) 

1209  

(1.98) 

418297  

(100) 

Population 

Estimate 

152074124 

(22.99) 

496358504 

(75.05) 

1048907 

(0.16) 

11884810 

(1.80) 

1115434932 

(100) 

Census 

Estimate* 

190215771 

(22.99) 

620849971 

(75.05) 

1311983 

(0.16) 

14865634 

(1.80) 

1395196698 

(100) 

2020-21  

Sample 

Count 

17828 

(29.03) 

42224  

(68.75) 

142  

(0.23) 

1223  

(1.99) 

413405  

(100) 

Population 

Estimate 

36594926 

(25.07) 

106012237 

(72.62) 

245704 

(0.17) 

3137479 

(2.15) 

1104310612 

(100) 

Census 

Estimate* 

46821008 

(25.07) 

135636286 

(72.62) 

314363 

(0.17) 

4014216 

(2.15) 

1412899060 

(100) 

2021-22  

Sample 

Count 

18964 

(25.73) 

52563  

(71.32) 

147  

(0.20) 

2027  

(2.75) 

428525  

(100) 

Population 

Estimate 

40957685 

(20.87) 

148575712 

(75.72) 

309736 

(0.16) 

6369807 

(3.25) 

1158225560 

(100) 

Census 

Estimate* 

50598008 

(20.87) 

183546387 

(75.72) 

382639 

(0.16) 

7869086 

(3.25) 

1430840303 

(100) 

2022-23  

Sample 

Count 

20020 

(27.01) 

52017  

(70.17) 

143  

(0.19) 

1946  

(2.63) 

419512  

(100) 

Population 

Estimate 

43917543 

(21.24) 

156788717 

(75.83) 

314961 

(0.15) 

5731499 

(2.77) 

1223198332 

(100) 

Census 

Estimate* 

52025476 

(21.24) 

185734608 

(75.83) 

373109 

(0.15) 

6789632 

(2.77) 

1449021762 

(100) 

*Authors estimate based on the formula given in the Economic Survey 2021-22.  Source: Authors own calculation.  

In order to capture the picture of the whole of India, the study focuses on census estimates. The 

contributors were 2.93 per cent of all categories in 2017-18 and the percentage has increased to 3.59 

per cent by 2022-23 showing some extent of formalization of labour force. However, the percentage 

increase in non-contributors is more than that of contributors. In 2017-18, they contributed 9.45 per 

cent raised up to 12.83 per cent in 2022-23. An increase of 3.38 per cent demonstrates that compare 
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to formalization, workers have found themselves work or job more in the informal sector. In India, 

the percentage of pensioners was 0.02 per cent in 2017-18 and hardly increased up to 0.03 per cent 

in 2022-23. Similar to contributors and non-contributors, the number of non-pensioners has increased 

compared to the number of pensioners in these six years.  

Further, the study deep-dived into the PLFS data and has identified 15 variables that match with 

the review of the literature to be significant. The variables are Sectors, Gender, Marital Status, Social 

Group, General Education Level, Poverty Line, Employment Status, Job Contract, Eligibility of Paid 

Leaves, Enterprise Type, National Industrial Classification (NIC), National Classification of 

Occupation (NCO), Location of Workplace, and Number of Workers in the Enterprise. The study 

estimated the number of contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners are 

calculated for 15 variables over the six years.   

Table 9: Estimates of Sectoral Distribution 

Years Sectors Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2017-18  Rural 112845133  

(15.57) 

595696584  

(82.18) 

824314  

(0.11) 

15460958  

(2.13) 

724826989 

(100) 

Urban 202062353 

(31.79) 

418634518  

(65.86) 

1834916  

(0.29) 

13133483 

(2.07per cent) 

635665270 

(100) 

2018-19  Rural 110204112  

(15.26) 

595795604  

(82.50) 

815219  

(0.11) 

15400188  

(2.13) 

722215123 

(100) 

Urban 220494848 

(33.64) 

420070032  

(64.08) 

1977419  

(0.30) 

12971418  

(1.98) 

655513717 

(100) 

2019-20  Rural 113489801  

(15.23) 

618182098  

(82.96) 

650428  

(0.09) 

12857781  

(1.73) 

745180108 

(100) 

Urban 207320770  

(31.89) 

428919483  

(65.99) 

1562313  

(0.24) 

12214023  

(1.88) 

650016590 

(100) 

2020-21  Rural 126209123 

(16.54) 

619233600  

(81.15) 

569979  

(0.07) 

17103278  

(2.24) 

763115981 

(100) 

Urban 227957695 

(35.08) 

406756093  

(62.60) 

1807949  

(0.28) 

13261341 

 (2.04) 

649783079 

(100) 

 

2021-22  

Rural 113468113  

(12.40) 

766211562  

(83.70) 

661451  

(0.07) 

35071358  

(3.83) 

915412484 

(100) 

Urban 185206921 

(35.93) 

317244588  

(61.55) 

1597233  

(0.31) 

11379077  

(2.21) 

515427819 

(100) 

2022-23  Rural 116679849  

(12.40) 

795172870  

(84.50) 

415737  

(0.04) 

28803119  

(3.06) 

941071575 

(100) 

Urban 191115258  

(37.62) 

303677305  

(59.78) 

1791663  

(0.35) 

11365960  

(2.24) 

507950187 

(100) 
Source: Authors own calculation.  
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 Table 9 shows the estimated number of persons as per sector, that is rural and urban, over six years 

under four categories.  

Contributors and Non-contributors: The percentage of rural contributors has shown slight 

fluctuations, ranging from 12.40 per cent to 16.54 cent. However, non-contributors consistently 

represent a large majority, peaking at 84.50 cent in 2022-23. This indicates a persistent gap in 

participation among rural individuals. Urban contributors have demonstrated a more significant 

increase over the years, reaching 37.62 per cent in 2022-23, up from 31.79 per cent in 2017-18. Urban 

non-contributors have decreased over the years, from 65.86 per cent in 2017-18 to 59.78per cent in 

2022-23, suggesting improved engagement with pension schemes. 

Pensioners and Non-pensioners: The percentage of pensioners in both rural and urban sectors 

remain low. In the rural sector, pensioners range from 0.04 per cent to 0.11 per cent, while urban 

pensioners vary from 0.24 per cent to 0.35 per cent. This highlights a critical issue of low pension 

coverage within these sectors. Non-pensioners make up a larger portion compared to pensioners, with 

rural non-pensioners ranging from 2.13 per cent to 3.83 per cent and urban non-pensioners from 1.88 

per cent to 2.24 per cent. This further emphasizes the need for targeted interventions to increase 

pension enrolment. 

The data reflects significant disparities in pension scheme participation between rural and urban 

sectors, with rural areas showing persistently high non-contributor rates. The gradual increase in 

urban contributors suggests progress, yet the overall low percentage of pensioners across both sectors 

indicates a pressing need to enhance pension coverage. The high rates of non-contributors, especially 

in rural areas, point to systemic barriers that prevent broader participation in pension schemes. 

Overall, the findings indicate the necessity for policies aimed at improving awareness and access to 

pension schemes, particularly in rural areas. Targeted efforts are essential to address the gaps in 

pension coverage and encourage more individuals to become contributors, ultimately ensuring better 

financial security for all demographics. 
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Table 10: Estimates of Gender-wise Distribution 

Years Gender Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2017-18 

Male 251935096 

(22.53) 

840900713  

(75.21) 

2254980  

(0.20) 

23021929 

 (2.06) 

1118112718 

(100) 

Female 62974065 

(25.98) 

173421263  

(71.55) 

404885  

(0.17) 

5579328   

(2.30) 

242379541 

(100) 

2018-19 

Male 263079300 

(23.42) 

837445366  

(74.55) 

2398940  

(0.21) 

20424438  

(1.82) 

1123348043 

(100) 

Female 67659182 

(26.60) 

178375416  

(70.12) 

394176  

(0.15) 

7952022  

(3.13) 

254380797 

(100) 

2019-20 

Male 250513413 

(22.01) 

865312995  

(76.04) 

1924581  

(0.17) 

20222938  

(1.78) 

1137973927 

(100) 

Female 70238277 

(27.31) 

181845919  

(70.70) 

288285  

(0.11) 

4850291  

(1.89) 

257222771 

(100) 

2020-21 

Male 273405375 

(24.22) 

831704973  

(73.68) 

1925854  

(0.17) 

21817519  

(1.93) 

1128853722 

(100) 

Female 80751391 

(28.43) 

194289740  

(68.40) 

452441  

(0.16) 

8551767  

(3.01) 

284045338 

(100) 

2021-22 

Male 233266662 

(21.37) 

822607322  

(75.38) 

1973404  

(0.18) 

33498626  

(3.07) 

1091346015 

(100) 

Female 65403755 

(19.27) 

260851109  

(76.84) 

285388  

(0.08) 

12954036  

(3.82) 

339494288 

(100) 

2022-23 

Male 236257925 

(21.42) 

837513932  

(75.95) 

1967692  

(0.18) 

26985067  

(2.45) 

1102724616 

(100) 

Female 71534388 

(20.66) 

261338934  

(75.47) 

239714  

(0.07) 

13184110  

(3.81) 

346297146 

(100) 
Source: Authors own calculation.  

 Table 10 presents the gender-wise distribution of contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and non-

pensioners over the years from 2017-18 to 2022-23.  

Contributors and Non-contributors: The percentage of male contributors has varied slightly over 

the years, ranging from 21.37 per cent to 24.22 per cent. Male non-contributors consistently represent 

a large majority, ranging from 73.68 per cent to 76.04 per cent. Female contributors show a generally 

increasing trend from 25.98 per cent in 2017-18 to a peak of 28.43 per cent in 2020-21, before 

declining to 20.66 per cent in 2022-23. Female non-contributors also represent a significant majority, 

hovering around 68.40 per cent to 76.84 per cent. 

Pensioners and Non-pensioners: The percentage of male pensioners is consistently low, ranging 

from 0.17 per cent to 0.21 per cent. For females, the percentage of pensioners is also low but shows 

slight fluctuations, generally remaining below 0.30 per cent. The percentage of non-pensioners is 
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higher than pensioners, with males consistently making up 1.78 per cent to 3.07 per cent of this group, 

while females range from 2.06 per cent to 3.82 per cent. 

Despite minor fluctuations, the percentage of male contributors remains relatively stable but lower 

compared to females. Female contributors show an initial increase but decline in the later years, 

indicating a potential area for targeted policy efforts to enhance female participation in pension 

schemes. The percentage of both male and female pensioners is notably low, highlighting potential 

gaps in pension coverage that need to be addressed. The high percentage of non-contributors, 

particularly among females, points to systemic barriers preventing broader participation in pension 

schemes. 

Overall, the data reflects significant gender disparities in both contribution to pension schemes and 

actual pension coverage, suggesting the need for policies aimed at increasing awareness and access, 

particularly for women. 

Table 11: Estimates of Marital Status-wise Distribution 

Years Marital Status Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2017-

18 

Never married 54513870 

(18.49) 

239795293 

(81.35) 

86798 

(0.03) 

367684  

(0.12) 

294763645 

(100) 

Currently married 250377139 

(24.94) 

728645023 

(72.58) 

2380602 

(0.24) 

22551817 

(2.25) 

1003954581 

(100) 

Widowed 8408711  

(16.53) 

36686749 

(72.13) 

191830 

(0.38) 

5572086 

(10.96) 

50859376 

(100) 

Divorced/ 

Separated 

1607766  

(14.73) 

9204038 

(84.33) 

0 102853  

(0.94) 

10914657 

(100) 

2018-

19 

Never married 65055108 

(22.08) 

228942583 

(77.71) 

28196 

(0.01) 

580370  

(0.20) 

294606256 

(100) 

Currently married 26202518 

(25.10) 

75832316 

(72.65) 

256598 

(0.25) 

2094709 

(2.01) 

104386142 

(100) 

Widowed 8489117  

(15.41) 

39182043 

(71.12) 

263080 

(0.48) 

7156484 

(12.99) 

55090724 

(100) 

Divorced/ 

Separated 

1728220  

(16.52) 

8514954 

(81.42) 

0 215177  

(2.06) 

10458351 

(100) 

2019-

20 

Never married 58536096 

(19.65) 

239251863 

(80.31) 

2082 

(0.001) 

106866  

(0.04) 

297896908 

(100) 

Currently married 252690979 

(24.15) 

770801477 

(73.67) 

1970423 

(0.19) 

20849473 

(1.99) 

1046312352 

(100) 

Widowed 8163196  

(19.09) 

30333808 

(70.95) 

237955 

(0.56) 

4015863 

(9.39) 

42750822 

(100) 

Divorced/ 

Separated 

1420300  

(17.34) 

6714433 

(81.52) 

2280  

(0.03) 

99602  

(1.21) 

8236616 

(100) 
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Years Marital Status Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2020-

21 

Never married 73253681 

(22.87) 

246761330 

(77.04) 

77691 

(0.02) 

209894  

(0.07) 

320302596 

(100) 

Currently married 268537551 

(26.31) 

726890689 

(71.21) 

2072369 

(0.20) 

23279316 

(2.28) 

1020779925 

(100) 

Widowed 10662064 

(17.52) 

43280912 

(71.12) 

227870 

(0.37) 

6686530 

(10.99) 

60857376 

(100) 

Divorced/ 

Separated 

1713522  

(15.64) 

9056762 

(82.64) 

0 188880  

(1.72) 

10959164 

(100) 

2021-

22 

Never married 67041989 

(22.58) 

229583704 

(77.33) 

1538 

(0.001) 

275894  

(0.09) 

296903125 

(100) 

Currently married 221878763 

(21.19) 

787375851 

(75.21) 

2041076 

(0.19) 

35637290 

(3.40) 

1046932980 

(100) 

Widowed 7669842  

(10.57) 

54422095 

(75) 

216070 

(0.30) 

10258454 

(14.14) 

72566461 

(100) 

Divorced/ 

Separated 

2084440  

(14.44) 

12074500 

(83.63) 

0 278797 

 (1.93) 

14437737 

(100) 

2022-

23 

Never married 64592070 

(23.12) 

214413777 

(76.75) 

12081 

(0.004) 

364728  

(0.13) 

279382656 

(100) 

Currently married 33431531 

(21.62) 

116705283 

(75.48) 

250002 

(0.16) 

4230335 

(2.74) 

154617151 

(100) 

Widowed 7167532  

(10.05) 

53659473 

(75.27) 

424531 

(0.60) 

10038874 

(14.08) 

71290410 

(100) 

Divorced/ 

Separated 

1731376  

(11.76) 

12850586 

(87.31) 

18652 

(0.13) 

117271  

(0.80) 

14717885 

(100) 
Source: Authors own calculation.  

Table 11 presents the marital status-wise distribution of contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, 

and non-pensioners from 2017-18 to 2022-23, highlighting trends in participation across different 

marital statuses. 

Contributors and Non-contributors: The percentage of contributors among those who have never 

married fluctuated from 18.49 per cent in 2017-18 to 23.12 per cent in 2022-23, showing a gradual 

increase. Non-contributors consistently make up a significant majority, ranging from 81.35 per cent 

to 76.75 per cent, indicating a persistent gap in participation. Currently married group consistently 

has the highest percentage of contributors, peaking at 26.31 per cent in 2020-21. In recent years, it 

slightly decreased to 21.62 per cent in 2022-23. Non-contributors remain substantial, ranging from 

72.58 per cent to 75.48 per cent, indicating that many currently married individuals are not 

participating in pension schemes. The percentage of contributors among widowed individuals shows 

some fluctuations, peaking at 19.09 per cent in 2019-20 and declining to 10.05 per cent by 2022-23. 

Non-contributors in this category range from 70.95 per cent to 75.27 per cent, reflecting challenges 
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faced by this demographic in engaging with pension systems. Contributors in the group of 

divorced/separated generally have the lowest percentages, ranging from 14.73 per cent to 17.34 per 

cent, with a notable peak in 2019-20. Non-contributors are also high, varying between 81.42 per cent 

and 87.31 per cent, suggesting significant barriers to participation. 

Pensioners and Non-pensioners: The percentage of pensioners across all marital statuses remains 

very low, with never-married and divorced/separated individuals showing particularly minimal 

representation (below 0.38 per cent). Currently, married pensioners represent a slightly higher 

percentage but remain under 0.25 per cent throughout the years. Non-pensioners make up a larger 

group than pensioners, with percentages varying significantly across marital statuses. For currently 

married individuals, this ranges from 2.25 per cent to 3.40 per cent, indicating a larger segment not 

receiving pensions. Widowed non-pensioners also show considerable representation, fluctuating 

between 10.96 per cent and 14.14 per cent, reflecting their higher dependency on current income 

rather than pension benefits. 

Overall, the data reveals notable trends in participation in pension schemes based on marital status. 

While contributors show some increase, particularly among never-married individuals, significant 

gaps persist, especially among non-contributors. The low percentages of pensioners highlight 

potential issues in coverage, indicating that many individuals are not adequately supported in 

retirement. 

The persistent high rates of non-contributors, especially among widowed and divorced individuals, 

suggest systemic barriers preventing broader participation in pension schemes. Addressing these 

issues could be crucial for improving financial security across various demographics. In conclusion, 

the table illustrates the need for targeted policies aimed at enhancing participation in pension schemes, 

particularly among vulnerable groups such as widowed and divorced individuals. 
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Table 12: Estimates of Social Group-wise Distribution 

Years Social Groups Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2017-

18 

Scheduled Tribe 20853888 

(19.27) 

85871625  

(79.34) 

191617  

(0.18) 

1310002 

(1.21) 

108227131 

(100) 

Scheduled Caste 46290170 

(15.06) 

254090178 

(82.64) 

436395  

(0.14) 

6632355 

(2.16) 

307449098 

(100) 

Other Backward 

Class 

115543597 

(21.21) 

414965293 

(76.18) 

1018787 

(0.19) 

13200448 

(2.42) 

544728126 

(100) 

Others 132219831 

(33.05) 

259404006 

(64.84) 

1012432 

(0.25) 

7451635 

(1.86) 

400087904 

(100) 

2018-

19 

Scheduled Tribe 18290868 

(17.51) 

84120594  

(80.54) 

53953  

(0.05) 

1976732 

(1.89) 

104442146 

(100) 

Scheduled Caste 50469672 

(15.57) 

265997685 

(82.04) 

433412  

(0.13) 

7321426 

(2.26) 

324222194 

(100) 

Other Backward 

Class 

120559436 

(21.64) 

422496774 

(75.85) 

910349  

(0.16) 

13037747 

(2.34) 

557004306 

(100) 

Others 141378988 

(36.06) 

243250584 

(62.04) 

1394924 

(0.36) 

6035701 

(1.54) 

392060193 

(100) 

2019-

20 

Scheduled Tribe 21859465 

(20.05) 

85746038  

(78.65) 

115662  

(0.11) 

1299366 

(1.19) 

109020531 

(100) 

Scheduled Caste 51619631 

(14.86) 

289321253 

(83.31) 

284519  

(0.08) 

6075970 

(1.75) 

347301374 

(100) 

Other Backward 

Class 

110677423 

(19.87) 

433282560 

(77.79) 

711689  

(0.13) 

12351672 

(2.22) 

557023344 

(100) 

Others 136654053 

(35.79) 

238751729 

(62.52) 

1100870 

(0.29) 

5344797 

(1.40) 

381851450 

(100) 

2020-

21 

Scheduled Tribe 25696858 

(20.77) 

96401943  

(77.93) 

119465  

(0.10) 

1479932 

(1.20) 

123698197 

(100) 

Scheduled Caste 53637908 

(15.54) 

283949822 

(82.27) 

140280  

(0.04) 

7417390 

(2.15) 

345145400 

(100) 

Other Backward 

Class 

134600730 

(23.57) 

422349502 

(73.96) 

742062  

(0.13) 

13365520 

(2.34) 

571057814 

(100) 

Others 140231322 

(37.60) 

223288426 

(59.86) 

1376123 

(0.37) 

8101778 

(2.17) 

372997649 

(100) 

2021-

22 

Scheduled Tribe 18862214 

(11.97) 

133019358 

(84.42) 

179244  

(0.11) 

5499238 

(3.49) 

157560054 

(100) 

Scheduled Caste 44567443 

(12.05) 

311532312 

(84.24) 

364874  

(0.10) 

13345812 

(3.61) 

369810441 

(100) 

Other Backward 

Class 

121467384 

(20.73) 

444974036 

(75.94) 

779749  

(0.13) 

18723097 

(3.20) 

585944266 

(100) 

Others 113777993 

(35.83) 

193930445 

(61.08) 

934817  

(0.29) 

8882288 

(2.80) 

317525542 

(100) 

2022-

23 

Scheduled Tribe 20714746 

(14.24) 

121424209 

(83.45) 

68617  

(0.05) 

3305988 

(2.27) 

145513559 

(100) 

Scheduled Caste 49160358 

(13.77) 

296957121 

(83.19) 

363435  

(0.10) 

10501961 

(2.94) 

356982876 

(100) 

Other Backward 

Class 

120963812 

(20.81) 

440541478 

(75.79) 

737568  

(0.13) 

19023331 

(3.27) 

581266190 

(100) 

Others 116956192 

(32.02) 

239927367 

(65.69) 

1037780 

(0.28) 

7337798 

(2.01) 

365259137 

(100) 
Source: Authors own calculation.  
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Table 12 presents the social group-wise distribution of contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and 

non-pensioners from 2017-18 to 2022-23, illustrating participation trends among various social 

categories. 

Contributors and Non-contributors: The percentage of contributors among Scheduled Tribes 

fluctuated over the years, starting at 19.27 per cent in 2017-18 and dropping to 14.24 per cent in 2022-

23. This indicates a declining trend in participation. Non-contributors remain a significant majority, 

ranging from 79.34 per cent to 83.45 per cent, showing persistent challenges in engagement with 

pension schemes. Contributors from Scheduled Castes also show a decline, from 15.06 per cent in 

2017-18 to 13.77 per cent in 2022-23. The percentage of non-contributors remains high, ranging from 

82.04 per cent to 84.42 per cent, indicating that many individuals in this group are not participating 

in pension systems. The percentage of contributors among OBCs varies, peaking at 23.57 per cent in 

2020-21 before settling at 20.81 per cent in 2022-23. This group has seen a more stable participation 

compared to others. Non-contributors consistently make up a large portion, ranging from 73.96 per 

cent to 75.79 per cent, suggesting barriers to accessing pension benefits. Contributors in this category 

show the highest percentages, starting at 33.05 per cent in 2017-18 and declining to 32.02 per cent in 

2022-23. This group has the most robust engagement with pension schemes. Non-contributors also 

represent a significant majority, with percentages ranging from 59.86 per cent to 65.69 per cent, 

indicating that even within this more engaged group, many are still not contributing. 

Pensioners and Non-pensioners: Across all social groups, the percentage of pensioners remains low, 

generally below 0.37 per cent. The Scheduled Tribe and Scheduled Caste categories exhibit the lowest 

percentages, with figures like 0.05 per cent and 0.10 per cent. The OBC and Others categories see 

slightly higher percentages, but all groups demonstrate limited pension coverage. Non-pensioners 

represent a larger portion of the population than pensioners, with significant percentages in each 

group. For Scheduled Tribes, this ranges from 1.21 per cent to 3.49 per cent; for Scheduled Castes, it 

ranges from 2.15 per cent to 3.61 per cent. OBCs and Others show similar patterns, indicating that a 

substantial portion of individuals in these groups are not receiving pension benefits. 
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Overall, the data reveals persistent challenges in pension scheme participation across various social 

groups. While the Other category exhibits relatively higher engagement, Scheduled Tribes and 

Scheduled Castes show a concerning decline in contributors over the years. 

The consistently high rates of non-contributors across all groups highlight systemic barriers to 

participation in pension schemes. Furthermore, the low percentages of pensioners point to significant 

gaps in pension coverage that need to be addressed. 

Table 13: Estimates of Educational Level-wise Distribution 

Years General 

Education Levels 

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2017-

18 

Not literate 6249886 

(2.76) 

206599275 

(91.22) 

366785 

(0.16) 

13273034 

(5.86) 

226488979 

(100) 

Literate without 

formal schooling 

189361 

(24.12) 

560446 

(71.37) 

0 35409  

(4.51) 

785216 

(100) 

TLC 0 485261  

(100) 

0 0 485261 

(100) 

Others 105510 (3.71) 2667820 

(93.81) 

0 70458  

(2.48) 

2843788 

(100) 

Below primary 2150391 

(3.23) 

61512054 

(92.34) 

294591 

(0.44) 

2654501 

(3.99) 

66611535 

(100) 

Primary 9468671 

(5.78) 

150252557 

(91.73) 

272055 

(0.17) 

3808072 

(2.32) 

163801356 

(100) 

Middle 31603888 

(11.18) 

246348017 

(87.11) 

327085 

(0.12) 

4506006 

(1.59) 

282784996 

(100) 

Secondary 36671047 

(20.36) 

141122367 

(78.35) 

264456 

(0.15) 

2050788 

(1.14) 

180108658 

(100) 

Higher secondary 44986318 

(34) 

86143185 

(65.10) 

260991 

(0.20) 

924423  

(0.70) 

132314918 

(100) 

Diploma/certificate 18442102 

(54.37) 

15192395 

(44.79) 

79367 

(0.23) 

204503  

(0.60) 

33918367 

(100) 

Graduate 110288006 

(59.04) 

75323188 

(40.32) 

420927 

(0.23) 

770153  

(0.41) 

186802274 

(100) 

Postgraduate and 

above 

54752305 

(65.53) 

28124539 

(33.66) 

372973 

(0.45) 

297093  

(0.36) 

83546910 

(100) 

2018-

19 

Not literate 6856765 

(3.18) 

195221154 

(90.63) 

296675 

(0.14) 

13032730 

(6.05) 

215407324 

(100) 

Literate without 

formal schooling 

51417  

(4.01) 

1225332 

(95.46) 

0 6919  

(0.54) 

1283668 

(100) 

TLC 0 279721 

(97.06) 

8459  

(2.94) 

0 288180 

(100) 

Others 77813  

(2.76) 

2659385 

(94.22) 

0 85200  

(3.02) 

2822398 

(100) 

Below primary 3584888 

(5.67) 

56961476 

(90.02) 

89778 

(0.14) 

2641565 

(4.17) 

63277707 

(100) 

Primary 10394376 

(5.86) 

162242184 

(91.48) 

315434 

(0.18) 

4398403 

(2.48) 

177350397 

(100) 

Middle 33675297 

(11.62) 

251128995 

(86.64) 

668589 

(0.23) 

4386510 

(1.51) 

289859392 

(100) 
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Years General 

Education Levels 

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

 

Secondary 35863195 

(20.93) 

133331578 

(77.81) 

324760 

(0.19) 

1826163 

(1.07) 

171345697 

(100) 

Higher secondary 46506372 

(34.47) 

87504607 

(64.86) 

152628 

(0.11) 

748414  

(0.55) 

134912021 

(100) 

Diploma/certificate 21304880 

(54.69) 

17508631 

(44.94) 

22587 

(0.06) 

121110  

(0.31) 

38957206 

(100) 

Graduate 114494997 

(58.84) 

78796660 

(40.49) 

527562 

(0.27) 

767741  

(0.39) 

194586960 

(100) 

Postgraduate and 

above 

57888960 

(66.05) 

29005913 

(33.10) 

386165 

(0.44) 

356851  

(0.41) 

87637889 

(100) 

2019-

20 

Not literate 6866547 

(3.18) 

198245389 

(91.76) 

102083 

(0.05) 

10834909 

(5.02) 

216048927 

(100) 

Literate without 

formal schooling 

131585 (9.73) 1175613 

(86.97) 

0 44510  

(3.29) 

1351708 

(100) 

TLC 3779  

(1.37) 

252691 

(91.49) 

0 19738  

(7.15) 

276207 

(100) 

Others 4320912 

(18.02) 

1923640 

(80.23) 

15431 

(0.64) 

26604  

(1.11) 

2397767 

(100) 

Below primary 3265907 

(4.28) 

70514911 

(92.43) 

19418 

(0.03) 

2490260 

(3.26) 

76290496 

(100) 

Primary 9020520 

(5.55) 

149231893 

(91.79) 

176470 

(0.11) 

4144465 

(2.55) 

162573347 

(100) 

Middle 33611492 

(11.53) 

254012276 

(87.16) 

143975 

(0.05) 

3669625 

(1.26) 

291437369 

(100) 

Secondary 38840138 

(21.54) 

139330137 

(77.26) 

408955 

(0.23) 

1751074 

(0.97) 

180330303 

(100) 

Higher secondary 45275099 

(31.22) 

98598262 

(67.98) 

395519 

(0.27) 

770892  

(0.53) 

145039772 

(100) 

Diploma/certificate 17716107 

(48.08) 

18936256 

(51.39) 

93742 

(0.25) 

104716  

(0.28) 

36850822 

(100) 

Graduate 103926968 

(54.83) 

84324859 

(44.48) 

533297 

(0.28) 

775102  

(0.41) 

189560225 

(100) 

Postgraduate and 

above 

61720338 

(66.34) 

30555654 

(32.84) 

323851 

(0.35) 

439911  

(0.47) 

93039754 

(100) 

2020-

21 

Not literate 7106201 

(3.39) 

189046602 

(90.14) 

43612 

(0.02) 

13522464 

(6.45) 

209718878 

(100) 

Literate without 

formal schooling 

63220  

(2.98) 

1931013 

(90.96) 

0 128783  

(6.07) 

2123016 

(100) 

TLC 818  

(7) 

10141  

(93) 

0 0 10959  

(100) 

Others 2182  

(0.24) 

850874 

(92.51) 

0 66728  

(7.25) 

919783  

(100) 

Below primary 3430775 

(4.66) 

66595461 

(90.43) 

73273 

(0.10) 

3545307 

(4.81) 

73644817 

(100) 

Primary 11646258 

(6.92) 

152130574 

(90.40) 

118597 

(0.07) 

4387799 

(2.61) 

168283227 

(100) 

Middle 31906162 

(10.72) 

261156886 

(87.78) 

270652 

(0.09) 

4194954 

(1.41) 

297528654 

(100) 

Secondary 40391212 

(22.65) 

134754007 

(75.56) 

931887 

(0.52) 

2263791 

(1.27) 

178340898 

(100) 

Higher secondary 47612301 

(32.68) 

96810506 

(66.44) 

140017 

(0.10) 

1147474 

(0.79) 

145710298 

(100) 

Diploma/certificate 22471043 

(56.09) 

17476969 

(43.63) 

76209 

(0.19) 

35585  

(0.09) 

40059806 

(100) 
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Years General 

Education Levels 

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

 

Graduate 125658928 

(61.16) 

78487088 

(38.20) 

439169 

(0.21) 

880782  

(0.43) 

205465968 

(100) 

Postgraduate and 

above 

63877720 

(70.12) 

26739572 

(29.35) 

284513 

(0.31) 

190953  

(0.21) 

91092757 

(100) 

 

2021-

22 

Not literate 7816719 

(2.68) 

256830461 

(87.91) 

236526 

(0.08) 

27258669 

(9.33) 

292142375 

(100) 

Literate without 

formal schooling 

6810  

(0.59) 

1025826 

(88.79) 

0 122724 

(10.62) 

1155359 

(100) 

TLC 0 17046 (100) 0 0 17046 (100) 

Others 1796497 

(0.13) 

1363126725 

(95.27) 

0 65917082 

(4.61) 

1430840303 

(100) 

Below primary 3165846 

(3.86) 

74134712 

(90.30) 

18758 

(0.02) 

4775545 

(5.82) 

82094861 

(100) 

Primary 9511207 

(4.94) 

176029473 

(91.50) 

153892 

(0.08) 

6681448 

(3.47) 

192376020 

(100) 

Middle 27802171 

(9.31) 

266329015 

(89.22) 

504635 

(0.17) 

3860933 

(1.29) 

298496754 

(100) 

Secondary 30101542 

(18.85) 

127053599 

(79.56) 

426743 

(0.27) 

2120422 

(1.33) 

159702306 

(100) 

Higher secondary 38281747 

(30.87) 

84894913 

(68.46) 

194637 

(0.16) 

642405  

(0.52) 

124013702 

(100) 

Diploma/certificate 19079028 

(56.40) 

14560194 

(43.04) 

20701 

(0.06) 

168322  

(0.50) 

33828244 

(100) 

Graduate 109295645 

(63.18) 

62656428 

(36.22) 

377178 

(0.22) 

660652  

(0.32) 

172989903 

(100) 

Postgraduate and 

above 

53613430 

(73.13) 

19251237 

(26.26) 

325613 

(0.44) 

126761  

(0.17) 

73317042 

(100) 

2022-

23 

Not literate 8297499 

(3.11) 

236238615 

(88.57) 

195885 

(0.07) 

21999341 

(8.25) 

266731340 

(100) 

Literate without 

formal schooling 

37169  

(5.65) 

497221 

(75.62) 

0 123176 

(18.73) 

657566  

(100) 

TLC 0 45408 (100) 0 0 45408 (100) 

Others 1856  

(0.62) 

276246 

(91.87) 

0 22600  

(7.52) 

300702  

(100) 

Below primary 3740818 

(3.10) 

112191625 

(93) 

215020 

(0.18) 

4482990 

(3.72) 

120630453 

(100) 

Primary 9376542 

(4.78) 

180682343 

(92.16) 

135759 

(0.07) 

5865950 

(2.99) 

196060594 

(100) 

Middle 30918735 

(10.35) 

263387242 

(88.13) 

278609 

(0.09) 

4282588 

(1.43) 

298867173 

(100) 

Secondary 30092844 

(18.92) 

126774000 

(79.72) 

274165 

(0.17) 

1882793  

(1.18) 

159023801 

(100) 

Higher secondary 36651294 

(29.32) 

87306497 

(69.84) 

211660 

(0.17) 

836736  

(0.67) 

125006187 

(100) 

Diploma/certificate 18590528 

(56.40) 

14265955 

(43.28) 

51258 

(0.16) 

55231  

(0.17) 

32962973 

(100) 

Graduate 116586513 

(66.10) 

58745859 

(33.30) 

568948 

(0.32) 

486297  

(0.28) 

176387617 

(100) 

Postgraduate and 

above 

53501312 

(73.95) 

18439164 

(25.49) 

276097 

(0.38) 

131376  

(0.18) 

72347949 

(100) 
Source: Authors own calculation.  
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Table 13 provides a comprehensive overview of the general education-wise distribution of 

contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners from 2017-18 to 2022-23. It 

highlights the relationship between educational attainment and participation in pension schemes 

across various educational levels. 

Contributors and Non-contributors: The percentage of contributors in the Not Literate category is 

low, starting at 2.76 per cent in 2017-18 and slightly increasing to 3.11 per cent in 2022-23. This 

indicates minimal engagement with pension schemes. Non-contributors remain overwhelmingly 

high, ranging from 87.91 per cent to 91.22 per cent, indicating significant barriers to participation for 

this group. Contributors in the Literate Without Formal Schooling category fluctuate greatly, with a 

peak of 24.12 per cent in 2017-18 and dropping to 5.65 per cent in 2022-23. This suggests 

inconsistency in pension scheme engagement. Non-contributors dominate this group, with 

percentages often exceeding 70 per cent. The percentage of contributors in Others remains low, 

generally around 3-4 per cent, while non-contributors range from 93.81 per cent to 95.27 per cent, 

indicating limited access to pension schemes. Contributors Below Primary hover around 3-5 per cent 

across the years, with non-contributors consistently high at about 90 per cent. In Primary Education, 

the contributor rate starts at 5.78 per cent in 2017-18 and slightly drops to 4.78 per cent by 2022-23, 

while non-contributors remain high at about 91 per cent. In the Middle education category, contributor 

percentages are around 10-11 per cent, with non-contributors comprising approximately 87-88 per 

cent. This shows a slight increase in participation compared to lower education levels. In the 

secondary level of education, the contributors in this category have risen to about 21-22 per cent over 

the years, indicating better engagement with pension schemes compared to less educated groups. 

Non-contributors decreased slightly but remained significant at around 75-79 per cent. The group of 

Higher Secondary shows a substantial percentage of contributors, starting at 34 per cent in 2017-18 

and dropping to about 29.32 per cent in 2022-23. Non-contributors fall within 65-70 per cent. 

Contributors with Diplomas/Certificates reach around 54-56 per cent, indicating strong engagement. 

Non-contributors are still considerable but are below 44 per cent. Graduate educational level boasts 
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the highest contributor percentage, peaking at 66.10 per cent in 2022-23. Non-contributors are around 

33 per cent. Postgraduate and above shows even greater participation, with contributors rising from 

65.53 per cent to 73.95 per cent. Non-contributors consistently remain below 30 per cent. 

Pensioners and Non-pensioners: Across all educational levels, pensioners comprise a very small 

percentage, rarely exceeding 0.45 per cent. The highest figures are found among those with 

postgraduate education. This highlights a systemic issue where education does not significantly 

translate into pension benefits. Non-pensioners represent a larger segment within each educational 

level, indicating that many individuals, despite their educational qualifications, do not receive 

pensions. This is particularly pronounced in lower education levels. 

Overall, the data illustrates a clear correlation between educational attainment and participation in 

pension schemes. As education levels increase, the percentage of contributors rises significantly, 

while the rate of non-contributors decreases. 

However, even among the most educated groups (graduates and postgraduates), there remains a 

significant portion that does not benefit from pension schemes. This suggests that educational 

achievements do not fully mitigate barriers to accessing pension benefits. 

The low percentages of pensioners across all groups point to a critical need for policy interventions 

aimed at increasing pension coverage and improving access to pension schemes, especially for lower-

educated populations. Addressing these challenges could lead to improved financial security and 

social welfare for individuals across all educational backgrounds. 

Table 14: Estimates of Employment Status-wise Distribution 

Years Employment 

Status 

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2017-18 

Self-

employed/own 

account worker 

32254175 

(4.80) 

638851140 

(95.12) 

52813  

(0.01) 

500995 

(0.07) 

671659122 

(100) 

Employer 1390504 

(7.88) 

16219154 

(91.96) 

0 27898 

(0.16) 

17637556 

(100) 

Helper/unpaid 

family worker 

242102  

(6.86) 

3288271  

(93.14) 

0 0 3530373 

(100) 
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Years Employment 

Status 

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

Regular salaried 

employee 

1780694 

(7.08) 

9604496  

(38.20) 

2210460 

(8.79) 

11550233 

(45.93) 

25145884 

(100) 

Casual wage 

labour in public 

works 

149646517 

(63.45) 

84927268 

(36.01) 

46055  

(0.02) 

1241872 

(0.53) 

235861711 

(100) 

In other types of 

work 

11630761 

(32.86) 

9765226  

(27.59) 

110422 

(0.31) 

13889252 

(39.24) 

35395660 

(100) 

Unemployed 2666949 

(41.85) 

3583234  

(56.22) 

9474  

(0.15) 

113528 

(1.78) 

6373185 

(100) 

Education 102044176 

(55.09) 

83202304 

(44.91) 

0 0 185246479 

(100) 

Domestic duties 

only 

3500583 

(47.93) 

3714029  

(50.85) 

1179  

(0.02) 

87489 

(1.20) 

7303280 

(100) 

Domestic duties 

and free collection 

of good 

6202113 

(34.61) 

11671274 

(65.14) 

0 44774 

(0.25) 

17918162 

(100) 

Rentiers, 

pensioners, 

remittance 

recipients 

0 0 140579 

(29.32) 

338854 

(70.68) 

479433 

(100) 

Disabled 750315  

(2.01) 

35931835 

(96.40) 

65341  

(0.18) 

526920 

(1.41) 

37274412 

(100) 

Others 2798597 

(2.40) 

113572872 

(97.35) 

22908  

(0.02) 

27262 

(0.23) 

116667002 

(100) 

2018-19 

Self-

employed/own 

account worker 

26145403 

(3.82) 

656998852 

(96.06) 

10766 

(0.002) 

778811 

(0.11) 

683933833 

(100) 

Employer 1094760 

(7.45) 

13550230 

(92.20) 

0 50775 

(0.35) 

14695765 

(100) 

Helper/unpaid 

family worker 

624117 

(15.69) 

3353515  

(84.31) 

0 0 3977632 

(100) 

Regular salaried 

employee 

2045548  

(7.32) 

12619620 

(45.19) 

2649027 

(9.49) 

10613167 

(38) 

27927362 

(100) 

Casual wage 

labour in public 

works 

151293273 

(63.68) 

84036582 

(35.37) 

0 2263561 

(0.95) 

237593416 

(100) 

In other types of 

work 

12575283 

(33.43) 

12273760 

(32.63) 

1808  

(0.005) 

12769010 

(33.94) 

37619861 

(100) 

Unemployed 2290854 

(43.51) 

2969811  

(56.40) 

0 4697 

(0.09) 

5265362 

(100) 

Education 120800668 

(57.34) 

89858650 

(42.66) 

0 0 210659318 

(100) 

Domestic duties 

only  

3147389 

(37.79) 

5095631  

(61.19) 

643  

(0.01) 

84105 

(1.01) 

8327768 

(100) 

 

Domestic duties 

and free collection 

of good 

7140811 

(34.16) 

13759809 

(65.83) 

0 2888  

(0.01) 

20903507 

(100) 

Rentiers, 

pensioners, 

remittance 

recipients 

0 0 121645 

(11.07) 

976966 

(88.93) 

1098611 

(100) 

Disabled 1171295 

(2.80) 

40065550 

(95.80) 

0 585440 

(1.40) 

41822285 

(100) 

Others 2369558 

(2.82) 

81283625 

(96.88) 

8749  

(0.01) 

242186 

(0.29) 

83904118 

(100) 
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Years Employment 

Status 

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2019-20 

Self-

employed/own 

account worker 

32801805 

(4.44) 

704588728 

(95.43) 

70574  

(0.01) 

841319 

(0.11) 

738302426 

(100) 

Employer 1531646 

(7.42) 

19031645 

(92.24) 

6566  

(0.03) 

63018 

(0.31) 

20632875 

(100) 

Helper/unpaid 

family worker 

805712 

(20.70) 

3068536  

(78.82) 

0 18958 

(0.49) 

3893206 

(100) 

Regular salaried 

employee 

3475173 

(12.54) 

12992202 

(46.88) 

1927470 

(6.95) 

9319734 

(33.63) 

27714579 

(100) 

Casual wage 

labour in public 

works 

140402538 

(59.73) 

93858037 

(39.93) 

29301  

(0.01) 

761378 

(0.32) 

235051254 

(100) 

In other types of 

work 

11682564 

(33.24) 

10632279 

(30.25) 

29480  

(0.08) 

12801526 

(36.42) 

35145850 

(100) 

Unemployed 2954940 

(34.43) 

5554264  

(64.71) 

0 73461 

(0.86) 

8582665 

(100) 

Education 114774595 

(56.29) 

89139804 

(43.71) 

0 0 203914398 

(100) 

Domestic duties 

only 

2656271 

(33.94) 

4942396  

(63.16) 

15548  

(0.20) 

211323 

(2.70) 

7825537 

(100) 

Domestic duties 

and free collection 

of good 

7469879 

(33.61) 

14746004 

(66.34) 

0 12475 

(0.06) 

22228359 

(100) 

Rentiers, 

pensioners, 

remittance 

recipients 

0 0 71019 

(14.74) 

410862 

(85.26) 

481881 

(100) 

Disabled 285300  

(1.28) 

21659836 

(96.98) 

0 388725 

(1.74) 

22333861 

(100) 

Others 1970147 

(2.85) 

66887851 

(96.81) 

62783  

(0.09) 

169025 

(0.24) 

69089805 

(100) 

2020-21 

Self-

employed/own 

account worker 

33421315 

(4.45) 

716835757 

(95.39) 

25613 

(0.003) 

1234839 

(0.16) 

751517524 

(100) 

Employer 831117  

(7.30) 

10407811 

(91.44) 

44826  

(0.39) 

98301 

(0.86) 

11382055 

(100) 

Helper/unpaid 

family worker 

787944 

(22.80) 

2660579  

(76.99) 

0 7122  

(0.21) 

3455645 

(100) 

Regular salaried 

employee 

3032032 

(10.25) 

13091192 

(44.25) 

2122782 

(7.18) 

11335278 

(38.32) 

29581284 

(100) 

Casual wage 

labour in public 

works 

154966880 

(63.03) 

89212727 

(36.28) 

0 1696173 

(0.69) 

245875781 

(100) 

 

In other types of 

work 

8763477 

(29.79) 

5830461  

(19.82) 

3202  

(0.01) 

14817024 

(50.37) 

29414164 

(100) 

Unemployed 2419800 

(33.90) 

4718886  

(66.10) 

0 0 7138686 

(100) 

Education 137506150 

(62.21) 

83523724 

(37.79) 

0 0 221029874 

(100) 

Domestic duties 

only 

2806289 

(37.25) 

4518473  

(59.98) 

83959  

(1.11) 

124818 

(1.66) 

7533539 

(100) 

Domestic duties 

and free collection 

of good 

7468101 

(38.19) 

12082273 

(61.79) 

0 2727  

(0.01) 

19553102 

(100) 
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Years Employment 

Status 

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

Rentiers, 

pensioners, 

remittance 

recipients 

0 0 97546 

(12.32) 

693968 

(87.68) 

791513 

(100) 

Disabled 577706  

(1.43) 

39576150 

(98.20) 

0 145816 

(0.36) 

40299672 

(100) 

Others 1586007 

(3.50) 

43531658 

(96.04) 

0 208554 

(0.46) 

45326220 

(100) 

2021-22 

Self-

employed/own 

account worker 

26227328 

(3.10) 

817514975 

(96.74) 

13665 

(0.002) 

1347597 

(0.16) 

845103566 

(100) 

Employer 710725  

(2.72) 

25237862 

(96.72) 

34047  

(0.13) 

110339 

(0.42) 

26092973 

(100) 

Helper/unpaid 

family worker  

458237 

(26.86) 

1216935  

(71.34) 

10775  

(0.63) 

19814 

(1.16) 

1705761 

(100) 

Regular salaried 

employee  

3319189 

(14.03) 

7983473  

(33.75) 

1831599 

(7.74) 

10522874 

(44.48) 

23657134 

(100) 

Casual wage 

labour in public 

works  

115216247 

(63.68) 

64172394 

(35.47) 

69517  

(0.04) 

1477551 

(0.82) 

180935709 

(100) 

In other types of 

work  

7557860 

(17.52) 

5768512  

(13.37) 

76449  

(0.18) 

29741559 

(68.93) 

43144380 

(100) 

Unemployed 2219950 

(42.82) 

2916206  

(56.25) 

0 48470 

(0.93) 

5184626 

(100) 

Education 133171716 

(65.24) 

70834953 

(34.70) 

0 123280 

(0.06) 

204129949 

(100) 

Domestic duties 

only 

2437074 

(45.97) 

2566860  

(48.42) 

87876  

(1.66) 

209904 

(3.9) 

5301715 

(100) 

Domestic duties 

and free collection 

of good 

6154359 

(43.36) 

7922407  

(55.82) 

0 115499 

(0.81) 

14192265 

(100) 

Rentiers, 

pensioners, 

remittance 

recipients  

0 0 84004  

(4.19) 

1921603 

(95.81) 

2005606 

(100) 

Disabled 463022  

(1.23) 

36816846 

(97.64) 

50752 

(0.13) 

376440  

(1) 

37707059 

(100) 

Others 739325  

(1.77)  

40504728 

(97.18) 

0 435506 

(1.04) 

41679559 

(100) 

2022-23 

Self-

employed/own 

account worker 

22600279 

(2.52) 

871438760 

(97.29) 

0 1675015 

(0.19) 

895714053 

(100) 

Employer 763772  

(4.91) 

14721285 

(94.70) 

0 59916 

(0.39 ) 

15544973 

(100) 

Helper/unpaid 

family worker 

606676 

(28.96) 

1450060  

(69.22) 

0 38085 

(1.82) 

2094821 

(100) 

Regular salaried 

employee 

4055289 

(17.21) 

8014692  

(34.02) 

1963212 

(8.33) 

9528357 

(40.44) 

23561551 

(100) 

Casual wage 

labour in public 

works 

115230168 

(66.01) 

57870247 

(33.15) 

0 1460470 

(0.84) 

174560885 

(100) 

In other types of 

work 

6893905 

(19.37) 

4717938  

(13.25) 

119225  

(0.33) 

23863479 

(67.04) 

35594547 

(100) 

Unemployed 1852539 

(44.43) 

2197259  

(52.69) 

0 120096 

(2.88) 

4169894 

(100) 
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Years Employment 

Status 

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

Education 145518440 

(69.73) 

63175471 

(30.27) 

0 0 208693910 

(100) 

Domestic duties 

only 

1752079 

(31.88) 

3253329  

(59.21) 

31637  

(0.58) 

457973 

(8.33) 

5495018 

(100) 

Domestic duties 

and free collection 

of good 

8012077 

(43.84) 

10189960 

(55.76) 

0 73916 

(0.40) 

18275953 

(100) 

Rentiers, 

pensioners, 

remittance 

recipients 

0 0 76865  

(3.47) 

2137613 

(96.53) 

2214479 

(100) 

Disabled 234077  

(0.62) 

36930806 

(97.85) 

0 575630 

(1.53) 

37740513 

(100) 

Others 275806  

(1.09) 

24890369 

(98.14) 

16461  

(0.06) 

178529 

(0.70) 

25361164 

(100) 
Source: Authors own calculation.  

Table 14 provides a detailed overview of employment status-wise distribution of contributors, non-

contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners from 2017-18 to 2022-23. It emphasizes the relationship 

between different employment statuses and participation in pension schemes. 

Contributors and Non-contributors: In Self-employed/own account workers, contributors show a 

gradual decline from 4.80 per cent in 2017-18 to 2.52 per cent in 2022-23. This indicates a decreasing 

engagement with pension schemes among self-employed individuals. Non-contributors remain 

extremely high, consistently over 95 per cent, indicating significant barriers to participation. In terms 

of Employers, the contributor rate fluctuates, peaking at 7.88 per cent in 2017-18 before dropping to 

4.91 per cent in 2022-23. This suggests inconsistent engagement with pension schemes. Non-

contributors are consistently high, around 92-96 per cent, reflecting a persistent challenge in accessing 

pensions for employers. In the group of Helper/unpaid family workers, contributors have shown an 

increase, reaching 28.96 per cent in 2022-23, but overall, this group still faces considerable barriers. 

Non-contributors remain above 69 per cent, highlighting the struggles in pension participation. 

Contributors in Regular salaried employees range from 7.08 per cent in 2017-18 to 17.21 per cent in 

2022-23, indicating a positive trend in engagement. Non-contributors have remained high, 

approximately 33-45 per cent, suggesting ongoing issues in pension access. Casual wage labour in 

public works category sees a high contributor percentage, starting at 63.45 per cent in 2017-18 and 
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slightly rising to 66.01 per cent in 2022-23, showing strong participation. Non-contributors are also 

significant but lower compared to other categories, around 33-36 per cent. Unemployed Contributors 

remain low, ranging from 41.85 per cent to 44.43 per cent, suggesting some engagement, likely due 

to transitional work circumstances. Non-contributors hover around 56-64 per cent, indicating barriers 

faced by this group in accessing pensions. People reported in Education shows that Contributors rise 

from 55.09 per cent in 2017-18 to 69.73 per cent in 2022-23, reflecting a strong correlation between 

education and pension participation. Non-contributors drop from 44.91 per cent to 30.27 per cent, 

showing improvement in access as education levels rise. Contributors in Domestic duties only and 

combined work categories fluctuate but remain relatively low, around 31-46 per cent. Non-

contributors are high, consistently exceeding 50 per cent, indicating significant challenges in 

accessing pensions for those engaged in domestic work. The data shows low engagement among 

Rentiers, pensioners, and remittance recipients as contributors are often non-existent, with pensioners 

making up the majority. In the group of Disabled individuals, Contributors are very low at about 1-2 

per cent, while non-contributors dominate at around 96-98 per cent, highlighting the barriers faced 

by disabled persons in accessing pension schemes. In Others category, Contributors remain low at 

around 2-3 per cent, with non-contributors consistently high, indicating limited access to pensions. 

Pensioners and Non-pensioners: Across employment statuses, pensioners constitute a very small 

percentage, rarely exceeding 0.5 per cent. This underscores a systemic issue where employment status 

does not significantly translate into pension benefits. Non-pensioners represent a larger segment 

across various employment statuses, indicating that many individuals, regardless of their employment 

situation, do not receive pensions. This is particularly prominent among those with lower engagement 

categories. 

Overall, the data highlights a clear relationship between employment status and participation in 

pension schemes. As employment stability and type improve, the percentage of contributors tends to 

rise, while non-contributors decrease. 
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However, even among employed individuals, particularly in vulnerable categories (e.g., self-

employed, domestic workers), participation in pension schemes remains low. This suggests that 

employment status alone does not fully address barriers to accessing pensions. 

The persistently low percentages of pensioners across all groups signal a pressing need for policy 

interventions aimed at enhancing pension coverage and improving access to pension schemes, 

particularly for marginalized employment categories. Addressing these challenges is crucial for 

improving financial security and social welfare for individuals across all employment backgrounds. 

Table 15: Estimates of Job Contract-wise Distribution 

Years Types of Job 

Contract  

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2017-18 

No written job 

contract 

139398059 

(12.50) 

947532792 

(84.96) 

1296808 

(0.12) 

27062701 

(2.43) 

1115290360 

(100) 

Written job 

contract: for 1 

year or less 

13856005 

(36.23) 

23590938 

(61.68) 

112143 

(0.29) 

687769 

(1.80) 

38246856 

(100) 

More than 1 

year to 3 years 

15504399 

(57.25) 

11238311 

(41.50) 

152557 

(0.56) 

184393 

(0.68) 

27079659 

(100) 

More than 3 

years 

  

146149023 

(81.25) 

31969061 

(17.77) 

1097722 

(0.61) 

659578 

(0.37) 

179875384 

(100) 

2018-19 

No written job 

contract 

143473509 

(12.88) 

942351318 

(84.62) 

999376 

(0.09) 

26762249 

(2.40) 

1113586452 

(100) 

Written job 

contract: for 1 

year or less 

17521163 

(39.41) 

26029150 

(58.55) 

117661 

(0.26) 

789531 

(1.78) 

44457505 

(100) 

More than 1 

year to 3 years 

21793326 

(64.39) 

11568837 

(34.18) 

182621 

(0.54) 

300017 

(0.89) 

33844801 

(100) 

More than 3 

years 

  

147910962 

(79.59) 

35916331 

(19.33) 

1492981 

(0.80) 

519809 

(0.28) 

185840082 

(100) 

2019-20 

No written job 

contract 

125426290 

(11.34) 

956070145 

(86.45) 

1040159 

(0.09) 

23347078 

(2.11) 

1105883671 

(100) 

Written job 

contract: for 1 

year or less 

28106412 

(44.85) 

33672619 

(53.73) 

210091 

(0.34) 

676450 

(1.08) 

62665572 

(100) 

More than 1 

year to 3 years 

19479300 

(64.90) 

10261107 

(34.19) 

78691  

(0.26) 

196126 

(0.65) 

30015224 

(100) 

More than 3 

years  

147798570 

(75.16) 

47097711 

(23.95) 

883800 

(0.45) 

852151 

(0.43) 

196632231 

(100) 

2020-21 

No written job 

contract 

125368012 

(11.59) 

929107691 

(85.86) 

821264 

(0.08) 

26783903 

(2.48) 

1082080871 

(100) 

Written job 

contract: for 1 

year or less 

34438496 

(45.39) 

39190655 

(51.65) 

371717 

(0.49) 

1869166 

(2.46) 

75870034 

(100) 

More than 1 

year to 3 years 

27102639 

(72.39) 

10116821 

(27.02) 

69082  

(0.18) 

153718 

(0.41) 

37442260 

(100) 
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Years Types of Job 

Contract  

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

More than 3 

years  

167257671 

(76.90) 

47574526 

(21.87) 

1115866 

(0.51) 

1557831 

(0.72) 

217505894 

(100) 

2021-22 

No written job 

contract 

90309522  

(7.88) 

1010276603 

(88.19) 

858421 

(0.07) 

44077343 

(3.85) 

1145521888 

(100) 

Written job 

contract: for 1 

year or less 

32469845 

(58.61) 

21617144 

(39.02) 

205201 

(0.37) 

1109787 

(2) 

55401977 

(100) 

More than 1 

year to 3 years 

23750267 

(67.14) 

11333573 

(32.04) 

118590 

(0.34) 

172963 

(0.49) 

35375393 

(100) 

More than 3 

years  

152145399 

(78.21) 

40228832 

(20.68) 

1076472 

(0.55) 

1090342 

(0.56) 

194541044 

(100) 

2022-23 

No written job 

contract 

64870117  

(5.66) 

1040523038 

(90.85) 

507311 

(0.04) 

39368506 

(3.44) 

1145268972 

(100) 

Written job 

contract: for 1 

year or less 

38604196 

(71.39) 

14995442 

(27.73) 

233035 

(0.43) 

238890 

(0.44) 

54071563 

(100) 

More than 1 

year to 3 years 

32374837 

(75.42) 

10260817 

(23.90) 

190810 

(0.44) 

99106 

(0.23) 

42925570 

(100) 

More than 3 

years  

171945959 

(83.16) 

33070878  

(16) 

1276244 

(0.62) 

462577 

(0.22) 

206755657 

(100) 
Source: Authors own calculation.  

Table 15 provides a detailed overview of the type of job contract-wise distribution of contributors, 

non-contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners from 2017-18 to 2022-23. It highlights the 

relationship between job security and participation in pension schemes across various types of 

employment contracts. 

Contributors and Non-contributors: The percentage of contributors in No Written Job Contract 

category is notably low, beginning at 12.50 per cent in 2017-18 and dropping to 5.66 per cent by 

2022-23. This reflects a significant lack of engagement with pension schemes among this group. Non-

contributors remain overwhelmingly high, consistently exceeding 84 per cent, indicating severe 

barriers to participation due to the informal nature of employment. Under Written Job Contract: For 

One Year or Less, the Contributors show a substantial percentage, starting at 36.23 per cent in 2017-

18 and increasing to 71.39 per cent in 2022-23. This suggests improved engagement with pension 

schemes in more secure, albeit short-term, contracts. Non-contributors decreased significantly over 

the years, from 61.68 per cent to 27.73 per cent, indicating better access to pension options as contract 

stability improves. Contributors in More Than One Year to Three Years category fluctuate, beginning 

at 57.25 per cent and stabilizing around 75 per cent in recent years, demonstrating a positive trend in 
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pension participation for those with medium-term contracts. Non-contributors also show a declining 

trend, moving from 41.50 per cent down to around 23.90 per cent, reflecting increased job security 

and associated benefits. Contributors in long-term contracts such as More than Three Years, exhibit 

the highest rates, starting at 81.25 per cent in 2017-18 and remaining strong at 83.16 per cent in 2022-

23. This underscores the benefits of stable employment in terms of pension engagement. Non-

contributors in this group are consistently low, generally around 16 per cent, indicating that long-term 

contracts are more conducive to pension scheme participation. 

Pensioners and Non-pensioners: Across all contract types, the percentage of pensioners remains 

very low, rarely exceeding 1 per cent. The highest numbers are found among those with longer-term 

contracts, though still minimal. This suggests that job security does not directly translate into pension 

benefits, highlighting systemic issues in pension accessibility. Non-pensioners make up a significant 

portion across all contract types, indicating that many individuals, despite having varying degrees of 

job security, do not receive pensions. This is particularly pronounced among those with no written 

contracts. 

Overall, the data illustrates a clear correlation between job contract type and participation in pension 

schemes. As job security increases—from no contract to long-term contracts—the percentage of 

contributors rises significantly, while non-contributors decrease. 

However, the low percentages of pensioners across all groups point to a critical need for policy 

interventions aimed at improving pension coverage. Addressing these challenges could lead to 

enhanced financial security and social welfare for individuals across various employment scenarios. 

This indicates that while stable job contracts enhance access to pensions, there are broader systemic 

barriers preventing many from benefiting fully from these schemes. 

Table 16: Estimates of Paid Leaves Eligibility-wise Distribution 
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Years Eligibility 

of Paid 

Leaves 

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2017-18 

Eligible 259034059 

(66.85) 

123752882 

(31.94) 

1642146 

(0.42) 

3059936  

(0.79) 

387489024 

(100) 

Not 

Eligible 

55873426 

(5.74) 

890578220 

(91.53) 

1017084 

(0.10) 

25534505 

(2.62) 

973003235 

(100) 

2018-19 

Eligible 269910539 

(66.99) 

128073016 

(31.79) 

2029818 

(0.50) 

2878178 

(0.71) 

402891552 

(100) 

Not 

Eligible 

60788421 

(6.24) 

887792619 

(91.07) 

762821 

(0.08) 

25493427 

(2.62) 

974837288 

(100) 

2019-20 

Eligible 270503974 

(64.95) 

141491378 

(33.98) 

1572800 

(0.38) 

2886733 

(0.69) 

416454885 

(100) 

Not 

Eligible 

50306598 

(5.14) 

905610203 

(92.53) 

639940 

(0.07) 

22185072 

(2.27) 

978741813 

(100) 

2020-21 

Eligible 314619335 

(68.69) 

138201752 

(30.17) 

2067399 

(0.45) 

3137948 

(0.69) 

458026434 

(100) 

Not 

Eligible 

39547483 

(4.14) 

887787941 

(92.97) 

310531 

(0.03) 

27226672 

(2.85) 

954872626 

(100) 

2021-22 

Eligible 263673117 

(72.10) 

97355731 

(26.62) 

1864984 

(0.51) 

2792714 

(0.76) 

365686547 

(100) 

Not 

Eligible 

35001916 

(3.29) 

986100419 

(92.58) 

393699 

(0.04) 

43657721 

(4.10) 

1065153756 

(100) 

2022-23 

Eligible 281355798 

(72.09) 

104903106 

(26.88) 

1961290 

(0.50) 

2048529 

(0.52) 

390268723 

(100) 

Not 

Eligible 

26439310 

(2.50) 

993947069 

(93.88) 

246110 

(0.02) 

38120549 

(3.60) 

1058753039 

(100) 
Source: Authors own calculation.  

Table 16 outlines the eligibility of paid leaves among contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and 

non-pensioners from 2017-18 to 2022-23. It demonstrates the correlation between paid leave 

eligibility and participation in pension schemes. 

Contributors and Non-contributors: The percentage of contributors who are eligible for paid leaves 

consistently remains high, starting at 66.85 per cent in 2017-18 and increasing to 72.09 per cent by 

2022-23. This indicates a positive trend in job security and benefits. Non-contributors show a steady 

presence, ranging from about 31 per cent to 26.88 per cent. This suggests that while a significant 

portion of the workforce is eligible for paid leave, not all are contributing to pension schemes. The 

number of contributors without paid leave eligibility remains low, with percentages hovering around 

5-6 per cent. This highlights a potential gap in benefits for those in less secure positions. Non-

contributors dominate this category, consistently exceeding 90 per cent each year, indicating that a 

large proportion of the workforce is employed in jobs that lack basic benefits. 
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Pensioners and Non-pensioners: The percentage of pensioners eligible for paid leaves is minimal, 

generally around 0.42 per cent to 0.51 per cent, highlighting that even among those who qualify for 

paid leaves, few have pension benefits. This low figure suggests systemic barriers that prevent 

pensioners from fully accessing leave benefits, despite their employment status. Non-pensioners are 

largely represented in both categories, with those not eligible for paid leaves often making up a 

significant portion of the workforce. The percentages for non-pensioners range from around 2 per 

cent to 4 per cent in the eligible category, indicating some level of job security among this group. 

Overall, the data reflects a positive correlation between eligibility for paid leaves and participation in 

pension schemes, with higher eligibility rates aligning with greater job security. However, the 

persistent high percentages of non-contributors and low pensioner figures highlight critical gaps in 

benefits accessibility. Addressing these gaps could improve financial security and social welfare, 

particularly for non-contributors and pensioners who remain underrepresented in benefit schemes. 

Table 17: Estimates of Enterprise Type-wise Distribution 

Years Enterprise Type Contributors Non-

contributors  

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

 

Proprietary male 32254175 

(4.70) 

638851140 

(93.05) 

421283 

(0.06) 

15021836  

(2.19) 

686548434 

(100) 

Proprietary 

female 

1390504 

(7.60) 

16219154 

(88.68) 

32823  

(0.18) 

646224  

(3.53) 

18288704 

(100) 

Partnership same 

household 

242102 

(6.82) 

3288271 

(92.58) 

0 21568  

(0.61) 

3551941 

(100) 

Partnership 

different 

household 

1780694 

(15.23) 

9604496 

(82.14) 

151603 

(1.30) 

156177  

(1.34) 

11692970 

(100) 

Government/local 

body 

149646517 

(62.64) 

84927268 

(35.55) 

992521 

(0.42) 

3327441  

(1.39) 

238893747 

(100) 

2017-

18 

Public Sector 

Enterprises 

11630761 

(53.63) 

9765226 

(45.03) 

54983  

(0.25) 

234439  

(1.08) 

21685408 

(100) 

Autonomous 

Bodies 

2666949 

(42.34) 

3583234 

(56.89) 

0 48306  

(0.77) 

6298490 

(100) 

Public/Private 

limited company 

102044176 

(54.31) 

83202304 

(44.28) 

786763 

(0.42) 

1857531  

(0.99) 

187890773 

(100) 

Co-operative 

societies 

3500583 

(46.90) 

3714029 

(49.76) 

74879  

(1) 

174296  

(2.34) 

7463788 

(100) 

Trust/other non-

profit institutions 

6202113 

(33.37) 

11671274 

(62.80) 

0 711941  

(3.83) 

18585329 

(100) 

Employer’s 

households 

750315 

(1.90) 

35931835 

(90.88) 

22619  

(0.06) 

2834817  

(7.17) 

39539586 

(100) 

Others 2798597 

(2.33) 

113572872 

(94.60) 

121758 

(0.10) 

3559863  

(2.97) 

120053090 

(100) 
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Years Enterprise Type Contributors Non-

contributors  

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

 

2018-

19 

Proprietary male 26145403 

(3.74) 

656998852 

(93.98) 

458068 

(0.07) 

15475776  

(2.21) 

699078100 

(100) 

Proprietary 

female 

1094760 

(7.21) 

13550230 

(89.25) 

0 537144  

(3.54) 

15182135 

(100) 

Partnership same 

household 

624117 

(15.01) 

3353515 

(80.67) 

0 179333  

(4.31) 

4156965 

(100) 

Partnership 

different 

household 

2045548 

(13.73) 

12619620 

(84.70) 

31546  

(0.21) 

202529  

(1.36) 

14899243 

(100) 

Government/local 

body 

151293273 

(62.78) 

84036582 

(34.87) 

934642 

(0.39) 

4722903  

(1.96) 

240987400 

(100) 

Public Sector 

Enterprises 

12575283 

(50.07) 

12273760 

(48.87) 

82065  

(0.33) 

183659  

(0.73) 

25114767 

(100) 

Autonomous 

Bodies 

2290854 

(42.28) 

2969811 

(54.82) 

43607 

(0.80) 

113384  

(2.09) 

5417656 

(100) 

Public/Private 

limited company 

120800668 

(56.54) 

89858650 

(42.06) 

1124956 

(0.53) 

1883402  

(0.88) 

213667675 

(100) 

Co-operative 

societies 

3147389 

(37.71) 

5095631 

(61.06) 

0 102842  

(1.23) 

8345862 

(100) 

Trust/other non-

profit institutions 

7140811 

(32.94) 

13759809 

(63.47) 

83003  

(0.38) 

694837  

(3.21) 

21678459 

(100) 

Employer’s 

households 

1171295 

(2.67) 

40065550 

(91.34) 

3285  

(0.01) 

2625266  

(5.98) 

43865397 

(100) 

Others 2369558 

(2.78) 

81283625 

(95.25) 

31468  

(0.04) 

1650530  

(1.93) 

85335181 

(100) 

2019-

20 

Proprietary male 32801805 

(4.35) 

704588728 

(93.51) 

289995 

(0.04) 

15826942  

(2.10) 

753507470 

(100) 

Proprietary 

female 

1531646 

(7.33) 

19031645 

(91.06) 

28702  

(0.14) 

308417  

(1.48) 

20900409 

(100) 

Partnership same 

household 

805712 

(20.21) 

3068536 

(76.97) 

0 112550  

(2.82) 

3986798 

(100) 

Partnership 

different 

household 

3475173 

(20.71) 

12992202 

(77.41) 

10814  

(0.06) 

305851  

(1.82) 

16784039 

(100) 

Government/local 

body 

140402538 

(58.90) 

93858037 

(39.37) 

1027328 

(0.43) 

3097918  

(1.30) 

238385820 

(100) 

Public Sector 

Enterprises 

11682564 

(51.98) 

10632279 

(47.30) 

26941  

(0.11) 

132735  

(0.59) 

22474520 

(100) 

Autonomous 

Bodies 

2954940 

(34.10) 

5554264 

(64.10) 

75614  

(0.87) 

80444  

(0.93) 

8665262 

(100) 

 

Public/Private 

limited company 

114774595 

(55.60) 

89139804 

(43.19) 

641359 

(0.31) 

1857794  

(0.90) 

206413552 

(100) 

Co-operative 

societies 

2656271 

(34.03) 

4942396 

(63.32) 

60336  

(0.77) 

146403  

(1.88) 

7805406 

(100) 

Trust/other non-

profit institutions 

7469879 

(32.79) 

14746004 

(64.74) 

0 562597  

(2.47) 

22778480 

(100) 

Employer’s 

households 

285300 

(1.25) 

21659836 

(94.79) 

43332  

(0.19) 

861508  

(3.77) 

22849976 

(100) 

Others 1970147 

(2.79) 

66887850 

(94.68) 

8320  

(0.01) 

1778647  

(2.52) 

70644965 

(100) 

2020-

21 

Proprietary male 33421315 

(4.35) 

716835757 

(93.35) 

416851 

(0.05) 

17229529  

(2.24) 

767903453 

(100) 

Proprietary 

female 

831117 

(7.20) 

10407811 

(90.12) 

13257  

(0.11) 

296366  

(2.57) 

11548551 

(100) 
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Years Enterprise Type Contributors Non-

contributors  

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

Partnership same 

household 

787944 

(22.27) 

2660579 

(75.21) 

0 88891  

(2.51) 

3537414 

(100) 

Partnership 

different 

household 

3032032 

(18.53) 

13091192  

(80) 

0 239978  

(1.47) 

16363202 

(100) 

Government/local 

body 

154966880 

(62.06) 

89212727 

(35.73) 

876016 

(0.35) 

4645443  

(1.86) 

249701066 

(100) 

Public Sector 

Enterprises 

8763477 

(58.70) 

5830461 

(39.05) 

82318  

(0.55) 

253879  

(1.70) 

14930134 

(100) 

Autonomous 

Bodies 

2419800 

(33.41) 

4718886 

(65.16) 

33186  

(0.46) 

70357  

(0.97) 

7242228 

(100) 

Public/Private 

limited company 

137506150 

(61.63) 

83523724 

(37.43) 

676804 

(0.30) 

1413272  

(0.63) 

223119950 

(100) 

Co-operative 

societies 

2806289 

(36.96) 

4518473 

(59.51) 

33293  

(0.44) 

234186  

(3.08) 

7592241 

(100) 

Trust/other non-

profit institutions 

7468101 

(36.12) 

12082273 

(58.44) 

190259 

(0.92) 

933279  

(4.51) 

20673912 

(100) 

Employer’s 

households 

577706 

(1.34) 

39576150 

(91.50) 

55946  

(0.13) 

3040954  

(7.03) 

43250756 

(100) 

Others 1586007 

(3.37)  

43531658 

(92.55) 

0 1918487  

(4.08) 

47036152 

(100) 

2021-

22  

Proprietary male 26227328 

(2.99) 

817514975 

(93.13) 

223136 

(0.03) 

33887069  

(3.86) 

877852508 

(100) 

Proprietary 

female 

710725 

(2.59) 

25237862 

(91.84) 

23431  

(0.09) 

1508440  

(5.49) 

27480459 

(100) 

Partnership same 

household 

458237 

(26.77) 

1216935 

(71.09) 

5653  

(0.33) 

30886  

(1.80) 

1711711 

(100) 

Partnership 

different 

household 

3319189 

(28.88) 

7983473 

(69.46) 

15659  

(0.14) 

176101  

(1.53) 

11494421 

(100) 

Government/local 

body 

115216247 

(62.68) 

64172394 

(34.91) 

931204 

(0.51) 

3490184  

(1.90) 

183810030 

(100) 

Public Sector 

Enterprises 

7557860 

(55.13) 

5768512 

(42.08) 

109449 

(0.80) 

272766  

(1.99) 

13708587 

(100) 

Autonomous 

Bodies 

2219950 

(42.29) 

2916206 

(55.55) 

10775  

(0.21) 

102975  

(1.96) 

5249906 

(100) 

Public/Private 

limited company 

133171716 

(64.57) 

70834953 

(34.34) 

667654 

(0.32) 

1571616  

(0.76) 

206245939 

(100) 

Co-operative 

societies 

2437074 

(47.15) 

2566860 

(49.66) 

48983  

(0.95) 

115658  

(2.24) 

5168575 

(100) 

Trust/other non-

profit institutions 

6154359 

(41.15) 

7922407 

(52.98) 

82906  

(0.55) 

794829  

(5.31) 

14954500 

(100) 

Employer’s 

households 

463022 

(1.16) 

36816846 

(92.55) 

72031  

(0.18) 

2428585  

(6.10) 

39780485 

(100) 

Others 739325  

(1.70)  

40504728 

(93.37) 

67803  

(0.16) 

2071325  

(4.77) 

43383182 

(100) 

2022-

23 

Proprietary male 22600279 

(2.45) 

871438760 

(94.30) 

243958 

(0.03) 

29862634  

(3.23) 

924145631 

(100) 

Proprietary 

female 

763772 

(4.74) 

14721285 

(91.28) 

0 642566  

(3.98) 

16127623 

(100) 

Partnership same 

household 

606676 

(27.49) 

1450060 

(65.70) 

42089  

(1.91) 

108237  

(4.90) 

2207062 

(100) 

Partnership 

different 

household 

4055289 

(32.68) 

8014692 

(64.59) 

0 339538  

(2.74) 

12409519 

(100) 
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Years Enterprise Type Contributors Non-

contributors  

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

Government/local 

body 

115230168 

(64.87) 

57870247 

(32.58) 

729671 

(0.41) 

3809589  

(2.14) 

177639674 

(100) 

Public Sector 

Enterprises 

6893905 

(58.66) 

4717938 

(40.14) 

61121  

(0.52) 

79843  

(0.68) 

11752807 

(100) 

Autonomous 

Bodies 

1852539 

(44.11) 

2197259 

(52.31) 

70606  

(1.68) 

79886  

(1.90) 

4200291 

(100) 

Public/Private 

limited company 

145518440 

(69.09) 

63175471  

(30) 

952344 

(0.45) 

968955  

(0.46) 

210615209 

(100) 

Co-operative 

societies 

1752079 

(33.58) 

3253329 

(62.35) 

38827  

(0.74) 

173494  

(3.33) 

5217728 

(100) 

Trust/other non-

profit institutions 

8012077 

(42.88) 

10189960 

(54.54) 

45548  

(0.24) 

436643  

(2.34) 

18684229 

(100) 

Employer’s 

households 

234077 

(0.59) 

36930806 

(93.44) 

0 2357063  

(5.96) 

39521946 

(100) 

Others 275806 

(1.04) 

24890369 

(93.93) 

23237  

(0.09) 

1310631  

(4.95) 

26500043 

(100) 
Source: Authors own calculation.  

Table 17 illustrates the distribution of contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners 

across different enterprise types from 2017-18 to 2022-23, shedding light on employment conditions 

and benefits in various sectors. 

• Proprietary Enterprises: In male proprietorship, the Contributors decreased from 4.70 per 

cent in 2017-18 to 2.45 per cent in 2022-23. Non-contributors remained high (over 93per 

cent), indicating a lack of formal employment. Pensioners are minimal (around 0.03 per cent 

to 0.07 per cent), suggesting that few employees in this sector retire with pension benefits. 

Non-pensioners account for the majority of the workforce, highlighting a reliance on informal 

or unregulated employment. Similar trends with slight fluctuations, but consistently high non-

contributor rates are found female proprietorships. Pensioners remain low, further indicating 

job insecurity. 

• Partnerships: In same household, the Contributors increased significantly (up to 27.49 per 

cent in 2022-23), while pensioners remain absent (0 per cent). Non-contributors make up a 

significant portion, but there’s potential for future pension growth if these partnerships 

formalize. A steady contributor base with few pensioners are observed in partnership with 
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different household. The presence of non-pensioners suggests ongoing challenges in job 

security. 

• Government and Public Sector: The Government/Local Body maintains high contributor 

rates (around 62-64 per cent). Pensioners are relatively more significant, reflecting stability 

in government employment that often provides retirement benefits. Non-pensioners are lower, 

indicating many employees are in positions that may not offer long-term benefits. In Public 

Sector Enterprises, the Contributor percentages hover around 50-60 per cent, with a growing 

number of pensioners compared to proprietary sectors, indicating more structured retirement 

plans. 

• Autonomous Bodies: Contributors vary but remain below 50 per cent. Pensioners are present 

but not as significant, reflecting a need for more robust retirement benefits in this sector. 

• Public/Private Limited Companies: Contributions increased from 54.31 per cent in 2017-

18 to 69.09 per cent by 2022-23. This sector shows a growing number of pensioners, 

suggesting a trend towards formal employment that includes retirement benefits. Non-

pensioners are decreasing, indicating improvements in employee retention and benefits. 

• Co-operative Societies and Non-profits: Generally low contributor rates and a small 

percentage of pensioners, indicating job instability and less access to retirement benefits. 

• Employer's Households and Others: These categories show very low contributor 

percentages and minimal pensioner representation, emphasizing the precarious nature of jobs 

and the lack of retirement security. 

The analysis indicates a clear trend toward better job security and benefits in sectors like public and 

private limited companies, where both contributor rates and the number of pensioners has increased. 

In contrast, proprietary and informal sectors demonstrate declining contributor rates, minimal pension 
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coverage, and high percentages of non-pensioners, highlighting ongoing challenges in job security 

and access to retirement benefits.  

Table 18: Estimates of Industry-wise Distribution 

Years NIC 2008 Class Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2017-

18 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Agriculture 29085390 

(14.42) 

169388274 

(83.97) 

80786 

(0.04) 

3171040 

(1.57) 

201725489 

(100) 

Manufacturing 56214923 

(24.12) 

170403981 

(73.11) 

773477 

(0.33) 

5680794 

(2.44) 

233073174 

(100) 

Electricity 6498956 

(62.98  ) 

3676106 

(35.63  ) 

1820  

(0.02  ) 

141427 

(1.37  ) 

10318309 

(100) 

Water supply 3331260 

(45.05  ) 

3801633 

(51.41  ) 

121319 

(1.64  ) 

140238 

(1.90  ) 

7394451 

(100) 

Construction 10169005 

(2.85  ) 

335529557 

(94.09  ) 

235648 

(0.07  ) 

10654984 

(2.99  ) 

356589194 

(100) 

Wholesale 16388819 

(15.96  ) 

83737376 

(81.55  ) 

139419 

(0.14  ) 

2421975 

(2.36  ) 

102687588 

(100) 

Transportation 21741269 

(20.52  ) 

82534413 

(77.90  ) 

231900 

(0.22  ) 

1439542 

(1.36  ) 

105947124 

(100) 

Accommodation & food 3303393 

(10.24  ) 

27996277 

(86.81  ) 

0 949292 

(2.94  ) 

32248963 

(100) 

Information & 

Communication 

14266429 

(66.80  ) 

6808408 

(31.88  ) 

104549 

(0.49  ) 

176660 

(0.83  ) 

21356046 

(100) 

Financial services 15315407 

(66.77  ) 

7285244 

(31.76  ) 

54931 

(0.24  ) 

281310 

(1.23  ) 

22936892 

(100) 

Real Estate 1176228 

(44.28  ) 

1477036 

(55.60  ) 

0 3282  

(0.12  ) 

2656546 

(100) 

Legal & Accounting 

services 

7807756 

(58.09  ) 

5430174 

(40.40  ) 

4191  

(0.03  ) 

199819 

(1.49  ) 

13441940 

(100) 

Administration 11671156 

(37.09  ) 

18682981 

(59.38  ) 

223819 

(0.71  ) 

885548 

(2.81  ) 

31463504 

(100) 

Public Administration 

(Pensions) 

40332719 

(69.85  ) 

16496214 

(28.57  ) 

313379 

(0.54  ) 

600113 

(1.04  ) 

57742425 

(100) 

Education 47441274 

(59.80  ) 

30618819 

(38.60  ) 

434307 

(0.55  ) 

839181 

(1.06  ) 

79333581 

(100) 

Health 11349786 

(50.81  ) 

10615449 

(47.53  ) 

42068 

(0.19  ) 

328452 

(1.47  ) 

22335755 

(100)  
Arts 671475 

(11.36  ) 

4804613 

(81.26  ) 

0 436564 

(7.38  ) 

5912652 

(100) 

Service Activities 2780458 

(11.25  ) 

20578830 

(83.23  ) 

66831 

(0.27  ) 

1299266 

(5.25  ) 

24725385 

(100) 

Household activities 1255490 

(4.40  ) 

24800981 

(86.90  ) 

26688 

(0.09  ) 

2456644 

(8.61  ) 

28539804 

(100) 

Extra territorial 

organization  

30460  

(48.02  ) 

32977  

(51.98  ) 

0 0 63438 

(100) 

2018-

19 

 

 

 

 

Agriculture 28412494 

(15.36  ) 

154179567 

(83.35  ) 

22913 

(0.01  ) 

2363178 

(1.28  ) 

184978152 

(100) 

Manufacturing 61989123 

(26.41  ) 

166251176 

(70.84  ) 

806695 

(0.34  ) 

5627667 

(2.40  ) 

234674662 

(100) 

Electricity 5958686 

(62.48  ) 

3521657 

(36.93  ) 

17721 

(0.19  ) 

38255  

(0.40  ) 

9536320 

(100) 
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Years NIC 2008 Class Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Water supply 2346218 

(41.53  ) 

3081631 

(54.54  ) 

14887 

(0.26  ) 

207253 

(3.67  ) 

5649989 

(100) 

Construction 12510591 

(3.34  ) 

351113821 

(93.69  ) 

34898 

(0.01  ) 

11087635 

(2.96  ) 

374746944 

(100) 

Wholesale 21282429 

(19.22  ) 

87032482 

(78.58  ) 

123935 

(0.11  ) 

2315183 

(2.09  ) 

110754030 

(100) 

Transportation 23566687 

(21.83  ) 

82641932 

(76.55  ) 

302090 

(0.28  ) 

1440776 

(1.33  ) 

107951485 

(100) 

Accommodation & food 4568350 

(13.12  ) 

29290380 

(84.13  ) 

205480 

(0.59  ) 

752018 

(2.16  ) 

34816228 

(100) 

Information & 

Communication 

15063496 

(72.25  ) 

5552250 

(26.63  ) 

108574 

(0.52  ) 

123923 

(0.59  ) 

20848242 

(100) 

Financial services 15559720 

(64.42  ) 

8239513 

(34.11  ) 

122691 

(0.51  ) 

231989 

(0.96  ) 

24153914 

(100) 

Real Estate 960440 

(35.21  ) 

1564932 

(57.37  ) 

0 202192 

(7.41  ) 

2727565 

(100) 

Legal & Accounting 

services 

8583590 

(59.32  ) 

5601840 

(38.71  ) 

163680 

(1.13  ) 

120673 

(0.83  ) 

14469783 

(100) 

Administration 12256300 

(40.16  ) 

17160249 

(56.02  ) 

254969 

(0.83  ) 

957091 

(3.12  ) 

30628608 

(100) 

Public Administration 

(Pensions) 

41414104 

(69.07  ) 

17889426 

(29.83  ) 

177220 

(0.30  ) 

482587 

(0.80  ) 

59963336 

(100) 

Education 44768007 

(58.66  ) 

29970654 

(39.27  ) 

315124 

(0.41  ) 

1266886 

(1.66  ) 

76320670 

(100) 

Health 12636077 

(50.92  ) 

11254191 

(45.36  ) 

419981 

(1.69  ) 

502960 

(2.03  ) 

24813209 

(100) 

Arts 916635 

(16.44  ) 

4390558 

(78.72  ) 

0 269983 

(4.84  ) 

5577175 

(100) 

Service Activities 3612793 

(14.86  ) 

19631419 

(80.77  ) 

25966 

(0.11  ) 

1036193 

(4.26  ) 

24306370 

(100) 

Household activities 1663886 

(5.40  ) 

27129052 

(88.05  ) 

3852 (0.01  

) 

2015368 

(6.54  ) 

30812158 

(100) 

Extra territorial 

organization  

0 0 0 0 0 

 

Agriculture 35160498 

(14.76  ) 

200286288 

(84.10  ) 

64254 

(0.03  ) 

2654962 

(1.11  ) 

238166003 

(100) 

Manufacturing 58540879 

(25.87  ) 

162577219 

(71.86  ) 

564404 

(0.25  ) 

4566069 

(2.02  ) 

226248571 

(100) 

Electricity 6353322 

(57.54  ) 

4568219 

(41.37  ) 

28493 

(0.26  ) 

91388  

(0.83  ) 

11041423 

(100) 

Water supply 4155962 

(47.97  ) 

4421895 

(51.04  ) 

0 86189  

(0.99  ) 

8664046 

(100) 

Construction 15478942 

(4.07  ) 

355046491 

(93.27  ) 

99797 

(0.03  ) 

10042434 

(2.64  ) 

380667665 

(100) 

Wholesale 28962600 

(19.82  ) 

113690224 

(77.79  ) 

126876 

(0.09  ) 

3366199 

(2.30  ) 

146145900 

(100) 

Transportation 23965554 

(22.41  ) 

81381717 

(76.09  ) 

262494 

(0.25  ) 

1339588 

(1.25  ) 

106949353 

(100) 

2019-

20 

Accommodation & food 3826756 

(13.96  ) 

22683635 

(82.73  ) 

0 908492 

(3.31  ) 

27418882 

(100) 

Information & 

Communication 

9625737 

(67.39  ) 

4488839 

(31.43  ) 

64167 

(0.45  ) 

104833 

(0.73  ) 

14283575 

(100) 

Financial services 11682252 

(62.93  ) 

6584383 

(35.47  ) 

157297 

(0.85  ) 

139948 

(0.75  ) 

18563880 

(100) 
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Years NIC 2008 Class Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

Real Estate 691459 

(35.99  ) 

1101880 

(57.35  ) 

0 127866 

(6.66  ) 

1921205 

(100) 

Legal & Accounting 

services 

6365449 

(51.99  ) 

5725200 

(46.76  ) 

63275 

(0.52  ) 

88908  

(0.73  ) 

12242832 

(100) 

Administration 8491142 

(32.33  ) 

16298230 

(62.05  ) 

100359 

(0.38  ) 

1377134 

(5.24  ) 

26266865 

(100)  
Public Administration 

(Pensions) 

34133949 

(64.30  ) 

17562919 

(33.09  ) 

610186 

(1.15  ) 

775889 

(1.46  ) 

53082942 

(100) 

Education 38738501 

(60.36  ) 

24322780 

(37.90  ) 

110889 

(0.17  ) 

1003488 

(1.56  ) 

64175658 

(100) 

Health 8734722 

(46.42  ) 

9359584 

(49.74  ) 

145097 

(0.77  ) 

577315 

(3.07  ) 

18816719 

(100) 

Arts 693534 

(12.77  ) 

4658252 

(85.75  ) 

8630  

(0.16  ) 

71819  

(1.32  ) 

5432236 

(100) 

Service Activities 2560962 

(12.07  ) 

17754382 

(83.70  ) 

34353 

(0.16  ) 

862112 

(4.06  ) 

21211810 

(100) 

Household activities 698944  

(5.03  ) 

12564341 

(90.44  ) 

52353 

(0.38  ) 

576946 

(4.15  ) 

13892584 

(100) 

Extra territorial 

organization 

0 4551  

(100  ) 

0 0 4551  

(100  ) 

2020-

21 

Agriculture 36903666 

(17.40  ) 

173546386 

(81.85  ) 

211415 

(0.10  ) 

1369656 

(0.65  ) 

212031123 

(100) 

Manufacturing 62828418 

(27.80  ) 

158269486 

(70.02  ) 

84197 

(0.04  ) 

4855918 

(2.15  ) 

226038019 

(100) 

Electricity 7211612 

(44.93  ) 

3626710 

(22.60  ) 

303386 

(1.89  ) 

4908779 

(30.58  ) 

16050487 

(100) 

Water supply 3513256 

(45.09  ) 

4154070 

(53.32  ) 

3186  

(0.04  ) 

120827 

(1.55  ) 

7791339 

(100) 

Construction 17942385 

(4.58  ) 

373916076 

(95.40  ) 

18313 

(0.005  ) 

48807  

(0.01  ) 

391925581 

(100) 

Wholesale 30499519 

(22.39  )  

94110234 

(69.09  ) 

185709 

(0.14  ) 

11410581 

(8.38  ) 

136206043 

(100) 

Transportation 21091880 

(21.54  ) 

73694731 

(75.26  ) 

137658 

(0.14  ) 

2991214 

(3.05  ) 

97915483 

(100) 

Accommodation & food 3712294 

(12.40  ) 

24603617 

(82.16  ) 

220157 

(0.74  ) 

1410504 

(4.71  ) 

29946573 

(100) 

Information & 

Communication 

15566764 

(74.70  ) 

4251955 

(20.40  ) 

57038 

(0.27  ) 

964063 

(4.63  ) 

20839819 

(100) 

Financial services 17119322 

(72.45  ) 

6390955 

(27.05  ) 

38727 

(0.16  ) 

78711  

(0.33  ) 

23627716 

(100) 

Real Estate 1310950 

(35.38  ) 

1821587 

(49.17  ) 

250565 

(6.76  ) 

321934 

(8.69  ) 

3705036 

(100) 

Legal & Accounting 

services 

6928323 

(63.35  ) 

3621587 

(34.16  ) 

0 51581  

(0.49  ) 

10601491 

(100) 

Administration 9823908 

(40.87) 

13928563 

(57.95) 

106956 

(0.44) 

177731 

(0.74) 

24037158 

(100) 

Public Administration 

(Pensions) 

39476211 

(69.47) 

16020815 

(28.19) 

171715 

(0.30) 

1158140 

(2.04) 

56826886 

(100) 

 

Education 45714466 

(63.98) 

25234836 

(35.32) 

204454 

(0.29) 

300644 

(0.42) 

71454401 

(100) 

Health 12332007 

(51.86) 

10400853 

(43.74) 

354374 

(1.49) 

693942 

(2.92) 

23781175 

(100) 

Arts 763049 

(17.67) 

3055071 

(70.75) 

238189 

(5.52) 

261909 

(6.07) 

4318218 

(100) 
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Years NIC 2008 Class Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

Service Activities 2564022 

(11.60) 

19376932 

(87.70) 

0 153307 

(0.69) 

22094261 

(100) 

Household activities 1587783 

(5.17) 

27846594 

(90.60) 

118578 

(0.39) 

1182652 

(3.85) 

30735607 

(100) 

Extra territorial 

organization  

0 0 65166 

(2.19) 

2907480 

(97.81) 

2972645 

(100) 

2021-

22  

Agriculture 38057968 

(8.44) 

389098898 

(86.29) 

157470 

(0.03) 

23606766 

(5.24) 

450921102 

(100) 

Manufacturing 56083829 

(28.81) 

132893992 

(68.27) 

336251 

(0.17) 

5332623 

(2.74) 

194646695 

(100) 

Electricity 5514739 

(63.36) 

3103812 

(35.66) 

70621 

(0.81) 

15089 

(0.17) 

8704261 

(100) 

Water supply 2329050 

(33.38  ) 

4629614 

(66.34  ) 

7200 (0.10  

) 

12557 

(0.18) 

6978420 

(100) 

Construction 11598721 

(3.52  ) 

307392638 

(93.38  ) 

120016 

(0.04  ) 

10057406 

(3.06) 

329168781 

(100) 

Wholesale 18754648 

(19.46  ) 

75262171 

(78.08  ) 

156152 

(0.16  ) 

2218324 

(2.30) 

96391296 

(100) 

Transportation 19629629 

(23.15  ) 

63152028 

(74.48  ) 

372973 

(0.44  ) 

1641161 

(1.94) 

84795790 

(100) 

Accommodation & food 3262815 

(13.15  ) 

20593243 

(82.97  ) 

19239 

(0.08  ) 

945490 

(3.81) 

24820787 

(100) 

Information & 

Communication 

16264332 

(82.75) 

3272818 

(16.65  ) 

45033 

(0.23  ) 

72150 

(0.37) 

19654334 

(100) 

Financial services 13682045 

(71.77) 

5104183 

(26.77) 

97455 

(0.51) 

181005 

(0.95) 

19064688 

(100) 

Real Estate 740833 

(32.82) 

1488199 

(65.92) 

0 28437 

(1.26) 

2257470 

(100) 

Legal & Accounting 

services 

5454162 

(66.79) 

2420512 

(29.64) 

189747 

(2.32) 

101182 

(1.24) 

8165604 

(100) 

Administration 7884108 

(37.91) 

11865407 

(57.05) 

82815 

(0.40) 

966893 

(4.65) 

20799222 

(100) 

Public Administration 

(Pensions) 

30549527 

(74.39) 

9985547 

(24.32) 

253118 

(0.62) 

278261 

(0.68) 

41066453 

(100) 

Education 33025680 

(61.40) 

19630482 

(36.50) 

283671 

(0.53) 

847933 

(1.58) 

53787766 

(100) 

Health 10283795 

(53.38) 

8654526 

(44.93) 

60648 

(0.31) 

265411 

(1.385) 

19264379 

(100) 

Arts 892054 

(24.29) 

2606631 

(70.97) 

32287 

(0.88) 

141657 

(3.86) 

3672628 

(100) 

Service Activities 3201619 

(16.66) 

14289390 

(74.36) 

2116 

(0.01) 

1723809 

(8.97) 

19216933 

(100) 

Household activities 1380184 

(5.03) 

24112839 

(87.80) 

83869 

(0.31) 

1886801 

(6.87) 

27463694 

(100) 

Extra territorial 

organization 

  

0 0 0 0 0 

2022-

23 

Agriculture 38970543 

(9.30) 

360244516 

(85.95) 

244419 

(0.06) 

19655027 

(4.69) 

419114504 

(100) 

Manufacturing 62447769 

(32.16) 

126558510 

(65.18) 

501414 

(0.26) 

4672136 

(2.41) 

194179828 

(100) 

Electricity 5430960 

(68.98) 

2367215 

(30.07) 

25147 

(0.32) 

50274 

(0.64) 

7873596 

(100) 

Water supply 2732924 

(38.56) 

4292844 

(60.56) 

1623 

(0.02) 

60986 

(0.86) 

7088377 

(100) 
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Years NIC 2008 Class Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

Construction 11568127 

(3.04) 

361520924 

(94.95) 

119868 

(0.03) 

7533566 

(1.98) 

380742484 

(100) 

Wholesale 19535905 

(20.34) 

73834039 

(76.86) 

130676 

(0.14) 

2564843 

(2.67) 

96065463 

(100) 

Transportation 15726144 

(20.16) 

60809430 

(77.96) 

277886 

(0.36) 

1187996 

(1.52) 

78001456 

(100) 

Accommodation & food 3579943 

(13.57) 

21776281 

(82.53) 

0 1029784 

(3.90) 

26386008 

(100) 

Information & 

Communication 

21431338 

(86.07) 

3352699 

(13.46) 

20453 

(0.08) 

94906 

(0.38) 

24899397 

(100) 

Financial services 11904662 

(74.20) 

3959758 

(24.68) 

116363 

(0.73) 

64184 

(0.40) 

16044967 

(100) 

Real Estate 946498 

(42.69) 

1190948 

(53.71) 

9832 

(0.44) 

70037 

(3.16) 

2217315 

(100) 

Legal & Accounting 

services 

4236754 

(58.04) 

2837460 

(38.87) 

144750 

(1.98) 

81244 

(1.11) 

7300208 

(100) 

Administration 7495086 

(34.15) 

13657750 

(62.23) 

89917 

(0.41) 

702980 

(3.20) 

21945733 

(100) 

Public Administration 

(Pensions) 

32724286 

(72.93) 

11679934 

(26.03) 

210330 

(0.47) 

253663 

(0.57) 

44868212 

(100) 

Education 34252496 

(63.10) 

19070774 

(35.13) 

317687 

(0.59) 

641869 

(1.18) 

54282826 

(100) 

Health 11399371 

(57.18) 

7951905 

(39.89) 

161654 

(0.81) 

423579 

(2.12) 

19936508 

(100) 

Arts 680294 

(23.31) 

2185847 

(74.91) 

0 51917 

(1.78) 

2918058 

(100) 

Service Activities 2460865 

(12.59) 

15662949 

(80.16) 

31141 

(0.16) 

1385223 

(7.09) 

19540177 

(100) 

Household activities 1634986 

(6.38) 

22239800 

(86.82) 

0 1741861 

(6.80) 

25616646 

(100) 

Extra territorial 

organization 

0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Authors own calculation. 

Table 18 provides a comprehensive overview of employment statistics across various industries, 

focusing on contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners. This analysis highlights 

employment stability, access to retirement benefits, and the informal sector's prevalence in different 

industries. 

• Agriculture: Contributors fluctuated, with a notable percentage (14.42 per cent in 2017-18) 

decreasing to 9.30 per cent by 2022-23. Non-contributors consistently comprised over 80 per 

cent of the workforce, indicating a predominantly informal employment structure. Pensioners 

are very low (0.04 per cent to 0.06 per cent), reflecting minimal retirement benefits in this 



127 

 

sector. Non-pensioners accounted for a significant portion of the workforce (up to 5.24 per 

cent by 2021-22). 

• Manufacturing: Contributor rates varied from 24.12 per cent to 32.16 per cent, indicating a 

gradually increasing formal employment presence. Non-contributors remained high (around 

65-73 per cent). Pensioner figures increased slightly but remained low (0.25per cent to 0.34per 

cent), suggesting limited retirement security, with non-pensioners making up a large portion 

of the workforce. 

• Electricity: This sector consistently showed high contributor rates (62.98 per cent to 68.98 

per cent). Non-contributors decreased over time, indicating potential improvements in formal 

employment. Pensioner representation is low but slightly increasing (0.02 per cent to 0.32 per 

cent), while non-pensioners also decreased from 1.37 per cent to 0.64 per cent. 

• Water Supply: Contributors hovered around 41-47 per cent, with non-contributors being the 

majority. Pensioners were minimal (0.02 per cent to 0.10 per cent), indicating limited job 

security and benefits. 

• Construction: A low contributor rate (around 3-4 per cent) highlights a highly informal 

workforce, with non-contributors making up the vast majority (over 93 per cent) Pensioners 

are nearly negligible (0.005 per cent to 0.04 per cent), emphasizing the lack of retirement 

benefits. 

• Wholesale: Contributor rates improved (15.96 per cent to 20.34 per cent), though non-

contributors remain significant. Pensioners remained low (0.14 per cent to 0.16 per cent), 

indicating ongoing issues with retirement security. 

• Transportation: Contributor rates ranged from 20.52 per cent to 22.41 per cent. The high 

non-contributor percentage reflects job insecurity, while pensioners remained low (0.22 per 

cent to 0.36 per cent). 
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• Accommodation & Food: Contributor percentages were relatively low (around 10-13 per 

cent), with non-contributors dominating the sector. Pensioners were absent in some years, 

reflecting a lack of formal employment benefits. 

• Information & Communication: This sector exhibited the highest contributor rates (66.80 

per cent to 86.07 per cent), indicating strong formal employment. Pensioners grew slightly, 

showing some improvement in retirement benefits. 

• Financial Services: Contributor rates improved over the years (66.77 per cent to 74.20 per 

cent), indicating a solid employment framework. Pensioner rates also increased slightly, 

reflecting better retirement plans 

• Real Estate: Contributor rates remained low (35.21 per cent to 42.69 per cent), with a 

majority of non-contributors. Pensioners were minimal, underscoring inadequate retirement 

provisions. 

• Legal & Accounting Services: Contributor rates hovered around 58-66 per cent, indicating 

a formal workforce. However, pensioners remained low, highlighting a gap in retirement 

security. 

• Administration and Public Administration (Pensions): High contributor rates (over 60 per 

cent) in public administration indicate stable employment, with a notable number of 

pensioners (0.54 per cent to 1.15 per cent). 

• Education: Contributor rates fluctuated around 58-63 per cent, with pensioners increasing 

slightly (0.29 per cent to 0.59 per cent), suggesting gradual improvements in retirement 

benefits. 

• Health: Contributor percentages ranged from 46.42 per cent to 57.18 per cent, with a small 

increase in pensioners (0.19 per cent to 0.81 per cent), indicating a growing concern for 

retirement security. 



129 

 

• Arts and Service Activities: Both sectors showed low contributor rates (11.36 per cent to 

24.29 per cent), with high non-contributor percentages. Pensioners remained low, reflecting 

job instability and lack of retirement benefits 

• Household Activities: This sector exhibited the lowest contributor percentages (4.40 per cent 

to 6.38 per cent), with overwhelming non-contributors. Pensioners were almost negligible, 

underscoring the informal nature of the work. 

• Extra Territorial Organizations: Data is limited, but the organization showed a total lack of 

contributors or pensioners. 

The analysis highlights the stark contrast between industries in terms of employment stability and 

retirement benefits. Sectors like electricity, information & communication, and financial services 

exhibit stronger formal employment and pension coverage. In contrast, agriculture, construction, and 

household activities show high rates of non-contributors and minimal pension access, underscoring 

the challenges of job insecurity and retirement planning in these sectors. Addressing these disparities 

is crucial for enhancing employment conditions and ensuring equitable access to retirement benefits 

across all industries. 

Table 19: Estimates of Occupation-wise Distribution 

Years NCO 2015 

Groups 

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2017-

18 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Managers 37702499 

(52.71  ) 

32418085 

(45.32  ) 

540681 

(0.76  ) 

864604 

(1.21  ) 

71525869 

(100) 

Professionals 43560334 

(59.65  ) 

27892666 

(38.20  ) 

397054 

(0.54  ) 

1173293 

(1.61  ) 

73023346 

(100) 

Technicians 50462416 

(64.49  ) 

26837645 

(34.30  ) 

225901 

(0.29  ) 

721960 

(0.92  ) 

78247923 

(100) 

Clerks 30496292 

(60.13  ) 

19161884 

(37.78  ) 

127120 

(0.25  ) 

928958 

(1.83  ) 

50714255 

(100) 

Service workers 32262789 

(23.08  ) 

102860006 

(73.60  ) 

255811 

(0.18  ) 

4384542 

(3.14  ) 

139763149 

(100) 

Skilled 

agriculture 

19581293 

(17.15  ) 

93563883 

(81.96  ) 

35309 

(0.03  ) 

972127 

(0.85  ) 

114152612 

(100) 

Craft 28563262 

(11.55  ) 

212766475 

(86.06  ) 

150708 

(0.06  ) 

5747601 

(2.32  ) 

247228046 

(100) 

Plant & 

machine 

operator 

27726776 

(20.63  ) 

104621768 

(77.85  ) 

262684 

(0.20  ) 

1770306 

(1.32  ) 

134381535 

(100) 
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Years NCO 2015 

Groups 

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

Elementary 

Occupations 

30390217 

(6.74  ) 

404068726 

(89.63  ) 

859863 

(0.19  ) 

15476190 

(3.43  ) 

450794996 

(100) 

Not classified by 

occupation 

85776  

(12.99  ) 

508205  

(76.94  ) 

0 66547 

(10.07  ) 

660528 

(100) 

2018-

29 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Managers 39971462 

(50.28  ) 

38217402 

(48.07  ) 

507385 

(0.64  ) 

802692 

(1.01  ) 

79498942 

(100) 

Professionals 45433886 

(63.22  ) 

24883881 

(34.62  ) 

481825 

(0.67  ) 

1070108 

(1.49  ) 

71869700 

(100) 

Technicians 48102919 

(62.18  ) 

28473104 

(36.80  ) 

228925 

(0.30  ) 

557715 

(0.72  ) 

77362663 

(100) 

Clerks 31414226 

(59.33  ) 

20079491 

(37.92  ) 

334625 

(0.63  ) 

1117841 

(2.11  ) 

52946182 

(100) 

Service workers 41257497 

(27.43  ) 

105476144 

(70.12  ) 

430832 

(0.29  ) 

3251442 

(2.16  ) 

150415915 

(100) 

Skilled 

agriculture 

19957029 

(17.82  ) 

91212843 

(81.44  ) 

21864 

(0.02  ) 

802430 

(0.72  ) 

111994166 

(100) 

Craft 30456517 

(11.50  ) 

227020628 

(85.74  ) 

450623 

(0.17  ) 

6840358 

(2.58  ) 

264768126 

(100) 

Plant & 

machine 

operator 

29843842 

(21.90  ) 

104139190 

(76.41  ) 

185593 

(0.14  ) 

2116790 

(1.55  ) 

136285415 

(100) 

Elementary 

Occupations 

31463808 

(7.28  ) 

385905790 

(89.27  ) 

465638 

(0.11  ) 

14474324 

(3.35  ) 

432309560 

(100) 

Not classified by 

occupation 

153726 

(55.26  ) 

102307  

(36.78  ) 

13427 

(4.83  ) 

8712  

(3.13  ) 

278172 

(100) 

2019-

20  

Managers 35107226 

(41.83  ) 

47695139 

(56.83  ) 

369731 

(0.44  ) 

749754 

(0.89  ) 

83921851 

(100) 

Professionals 39744510 

(60.53  ) 

24487304 

(37.30  ) 

348524 

(0.53  ) 

1075976 

(1.64  ) 

65656314 

(100) 

Technicians 39634655 

(60.55  ) 

24582772 

(37.56  ) 

258192 

(0.39  ) 

980716 

(1.50  ) 

65456335 

(100) 

Clerks 28028856 

(58.68  ) 

18421823 

(38.57  ) 

614420 

(1.29  ) 

699660 

(1.46  ) 

47764759 

(100) 

Service workers 32739819 

(25.84  ) 

90454429 

(71.40  ) 

179403 

(0.14  ) 

3319053 

(2.62  ) 

126692704 

(100) 

 

Skilled 

agriculture 

25654437 

(17.53  ) 

120054810 

(82.05  ) 

45744 

(0.03  ) 

559406 

(0.38  ) 

146314397 

(100) 

Craft 28606323 

(10.98  ) 

226006285 

(86.77  ) 

200806 

(0.08  ) 

5660547 

(2.17  ) 

260473960 

(100) 

Plant & 

machine 

operator 

28817227 

(21.09  ) 

105676947 

(77.35  ) 

209586 

(0.15  ) 

1913257 

(1.40  ) 

136617017 

(100) 

Elementary 

Occupations 

38115048 

(8.25  ) 

410037496 

(88.71  ) 

283946 

(0.06  ) 

13780832 

(2.98  ) 

462217321 

(100) 

Not classified by 

occupation  

74701  

(91.05  ) 

7339  

(8..95  ) 

0 0 82040 

(100) 

2020-

21 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Managers 39502672 

(49.07  ) 

39890376 

(49.55  ) 

275601 

(0.34  ) 

838606 

(1.04  ) 

80507255 

(100) 

Professionals 54981082 

(67.73  ) 

24463787 

(30.13  ) 

629077 

(0.77  ) 

1107721 

(1.36  ) 

81181665 

(100) 

Technicians 44530848 

(66.24  ) 

21525244 

(32.02  ) 

370265 

(0.55  ) 

803098 

(1.19  ) 

67229455 

(100) 

Clerks 29537637 

(64.24  ) 

15132515 

(32.91  ) 

265996 

(0.58  ) 

1046945 

(2.28  ) 

45983094 

(100) 
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Years NCO 2015 

Groups 

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

 

  

Service workers 37584713 

(27.84  ) 

93871758 

(69.53  ) 

145908 

(0.11  ) 

3402466 

(2.52  ) 

135004845 

(100) 

Skilled 

agriculture 

27763809 

(20.45  ) 

106269224 

(78.28  ) 

0 1723533 

(1.27  ) 

135756567 

(100) 

Craft 34998346 

(12.73  ) 

231988853 

(84.41  ) 

222079 

(0.08  ) 

7612768 

(2.77  ) 

274822047 

(100) 

Plant & 

machine 

operator 

31787376 

(23.83  ) 

99165244 

(74.36  ) 

292533 

(0.22  ) 

2121721 

(1.59  ) 

133366873 

(100) 

Elementary 

Occupations 

36580764 

(7.97  ) 

406723824 

(88.60  ) 

359779 

(0.08  ) 

15379955 

(3.35  ) 

459044322 

(100) 

Not classified by 

occupation 

0 2937 (100  ) 0 0 2937 (100  

) 

2021-

22 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Managers 20701800 

(45.93  ) 

23674453 

(52.52  ) 

103974 

(0.23  ) 

596397 

(1.32  ) 

45076624 

(100) 

Professionals 57081571 

(71.64  ) 

20840946 

(26.16  ) 

525538 

(0.66  ) 

1224772 

(1.54  ) 

79672827 

(100) 

Technicians 25481506 

(63.81  ) 

13818968 

(34.61  ) 

153845 

(0.39  ) 

476702 

(1.19  ) 

39931021 

(100) 

Clerks 27832002 

(63.25  ) 

14749411 

(33.52  ) 

348659 

(0.79  ) 

1071800 

(2.44  ) 

44001871 

(100) 

Service workers 34921813 

(26.08  ) 

93777257 

(70.03  ) 

491936 

(0.37  ) 

4723917 

(3.53  ) 

133914923 

(100) 

Skilled 

agriculture 

27263174 

(17.79  ) 

123465948 

(80.57  ) 

17215 

(0.01  ) 

2494703 

(1.63  ) 

153241040 

(100) 

Craft 24090272 

(14.74  ) 

135293975 

(82.76  ) 

80535 

(0.05  ) 

4016736 

(2.46  ) 

163481518 

(100) 

Plant & 

machine 

operator 

22347499 

(20.33  ) 

85469321 

(77.74  ) 

273118 

(0.25  ) 

1853078 

(1.69  ) 

109943016 

(100) 

Elementary 

Occupations 

32359411 

(4.89  ) 

594638471 

(89.88  ) 

293831 

(0.04  ) 

34285749 

(5.18  ) 

661577462 

(100) 

Not classified by 

occupation  

0 0 0 0 0 

2022-

23 

Managers 45517836 

(9.75  ) 

420767826 

(90.14  ) 

227704 

(0.05  ) 

288694 

(0.06  ) 

466802059 

(100) 

Professionals 72939381 

(32.77  ) 

147821123 

(66.41  ) 

573892 

(0.26  ) 

1270291 

(0.57  ) 

222604687 

(100) 

Technicians 6343395 

(65.42  ) 

2764922 

(28.51  ) 

163460 

(1.69  ) 

425283 

(4.39  ) 

9697060 

(100) 

Clerks 3192072 

(34.69  ) 

5014068 

(54.49  ) 

280287 

(3.05  ) 

715625 

(7.78  ) 

9202052 

(100) 

Service workers 13511644 

(3.06  ) 

422258678 

(95.55  ) 

501810 

(0.11  ) 

5658419 

(1.28  ) 

441930551 

(100) 

Skilled 

agriculture 

22818058 

(20.54  ) 

86238615 

(77.65  ) 

1218 

(0.001  ) 

2007380 

(1.81  ) 

111065271 

(100) 

Craft 18368233 

(19.52  ) 

71025791 

(75.49  ) 

219261 

(0.23  ) 

4469848 

(4.75  ) 

94083134 

(100) 

Plant & 

machine 

operator 

4181395 

(13.11  ) 

25434832 

(79.74  ) 

271996 

(0.85  ) 

2007170 

(6.29  ) 

31895392 

(100) 

Elementary 

Occupations 

25031936 

(40.54  ) 

3915973  

(6.34  ) 

485570 

(0.79  ) 

32308079 

(52.33  ) 

61741557 

(100) 

Not classified by 

occupation 

0 0 0 0 0 
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Source: Authors own calculations. 

Table 19 provides a comprehensive breakdown of the workforce by occupation and their status as 

contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners over multiple years from 2017-18 to 

2022-23. Here's a summary of the trends and observations for each category: 

Contributors and Non-Contributors: In the occupation group of Managers, the percentage of 

contributors fluctuated from 52.71 per cent in 2017-18 to a peak of 71.64 per cent in 2021-22, before 

slightly dropping in 2022-23. Non-contributors increased from 45.32 per cent in 2017-18 to around 

52.52 per cent in 2021-22, then dropped. The Professional group showed a strong upward trend, 

increasing from 59.65 per cent to 71.64 per cent between 2017-18 and 2021-22, then decreasing 

slightly in 2022-23. The non-contributor rate decreased from 38.20 per cent to 30.13 per cent, 

indicating better engagement over time. Among Technicians, the Contributors remained consistently 

high, peaking at 66.24 per cent in 2020-21 before decreasing slightly. Non-contributors fluctuated but 

were stable overall, ranging from 34.30 per cent to 37.56 per cent. In the group of Clerks, the 

Contributor rates hovered around 60-64 per cent across the years and maintained around 33-38 per 

cent of non-contributors. Service Workers category had the lowest contributor percentage, starting at 

23.08 per cent in 2017-18 and peaking at 27.84 per cent in 2020-21 and represented a significant 

majority of non-contributors, around 71-95 per cent over the years. Among Skilled Agriculture, 

Contributors were around 17-20 per cent, showing a slight decline over the years and Non-

contributors remained high at approximately 80 per cent across years. The percentage of contributors 

in Craft was notably low, ranging from 10.98 per cent to 14.74 per cent, and it maintained a high non-

contributor rate, around 82-86 per cent. The Contributors working as Plant & Machine Operators 

hovered around 20-23 per cent. Similar to craft, it maintained a high non-contributor rate, around 74-

77 per cent. In the Elementary Occupations category had a low contributor rate, peaking at 8.25 per 

cent in 2019-20 and Non-contributors remained significant, around 88-89 per cent. Lastly, in Not 
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Classified by Occupation, a small group, with the percentage of contributors showing variations also, 

Data here is limited but indicates a very low non-contributor presence. 

Pensioners and Non-pensioners: Pensioners represent a small fraction across all occupations, with 

percentages mostly around 0-1 per cent. The only notable spike is in the non-classified group, with 

percentages occasionally reaching higher values. Non-pensioners dominated most occupational 

groups, particularly in service-related fields, with many categories seeing over 90 per cent of non-

pensioners. 

While the existing analysis highlights the overall variation in contributor and non-contributor shares 

across occupational categories, a closer reading of the PLFS cross-tabulations points to within-

occupation divergence and persistent dominance of non-contribution in certain employment forms. 

This offers scope to identify subgroups where pension exclusion is structurally embedded. Across all 

years from 2017–18 to 2022–23, Service Workers, Skilled Agricultural Workers, Craft Workers, Plant 

and Machine Operators, and Elementary Occupations show contributor rates mostly below 30 

percent, and in some years below 10 percent for certain groups. These occupational groups are 

dominated by informal employment self-employment, casual work, or regular wage work without 

social security indicating that informality rather than occupation label per se drives exclusion. 

Managers, Professionals, and Technicians generally record higher contribution rates (50–70 percent 

in earlier years), reflecting greater prevalence of formal jobs. However, even here, one-third or more 

remain non-contributors, suggesting significant informal or non-covered employment within 

otherwise high-skill categories. This challenges the assumption that skill level alone ensures pension 

inclusion. 

Pensioners rarely exceed 1–2 percent in any group across the six-year period, underscoring the 

overwhelming dominance of non-pensioners even in formal-leaning occupations. This reflects both 

the relative youth of the PLFS-captured working-age population and the limited reach of contributory 

pension maturity and social assistance schemes. Some high-skill occupations (e.g., Professionals, 
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Technicians) show modest improvement in contributor rates until 2021–22, followed by stagnation 

or decline in 2022–23. Lower-skill occupations remain flat or deteriorate in coverage, indicating 

structural barriers that short-term growth spurts in formal employment have not addressed. 

The overall trend shows a gradual increase in contributor rates among higher-skilled occupations 

(managers, professionals, technicians), while service-related jobs remain heavily non-contributory. 

The Non-contributors dominate the lower-skilled categories (elementary occupations, service 

workers). The presence of pensioners remains minimal across most categories, indicating a workforce 

primarily composed of non-pensioners. 

This data reflects the changing dynamics in the labour market, with varying levels of engagement 

across different occupations. 

Table 20: Estimates of Workplace Location-wise Distribution 

Years Location of Workplace  Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2017-

18 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Rural Own dwelling unit 1383346 

(11.12  ) 

10933613 

(87.88  ) 

0 125236 

(1.01  ) 

12442195 

(100) 

Rural Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit 

1254083 

(20.48  ) 

4858914 

(79.33  ) 

0 11779 

(0.19  ) 

6124776 

(100) 

Rural Open area adjacent 

to own dwelling unit 

574442 

(12.21  ) 

3881313 

(82.53  ) 

0 247092 

(5.25  ) 

4702847 

(100) 

Rural Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

479433 

(13.12  ) 

3147042 

(86.11  ) 

18363 

(0.50  ) 

10050 

(0.27  ) 

3654888 

(100) 

Rural Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

2285552 

(15.15  ) 

12379363 

(82.07  ) 

0 419636 

(2.78  ) 

15084551 

(100) 

Rural Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

828452  

(3.60  ) 

20934041 

(90.88  ) 

0 1273071 

(5.53  ) 

23035564 

(100) 

Rural Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

71319435 

(32.64  ) 

138834729 

(63.55  ) 

892348 

(0.41  ) 

7433233 

(3.40  ) 

218479744 

(100) 

Rural Street with fixed 

location 

1105266 

(7.84  ) 

12511708 

(88.78  ) 

0 475341 

(3.37  ) 

14092315 

(100) 

Rural Construction site 1198243 

(0.72  ) 

159948262 

(96.51  ) 

0 4588319 

(2.77  ) 

165734824 

(100) 

Rural Others 1674977 

(2.50  ) 

62612333 

(93.62  ) 

46439 

(0.07  ) 

2544319 

(3.80  ) 

66878068 

(100) 

Urban Own dwelling unit 2047579 

(17.33  ) 

9368626 

(79.29  ) 

0 398984 

(3.38  ) 

11815190 

(100) 

Urban Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit 

1705729 

(26.84  ) 

4556306 

(71.71  ) 

0 92088 

(1.45  ) 

6354123 

(100) 

Urban Open area 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

179670  

(8.59  ) 

1849948 

(88.49  ) 

0 61045 

(2.92  ) 

2090663 

(100) 
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Years Location of Workplace  Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

Urban Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

378507 

(15.42  ) 

2039541 

(83.09  ) 

0 36673 

(1.49  ) 

2454722 

(100) 

Urban Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

9188916 

(30.01  ) 

20856547 

(68.11  ) 

45588 

(0.15  ) 

529517 

(1.73  ) 

30620569 

(100) 

Urban Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

3481626 

(8.66  ) 

34054491 

(84.74  ) 

128323 

(0.32  ) 

2522671 

(6.28  ) 

40187112 

(100) 

Urban Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

198595589 

(41.72  ) 

266606854 

(56.01  ) 

1959675 

(0.41  ) 

8868810 

(1.86  ) 

476030929 

(100) 

Urban Street with fixed 

location 

4524205 

(16.67  ) 

22169286 

(81.70  ) 

0 441087 

(1.63  ) 

27134578 

(100) 

Urban Construction site 2355269 

(2.65  ) 

84603395 

(95.31  ) 

50721 

(0.06  ) 

1755307 

(1.98  ) 

88764693 

(100) 

Urban Others 2175600 

(10.37  ) 

18336928 

(87.42  ) 

3186  

(0.02  ) 

459712 

(2.19  ) 

20975426 

(100) 

No fixed workplace 4014017 

(3.24  ) 

116604594 

(94.16  ) 

31995 

(0.03  ) 

3183873 

(2.57  ) 

123834480 

(100) 

2018-

19  

Rural Own dwelling unit 1124631 

(12.93  ) 

7430026 

(85.42  ) 

0 143098 

(1.65  ) 

8697754 

(100) 

Rural Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit  

633329 

(15.94  ) 

3339655 

(84.06  ) 

0 0 3972984 

(100) 

 

Rural Open area adjacent 

to own dwelling unit 

183466  

(5.44  ) 

3155037 

(93.62  ) 

0 31514 

(0.94  ) 

3370017 

(100) 

Rural Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

501260 

(12.97  ) 

3335325 

(86.30  ) 

0 28110 

(0.73  ) 

3864695 

(100) 

Rural Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

2727496 

(18.71  ) 

11593490 

(79.51  ) 

0 259547 

(1.78  ) 

14580533 

(100) 

Rural Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

925071  

(4.26  ) 

19833543 

(91.27  ) 

6259  

(0.03  ) 

966908 

(4.45  ) 

21731781 

(100) 

Rural Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

62632966 

(29.43  ) 

141445585 

(66.47  ) 

540265 

(0.25  ) 

8183463 

(3.85  ) 

212802279 

(100) 

Rural Street with fixed 

location 

899918  

(8.93  ) 

9020169 

(89.53  ) 

0 154494 

(1.53  ) 

10074581 

(100) 

Rural Construction site 1795448  

(1  ) 

173046130 

(96.70  ) 

20503 

(0.01  ) 

4093645 

(2.29  ) 

178955726 

(100) 

Rural Others 1048422 

(1.90  ) 

52798533 

(95.74  ) 

0 1301132 

(2.36  ) 

55148087 

(100) 

Urban Own dwelling unit 2261644 

(22.58  ) 

7682764 

(76.72  ) 

0 70161 

(0.70  ) 

10014569 

(100) 

Urban Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit 

1692074 

(33.33  ) 

3324338 

(65.48  ) 

0 60112 

(1.18  ) 

5076524 

(100) 

Urban Open area 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

525866 

(30.32  ) 

1208351 

(69.68  ) 

0 0 1734217 

(100) 

Urban Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

469154 

(21.72  ) 

1690414 

(78.28  ) 

0 0 2159568 

(100) 

Urban Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

14209682 

(38.67  ) 

22049453 

(60  ) 

19981 

(0.05  ) 

469933 

(1.28  ) 

36749049 

(100) 

Urban Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

3490277 

(7.94  ) 

38246764 

(86.99  ) 

18124 

(0.04  ) 

2213663 

(5.03  ) 

43968828 

(100) 
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Years Location of Workplace  Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

Urban Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

215428321 

(42.64  ) 

277564281 

(54.94  ) 

2730302 

(0.54  ) 

9473089 

(1.88  ) 

505195993 

(100) 

Urban Street with fixed 

location 

3592280 

(18.07  ) 

15763132 

(79.29  ) 

61791 

(0.31  ) 

462486 

(2.33  ) 

19879689 

(100) 

Urban Construction site 4570124 

(4.54  ) 

93728761 

(93.06  ) 

0 2417200 

(2.40  ) 

100716086 

(100) 

Urban Others 2186735 

(9.30  ) 

20763148 

(88.28  ) 

27413 

(0.12  ) 

543060 

(2.31  ) 

23520356 

(100) 

No fixed workplace 6542627 

(5.66  ) 

106046549 

(91.80  ) 

0 2926350 

(2.53  ) 

115515526 

(100) 

2019-

20  

Rural Own dwelling unit 1162427 

(9.20  ) 

11238577 

(88.94  ) 

0 234647 

(1.86  ) 

12635651 

(100) 

Rural Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit 

2074159 

(18.63  ) 

9022500 

(81.06  ) 

0 34063 

(0.31  ) 

11130722 

(100) 

Rural Open area adjacent 

to own dwelling unit 

357787  

(7.38  ) 

4262309 

(87.88  ) 

0 230183 

(4.75  ) 

4850279 

(100) 

Rural Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

742116 

(16.08  ) 

3851092 

(83.43  ) 

0 22607 

(0.49  ) 

4615815 

(100) 

Rural Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

4260022 

(22.46  ) 

14294149 

(75.36  ) 

0 413599 

(2.18  ) 

18967770 

(100) 

 

Rural Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

825483  

(4.83  ) 

16011000 

(93.74  ) 

66  

(0.0004  ) 

244221 

(1.43  ) 

17080770 

(100) 

Rural Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

64748269 

(28.82  ) 

153203702 

(68.18  ) 

741557 

(0.33  ) 

6006123 

(2.67  ) 

224699651 

(100) 

Rural Street with fixed 

location 

998315  

(9.15  ) 

9561586 

(87.59  ) 

0 356439 

(3.27  ) 

10916340 

(100) 

Rural Construction site 4380868  

(2  ) 

209927529 

(95.72  ) 

20858 

(0.01  ) 

4984008 

(2.27  ) 

219313264 

(100) 

Rural Others 1285146 

(4.01  ) 

29045181 

(90.71  ) 

0 1689237 

(5.28  ) 

32019565 

(100) 

Urban Own dwelling unit 2433866 

(19.14  ) 

9998451 

(78.64  ) 

48007 

(0.38  ) 

234079 

(1.84  ) 

12714404 

(100) 

Urban Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit 

1582776 

(32.84  ) 

3098223 

(64.29  ) 

9100 (0.19  

) 

129343 

(2.68  ) 

4819443 

(100) 

Urban Open area 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

307736  

(8.80  ) 

3126418 

(89.36  ) 

0 64508 

(1.84  ) 

3498663 

(100) 

Urban Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

693192 

(23.72  ) 

2205944 

(75.48  ) 

0 23345 

(0.80  ) 

2922480 

(100) 

Urban Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

12148959 

(29.65  ) 

28489132 

(69.54  ) 

20577 

(0.05  ) 

309272 

(0.75  ) 

40967940 

(100) 

Urban Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

2893658 

(8.81  ) 

28416279 

(86.51  ) 

60060 

(0.18  ) 

1477201 

(4.50  ) 

32847198 

(100) 

Urban Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

193054338 

(40.16  ) 

275913849 

(57.40  ) 

1853434 

(0.39  ) 

9839255 

(2.05  ) 

480660876 

(100) 

Urban Street with fixed 

location 

3110611 

(18.26  ) 

13296745 

(78.04  ) 

53235 

(0.31  ) 

577986 

(3.39  ) 

17038578 

(100) 

Urban Construction site 5021527 

(4.10  ) 

114793453 

(93.66  ) 

0 2753436 

(2.25  ) 

122568415 

(100) 
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Years Location of Workplace  Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

Urban Others 1315301 

(9.39  ) 

12298742 

(87.78  ) 

0 396116 

(2.83  ) 

14010159 

(100) 

No fixed workplace 7350635 

(6.87  ) 

97056613 

(90.78  ) 

986  

(0.001  ) 

2510483 

(2.35  ) 

106918716 

(100) 

2020-

21  

Rural Own dwelling unit 1598493 

(11.57  ) 

11572901 

(83.77  ) 

0 644120 

(4.66  ) 

13815514 

(100)  
Rural Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit 

969759 

(15.26  ) 

5358316 

(84.30  ) 

0 27801 

(0.44  ) 

6355876 

(100)  
Rural Open area adjacent 

to own dwelling unit 

492142 

(10.75  ) 

3966058 

(86.61  ) 

0 121232 

(2.65  ) 

4579432 

(100)  
Rural Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

1016236 

(18.97  ) 

4316929 

(80.57  ) 

0 24696 

(0.46  ) 

5357861 

(100) 

 
Rural Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

4913999 

(23.50  ) 

15464729 

(73.96  ) 

0 532149 

(2.54  ) 

20910878 

(100)  
Rural Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

484473 

 (2.72  ) 

15718287 

(88.24  ) 

0 1610501 

(9.04  ) 

17813261 

(100)  
Rural Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

66642986 

(30.15  ) 

146622782 

(66.33  ) 

596123 

(0.27  ) 

7191884 

(3.25  ) 

221053775 

(100) 

 
Rural Street with fixed 

location 

622196  

(8.20  ) 

6654040 

(87.74  ) 

0 307155 

(4.05  ) 

7583392 

(100) 

 

Rural Construction site 5752295 

(2.26  ) 

242148981 

(95.09  ) 

4193 

(0.002  ) 

6747485 

(2.65  ) 

254652954 

(100) 

Rural Others 2005333 

(6.69  ) 

26232396 

(87.46  ) 

11797 

(0.04  ) 

1742924 

(5.81  ) 

29992450 

(100) 

Urban Own dwelling unit 2620478 

(21.99  ) 

9097347 

(76.34  ) 

14104 

(0.12  ) 

184557 

(1.55  ) 

11916487 

(100) 

Urban Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit 

1378372 

(29.66  ) 

3195043 

(68.75  ) 

0 74081 

(1.59  ) 

4647496 

(100) 

Urban Open area 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

215532 

(18.75  ) 

934109 

(81.25  ) 

0 0 1149641 

(100) 

Urban Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

421506 

(21.80  ) 

1511693 

(78.20  ) 

0 0 1933199 

(100) 

Urban Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

13812519 

(37.34  ) 

22795343 

(61.63  ) 

7633  

(0.02  ) 

373277 

(1.01  ) 

36988771 

(100) 

Urban Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

2785859 

(7.16  ) 

33411888 

(85.92  ) 

91373 

(0.23  ) 

2598498 

(6.68  ) 

38887619 

(100) 

Urban Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

225765915 

(44.81  ) 

266664787 

(52.93  ) 

1994935 

(0.40  ) 

9378581 

(1.86  ) 

503804217 

(100) 

Urban Street with fixed 

location 

2006611 

(15.98  ) 

10033689 

(79.93  ) 

0 512935 

(4.09  ) 

12553235 

(100) 

Urban Construction site 5060316 

(4.25  ) 

111048120 

(93.31  ) 

65632 

(0.06  ) 

2835598 

(2.38  ) 

119009665 

(100) 

Urban Others 1438984 

(11.28  ) 

10826110 

(84.84  ) 

0 495734 

(3.88  ) 

12760828 

(100) 

No fixed workplace 6249370 

(7.17  ) 

78862417 

(90.51  ) 

31174 

(0.04  ) 

1989547 

(2.28  ) 

87132508 

(100) 

2021-

22  

Rural Own dwelling unit 1556880 

(17.86  ) 

6941135 

(79.63  ) 

5193  

(0.06  ) 

213137 

(2.45  ) 

8716345 

(100)  
Rural Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit 

2269209 

(23.38  ) 

7437467 

(76.62  ) 

0 0 9706676 

(100) 
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Years Location of Workplace  Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total  
Rural Open area adjacent 

to own dwelling unit 

487766 

(10.25  ) 

4223457 

(88.74  ) 

0 48069 

(1.01  ) 

4759292 

(100)  
Rural Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

1079967 

(16.42  ) 

5403776 

(82.14  ) 

0 95289 

(1.45  ) 

6579031 

(100) 

 
Rural Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

2811889 

(13.72  ) 

17253767 

(84.16  ) 

7541 

 (0.04  ) 

428662 

(2.09  ) 

20501860 

(100)  
Rural Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

575439  

(3.31  ) 

16117903 

(92.75  ) 

0 684552 

(3.94  ) 

17377894 

(100)  
Rural Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

66470872 

(30.05  ) 

142868591 

(64.58  ) 

795574 

(0.36  ) 

11082145 

(5.01  ) 

221217182 

(100) 

 
Rural Street with fixed 

location 

1404135 

(11.70  ) 

10277092 

(85.66  ) 

0 316490 

(2.64  ) 

11997716 

(100)  
Rural Construction site 3836859 

(1.68  ) 

217958449 

(95.35  ) 

0 6804308 

(2.98  ) 

228599616 

(100)  
Rural Others 2557789 

(4.26  ) 

55175096 

(91.91  ) 

0 2300852 

(3.83  ) 

60033737 

(100)  
Urban Own dwelling unit 3045476 

(27.62  )  

7795683 

(70.71  ) 

0 183390 

(1.66  ) 

11024550 

(100)  
Urban Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit 

1685610 

(24.65  ) 

4925322 

(72.03  ) 

0 227316 

(3.32  ) 

6838248 

(100)  
Urban Open area 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

503020 

(36.14  ) 

826508 

(59.38  ) 

54300 

(3.90  ) 

7952  

(0.57  ) 

1391780 

(100) 

 
Urban Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

527549 

(19.68  ) 

2126936 

(79.34  ) 

0 26433 

(0.99  ) 

2680918 

(100) 

 
Urban Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

13299587 

(37.93  ) 

21177484 

(60.40  ) 

11997 

(0.03  ) 

572061 

(1.63  ) 

35061129 

(100)  
Urban Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

2340582 

(6.73  ) 

29663433 

(85.35  ) 

223015 

(0.64  ) 

2527468 

(7.27  ) 

34754498 

(100)  
Urban Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

219630432 

(44.79  ) 

259170148 

(52.86  ) 

1959409 

(0.40  ) 

9552960 

(1.95  ) 

490312949 

(100) 

 
Urban Street with fixed 

location 

2644638 

(19.03  ) 

10579476 

(76.12  ) 

0 674692 

(4.85  ) 

13898806 

(100)  
Urban Construction site 4731895 

(3.39  ) 

131648511 

(94.22  ) 

15554 

(0.01  ) 

3325430 

(2.38  ) 

139721391 

(100)  
Urban Others 2121047 

(9.45  ) 

19466077 

(86.77  ) 

80442 

(0.36  ) 

765933 

(3.41  ) 

22433500 

(100)  
No fixed workplace 4480669 

(5.38  )  

76198420 

(91.55  ) 

0 2554097 

(3.07  ) 

83233186 

(100) 

2022-

23 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rural Own dwelling unit 1313844 

(12.41  ) 

8957675 

(84.59  ) 

0 317579  

(3  ) 

10589097 

(100) 

Rural Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit 

1574530 

(13.58  ) 

9915606 

(85.49  ) 

0 107750 

(0.93  ) 

11597886 

(100) 

Rural Open area adjacent 

to own dwelling unit 

765875 

(17.89  ) 

3345130 

(78.14  ) 

0 170194 

(3.98  ) 

4281199 

(100) 

Rural Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

1106560 

(18.08  ) 

4990320 

(81.55  ) 

0 22718 

(0.37  ) 

6119597 

(100) 

Rural Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

2722127 

(13.86  ) 

16880033 

(85.93  ) 

0 41068 

(0.21  ) 

19643228 

(100) 
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Years Location of Workplace  Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Rural Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

371707  

(2.91  ) 

11289203 

(88.28  ) 

7286  

(0.06  ) 

1119154 

(8.75  ) 

12787350 

(100) 

Rural Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

65253071 

(28.71  ) 

153471944 

(67.52  ) 

360433 

(0.16  ) 

8209365 

(3.61  ) 

227294812 

(100) 

Rural Street with fixed 

location 

313217  

(3.76  ) 

7341159 

(88.10  ) 

0 677960 

(8.14  ) 

8332335 

(100) 

Rural Construction site 2495870 

(1.04  ) 

233237763 

(97  ) 

28372 

(0.01  ) 

4698389 

(1.95  ) 

240460394 

(100) 

Rural Others 2304748 

(4.27  ) 

48774571 

(90.30  ) 

0 2936689 

(5.44  ) 

54016007 

(100) 

Urban Own dwelling unit 2509169 

(31.70  ) 

5277638 

(66.68  ) 

0 127486 

(1/61  ) 

7914293 

(100) 

Urban Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit 

1801571 

(37.33  ) 

2869158 

(59.44  ) 

0 155865 

(3.23  ) 

4826594 

(100) 

Urban Open area 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

  

164065 

(17.10  ) 

795103 

(82.90  ) 

0 0 959168 

(100) 

Urban Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

702500 

(27.58  ) 

1808657 

(71.01  ) 

0 35742 

(1.40  ) 

2546899 

(100) 

Urban Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

13030664 

(45.43  ) 

15395524 

(53.68  ) 

0 255104 

(0.89  ) 

28681292 

(100) 

Urban Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

2673693 

(7.66  ) 

30153078 

(86.38  ) 

0 2080223 

(5.96  ) 

34906994 

(100) 

Urban Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

222833962 

(47.09  ) 

238210308 

(50.34  ) 

2371723 

(0.50  ) 

9803699 

(2.07  ) 

473219693 

(100) 

Urban Street with fixed 

location 

1634185 

(15.83  ) 

8352058 

(80.90  ) 

42867 

(0.42  ) 

294206 

(2.85  ) 

10323317 

(100) 

Urban Construction site 5783242 

(2.79  ) 

198751714 

(95.73  ) 

56500 

(0.03  ) 

3035925 

(1.46  ) 

207627380 

(100) 

Urban Others 3210551 

(13.20  ) 

20473332 

(84.17  ) 

17420 

(0.07  ) 

621904 

(2.56  ) 

24323207 

(100) 

No fixed workplace 3836014 

(6.55  ) 

53525728 

(91.39  ) 

0 1209276 

(2.06  ) 

58571018 

(100) 
Source: Authors own calculation. 

Table 20 provides a detailed breakdown of workplace-wise distribution across different locations and 

years, highlighting the number of contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners. 

Contributors and Non-contributors: The Contributors are individuals who actively participate in 

the workforce. Their numbers are generally higher in urban settings, particularly in categories like 

"Own enterprise/unit/office/shop" and "Employer’s enterprise outside employer’s dwelling." Over 

the years, urban contributors have shown significant growth, especially in 2022-23 where they 

constitute a substantial percentage (e.g., 45.43 per cent in Urban Own enterprise/unit/office/shop. 
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Non-contributors, typically those not actively working, make up the majority in almost all categories. 

In rural areas, this group often dominates the statistics, particularly in dwelling-related categories. 

For example, in 2022-23, the non-contributors in "Rural Own dwelling unit" are 8,957,675, which is 

84.59 per cent of that group. 

Pensioners and Non-pensioners: The number of pensioners is generally low compared to 

contributors and non-contributors. They are mostly found in specific categories like "Employer’s 

dwelling unit" or "Employer’s enterprise outside employer’s dwelling." For instance, in 2022-23, 

pensioners in the "Urban Employer’s dwelling unit" account for only 0.06 per cent of the total, 

reflecting the trend of lower pensioner numbers in the workforce. Non-pensioners are those not 

receiving pension benefits, often younger workers or those in active employment. Their figures are 

usually larger than pensioners but smaller than contributors. They often represent a significant portion 

of the workforce, especially in categories related to active employment like "Employer’s enterprise 

outside employer’s dwelling." 

There is a notable increase in contributors over the years, particularly in urban areas. For instance, in 

2022-23, the contributor numbers in urban workplaces show significant engagement. Non-

contributors remain consistently high across the board, indicating a large portion of the population 

that is not actively engaged in the workforce. The pensioner population remains small in relation to 

the total workforce, highlighting that the majority of workers are not yet at retirement age. 

This table underscores the dynamics of the workforce, illustrating that while urban areas show a 

burgeoning contributor population, non-contributors still significantly outnumber them. The 

pensioner population remains low, suggesting a younger workforce with many individuals still 

actively contributing. The distinctions between rural and urban settings also reveal differing 

employment trends and workforce compositions. 

Table 21: Estimates of the Number of Workers at Workplace-wise Distribution 
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Years Number of 

Workers   

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

2017-

18 

 

 

  

Less than 6 47957322 

(8.26  ) 

511763287 

(88.15  ) 

448026 

(0.08  ) 

20391321 

(3.51  ) 

580559956 

(100) 

6 and above but 

less than 10 

31060866 

(15.60  ) 

162498416 

(81.62  ) 

213857 

(0.11  ) 

5319490 

(2.67  ) 

199092629 

(100) 

10 and above 

but less than 20 

39367567 

(30.76  ) 

86198127 

(67.35  ) 

191739 

(0.15  ) 

2220106 

(1.73  ) 

127977539 

(100) 

20 and above 160543090 

(53.31  ) 

134404976 

(44.63  ) 

1934223 

(0.64  ) 

4286211 

(1.42  ) 

301168500 

(100) 

Not known 31821095 

(20.98  ) 

116223029 

(76.62  ) 

388794 

(0.26  ) 

3260718 

(2.15  ) 

151693636 

(100) 

2018-

19 

 

 

  

Less than 6 60199002 

(9.34  ) 

566273299 

(87.82  ) 

127334 

(0.02  ) 

18224502 

(2.83  ) 

644824137 

(100) 

6 and above but 

less than 10 

34965364 

(14.79  ) 

195525143 

(82.73  ) 

276960 

(0.12  ) 

5583066 

(2.36  ) 

236350533 

(100) 

10 and above 

but less than 20 

43669311 

(33.74  ) 

83247150 

(64.33  ) 

461186 

(0.36  ) 

2035407 

(1.57  ) 

129413054  

(100) 

20 and above 179983668 

(53.75  ) 

145093597 

(43.33  ) 

2448744 

(0.73  ) 

7322532 

(2.19  ) 

334848541 

(100) 

Not known 22367382 

(24.82  ) 

65448475 

(72.62  ) 

254158 

(0.28  ) 

2051086 

(2.28  ) 

90121102 

(100) 

2019-

20 

 

 

  

Less than 6 64690754 

(9.36  ) 

604941345 

(87.57  ) 

607093 

(0.09  ) 

20578903 

(2.98  ) 

690818094 

(100) 

6 and above but 

less than 10 

41108255 

(17.33  ) 

190846093 

(80.45  ) 

304943 

(0.13  ) 

4959299 

(2.09  ) 

237218589 

(100) 

10 and above 

but less than 20 

33656156 

(31.62  ) 

70915606 

(66.63  ) 

222639 

(0.21  ) 

1635296 

(1.54  ) 

106429697 

(100) 

20 and above 149687546 

(52.08  ) 

132023163 

(45.93  ) 

1295306 

(0.45  ) 

4411711 

(1.53  ) 

287417726 

(100) 

Not known 21732485 

(29.64  ) 

50263604 

(68.56  ) 

376284 

(0.51  ) 

940219  

(1.28  ) 

73312591 

(100) 

2020-

21 

 

 

  

Less than 6 69329312 

(9.94  ) 

605109346 

(86.73  ) 

731746 

(0.10  ) 

22502743 

(3.23  ) 

697673147 

(100) 

6 and above but 

less than 10 

41738393 

(18.72  ) 

175285791 

(78.60  ) 

366208 

(0.16  ) 

5618796 

(2.52  ) 

223009188 

(100) 

10 and above 

but less than 20 

33951430 

(30.09  ) 

75640202 

(67.03  ) 

390654 

(0.35  ) 

2866799 

(2.54  ) 

112849085 

(100) 

20 and above 183989322 

(55.6  ) 

140016578 

(42.3  ) 

1215524 

(0.4) 

5470174  

(1.7  ) 

330691597 

(100) 

Not known 17244916 

(35.43  ) 

30384050 

(62.42  ) 

112833 

(0.23  ) 

934243  

(1.92  ) 

48676042 

(100) 

2021-

22 

 

 

  

Less than 6 70284214 

(9.08  ) 

672278602 

(86.89  ) 

525578 

(0.07  ) 

30665610 

(3.96  ) 

773754005 

(100) 

6 and above but 

less than 10 

27043118 

(9.34  ) 

205617886 

(84.46  ) 

265546 

(0.11  ) 

10514813 

(4.32  ) 

243441363 

(100) 

10 and above 

but less than 20 

31231393 

(28.16  ) 

76538752 

(69.02  ) 

285737 

(0.26  ) 

2844318 

(2.56  ) 

110900201 

(100) 

20 and above 141006438 

(54.89  ) 

110077302 

(42.85  ) 

1129892 

(0.44  ) 

4677328 

(1.82  ) 

256890960 

(100) 

Not known 9024573 

(19.68  ) 

35044388 

(76.43  ) 

163926 

(0.36  ) 

1620887 

(3.53  ) 

45853774 

(100) 

2022-

23 

 

 

Less than 6 73021915 

(9.18  ) 

694484336 

(87.27  ) 

127902 

(0.02  ) 

28132842 

(3.54  ) 

795766995 

(100) 

6 and above but 

less than 10 

28875667 

(10.48  ) 

239468889 

(86.88  ) 

358023 

(0.13  ) 

6934698 

(2.52  ) 

275637278 

(100) 
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Years Number of 

Workers   

Contributors Non-

contributors 

Pensioners Non-

pensioners 

Grand 

Total 

  10 and above 

but less than 20 

33591868 

(30.99  ) 

71272129 

(65.76  ) 

411094 

(0.38  ) 

3110481 

(2.87  ) 

108385572 

(100) 

20 and above 149114016 

(59.81  ) 

95184862 

(38.18  ) 

1497239 

(0.60  ) 

3527093 

(1.41  ) 

249323209 

(100) 

Not known 4555483 

(22.88  ) 

14783365 

(74.26  ) 

8900  

(0.04  ) 

560960  

(2.82  ) 

19908707 

(100) 
Source: Authors own calculations. 

This table Table 21 presents the distribution of workers by the number of years they have been 

employed over a series of years from 2017-18 to 2022-23. It categorizes the workers into contributors, 

non-contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners, providing both the absolute numbers and their 

percentage share within each category. 

Contributors and Non-contributors: The proportion of contributors increases significantly with 

years of experience. For example, in 2022-23, those with 20 or more years of experience make up 

about 59.81 per cent of the contributor category, reflecting a strong reliance on long-tenured workers. 

Overall, the total number of contributors has risen over the years, indicating an expanding workforce. 

Non-contributors tend to decrease as years of experience increase, showing that longer-serving 

employees are more likely to be contributors. The percentages for non-contributors remain low across 

all experience brackets, with a notable low of 0.02 per cent in the "Less than 6 years" category in 

2022-23, emphasizing that most workers contribute. 

Pensioners and Non-pensioners: Pensioners represent a small fraction of the total workforce, 

ranging from about 0.02 per cent to 1.73 per cent across the years and categories. The highest 

percentage appears in the "20 and above" category, showing that pensioners are typically those with 

longer service. The numbers fluctuate slightly over the years, indicating some movement within this 

group as workers retire. Non-pensioners constitute a larger segment, especially among less 

experienced workers. Their percentage is relatively consistent, suggesting that most of the workforce 

remains active and does not yet qualify for pension benefits. In 2022-23, non-pensioners accounted 

for around 3.54 per cent of the "Less than 6 years" category, illustrating that new entrants into the 

workforce predominantly fall into this category. 
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The overall workforce has increased steadily, especially among contributors. There’s a clear trend 

towards longer tenures, as indicated by increasing numbers in the “20 and above” category. The 

percentage of contributors relative to non-contributors shows a positive trend, indicating improved 

participation in pension schemes and employment stability. 

This distribution indicates a healthy and growing workforce with increasing stability, particularly 

among long-tenured employees. The low percentage of non-contributors and pensioners suggests a 

workforce that is largely engaged and contributing to their respective pension plans. 

The exploration of pension penetration within the Indian workforce using the Periodic Labour Force 

Survey (PLFS) data involves a comprehensive analysis of 15 significant variables. These variables 

have been selected based on a review of existing literature on pension systems and labour economics. 

The study introduces four derived categories—contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and non-

pensioners using age and social security benefits as primary determinants. This methodological 

approach not only aligns with theoretical frameworks on pensions but also contextualizes the findings 

within the socio-economic fabric of India. 

Estimation Procedures 

The estimation of contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners across these 

variables over six years provides insights into trends and changes in pension penetration.  

Theoretical Framework 

The analysis can be framed within several pension theories: 

• Social Security Theory: This theory posits that social security systems are essential for 

providing income stability in old age. The findings of this study corroborate the idea that 

improved access to pensions can alleviate poverty among the elderly (Friedman, 2017). 
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• Life Cycle Hypothesis: This theory suggests that individuals plan their consumption and 

savings over their lifetime. The study's findings emphasize the importance of early 

contributions to ensure financial security in retirement (Modigliani & Brumberg, 1954). 

• Human Capital Theory: The correlation between education and pension participation 

supports the notion that investments in human capital can enhance economic stability (Becker, 

1993). 

Key Variables and Implications 

• Sectors: The nature of employment sectors (formal vs. informal) greatly influences pension 

participation. Research indicates that formal sector workers tend to have higher pension 

coverage compared to their informal counterparts (Rani & Fagernas, 2019). 

• Gender: Gender disparities persist in pension coverage, with women often being 

underrepresented in both contributions and pension benefits (Kumar & Patnaik, 2021). This 

aligns with the broader findings of the World Bank, which highlight that women's economic 

participation is crucial for effective pension systems (World Bank, 2020). 

• Marital Status: Marital status can impact financial security and retirement planning, with 

married individuals often having more access to pension benefits due to dual-income 

households (Bhat & D'Souza, 2017). 

• Social Group: The social stratification in India affects pension uptake, with marginalized 

groups facing barriers to access. Studies have shown that Scheduled Castes and Scheduled 

Tribes experience lower pension coverage (Khan et al., 2022). 

• General Education Level: Education is positively correlated with pension participation, as 

higher educational attainment increases awareness and access to pension schemes (Desai et 

al., 2018). 
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• Employment Status: Employment stability directly influences pension contributions; casual 

or temporary workers often lack access to pension benefits (Singh & Singh, 2020). 

• Job Contract: Formal contracts typically provide better access to pension schemes compared 

to informal contracts, reinforcing the importance of labour market regulation (Saha, 2021). 

• Eligibility of Paid Leaves: Workers with access to paid leaves are more likely to engage in 

pension schemes, as this reflects overall employment security (Yadav & Gupta, 2018). 

• Enterprise Type: The type of enterprise (public vs. private) influences pension contributions, 

with public sector employees having more robust pension schemes (Bahl & Singh, 2021). 

• National Industrial Classification (NIC): Certain industries are more likely to provide 

pension benefits, impacting overall penetration rates (Siddiqui, 2020). 

• National Classification of Occupation (NCO): Occupational categories can predict pension 

access, with higher-skilled occupations generally associated with better pension provisions 

(Mishra, 2021). 

• Location of Workplace: Urban workers tend to have better access to pension schemes 

compared to rural workers, reflecting regional disparities in economic development 

(Choudhary & Singh, 2022). 

• Number of Workers in the Enterprise: Larger enterprises are more likely to offer pension 

benefits compared to smaller firms, emphasizing the economies of scale in pension provision 

(Kumar et al., 2023). 

The interwoven analysis of these 15 variables reveals a multifaceted understanding of pension 

penetration in India. By linking empirical findings to theoretical frameworks and existing literature, 

the study underscores the critical need for targeted policies that enhance pension coverage, 

particularly for marginalized groups. 
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Pension and Per Capita Income 

Moving ahead, the paper explored whether having pension is beneficial for an individual or so as to 

recommend whether expansion of pension coverage in India is needed or not. To understand the 

usefulness and benefits of pensions, the study used another variable from PLFS, that is, household 

(HH) monthly consumption expenditure. The relation among pension beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries with household monthly consumption expenditure demonstrates a standard of living. To 

analyse the standard of living, Per Capita Expenditure has been calculated using household monthly 

consumption expenditure divided by household size. To check what difference pension brings to 

standard of living Per Capita Expenditure of pension beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries has been 

compared (Table 22). 

Table 22: Average Household Consumption Expenditure of pensioners and Non-Pensioners 

Years HH Monthly 

Consumption 

Expenditure (in Rs) 

HH Size Per Capita Expenditure 

(in Rs) 

PB* PNB** PB* PNB** PB* PNB** 

2017-18 15936 8832 4 5 4149 2058 

2018-19 15946 9313 4 5 4236 2208 

2019-20 16828 9763 4 5 4473 2313 

2020-21 15981 9897 4 5 4305 2421 

2021-22 17146 10485 4 5 4574 2507 

2022-23 18406 11266 4 5 4957 2746 

Total (All 

Years) 

16747 10027 4 5 4461 2403 

Source: Authors compilation from PLFS rounds; *PB- Pension Beneficiaries, PNB- Pension Non-Beneficiaries 

From the analysis of Per Capita Expenditure (Table 22), it is observed that individuals with pensions 

are spending twice compared to non-beneficiaries. This suggests that with pension standard of living 

of an individual is improved. Also, this highlights the need to expand pension coverage in India so 

that pension non-beneficiaries should also be able to enjoy the decent standard of living. 
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4.1.2 Estimate of Target Population: State-level 

 

Additionally, to India-level estimation of contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and non-

pensioners State-level estimation has also been conducted. Using PLFS data and projected census 

data for 30 states the number of contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners have 

been projected. Table 23 provides the ranks of 30 states as per average number of contributors, non-

contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners over six years.  

Table 23: Ranks of States in terms of Contributors, Non-contributors, Pensioners, Non-pensioners* 

Sr. 

No. 

State Name Contributors Non-

Contributors 

Pensioner Non-

Pensioners 

1 Andhra Pradesh 4 5 4 3 

2 Arunachal Pradesh 27 30 29 30 

3 Assam 15 17 19 19 

4 Bihar 17 6 18 8 

5 Chhattisgarh 20 18 10 16 

6 Delhi 12 19 17 18 

7 Goa 23 26 24 25 

8 Gujarat 7 8 7 7 

9 Haryana 13 16 14 17 

10 Himachal Pradesh 22 22 27 21 

11 Jammu & Kashmir 18 20 21 20 

12 Jharkhand 19 15 20 15 

13 Karnataka 3 9 9 9 

14 Kerala 10 12 8 6 

15 Madhya Pradesh 8 7 5 11 

16 Maharashtra 1 2 1 2 

17 Manipur 24 25 22 26 

18 Meghalaya 28 24 25 24 

19 Mizoram 29 29 28 29 

20 Nagaland 25 27 23 27 

21 Odisha 14 11 16 13 

22 Punjab 16 13 11 10 

23 Rajasthan 11 10 15 12 

24 Sikkim 30 28 30 28 

25 Tamil Nadu 2 3 2 1 

26 Telangana 9 14 12 14 

27 Tripura 26 23 26 23 

28 Uttar Pradesh 5 1 3 5 

29 Uttarakhand 21 21 13 22 

30 West Bengal 6 4 6 4 

Source: Authors own calculation. *Detailed Tables with numbers of individuals given in annexure 2.  
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As per the average number of persons over six years, Maharashtra ranks first in terms having the 

largest number of contributors and pensioners across 30 states. In terms of non-contributors and non-

pensioners Uttar Pradesh and Tamil Nadu respectively take the lead.  

Further, part of analysis is related to the association among variables was tested to understand the 

factors affecting the conditions of pension beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. The Chi-square test of 

association was applied between the dependent variable 'contributors and non-contributors (0 and 1); 

pensioners and non-pensioners (0 & 1)’ and associated determinants, which were identified through 

various earlier published research papers such as (Justino, 2007; Valls Martínez et al, 2021; Rutledge, 

Zulkarnain, & King, 2021; Tamborini & Whitman, 2007). As has been observed, the p-value for each 

variable is less than or equal to the significance level, we reject the null hypothesis and conclude that 

there is a statistically significant association between the dependent variable, contributors, non-

contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners respectively and the independent variables. 

The research objectives to overview pension penetration in India and identify the determinants of 

eligibility conditions for both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries are intrinsically linked. By 

analysing the extent of pension coverage, the study aims to map out how widely pension benefits are 

distributed across different segments of the population.  

Simultaneously, investigating the determinants of eligibility helps to uncover the factors that 

influence why certain individuals are able to access pension benefits while others are not. 

Understanding these determinants allows for a clearer picture of coverage gaps and provides insights 

into the barriers faced by potential beneficiaries. Together, these objectives facilitate a comprehensive 

assessment of the current pension landscape and highlight the factors that need to be addressed to 

enhance the inclusivity and effectiveness of pension schemes. 
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4.2 Determinants of eligibility conditions of pension beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries 
 

In order to understand the determinants that affect the conditions of eligibility and accessibility of 

pensions in India, the logit regression model was run. In the model selection process, it is to be kept 

in mind that the dependent variable is a binary choice variables- whether the respondent receives a 

pension or not or else contributes. A few econometric models, like the logit model that follows a 

logistic distribution, have been deployed to estimate the probability of success or failure. Here, while 

setting the conditions to run the model, an individual receiving a pension has been taken as a success 

and a failure otherwise.  

Accordingly, we have used discrete choice models that reflect situations of choice between two 

alternatives: pensioners (1) and non-pensioners (0); and contributors (1) and non-contributors (0).  

yit = 0 or 1 

A logistic function has been set up to focus upon these probabilities that are modelled as they always 

belong to the choice 0 or 1. The Logistic regression estimates the likelihood of an event occurring. In 

logistic regression, a logit transformation is applied to the odds—the probability of success divided 

by the probability of failure. This is also commonly known as the log odds or the natural logarithm 

of odds, and the following formula represents this logistic function: 

 Logit =  

 

Logit (π) is the dependent or response variable in this logistic regression equation, and x is the 

independent variable. The beta parameter, or coefficient, is estimated via maximum likelihood 

estimation (MLE). This method tests different beta values through multiple iterations to optimise for 

the best fit of log odds. The outcome of iteration value stops changing, and the same is understood. 
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The number of times iterations occur varies for different regression models based on the number and 

types of variables.  

The Odds Ratio (OR) in the logistic regression equation represents the odds that an outcome will 

occur given a particular event compared to the odds of the outcome occurring in the absence of that 

event. If the OR is greater than 1, the event is associated with higher odds of generating a specific 

result. Conversely, if the OR is less than 1, the event is associated with lower odds of that outcome 

occurring.  

4.2.1 Contributors & Non-Contributors of Pension 

 

Before conducting logit regression, the study tested the association between binary dependent 

variables and independent variables using the Chi-square test of association. The table presents results 

from a Chi-square test of association conducted to examine the relationships between various 

independent variables (like Sector, Gender, Marital Status, etc.) and a binary dependent variable 

(Contributor vs. Non-contributor). 

Table 24 below demonstrates the results.   

4.2.1.1 Test of Association: Independent Variables and Contributors & Non-Contributors 

 

Table 24: Chi-square test of Association of Contributors & Non-Contributors 

Variables Non-contributor Contributor Total Chi-Square 

Sector 

Rural 81.32 18.68 100 <0.00*** 

  Urban 63.24 36.76 100 

Total 71.38 28.62 100 

Gender 

Male 71.63 28.37 100 <0.00*** 

  Female 70.45 29.55 100 

Total 71.38 28.62 100 

Marital Status 

Never married 75.88 24.12 100 <0.00*** 

 

  

Currently married 69.51 30.49 100 

Widowed 77.19 22.81 100 

Divorced/Separated 78.9 21.1 100 

Total  71.38 28.62 100 

Social Group 
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Variables Non-contributor Contributor Total Chi-Square 

Scheduled Tribe 64.54 35.46 100 <0.00*** 

 

 

  

Scheduled Caste 81.98 18.02 100 

Other Backward Class 75.14 24.86 100 

Others 61.62 38.38 100 

Total 71.38 28.62 100 

General Education Level 

Not literate  95.27 4.73 100 
<0.00*** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Literate without formal schooling 93.55 6.45 100 

TLC  94.74 5.26 100 

Others  93.94 6.06 100 

Below primary  92.84 7.16 100 

Primary  91.41 8.59 100 

Middle 85.22 14.78 100 

Secondary  76.35 23.65 100 

Higher secondary  63.8 36.2 100 

Diploma/certificate 45.14 54.86 100 

Graduate 38.05 61.95 100 

Postgraduate and above 30.48 69.52 100 

Total 71.38 28.62 100 

Employment Status 

Self-employed/own account 

worker 

78.24 21.76 100 

<0.00*** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Employer 58.09 41.91 100 

Helper/unpaid family worker  73.3 26.7 100 

Regular salaried employee   54.11 45.89 100 

Casual wage labour in public 

works 

95.86 4.14 100 

In other types of work  97.17 2.83 100 

Unemployed 68.93 31.07 100 

Education 69.15 30.85 100 

Domestic duties only   70.63 29.37 100 

Domestic duties and free 

collection of good 

81.68 18.32 100 

Rentiers, pensioners, remittance 

recipients 

58.79 41.21 100 

Disabled  82.04 17.96 100 

Others 76.98 23.02 100 

Total 71.38 28.62 100 

Type of Job Contract 

No written job contract 88.23 11.77 100 <0.00*** 

 

 

  

Written job contract: for 1 year or 

less 

49.04 50.96 100 

More than 1 year to 3 years 36.01 63.99 100 

More than 3 years 18.73 81.27 100 

Total 71.38 28.62 100 

Paid Leaves 

Eligible 27.96 72.04 100 <0.00*** 

  Not eligible 94.68 5.32 100 

Total 71.38 28.62 100 

Enterprise Type 

Proprietary male 95.67 4.33 100 <0.00*** 
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Variables Non-contributor Contributor Total Chi-Square 

Proprietary female 92.54 7.46 100  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Partnership same household 78.93 21.07 100 

Partnership different household 80.66 19.34 100 

Government/local body 31.48 68.52 100 

Public Sector Enterprises 43.09 56.91 100 

Autonomous Bodies 55.29 44.71 100 

Public/Private limited company 39.84 60.16 100 

Co-operative societies 58.37 41.63 100 

Trust/other non-profit institutions 62.96 37.04 100 

Employer’s households 98.33 1.67 100 

Others 96.87 3.13 100 

Total 71.38 28.62 100 

Industry- NIC 2008 

Agriculture 84.47 15.53 100 <0.00*** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Manufacturing 68.41 31.59 100 

Electricity 31.71 68.29 100 

Water supply 50.95 49.05 100 

Construction 94.72 5.28 100 

Wholesale 79.97 20.03 100 

Transportation 75.38 24.62 100 

Accommodation & food 85.83 14.17 100 

Information & Communication 28.29 71.71 100 

Financial services 30.03 69.97 100 

Real Estate 61.87 38.13 100 

Legal & Accounting services 37.02 62.98 100 

Administration 53.65 46.35 100 

Public Administration (Pensions) 24.36 75.64 100 

Education 35.33 64.67 100 

Health 44.29 55.71 100 

Arts 76.43 23.57 100 

Service Activities 84.73 15.27 100 

Household activities 94.1 5.9 100 

Total 71.38 28.62 100 

Occupation- NCO 2015 

Managers 50.72 49.28 100 <0.00*** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Professionals 32.09 67.91 100 

Technicians 33.84 66.16 100 

Clerks 32.58 67.42 100 

Service workers 68.17 31.83 100 

Skilled agriculture 79.65 20.35 100 

Craft 84.57 15.43 100 

Plant & machine operator 74.09 25.91 100 

Elementary Occupations 90.65 9.35 100 

Not classified by occupation 70.59 29.41 100 

Total 71.38 28.62 100 

Location of Workplace 

Rural Own dwelling unit 85.44 14.56 100 <0.00*** 

 

 

 

 

Rural Structure attached to own 

dwelling unit 

80.3 19.7 100 

Rural Open area adjacent to own 

dwelling unit 

85.9 14.1 100 
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Variables Non-contributor Contributor Total Chi-Square 

Rural Detached structure adjacent 

to own dwelling unit 

81.31 18.69 100  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Rural Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

80.54 19.46 100 

Rural Employer’s dwelling unit  95.38 4.62 100 

Rural Employer’s enterprise 

outside employer’s dwelling 

59.82 40.18 100 

Rural Street with fixed location 90.67 9.33 100 

Rural Construction site 98.1 1.9 100 

Rural Others 95.2 4.8 100 

Urban Own dwelling unit 76.62 23.38 100 

Urban Structure attached to own 

dwelling unit 

69.9 30.1 100 

Urban Open area adjacent to own 

dwelling unit 

80.97 19.03 100 

Urban Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling unit 

76.53 23.47 100 

Urban Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

67.15 32.85 100 

Urban Employer’s dwelling unit  92.42 7.58 100 

Urban Employer’s enterprise 

outside employer’s dwelling 

51.9 48.1 100 

Urban Street with fixed location 83.9 16.1 100 

Urban Construction site 95.34 4.66 100 

Urban Others 87.82 12.18 100 

No fixed workplace 93.06 6.94 100 

Total 71.38 28.62 100 

Number of Workers 

Less than 6 88.56 11.44 100 <0.00*** 

 

 

 

  

6 and above but less than 10 79.62 20.38 100 

10 and above but less than 20 60.39 39.61 100 

20 and above 39.06 60.94 100 

Not known 66.65 33.35 100 

Total 71.38 28.62 100 

Source: Authors own calculation. 

This table highlights significant disparities between contributors and non-contributors to formal 

pension or social security schemes based on various socioeconomic, demographic, and employment-

related factors. The data reveals that non-contributors overwhelmingly dominate across most 

categories, underscoring the vast scope of workers excluded from formal social security systems. 

Sector and Location: Non-contributors are particularly concentrated in rural areas, with 81.32 per 

cent of rural workers lacking pension contributions compared to 63.24 per cent in urban areas. Rural 

workers, often engaged in agriculture, informal trade, and small-scale enterprises, face limited access 
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to formal social security systems. Even within urban settings, informal workers in detached or semi-

formal structures, such as those operating in "open areas" or "employer's dwelling units," show high 

rates of non-contribution (76.62 per cent-95.34 per cent). The nature of the workplace also strongly 

correlates with non-contribution. For instance, rural construction sites report 98.1 per cent non-

contributors, and urban construction sites follow closely with 95.34 per cent. On the other hand, urban 

workplaces tied to public enterprises or private limited companies have higher contributor 

proportions, yet non-contributors still form a significant fraction, indicating incomplete coverage 

even within relatively formal sectors. 

Demographics: Non-contributors span across genders with minimal differences: 71.63 per cent of 

males and 70.45 per cent of females are non-contributors. Marital status, however, reveals nuances—

widowed (77.19 per cent), divorced/separated (78.9 per cent), and never-married individuals (75.88 

per cent) are less likely to be contributors, highlighting social vulnerabilities. 

Education: The Education levels sharply differentiate contributors from non-contributors. Among 

the not literate group, a staggering 95.27 per cent are non-contributors, while even those with basic 

literacy (e.g., literate without formal schooling or below primary) show non-contribution rates 

exceeding 90 per cent. Conversely, higher educational qualifications significantly reduce non-

contribution: only 30.48 per cent of postgraduates and 38.05 per cent of graduates are non-

contributors. This pattern underscores the direct relationship between education and formal sector 

employment, which facilitates social security access. 

Employment and Job Contract: The Employment type and the nature of job contracts are critical 

determinants of contribution. Self-employed workers (78.24 per cent) and casual wage labourers 

(95.86 per cent) are predominantly non-contributors. Regular salaried employees fare better, yet 54.11 

per cent still fall outside formal contribution systems, reflecting a persistent gap in coverage even 

within salaried roles. Job contracts highlight the starkest differences. Workers without written job 

contracts report 88.23 per cent non-contributors, while the presence of longer contracts dramatically 
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reduces non-contributors to just 18.73 per cent for contracts exceeding three years. This demonstrates 

the importance of employment formalization in expanding pension coverage. 

Industry and Occupation: Industries such as agriculture (84.47 per cent non-contributors), 

construction (94.72 per cent), and accommodation & food services (85.83 per cent) exhibit some of 

the highest rates of non-contributors, as these sectors are predominantly informal. Even in relatively 

formal sectors like manufacturing and transportation, non-contributors still comprise 68.41 per cent 

and 75.38 per cent, respectively. Similarly, occupational roles such as elementary workers (90.65 per 

cent non-contributors) and skilled agricultural workers (79.65 per cent) demonstrate limited formal 

pension participation. In contrast, professionals and clerks have the highest contribution rates, yet 

non-contributors still account for 32.09 per cent and 32.58 per cent, respectively, suggesting 

incomplete formalization. 

Enterprise Type and Workforce Size: Small enterprises exhibit alarming non-contribution rates, 

with 88.56 per cent of workers in enterprises employing fewer than six people classified as non-

contributors. Larger enterprises employing 20 or more workers show better participation rates, yet 

39.06 per cent remain uncovered, revealing gaps even in seemingly formal setups. 

Access to Benefits and Paid Leaves: Eligibility for paid leave plays a pivotal role in contribution 

rates. Workers without access to paid leave are overwhelmingly non-contributors (94.68 per cent), 

while those eligible for leave have a much smaller percentage of non-contributors (27.96 per cent). 

This underscores the link between labour rights and social security inclusion. 

The analysis highlights pervasive non-contribution to formal pension systems across rural areas, 

informal employment settings, and low-education groups. Non-contributors dominate among workers 

in agriculture, construction, and small-scale enterprises, with over 88 per cent lacking pension 

contributions in some categories. Addressing these disparities will require targeted interventions, such 

as integrating informal workers into simplified social security schemes, formalizing job contracts, 

promoting educational attainment, and providing incentives for small enterprises to participate in 
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formal pension systems. The expansion of contributory schemes and innovative non-contributory 

mechanisms can also help bridge the gap, ensuring that a larger proportion of the labour force benefits 

from social security. 

All variables in the table have a Chi-square significance value of <0.00*, indicating that the results 

are statistically significant. This means we reject the null hypothesis for all tested variables, 

concluding that there is a significant association between each independent variable and the 

dependent variable (Contributor vs. Non-contributor). 

With 14 variables mentioned in descriptive statistics and adding the variable of year to it, the study 

has over 15 independent variables that have been considered in the logit regression model. The study 

undertook two separate models, one for pensioners (1) and non-pensioners (0) and second for 

contributors (1) and non-contributors (0). Using these two as dependent variables, the study created 

incremental models to understand impact that each variable has on eligibility and accessibility 

conditions of pensions in India.  

4.2.1.2 Model of Contributors and Non-Contributors 

 

Contri_NonContri = α + β1Years + β2Age + β3Sectors + β4Gender + β5MaritalStatus + 

β6SocialGroup + β7Education+ β8EmploymentStatus + β9JobContract + β10PaidLeave + 

β11EnterpriseType + β12NationalIndustry + β13NationalOccupation + β14Location of workplace +  

β15 NumberWorkers + εi    

Table 25: Logit Model of Contributors & Non-Contributors (Odds Ratio) 

 Variables Demographic Socio-

Educational 

Employment Enterprise & 

Industrial 

Years (Base=2022-23) 

2017-18 1.003 1.303*** 1.448*** 1.264*** 

2018-19 1.028** 1.305*** 1.388*** 1.211*** 

2019-20 1.013 1.223*** 1.252*** 1.145*** 

2020-21 1.030** 1.162*** 1.131*** 1.052** 

2021-22 0.9346*** 1.021 1.117*** 1.034 

Age 1.028*** 1.042*** 1.018*** 1.016*** 

Sector (Base=Urban)  

Rural 0.397*** 0.776*** 0.868*** .851*** 
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 Variables Demographic Socio-

Educational 

Employment Enterprise & 

Industrial 

Gender (Base=Male)  

Female 1.072*** 0.861*** 0.672***    0.616*** 

Marital Status (Base=Currently Married) 

Never married 1.012259 0.730*** 0.900*** 0.926*** 

Widowed 0.5292185*** 1.194***    0.955 0.993 

Divorced/Separated 0.5302953*** 0.582***     0.628***  0.726***   

Social Group (Base=Other Backward Class)  

Scheduled Tribe   1.641*** 1.299*** 1.131*** 

Scheduled Caste   1.022 1.055*** 0.993 

Others   1.170*** 1.056*** 1.082*** 

General Education Level (Base=Middle School)  
Not literate    0.272*** 0.609***    0.653*** 

Literate without formal 

schooling   0.283*** 0.836 1.098 

TLC    0.349 0.311 0.348 

Others    0.292*** 0.433*** 0.509**    

Below primary    0.390*** 0.682***    0.716***   

Primary    0.538*** 0.774*** 0.835***     

Secondary    1.796*** 1.314*** 1.182***  

Higher secondary    3.263*** 1.818*** 1.577*** 

Diploma/certificate   6.991*** 3.034***    2.461*** 

Graduate   7.528*** 2.810*** 2.252*** 

Postgraduate and above   8.800*** 2.816*** 2.341*** 

Employment Status (Base=Regular Salaried Employee)  
Self-employed/own 

account worker     0.597*** 0.947 

Employer     0.625***    0.883**   

Helper/unpaid family 

worker      0.617*** 1.074 

Casual wage labour in 

public works     0.311*** 0.230*** 

In other types of work      0.260*** 0.467***    

Unemployed     0.741***    1.317** 

Education     0.532**  0.963 

Domestic duties only       0.656*** 1.238** 

Domestic duties and free 

collection of good     0.594***   1.084*** 

Rentiers, pensioners, 

remittance recipients     0.789*** 1.409 

Disabled      0.617***    1.163 

Others     0.670***    1.267*** 

Job Contract (Base=No written contract)  
Written job contract: for 1 

year or less     2.901*** 1.922*** 

More than 1 year to 3 

years     3.633*** 2.333*** 

More than 3 years     6.379*** 3.745*** 

Eligibility of Paid Leaves (Base=Not Eligible) 

Eligible     10.978*** 8.393*** 
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 Variables Demographic Socio-

Educational 

Employment Enterprise & 

Industrial 

Enterprise Type  (Base=Proprietary male)  

Proprietary female       1.936*** 

Partnership same 

household       2.000*** 

Partnership different 

household       1.978*** 

Government/local body       6.561*** 

Public Sector Enterprises       5.343*** 

Autonomous Bodies       3.012*** 

Public/Private limited 

company       7.380*** 

Co-operative societies       3.009*** 

Trust/other non-profit 

institutions       1.990*** 

Employer’s households       0.369***    

Others       0.748*** 

Industry- NIC 2008 (Base=Construction)  
Agriculture       1.423*** 

Manufacturing       1.447*** 

Electricity       1.726*** 

Water supply       1.533*** 

Wholesale       0.870***    

Transportation       1.004 

Accommodation & food       0.917 

Information & 

Communication       1.177*** 

Financial services       1.136*** 

Real Estate       1.227 

Legal & Accounting 

services       1.287*** 

Administration       1.200*** 

Public Administration 

(Pensions)       1.310*** 

Education       1.067 

Health       1.139*** 

Arts       1.062** 

Service Activities       0.622*** 

Household activities       1.192** 

Extra territorial 

organization       0.062*** 

Occupation- NCO 2015 (Base=Elementary Occupation)  
Managers       1.048 

Professionals       1.115*** 

Technicians       1.123*** 

Clerks       1.174*** 

Service workers       1.089*** 

Skilled agriculture       0.847***    

Craft       0.932**    

Plant & machine operator       0.996 
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 Variables Demographic Socio-

Educational 

Employment Enterprise & 

Industrial 

Not classified by 

occupation       1.979 

Location of Workplace (Base=Enterprise outside Employer's Unit)  

Rural Own dwelling unit       1.359*** 

Rural Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit       1.412*** 

Rural Open area adjacent 

to own dwelling unit       1.487*** 

Rural Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit       1.224** 

Rural Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop       1.410*** 

Rural Employer’s 

dwelling unit        1.471*** 

Rural Street with fixed 

location       1.213** 

Rural Construction site       1.095 

Rural Others       1.048** 

Urban Own dwelling unit       1.307*** 

Urban Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit       1.680*** 

Urban Open area adjacent 

to own dwelling unit       1.254 

Urban Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit       0.916**    

Urban Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop       1.527*** 

Urban Employer’s 

dwelling unit        1.393*** 

Urban Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling       0.958*     

Urban Street with fixed 

location       1.674*** 

Urban Construction site       1.357*** 

Urban Others       1.413*** 

No fixed workplace       1.266*** 

Number of Workers (Base=Less than 6)  
6 and above but less than 

10       1.488*** 

10 and above but less 

than 20       1.750*** 

20 and above       2.553*** 

Not known       1.608*** 

Constant 0.187 0.034 0.036 0.010 

Observations 383616 383616 383616 383616 
Source: Authors own calculation. 

4.2.1.3 Analysis of Logit Regression: 

 



160 

 

The findings from the logit regression analysis provide a nuanced understanding of the determinants 

that influence an individual's likelihood of contributing to pension schemes in India. By examining 

15 variables, the model identifies a combination of favourable and unfavourable outcomes that 

significantly impact an individual’s eligibility and access to pensions. This section expands upon the 

results, elaborating on the implications of each variable while contextualizing them within the socio-

economic landscape of India. 

Key Determinants of Pension Contribution 

• Urban vs. Rural Residence: The analysis reveals that individuals residing in urban areas are 

more likely to contribute to pension schemes. This can be attributed to better access to 

information, financial services, and formal employment opportunities in urban settings, which 

are often accompanied by more robust pension frameworks (Rao & Choudhury, 2021). 

• Gender: The model indicates that being male is associated with a higher likelihood of pension 

contribution. This disparity can reflect broader gender norms and economic participation 

trends, where men traditionally have greater access to formal employment and financial 

products (Kumar & Mahajan, 2019). 

• Marital Status: The finding that married individuals are more likely to contribute to pensions 

may suggest that familial responsibilities and financial planning for the future motivate greater 

participation in pension schemes. Marriage may act as a catalyst for individuals to seek 

financial security through pensions (Gupta & Mukherjee, 2021). 

• Social Group Classification: Belonging to the Other Backward Classes (OBC) category 

appears to positively influence pension contributions. This may reflect targeted government 

initiatives and affirmative action policies designed to improve economic outcomes for 

historically marginalized groups (Kumar et al., 2020). 
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• Educational Attainment: The model shows that individuals with education levels exceeding 

that of middle school have a higher likelihood of contributing to pensions. Higher educational 

attainment often correlates with better job opportunities, financial literacy, and an 

understanding of the benefits associated with pension schemes (Singh & Jain, 2021). 

• Employment Type: Working in a regular salaried job significantly increases the likelihood of 

pension contributions. This reflects the structural nature of pension schemes in India, where 

formal employment is typically linked to employer-sponsored pension plans (Sharma & 

Sharma, 2020). The presence of job contracts and eligibility for paid leave further underscores 

the benefits associated with formal employment. 

• Business Ownership: Individuals with proprietary firms demonstrate higher pension 

contributions, likely due to increased financial stability and a proactive approach to retirement 

planning (Rao & Choudhury, 2021). Entrepreneurs may be more aware of the necessity for 

financial security in old age. 

• Industry of Employment: Employment in specific sectors, such as construction or formal 

industries, is associated with a higher likelihood of contributing to pension schemes. This 

suggests that sectors with structured employment practices are more likely to offer pension 

benefits compared to informal sectors like accommodation or food services, where job 

security and benefits may be lacking (Kumar & Mahajan, 2019). 

• Enterprise Size: Working in firms with more than six employees correlates positively with 

pension contributions. This could indicate that larger firms are more likely to offer structured 

pension schemes compared to smaller enterprises, which may not have the resources or 

infrastructure to provide such benefits (Gupta & Mukherjee, 2021). 
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Implications for Non-Contributors 

The analysis reveals that the opposite conditions apply to non-contributors. Individuals who reside in 

rural areas, are female, unmarried, belong to economically disadvantaged groups, have lower 

educational attainment, live below the poverty line, work in informal or precarious employment, and 

are employed in small enterprises are less likely to contribute to pension schemes. This highlights a 

cycle of exclusion where systemic barriers prevent access to social security. 

The logit regression results provide significant insights into the multifaceted determinants of pension 

contributions in India. By identifying key demographic, socio-economic, and employment-related 

factors, the study emphasizes the need for targeted policies aimed at enhancing pension coverage 

among underserved populations. Future interventions should focus on increasing awareness and 

accessibility of pension schemes, particularly among vulnerable groups, to promote financial security 

and social equity in the context of ageing and economic change. 

4.2.2 Pensioners & Non-Pensioners 

 

Further, similar to the test of association conducted for contributors, the same test has been implied 

to pensioners. The  Table 26 shows the results. 

4.2.2.1  Test of Association: Independent Variables and Pensioners & Non-Pensioners 

 

Table 26: Chi-square test of association of Pensioners & Non-Pensioners 

Variables Non-pensioner Pensioner Total Chi-Square 

Sector 

Rural 95.66 4.34 100 
<0.00*** 

  
Urban 86.63 13.37 100 

Total 90.95 9.05 100 

Gender 

Male 90.14 9.86 100 
<0.00*** 

 

 

Female 93.56 6.44 100 

Total 90.95 9.05 100 

Marital Status 

Never married 84.67 15.33 100 
<0.00*** 

 

 

  

Currently married 89.91 10.09 100 

Widowed 95.1 4.9 100 

Divorced/Separated 96.67 3.33 100 
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Variables Non-pensioner Pensioner Total Chi-Square 

Total 90.95 9.05 100 

Social Group 

Scheduled Tribe 86.27 13.73 100 

<0.00*** 

 

 

  

Scheduled Caste 95.29 4.71 100 

Other Backward Class 93.08 6.92 100 

Others 85.21 14.79 100 

Total 90.95 9.05 100 

General Education Level 

Not literate  98.22 1.78 100 

<0.00*** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Literate without formal 

schooling 

100 0 100 

TLC  50 50 100 

Others  96.55 3.45 100 

Below primary  96.83 3.17 100 

Primary  95.26 4.74 100 

Middle 91.31 8.69 100 

Secondary  82.06 17.94 100 

Higher secondary  80.91 19.09 100 

Diploma/certificate 63.79 36.21 100 

Graduate 57.82 42.18 100 

Postgraduate and above 37.39 62.61 100 

Total 90.95 9.05 100 

Employment Status 

Self-employed/own 

account worker 

94.2 5.8 100 

<0.00*** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Employer 90.91 9.09 100 

Helper/unpaid family 

worker  

85.71 14.29 100 

Regular salaried 

employee   

81.35 18.65 100 

Casual wage labour in 

public works 

98.66 1.34 100 

In other types of work  99.52 0.48 100 

Unemployed 90.91 9.09 100 

Education 100 0 100 

Domestic duties only   82.95 17.05 100 

Domestic duties and free 

collection of good 

100 0 100 

Rentiers, pensioners, 

remittance recipients 

88.46 11.54 100 

Disabled  96.94 3.06 100 

Others 92.75 7.25 100 

Total 90.95 9.05 100 

Type of Job Contract 

No written job contract 96.41 3.59 100 

<0.00*** 

 

 

  

Written job contract: for 1 

year or less 

75.08 24.92 100 

More than 1 year to 3 

years 

61.21 38.79 100 

More than 3 years 40.41 59.59 100 
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Variables Non-pensioner Pensioner Total Chi-Square 

Total 90.95 9.05 100 

Paid Leaves 

Eligible 55.38 44.62 100 

<0.00*** 

  

Not eligible 97.91 2.09 100 

Total 

  

90.95 9.05 100 

Enterprise Type 

Proprietary male 97.96 2.04 100 

<0.00*** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Proprietary female 96.1 3.9 100 

Partnership same 

household 

89.66 10.34 100 

Partnership different 

household 

93.68 6.32 100 

Government/local body 72.77 27.23 100 

Public Sector Enterprises 75.32 24.68 100 

Autonomous Bodies 68.29 31.71 100 

Public/Private limited 

company 

61.68 38.32 100 

Co-operative societies 78.26 21.74 100 

Trust/other non-profit 

institutions 

89.1 10.9 100 

Employer’s households 98.82 1.18 100 

Others 98.26 1.74 100 

Total 

  

90.95 9.05 100 

Industry- NIC 2008 

Agriculture 98.23 1.77 100 

<0.00*** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Manufacturing 89.29 10.71 100 

Electricity 60.61 39.39 100 

Water supply 70.59 29.41 100 

Construction 98.42 1.58 100 

Wholesale 94.77 5.23 100 

Transportation 85.28 14.72 100 

Accommodation & food 96.14 3.86 100 

Information & 

Communication 

52.27 47.73 100 

Financial services 67.01 32.99 100 

Real Estate 93.75 6.25 100 

Legal & Accounting 

services 

52.56 47.44 100 

Administration 81.92 18.08 100 

Public Administration 

(Pensions) 

56.34 43.66 100 

Education 65.4 34.6 100 

Health 66.46 33.54 100 

Arts 90.91 9.09 100 

Service Activities 94.49 5.51 100 

Household activities 98.31 1.69 100 

Total 

 

  

90.95 9.05 100 
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Variables Non-pensioner Pensioner Total Chi-Square 

Occupation- NCO 2015 

Managers 67.8 32.2 100 

<0.00*** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Professionals 63.69 36.31 100 

Technicians 71.81 28.19 100 

Clerks 68.2 31.8 100 

Service workers 92.13 7.87 100 

Skilled agriculture 96.87 3.13 100 

Craft 95.55 4.45 100 

Plant & machine operator 89.04 10.96 100 

Elementary Occupations 97.19 2.81 100 

Not classified by 

occupation 

83.33 16.67 100 

Total  90.95 9.05 100 

Location of Workplace 

Rural Own dwelling unit 97.78 2.22 100 

<0.00*** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Rural Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit 

100 0 100 

Rural Open area adjacent 

to own dwelling unit 

100 0 100 

Rural Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

93.75 6.25 100 

Rural Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

97.3 2.7 100 

Rural Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

97.5 2.5 100 

Rural Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

89.57 10.43 100 

Rural Street with fixed 

location 

100 0 100 

Rural Construction site 99.32 0.68 100 

Rural Others 98.58 1.42 100 

Urban Own dwelling unit 96.08 3.92 100 

Urban Structure attached 

to own dwelling unit 

96.97 3.03 100 

Urban Open area adjacent 

to own dwelling unit 

91.67 8.33 100 

Urban Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit 

100 0 100 

Urban Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop 

94.06 5.94 100 

Urban Employer’s 

dwelling unit  

97.7 2.3 100 

Urban Employer’s 

enterprise outside 

employer’s dwelling 

79.57 20.43 100 

Urban Street with fixed 

location 

94.83 5.17 100 

Urban Construction site 99.21 0.79 100 

Urban Others 97.24 2.76 100 

No fixed workplace 99.17 0.83 100 
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Variables Non-pensioner Pensioner Total Chi-Square 

Total  90.95 9.05 100 

Number of Workers 

Less than 6 97.75 2.25 100 

<0.00*** 

 

 

 

  

6 and above but less than 

10 

93.47 6.53 100 

10 and above but less than 

20 

83.83 16.17 100 

20 and above 70.18 29.82 100 

Not known 85.32 14.68 100 

Total 90.95 9.05 100 

Source: Authors own calculation. 

Table 26 presents the results of the Chi-square test of association conducted to examine the 

relationship between various independent variables (such as Sector, Gender, Marital Status, etc.) and 

the dependent variable (Pensioner vs. Non-pensioner). The null hypothesis for each variable is that 

there is no association between the independent and dependent variables. Conversely, the alternative 

hypothesis posits that there is an association. 

This table highlights significant disparities between pensioners and non-pensioners based on 

socioeconomic, demographic, and employment-related variables. The data reveals that non-

pensioners overwhelmingly dominate across most categories, underscoring the widespread exclusion 

of large segments of the workforce from formal pension systems. 

Sector and Location: Non-pensioners are predominantly concentrated in rural areas, accounting for 

95.66 per cent of rural workers compared to 86.63 per cent in urban areas. This reflects the dominance 

of informal employment in rural sectors such as agriculture, construction, and small-scale industries. 

Urban areas show slightly better coverage, but informal urban workers, such as those engaged in 

domestic work or small-scale retail, remain largely excluded from formal pension systems. Notably, 

workers in rural settings like detached structures, open areas, and construction sites report non-

pensioner rates exceeding 95 per cent, indicating the lack of social security penetration in these 

informal and semi-formal workspaces. 
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Demographics: Non-pensioners are slightly more prevalent among women (93.56 per cent) than men 

(90.14 per cent), reflecting gendered disparities in formal employment and pension access. Marital 

status also plays a role, with widowed (95.1 per cent) and divorced/separated (96.67 per cent) 

individuals being more likely to be non-pensioners, highlighting social vulnerabilities associated with 

these groups. 

Education: The education levels are strongly linked to pension coverage. The data shows that 98.22 

per cent of non-literate individuals are non-pensioners. Even among workers with primary and 

middle-level education, non-pensioner rates remain high at 95.26 per cent and 91.31 per cent, 

respectively. Higher education significantly reduces non-pensioner rates: only 37.39 per cent of 

postgraduates and 57.82 per cent of graduates are non-pensioners. These findings highlight the critical 

role of education in accessing formal sector employment and associated pension schemes. 

Employment and Job Contract: The Employment type and job contracts are major determinants of 

pension participation. Self-employed workers have a non-pensioner rate of 94.2 per cent, while casual 

labourers report 98.66 per cent, indicating the precarious nature of informal work. The nature of job 

contracts shows stark contrasts. Workers without written job contracts report a non-pensioner rate of 

96.41 per cent, while those with long-term contracts of more than three years show a significantly 

reduced rate of 40.41 per cent, underscoring the importance of employment formalisation in 

expanding pension coverage. 

Industry and Occupation: Industries like agriculture (98.23 per cent non-pensioners) and 

construction (98.42 per cent) show the highest exclusion rates due to their predominantly informal 

nature. Even in relatively formal sectors such as manufacturing (89.29 per cent) and transportation 

(85.28 per cent), non-pensioners still constitute a significant majority. Occupational roles also reveal 

disparities. Elementary occupations and skilled agricultural work report non-pensioner rates of 97.19 

per cent and 96.87 per cent, respectively, while professionals and managers, though better 
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represented, still show non-pensioner rates exceeding 60 per cent, reflecting gaps in formalization 

even in higher-skilled roles. 

Enterprise Type and Workforce Size: Workers in small enterprises employing fewer than six people 

report 97.75 per cent non-pensioners, indicating the challenges faced by micro and small enterprises 

in integrating into formal pension systems. Larger enterprises with more than 20 employees show 

better coverage but still report 70.18 per cent non-pensioners, revealing systemic gaps. 

Access to Benefits and Paid Leaves: Workers without access to paid leave are overwhelmingly non-

pensioners (97.91 per cent), while those with paid leave eligibility have significantly lower non-

pensioner rates (55.38 per cent). This highlights the critical connection between labour rights and 

social security inclusion. 

All variables in the table have a Chi-square significance value of <0.00*, indicating that the results 

are statistically significant. This means we reject the null hypothesis for all tested variables, 

concluding that there is a significant association between each independent variable and the 

dependent variable (Pensioner vs. Non-pensioner). 

Specifically, the significant associations suggest that factors such as sector, gender, marital status, 

social group, education level, poverty line status, employment status, type of job contract, paid leave 

eligibility, enterprise type, industry, occupation, workplace location, and number of workers all 

influence whether individuals are likely to be pensioners or not. These findings highlight the 

importance of considering these demographic and socioeconomic factors when analyzing pension 

participation and developing targeted policies to enhance pension access and enrolment among 

various population groups 

 

 



169 

 

4.2.2.2 Model of Pensioners and Non-Pensioners 

 

Pension_NonPension = α + β1Years + β2Age + β3Sectors + β4Gender + β5MaritalStatus + 

β6SocialGroup + β7Education + β8EmploymentStatus + β9JobContract + β10PaidLeave + 

β11EnterpriseType + β12NationalIndustry + β13NationalOccupation + β14Location of workplace +  

β15 NumberWorkers + εi 

Table 27: Logit Model of Pensioners & Non-Pensioners (Odds Ratio) 

 Variables Demographic 

Socio-

Educational Employment 

Enterprise & 

Industrial 

Years (Base=2021-22)  

2017-18 1.328*** 1.513***    1.829*** 1.749*** 

2018-19 1.594*** 1.616*** 1.434*** 1.318 

2019-20 1.145 1.124 1.332** 1.289 

2020-21 1.292*** 1.208 1.164 1.138 

2022-23 1.001** 0.967 1.098 1.001 

Age 0.931*** 0.949*** 0.964***   0.977 

Sector (Base=Urban)  
Rural 0.301***   0.748*** 0.860 0.766 

Gender (Base=Male)  
Female  0.977 1.462*** 1.249 1.358 

Marital Status (Base=Currently Married)  
Never married 1.333 1.030 1.631 2.054** 

Widowed 0.528***    0.755** 0.701***  0.673***    

 

Divorced/Separated  0.304** 0.200***    0.295 0.217** 

Social Group (Base=Other Backward Class)  

Scheduled Tribe   1.816*** 1.336 1.097 

Scheduled Caste   1.158 1.248 1.016 

Others   0.958 0.787** 0.804 

        

General Education Level (Base=Middle School)  
Not literate    0.272***     0.661***     0.619***  

Literate without formal 

schooling   1 1 1 

TLC    0.316***    0.239*** 9.149 

Others    0.342**    0.941**    0.656 

Below primary    0.416***    0.753 0.794 

Primary    0.610***    0.972 0.904 

Secondary    2.192***    1.648*** 1.478*** 

Higher secondary    1.776*** 1.044 0.954 

Diploma/certificate   4.374*** 2.508*** 1.872 

Graduate   4.781*** 2.303*** 1.576*** 

 

 

Postgraduate and above    8.546*** 3.541*** 2.406***    
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 Variables Demographic 

Socio-

Educational Employment 

Enterprise & 

Industrial 

Employment Status (Base=Regular Salaried Employee)  
Self-employed/own account 

worker     4.212*** 8.990*** 

Employer     4.676** 6.856*** 

Helper/unpaid family worker      7.840** 18.126*** 

Casual wage labour in public 

works     6.570*** 5.155*** 

In other types of work      3.133*** 1.071 

Unemployed     2.374 6.023 

Education     1 1 

Domestic duties only       6.133*** 13.230*** 

Domestic duties and free 

collection of good     1 1 

Rentiers, pensioners, 

remittance recipients     4.287*** 9.896*** 

Disabled      1.888 4.255 

Others     6.109*** 14.5637***   

Job Contract (Base=No written contract)  
         

Written job contract: for 1 

year or less     3.489*** 2.154*** 

More than 1 year to 3 years     3.079***    2.374*** 

More than 3 years     6.175*** 4.456*** 

Eligibility of Paid Leaves (Base=Not Eligible)  

Eligible     7.802*** 6.962*** 

Enterprise Type (Base=Proprietary male)  

Proprietary female       1.886 

Partnership same household       0.705 

Partnership different 

household       0.904 

Government/local body       2.864*** 

Public Sector Enterprises       2.040** 

Autonomous Bodies       3.434*** 

Public/Private limited 

company       4.396*** 

Co-operative societies       3.690*** 

Trust/other non-profit 

institutions       0.746 

Employer’s households       0.091***    

Others       0.597 

Industry- NIC 2008 (Base=Construction)  

Agriculture       2.499** 

Manufacturing       1.231 

Electricity       0.990 

Water supply       2.429 

Wholesale       0.991 

Transportation       1.960**    

Accommodation & food       0.935 

Information & 

Communication       3.288*** 
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 Variables Demographic 

Socio-

Educational Employment 

Enterprise & 

Industrial 

Financial services       1.206 

Real Estate       0.720 

Legal & Accounting services       2.009 

Administration       1.536 

Public Administration 

(Pensions)       1.277 

Education       1.385 

Health       1.039 

Arts       1.317 

Service Activities       1.341 

Household activities       10.687*** 

Extra territorial organization         

Occupation- NCO 2015 (Base=Elementary Occupation)  
Managers       0.661 

Professionals       1.083 

Technicians       0.677 

Clerks       0.684 

Service workers       0.761 

Skilled agriculture       0.329**    

Craft       0.978 

Plant & machine operator       0.998 

Not classified by occupation       5.725 

Location of Workplace (Base=Enterprise outside Employer's Unit)  

Rural Own dwelling unit       0.789 

Rural Structure attached to 

own dwelling unit       1 

Rural Open area adjacent to 

own dwelling unit       1 

Rural Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit       3.119 

Rural Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop       0.680 

Rural Employer’s dwelling 

unit        2.541 

Rural Street with fixed 

location       1.063 

Rural Construction site       1 

Rural Others       2.730 

Urban Own dwelling unit       1.594 

Urban Structure attached to 

own dwelling unit       0.658 

Urban Open area adjacent to 

own dwelling unit       0.517 

Urban Detached structure 

adjacent to own dwelling 

unit       1.228 

Urban Own 

enterprise/unit/office/shop       1 

Urban Employer’s dwelling 

unit        1.032 



172 

 

 Variables Demographic 

Socio-

Educational Employment 

Enterprise & 

Industrial 

Urban Employer’s enterprise 

outside employer’s dwelling       0.901 

Urban Street with fixed 

location       0.740 

Urban Construction site       1.339 

Urban Others       1.058 

No fixed workplace       0.462 

Number of Workers (Base=Less than 6)  
6 and above but less than 10       1.920***  

10 and above but less than 20       3.053*** 

20 and above       3.800*** 

Not known       1.971*** 

Constant 9.733 1.051 0.036 0.007 

Observations 9549 9526 9510 9428 
Source: Authors own calculation. 

4.2.2.3 Analysis of Logit Regression:   

 

The results derived from the logit regression analysis (Table 27) reveal critical insights into the 

determinants that influence an individual's status as a pensioner or non-pensioner in India. By 

examining 15 variables, the model captures the interplay of favourable and unfavourable conditions 

that affect access to pension schemes. The findings illustrate a complex web of socio-economic 

factors that contribute to pension eligibility, highlighting both structural advantages and barriers faced 

by different demographic groups. This section elaborates on the specific determinants identified in 

the model, explaining their implications in a technical and academic context. 

Key Determinants of Pensioner Status 

• Urban vs. Rural Residence: The analysis indicates that individuals living in urban areas are 

more likely to be pensioners. This trend can be attributed to the greater availability of formal 

employment opportunities, financial literacy, and access to information regarding pension 

schemes. Urban environments tend to have more robust infrastructures for social security, 

facilitating better enrolment rates in pension programs (Rao & Choudhury, 2021). 

• Gender: The model suggests that being male positively correlates with pensioner status. This 

disparity reflects broader societal norms that have historically favoured men in the workforce, 
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providing them with greater opportunities for formal employment and, consequently, access 

to pension benefits (Kumar & Mahajan, 2019). 

• Marital Status: The finding that married individuals are more likely to be pensioners can be 

explained by the financial planning behaviours associated with marital responsibilities. 

Marriage often drives individuals to consider long-term financial security, including pensions, 

as they plan for family welfare (Gupta & Mukherjee, 2021). 

• Social Group Classification: Belonging to the Other Backward Classes (OBC), Scheduled 

Tribes (ST), or Scheduled Castes (SC) categories appears to positively influence the 

likelihood of being a pensioner. This could indicate the effectiveness of targeted social policies 

aimed at improving economic outcomes for historically marginalized groups (Kumar et al., 

2020). 

• Educational Attainment: The model indicates that both illiterate individuals and those with 

education levels above middle school are represented among pensioners. This finding 

underscores the diverse pathways to pension access; while education can enhance 

employment opportunities, it is also important to consider the role of basic literacy and skills 

in navigating pension systems (Singh & Jain, 2021). 

• Employment Type: Employment in a regular salaried job significantly increases the 

likelihood of pensioner status. This reflects the structural nature of pension schemes in India, 

where formal employment is typically associated with employer-sponsored retirement plans 

(Sharma & Sharma, 2020). Additionally, job contracts and eligibility for paid leave enhance 

this likelihood, indicating a correlation between job security and pension access. 

• Business Ownership: Individuals owning proprietary firms or other enterprises (excluding 

NGOs and employers' households) show higher pensioner status. This is likely due to their 

proactive financial management and understanding of the importance of pensions for long-

term security (Rao & Choudhury, 2021). 



174 

 

• Industry of Employment: Employment in specific sectors such as construction or formal 

industries correlates positively with pension contributions. These sectors tend to have 

structured employment practices that offer pension benefits compared to informal sectors, 

such as accommodation and food services (Kumar & Mahajan, 2019). 

• Nature of Employment: The analysis indicates that working in enterprises outside the 

employer's enterprise (as opposed to informal or no fixed location jobs) increases the 

likelihood of being a pensioner. This suggests that formal job settings are more likely to 

provide pension benefits, highlighting the need for better integration of informal workers into 

formal systems (Gupta & Mukherjee, 2021). 

• Firm Size: Employment in firms with more than six workers is associated with higher 

pensioner status. Larger firms typically have the resources and infrastructure to offer 

comprehensive employee benefits, including pension plans, unlike smaller or informal 

enterprises (Choudhury & Sinha, 2020). 

Implications for Non-Pensioners 

The inverse conditions hold true for non-pensioners, who tend to reside in rural areas, be female, 

unmarried, have lower educational attainment, and work in informal or precarious employment. 

These findings illustrate systemic barriers that hinder access to pension schemes, perpetuating 

economic vulnerability among certain demographic groups. 

The results of the logit regression analysis provide a comprehensive understanding of the 

determinants influencing pensioner status in India. By identifying key socio-economic, demographic, 

and employment-related factors, the study highlights the critical need for targeted policies aimed at 

enhancing pension coverage, particularly for underserved populations. Addressing the barriers faced 

by non-pensioners and promoting inclusive pension schemes will be essential in fostering financial 

security for all individuals as they age. 
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Lastly, the findings of this study are in line with results in past studies mentioned in the literature 

review in terms of variables like gender, age, marital status having an impact on one receiving a 

pension or not. The results from this study are significant in the context of use of the unit-level data 

used and analysed to draw the inferences. It may be recalled that earlier papers did not include a level 

of education, job or work code, enterprise type, and job contract as variables affecting pension, which 

this paper included. Further, the use of a continuous data series for six-year and analysis based on this 

data has been useful to help observe micro-level changes in pension beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries and this aspect definitely adds value to the existing pool of knowledge about the pension 

system in India. The present study, with its use of data regarding more than three lakh individuals, 

proves the point that issue of pension in India most likely to be a phenomenon when individuals are 

formally employed and also that the rising number of pension non-beneficiaries showcases a need to 

bring more people into the realm of pension provision. 

The highlighting point of the study is that the Government of India and respective State governments 

have been implementing pension programmes for unorganised sector workers. Due to the non-

availability of the data related to the mentioned pension schemes, these schemes find no place in the 

data codes of PLFS. Hence, there is also a chance of missing data on all schemes that offer pensions 

to different groups of citizens. Including pension provisions for organised and unorganised sectors in 

PLFS data is vital. The study has found that pension coverage must be expanded to other gender, 

social groups, marital status, general education levels, and types of enterprise & job contracts. 

Although the labour market challenges related to the quality of work, unemployment and gender 

inequality are universal, their specific character and degree of priority differ depending on the region 

and a country's level of development. Thus, a nationwide social security system should be crafted for 

labour welfare.  

In India, identification of beneficiaries is a complex issue. However, no method is likely perfect, and 

identifying targeted beneficiaries for social security schemes has remained a contentious issue 
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globally. However, India's demographic dividend phase will soon end, so India should be prepared to 

provide social security benefits to more citizens than it is today. 

The research objectives of identifying determinants of eligibility conditions for pension beneficiaries 

and non-beneficiaries and exploring potential opportunities for the government to universalize 

pension coverage are closely interconnected. By investigating the determinants that influence 

eligibility, such as socio-economic factors, demographic characteristics, and scheme-specific criteria, 

the study aims to pinpoint the underlying reasons why certain individuals qualify for pension benefits 

while others do not. This analysis sheds light on the structural and procedural barriers that contribute 

to exclusion and informs the understanding of current coverage gaps.  

With this knowledge, the research can then explore targeted opportunities for policy reform and 

program enhancement. Identifying these gaps and barriers provides a foundation for proposing 

strategies to expand and universalize pension coverage, ensuring that a broader segment of the 

population can benefit from the schemes. Ultimately, linking these objectives helps in formulating 

evidence-based recommendations to enhance the inclusivity, reach, and effectiveness of pension 

programs, thereby contributing to a more equitable and comprehensive social security system in India. 

Data and Modelling Constraints 

While the Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS) remains the most authoritative, nationally 

representative dataset for assessing social security coverage in India, including pensions, several 

constraints inherent to the data and the modelling framework warrant consideration. 

The coverage limitations in the PLFS restrict the scope of the analysis. Social security benefit 

information is only available for individuals with status codes 31, 41, and 52 (regular salaried 

employees, casual workers in public works, and casual workers in other works, respectively). As a 

result, large segments of the working population—particularly the self-employed—fall outside the 

analytical frame. Furthermore, the PLFS does not record enrolment under specific government 

pension schemes. This absence means that, even though substantial public investments are made in 
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pension programmes, it is not possible to measure the extent to which these have translated into actual 

scheme coverage among eligible individuals. Data completeness posed challenges. Many 

observations contained missing values for key variables, requiring their exclusion from the analysis. 

This reduced the effective sample size and, by extension, the representativeness of some subgroup 

estimates. Moreover, when converting the weighted sample to a population estimate using PLFS 

multipliers, the figures did not fully align with national totals. To address this, contributors, non-

contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners were estimated using a combination of Census data and 

the formula provided in the Economic Survey. While the PLFS provides repeated annual datasets 

over six years, this design limits the ability to observe life-cycle patterns, intra-individual changes, or 

the persistence of pension coverage and contribution behaviour over time. Consequently, the study 

cannot disentangle whether differences in pension participation across years are due to changes in 

policy, labour market conditions, or shifts in the characteristics of the surveyed population. Hence, 

without longitudinal tracking, causal inference is restricted. Another key limitation relates to 

unobserved heterogeneity, factors that are not measured in the PLFS but could systematically 

influence pension coverage outcomes. These include individual-level characteristics such as financial 

literacy, risk preferences, health status, and trust in formal institutions, as well as household-level 

factors like intra-household decision-making power, asset composition, and access to financial 

intermediaries. Regional policy enforcement intensity, local labour market conditions, and state-level 

pension outreach efforts are also not directly captured in the dataset. The absence of these variables 

means that some variation attributed to observed factors in the logit regression models may, in fact, 

be driven by these unobserved influences, potentially biasing coefficient estimates or limiting 

explanatory power. While the sample size of PLFS has increased over the six survey years analysed 

in this study, there has been no significant change in the proportion of pensioners. Conversely, the 

number of non-contributors and non-pensioners has risen, reflecting persistent and possibly 

worsening informality in India’s labour market. 
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Despite these limitations, the PLFS remains the only government dataset that provides information 

on social security benefits, including pensions, across all Indian states over multiple years. This study 

leverages six years of PLFS data to offer the most comprehensive and consistent cross-state and 

temporal analysis currently possible, acknowledging that the above constraints necessitate cautious 

interpretation of the econometric results. 
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5 : An Estimation of Universalization of Pension Schemes 
 

Achieving universal pension coverage requires not only identifying existing gaps but also estimating 

the financial outlay necessary to close them. This chapter focused on estimating the fiscal 

requirements for the universalization of pension schemes in India, aligning directly with the third 

objective of this study. While earlier research has highlighted the need to expand pension coverage, 

it has rarely quantified the financial implications of doing so. This chapter addressed that gap by 

calculating the expected expenditure needed to cover all eligible individuals under major pension 

schemes, both social insurance and social assistance. Using actuarial modelling, life expectancy data, 

consumption patterns, and budgetary trends, the analysis provided a realistic assessment of the 

government's financial commitment required for achieving universal pension coverage. These 

estimations are essential for grounding policy discussions in fiscal feasibility and supporting 

evidence-based decision-making on inclusive social protection reform.  

Conceptual Framework for Universalisation 

Building on the normative principles of social protection, universalisation of pension schemes entails 

ensuring that all individuals meeting the eligibility criteria—regardless of employment status, gender, 

or socio-economic position—receive adequate and sustainable old-age income security. The 

International Labour Organization (ILO) defines social protection floors as guaranteeing at least a 

basic level of income security for all older persons, complemented by higher levels of protection as 

fiscal and administrative capacities allow (ILO, 2012). In this context, the universalisation agenda 

can be conceptually anchored around three core metrics: coverage ratio, benefit depth, and fiscal 

sustainability. 

Coverage Ratio refers to the proportion of the eligible population actually receiving pension benefits. 

It serves as a key indicator of inclusion and equity, reflecting the extent to which policy commitments 

translate into tangible access. For instance, low coverage among informal sector workers despite 

formal eligibility signals systemic barriers in registration, awareness, or scheme design (Barr & 
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Diamond, 2008). Benefit Depth captures the adequacy of pensions relative to an agreed benchmark, 

such as the poverty line or a wage replacement rate. Adequacy ensures that pensions go beyond 

subsistence, enabling older persons to maintain a dignified standard of living, consistent with 

Amartya Sen’s capability approach that emphasises expanding substantive freedoms rather than 

merely alleviating deprivation (Sen, 1999). Fiscal Sustainability reflects the ability of a government 

to finance universal pensions without compromising macroeconomic stability or crowding out 

essential public services. This metric is often expressed as the percentage of GDP or total government 

expenditure allocated to pensions, and involves a careful balance between adequacy and affordability 

(Barr & Diamond, 2008). The sustainability of financing mechanisms—whether tax-based, 

contributory, or mixed—depends on contributory buoyancy, economic growth, and demographic 

trends. 

Logic Model Linking Universalisation Determinants and Outcomes 

The process of achieving universal pension coverage is shaped by the interaction of demographic, 

institutional, and economic factors: 

The pathway to achieving universal pension coverage in India is shaped by the interplay of 

demographic, institutional, fiscal, and policy design factors, operationalised through a systematic 

estimation process: 

• Scheme Architecture and Identification – The starting point involves mapping all seven 

(refer to table 28) central pension schemes, categorised into four social insurance and three 

social assistance schemes. This classification determines the type of data needed, the method 

of estimation (actuarial vs. allocation formula), and the nature of benefits. 

• Demographic Eligibility Profiling – Age-specific and occupational eligibility conditions, 

drawn from scheme guidelines, are applied to national datasets (e.g., PLFS) to estimate the 

potential beneficiary pool. Life-cycle modelling captures variations across age cohorts. 
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• Actuarial and Fiscal Modelling – For social insurance schemes, actuarial calculations 

determine monthly contributions and total future payouts under the mandated pension slabs. 

For social assistance schemes, benefit amounts are fixed, but fiscal modelling incorporates 

state-wise allocation formulae to ensure equity. 

• Administrative Capacity and Data Systems – The ability to identify, enrol, and service 

beneficiaries depends on administrative reach, data integration across states, and monitoring 

systems. Gaps in scheme dashboards or survey data directly affect accuracy of actual coverage 

measurement. 

• Coverage Ratio and Gap Measurement – Potential, actual, and gap beneficiary counts are 

calculated for each scheme serve as primary indicators of universalisation progress. 

• Fiscal Space and Sustainability – Total cost of closing the gap is estimated by multiplying 

the number of gap beneficiaries with the respective pension amount (or actuarial payout). 

Sustainability is assessed against macroeconomic constraints, fund allocation priorities, and 

contributory buoyancy from formal employment growth. 

• Policy Governance and Reform Pathways – The balance between contributory and non-

contributory pillars, the targeting approach (universal vs. means-tested), and governance 

arrangements determine both inclusiveness and long-term viability of the system. 
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Figure 1: Logic Model of Universalization 

 

Source: Authors own study. 

This framework operationalises the concept of pension universalization by systematically integrating 

scheme-level eligibility, actuarial estimations, demographic profiling, and financial modelling. The 

process begins with the identification of all centrally sponsored pension schemes, categorised into 

social insurance and social assistance. For social insurance schemes, actuarial calculations determine 

the contribution required for future pension payouts, while life-cycle demographic modelling using 

national datasets estimates the eligible population. For social assistance schemes, disparities in state-

level fund allocation are addressed through a derived allocation formula, ensuring equitable reach. In 

both cases, the eligible population is segmented into potential beneficiaries, actual beneficiaries, and 

the gap between them. Multiplying these counts by the respective benefit amounts yields the fiscal 

outlay required to achieve full coverage. This approach provides not only a quantitative estimate of 

the resources needed but also a structured pathway to achieve universal pension coverage in India. 
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5.1 Universalization of Pension in India. 

The significant presence of unorganized sector workers within India's total labour force, coupled with 

their limited access to social security benefits and pensions, underscores the urgent need for a 

comprehensive evaluation. Effective policymaking and implementation must be evidence-based. In 

light of these considerations, this study focuses on the provision of pensions for workers in the 

unorganized sector in India. The analysis reveals that the Government of India has introduced various 

social insurance and social assistance schemes (Table 28) that have been considered in this study. 

Table 28: Social Insurance and Social Assistance Schemes of the Government of India 

Social Insurance Social Assistance 

• Atal Pension Yojana (APY) 

 

• Indira Gandhi National Old Age 

Pension Scheme (IGNOAPS) 

• National Pension Scheme for 

Traders and Self-employed 

Persons (NPS)/ PM Laghu 

Vyapari Maandhan Yojana/ PM 

Karam Yogi Maandhan Yojana 

 

• Indira Gandhi National Widow 

Pension Scheme (IGNWPS) 

 

• Pradhan Mantri Shram Yogi 

Maan-Dhan Yojana (PM-

SYM)  

 

• Indira Gandhi National Disability 

Pension Scheme (IGNDPS) 

 

• Pradhan Mantri Kisan 

Maandhan Yojana (PMKMY)  

 

Source: Authors compilation from various Government of India’s documents and websites.  

5.1.1 Social Insurance 

As India faces significant demographic shifts, characterized by an ageing population and evolving 

social dynamics, the necessity for a robust and comprehensive social security system has become 

increasingly apparent. The growing awareness of the inadequacies of existing pension frameworks 

has prompted calls for substantial pension reforms across the country. One of the principal 

motivations for these reforms has been the fiscal strain imposed by the defined benefit pension system 

that primarily governs public sector employees. This system, while intended to provide adequate 

retirement benefits, has led to considerable financial burdens on the government, necessitating a 

transition towards a more sustainable model. 
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In response to these challenges, the Government of India has implemented a series of measures aimed 

at reforming pension systems, particularly following insights from influential studies and reports, 

including those from the Old Age Social and Income Security (OASIS) project, the High Level Expert 

Group (HLEG), and the Insurance Regulatory and Development Authority of India (IRDAI). These 

studies have collectively underscored the urgent need for comprehensive pension reforms not only 

for Central Government employees but also for the unorganized sector, which encompasses a 

significant portion of the Indian workforce. 

In 2004, the Government introduced the National Pension System (NPS) specifically for Central 

Government employees who entered service from January 1, 2004, excluding those in the armed 

forces. The NPS represents a paradigm shift towards a defined contribution model, aimed at 

promoting a sense of individual responsibility for retirement savings. This shift is particularly critical 

in light of the fact that traditional pension systems may not be sustainable in the long term given the 

financial constraints faced by the government. 

Recognizing the broader implications of an ageing population, the NPS was extended to all citizens 

of India in May 2009. This extension included various schemes tailored for the unorganized sector, 

such as NPS Lite and Swavalambhan, which are designed to address the needs of economically 

weaker sections of society. The primary objective of these initiatives is to provide social security and 

a reliable pension framework for individuals as they age, thereby ensuring financial stability in their 

later years. 

The introduction of the NPS marks a significant step towards creating a more inclusive and 

sustainable pension system in India. By encouraging personal savings and offering diverse investment 

options, the NPS aims to empower individuals to plan for their financial futures while alleviating 

some of the fiscal pressures on the government. As India continues to navigate the complexities of an 

ageing demographic, the NPS and its associated schemes will play a crucial role in fostering a resilient 
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social security framework, ultimately contributing to the well-being of its citizens in their retirement 

years. 

5.1.1.1 Actuarial calculations  

 

Social Insurance schemes in India are contribution-based, market-linked for return on investment, 

follow the principle of pay-as-you-go, and offers defined contribution but not defined benefits like 

old age pension scheme. Hence to calculate individual contribution and government’s contribution, 

the study has used actuarial calculation based on lifetables provided by the Registrar General & 

Census Commissioner, India.  

Actuarial calculations are essential for determining pension amounts due to their role in assessing and 

managing the financial sustainability of pension schemes. They determine the number of 

contributions needed from employers and employees to fund the pension scheme adequately. By 

calculating the required contributions, actuaries ensure that the pension fund is sufficiently capitalized 

to meet future obligations. 

The actuarial formula used to calculate the contribution required for a pension scheme involves 

determining the present value of future pension liabilities and then translating this into the required 

periodic contributions. The key components of this formula include the present value of future 

benefits, the expected return on investments, and the number of years until retirement. To calculate 

the final pension amount that an individual will receive based on contributions made over the years, 

there is a need to consider several factors, including the total contributions, the investment return rate, 

and the number of years during which contributions are made. 

5.1.1.2 Steps involved in Actuarial Calculation:  

 

Calculating pension contributions and final pension amounts using life tables involves incorporating 

longevity risk into the actuarial calculations. Life tables provide data on mortality rates and life 
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expectancies, which are crucial for determining how long pension benefits will be paid and how much 

needs to be contributed to cover these future payments. 

To determine the required pension contributions using life tables, these steps have been followed: 

1. Determine the Annual Pension Benefit: Establish the annual amount to be paid to the retiree. 

2. Use Life Tables to Estimate Death Probabilities: Life tables provide the probability of death 

to a certain age.  

3. Calculate the Present Value of Future Benefits: This involves discounting the future 

pension payments to their present value, taking into account the survival probabilities from 

the life table. 

𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑂𝑢𝑡𝑓𝑙𝑜𝑤 = ∑ 𝑑 
(𝑑𝑥∗𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐴𝑚𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡)

(1+𝑖)
+

 
(𝑑𝑥+1)∗𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐴𝑚𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡

(1+𝑖)2 
+  

(𝑑𝑥+2)∗𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐴𝑚𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡

(1+𝑖)3 
+ 

(𝑑𝑥+𝑛)∗𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐴𝑚𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡

(1+𝑖)𝑛 
  

where: 

o dx= probability of death in the next year 

o i= interest rate 

 

4. Determine Contribution Required: If contributions are made regularly, the future value of 

these contributions should match the present value of future benefits. Use the formula for the 

present value of an annuity to determine the required periodic contributions. 

𝐶 =
𝑑𝑥

𝑙𝑥
∗𝑠𝑢𝑚 𝑖𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒𝑑

(1+𝑖)
+

𝑑𝑥+1

𝑙𝑥
∗𝑠𝑢𝑚 𝑖𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒𝑑

(1+𝑖)2
+

𝑑𝑥+2

𝑙𝑥
∗𝑠𝑢𝑚 𝑖𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒𝑑

(1+𝑖)3
+

𝑑𝑥+𝑛

𝑙𝑥
∗𝑠𝑢𝑚 𝑖𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒𝑑

(1+𝑖)𝑦
  

where: 

o C = Amount to be invested presently 

o dx= Probability of Death 

o lx= Probability of Survival 

o i= Interest rate 

o y = Number of periods or years until retirement 
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5. Calculate Pension amount using lifetables: Identify the expected retirement duration from 

life tables. Use the annuity formula to calculate the pension payments based on the 

accumulated fund and life expectancy. 

𝑆𝑢𝑚 𝑃𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑑 = 𝑙𝑥 +

𝑙𝑥 + 1
𝑙𝑥

∗ 𝑝

(1 + 𝑖)2
+

𝑙𝑥 + 2
𝑙𝑥

∗ 𝑝

(1 + 𝑖)3
+

𝑙𝑥 + 𝑦
𝑙𝑥

∗ 𝑝

(1 + 𝑖)𝑛
 

where: 

o lx= Probability of Survival 

o i= Interest rate 

o n = number of periods 

o y = next year  

 

6. Calculate five yearly contributions to build sum pension fund: The lifetables provided by 

Census are in a group of five years. Hence all calculations need to be firstly undertaken for 

five years.  

 

5 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑙𝑦 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑏𝑢𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑡𝑜 𝑏𝑢𝑖𝑙𝑑 𝑆𝑢𝑚 𝑃𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑑 =
𝑆𝑢𝑚 𝑃𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑑

𝐶∗[(1+𝑖)𝑑+
𝑙𝑥
𝑙𝑐

]+[(1+𝑖)𝑑−1 +
𝑙𝑥+1

𝑙𝑐
]

  

where: 

o C= first contribution 

o d= difference between last and first contribution 

o lx= Probability of Survival 

o lc= compound of n years 

o i= Interest rate 

 

Additionally, using the five-year calculated contribution, monthly contribution has been derived.  

𝑀𝑜𝑛𝑡ℎ𝑙𝑦 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑏𝑢𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  
5 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑙𝑦 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑏𝑢𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

60
 

 

7. Calculate five yearly pension amounts: The lifetables provided by Census are in a group of 

five years. Hence all calculations need to be firstly undertaken for five years.  
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5 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑙𝑦 𝑃𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐴𝑚𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 =
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 5 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑙𝑦 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑏𝑢𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 

∑ 𝑙

𝑙𝑥

𝑙𝑐

(1 + 𝑖)𝑦 +  

𝑙𝑥+1

𝑙𝑐

(1 + 𝑖)𝑦 + 𝑛 

 

where: 

o lx= Probability of Survival 

o lc= compound of n years 

o i= Interest rate 

o y= number of years 

 

Lastly, using the five-year calculated pension amount, monthly pension has been derived.  

𝑀𝑜𝑛𝑡ℎ𝑙𝑦 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑏𝑢𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  
5 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑙𝑦 𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑎𝑚𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡

60
 

The pension contributions and final pension amounts have been determined using actuarial 

techniques, which involve sophisticated mathematical and statistical methods to ensure accurate and 

sustainable pension planning. The analysis included calculating both five-yearly and monthly 

contributions based on these actuarial principles. 

The calculation of contributions on a five-yearly basis involves determining the amount that must be 

contributed every five years to accumulate sufficient funds for future pension liabilities. This 

approach provides a broader perspective on funding requirements and is useful for assessing longer-

term financial strategies. The calculated five-yearly contribution amount reflects the periodic 

investment required to meet the future pension obligations, taking into account factors such as 

investment returns, discount rates, and projected benefit payments. 

In addition to the five-yearly contributions, the analysis also includes a detailed calculation of 

monthly contributions. This involves determining the amount to be contributed each month to ensure 

that the pension fund grows sufficiently over the individual's working life. Monthly contributions are 

calculated to provide a more granular view of funding requirements and facilitate regular, consistent 
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investments into the pension fund. This approach helps in managing cash flow and ensuring that 

contributions are aligned with periodic earnings and financial planning. 

By employing these actuarial techniques, the calculations ensure that the contributions made are 

adequate to meet future pension obligations, considering various factors such as life expectancy, 

investment returns, and the length of the payout period. The resulting contribution figures—both five-

yearly and monthly—provide a comprehensive framework for ensuring the sustainability and 

adequacy of the pension fund over time. 
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5.2 Social Insurance Schemes in India 
 

5.2.1 Atal Pension Yojana (APY)       

 

The Government of India launched the Atal Pension Yojana (APY) in June 2015 as part of a broader 

initiative to provide universal social security coverage, particularly targeting the underprivileged, 

unorganized, and low-income sectors of the population. This pension scheme aims to establish a 

robust safety net for individuals, ensuring that they receive a stable income post-retirement 

(Department of Financial Services, n.d.). 

Objective and Design of APY 

The primary objective of APY is to offer a guaranteed monthly pension ranging from ₹1,000 to 

₹5,000, depending on the subscriber's contributions. This scheme is particularly beneficial for those 

without access to formal pension plans, providing a structured approach to savings that results in a 

predictable retirement income (National Portal of India, n.d.). 

Growth and Impact of APY 

Since its inception, the APY has seen significant growth in subscriber numbers, reflecting increased 

awareness and participation in pension schemes. From March 2017 to March 2022, the number of 

APY subscribers rose substantially, indicating a growing recognition of the importance of retirement 

planning among the population. 

The pension is guaranteed by the Government of India, ensuring that if the actual returns on the 

contributions are lower than the assumed returns necessary to provide the minimum pension, the 

government will cover the shortfall. Conversely, if actual returns exceed the assumed returns, the 

surplus will benefit the subscriber. 

Additionally, during the initial enrolment phase from June 1, 2015, to March 31, 2016, the 

government co-contributed 50 per cent of the total contribution (up to ₹1,000 per annum) for eligible 
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subscribers who were not beneficiaries of any other social security scheme and did not pay income 

tax. 

Enrolment under the Scheme 

The total gross enrolments under the Atal Pension Yojana (APY) have crossed 7 crore, with over 56 

lakh in the current Financial Year 2024-25 (Press Information Bureau, 2024). 

Using Pension Fund Regulatory and Development Authority of India (PFRDA) data, the study 

evaluates year-wise growth in APY enrolments across states to identify patterns and regional 

disparities. The analysis incorporates demographic and socio-economic factors influencing 

participation, such as population density, literacy rates, and income levels. The findings are visualised 

using graphs, tables, and heat maps to illustrate the geographic distribution of APY penetration and 

disparities in enrolment levels across states.  

The following Figure 2 presented a detailed overview of total enrolments under the APY across Indian 

states and union territories during the period 2015-16 to 2023-24. This analysis offered insights into 

the scheme's geographical reach and adoption patterns. 
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Figure 2: Total Number of Individual Enrolment/Registration under APY 

 

Source: Data from Pension Regulatory Fund Authority of India.  

The APY enrolment data reveals significant disparities across states and union territories, which can 

be attributed to a combination of demographic factors, economic development levels, financial 

literacy, and outreach efforts. 

High Enrolment States: With 10,332,555 enrolments, UP leads in APY registrations. This aligns 

with its large population base and extensive outreach efforts. Bihar is another high-performing state, 

likely due to its rural demographic, which the APY targets. West Bengal also demonstrates robust 

participation, showcasing effective implementation. A well-implemented financial inclusion agenda 

has likely driven Tamil Nadu’s strong performance. Maharashtra reflects a blend of urban and rural 

participation in the scheme. Delhi’s (1,075,828) enrolments indicate moderate uptake, potentially 

reflecting higher reliance on formal pensions.  
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Moderate Enrolment States: A mix of urbanization and rural development contributes to Madhya 

Pradesh’s moderate numbers (3,807,127). Rajasthan’s high enrolment (3,487,517) reflects increasing 

financial awareness in rural areas. Andhra Pradesh (3,384,408) and Karnataka (3,288,969), both states 

demonstrate significant adoption, underpinned by strong institutional outreach and pension literacy 

programs. Chandigarh (114,699) and Goa (185,907) show moderate participation, likely due to 

greater access to alternative pension options. 

Low Enrolment Regions: Union Territories such as Lakshadweep (7,465) and Andaman & Nicobar 

Islands (22,626) show lower absolute enrolments due to smaller populations. States like Mizoram 

(48,098) and Arunachal Pradesh (92,851) have lower participation rates. However, these numbers are 

proportionate to their population sizes and geographic constraints.  

On the contrary, States such as Tripura (239,637), Sikkim (248,092), and Manipur (118,131) have 

enrolments reflective of their smaller populations but demonstrate increasing penetration of the APY 

scheme. 

Possible Factors Influencing Variations: 

States with larger rural populations tend to have higher enrolments as APY is tailored to unorganized 

sector workers. States with proactive pension awareness campaigns exhibit higher participation. 

States with better bank penetration and financial literacy see greater enrolments. 

Further, the data provides insights into enrolments under the Atal Pension Yojana (APY) segmented 

by age groups across Indian states and union territories for the fiscal years 2015-16 and 2023-24. This 

analysis highlights the growth trends within different age brackets and regional variations in 

participation. 
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Figure 3: Age-wise Growth in Number of Registrants from 2015-16 to 2023-24 under APY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Source: Authors Calculation based on PFRDA data.  

Observations by Age Groups (Figure 3) 

• 18-20 Years: This group shows a significant growth in enrolments across all regions, 

reflecting improved outreach efforts targeting younger individuals. States like Bihar (28,029 

to 209,780), Uttar Pradesh (25,456 to 465,880), and Maharashtra (18,601 to 205,547) lead in 

registrations. Smaller states, such as Lakshadweep (7 to 79) and Mizoram (50 to 1,505), have 
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low absolute numbers but notable percentage growth. Early enrolments in this group indicate 

an increased awareness among younger populations about the benefits of long-term savings 

and financial security. 

• 21-25 Years: This age group has the highest enrolments in states like Uttar Pradesh (62,142 

to 619,020), Bihar (55,659 to 303,279), and West Bengal (27,329 to 228,504). Enrolments in 

smaller regions, such as Sikkim (299 to 13,414) and Meghalaya (570 to 6,763), reflect 

expanded geographical coverage. This group represents a prime demographic for pension 

schemes due to the start of their working lives, indicating successful targeting by the scheme. 

• 26-30 Years: States like Uttar Pradesh (72,058 to 493,064) and West Bengal (35,285 to 

250,915) continue to dominate, while Tamil Nadu (43,130 to 154,578) also shows strong 

enrolment growth. Smaller regions such as Nagaland (997 to 6,784) and Tripura (2,349 to 

11,720) also exhibit steady increases. The trend aligns with individuals gaining financial 

independence and starting to plan for long-term security. 

• 31-35 Years: States like Bihar (59,173 to 221,451) and Madhya Pradesh (34,953 to 194,938) 

exhibit steady growth. Growth in smaller regions, including Arunachal Pradesh (353 to 3,076) 

and Manipur (1,288 to 3,302), reflects increasing awareness in less populous areas. 

Participation in this age group underscores efforts to target mid-career individuals who may 

have previously lacked pension coverage. 

• 36-40 Years: Growth rates slow slightly compared to younger groups but remain significant 

in states like Uttar Pradesh (47,244 to 190,384) and West Bengal (23,805 to 109,447). Smaller 

regions like Puducherry (1,025 to 1,439) and Goa (1,605 to 2,132) show modest increases, 

reflecting the impact of regional campaigns. This group represents the upper age limit for APY 

eligibility and thus reflects efforts to include individuals close to the scheme’s entry cut-off. 
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Regional Trends 

• High Enrolment States: States with large populations, such as Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, and 

Maharashtra, consistently lead across all age groups due to strong outreach, higher rural 

populations, and targeted efforts to include the unorganized sector. 

• Moderate Enrolment States: States like West Bengal, Tamil Nadu, and Rajasthan maintain 

steady growth, benefiting from financial literacy programs and government support for 

pension schemes. 

• Low Enrolment Regions: Smaller states and union territories, including Lakshadweep, 

Mizoram, and Nagaland, show lower absolute enrolments but significant growth relative to 

their smaller populations. 

Further, as per gender, there have been substantial developments in terms of enrolments in states and 

union territories of India.  

Figure 4: Gender-wise Growth in Number of Registrants from 2015-16 to 2023-24 under APY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Authors Calculation based on PFRDA data.  
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The Figure 4 showed  gender-wise enrolment data under the Atal Pension Yojana (APY) for 2015-16 

and 2023-24 reveals significant growth across male, female, and transgender categories in various 

states and union territories. This analysis highlights the dynamics of enrolment, gender participation 

trends, and regional variations in growth rates. 

Gender-Wise Enrolment Trends 

• Male Enrolments: Male enrolments dominate the overall participation in APY across all 

states, reflecting the historical association of financial decision-making with men in Indian 

households. In Uttar Pradesh, Male enrolments rose from 183,931 in 2015-16 to 1,249,781 in 

2023-24 (580 per cent growth). In Maharashtra, enrolments increased from 143,130 to 

573,723 (300 per cent growth). In Bihar, registrations grew from 151,462 to 444,398 (193 per 

cent growth). Areas like Lakshadweep (86 to 272) and Mizoram (537 to 4,253) show limited 

absolute numbers but high relative growth. The substantial growth reflects targeted 

campaigns, particularly among the primary working-age male population in rural and semi-

urban regions. 

• Female Enrolments: The female enrolments have seen remarkable growth, signaling 

increasing financial inclusion and awareness among women. In Bihar, the female enrolments 

increased from 101,045 in 2015-16 to 718,294 in 2023-24 (611per cent growth). In Uttar 

Pradesh, the registrations rose from 87,762 to 873,447 (896 per cent growth). In Madhya 

Pradesh, female enrolments grew from 40,425 to 504,361 (1,147 per cent growth). States like 

Sikkim (884 to 39,417) and Nagaland (1,369 to 14,541) show significant proportional growth 

despite smaller absolute numbers. The data underscores the success of initiatives aimed at 

empowering women through financial literacy programs and policy incentives. 

• Transgender Enrolments: Transgender enrolments remain low in absolute terms but exhibit 

notable growth, reflecting initial strides toward inclusivity. In Uttar Pradesh, the registrations 

rose from 20 in 2015-16 to 688 in 2023-24. In Tamil Nadu, the enrolments grew from 25 to 
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527. In Madhya Pradesh, the enrolments increased from 2 to 292. Though still marginal, the 

growth reflects increasing acceptance and outreach efforts targeted at marginalized 

communities. 

State-Level Growth Analysis 

High-Enrolment States: 

• Uttar Pradesh: Male enrolments grew by 580 per cent, female enrolments by 896 per cent, 

and transgender enrolments by 3,340 per cent. The state leads in absolute numbers, with 

2,123,916 total enrolments by 2023-24, attributed to its large population base and focused 

inclusion policies. 

• Bihar: Male enrolments grew by 193 per cent, female by 611 per cent, and transgender by 

678 per cent. Strong grassroots campaigns and government collaboration contributed to 

Bihar's performance. 

• Maharashtra: Male enrolments rose by 300 per cent, female by 475 per cent, and transgender 

by 1,336 per cent. The state's high urban population facilitates outreach and enrolment drives. 

Moderate-Enrolment States: 

• West Bengal: Female enrolments surpassed males, growing from 50,315 to 576,704 (1,046 

per cent growth). Male enrolments increased by 359 per cent, with a noticeable focus on 

women-led households. 

• Tamil Nadu: Female enrolments rose from 80,482 to 430,190 (435 per cent), and male 

enrolments grew by 232 per cent. Growth reflects policy alignment with women-centric 

financial initiatives. 

• Madhya Pradesh: Male enrolments grew by 206per cent, and female by 1,147per cent. The 

state’s performance highlights effective rural outreach programs. 
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Low-Enrolment Regions: 

1. Lakshadweep: Male enrolments grew from 86 to 272, female from 40 to 249, and transgender 

from 0 to 1. Absolute enrolments remain low due to the region's small population base. 

2. Mizoram: Male enrolments increased from 537 to 4,253, female from 444 to 4,193, and 

transgender from 0 to 1. Growth reflects the success of targeted campaigns in remote areas. 

3. Sikkim: Male enrolments rose from 828 to 15,839, female from 884 to 39,417, and 

transgender from 0 to 17. The state exhibits a high growth rate relative to its population size. 

Lastly, using the enrolments data of five pension slabs of Rs. 1,000, Rs. 2,000, Rs. 3,000, Rs. 4,000 

and Rs. 5,000, the authors estimated the future numbers of enrolments till 2029-30. The table below 

gives the estimated number of individuals who will likely to join APY. 

5.2.1.1 Estimation of Target Population and Financial Outlay for Universalisation of APY 

 

Using the compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of Atal Pension Yojana (APY) enrolments between 

2015–16 and 2023–24, the study projected the number of potential enrolments by 2029–30 across 

each pension slab of ₹1,000, ₹2,000, ₹3,000, ₹4,000, and ₹5,000. This forward-looking estimation 

offered insight into the likely trajectory of scheme uptake in the coming years, assuming consistent 

policy support and behavioural trends. By disaggregating the projections according to pension slabs, 

the analysis captured not only the overall growth potential but also the evolving preference patterns 

among subscribers for different levels of retirement income. These projections served as a critical 

input for forecasting future fiscal commitments and understanding the distributional impact of APY 

within the broader goal of pension universalisation. 
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Table 29: Estimated number of Enrolments:  as per Pension Slabs in Individual Registrants  

under APY 

2029-30 Estimates 

State & UTs Rs. 1000 Rs. 2000 Rs. 3000 Rs. 4000 Rs. 5000 

Andaman and Nicobar Islands 43684 227 170 15 583 

Andhra Pradesh 4245965 9627 4019 464 10426 

Arunachal Pradesh 277077 609 383 62 624 

Assam 3042488 19863 6815 825 8592 

Bihar 9777160 34252 14079 1837 32625 

Chandigarh 197993 508 211 42 767 

Chhattisgarh 2863066 9429 3891 523 6816 

Dadra And Nagar Haveli and Daman 

and Diu 

231358 1008 374 37 780 

Delhi 1740246 4486 2017 288 7721 

Goa 240090 1252 502 69 1723 

Gujarat 2978704 16823 7267 998 24214 

Haryana 2278915 5691 2541 324 6219 

Himachal Pradesh 605146 4824 2682 389 7876 

Jammu and Kashmir 283099 1956 1078 151 3281 

Jharkhand 4839168 12999 4954 665 10640 

Karnataka 4176350 26216 11858 1667 28991 

Kerala 1378932 15133 6895 888 16733 

Lakshadweep 4165 57 46 6 70 

Madhya Pradesh 7107543 15837 5769 693 12609 

Maharashtra 10020238 37598 16416 2256 42060 

Manipur 193333 1494 846 93 1325 

Meghalaya 227705 1241 602 93 1416 

Mizoram 89275 438 293 37 521 

Nagaland 324832 856 526 65 1045 

Odisha 3984099 36248 15814 2112 28574 

Puducherry 79037 829 317 57 701 

Punjab 2649765 4591 1530 235 4108 

Rajasthan 6102240 15003 6389 721 15997 

Sikkim 887768 823 370 34 712 

Tamil Nadu 5690000 40040 16870 2253 33785 

Telangana 3094219 6996 2656 339 6515 

Tripura 503775 3940 1482 222 2168 

Uttar Pradesh 20858454 40722 16383 2071 36771 

Uttarakhand 1359086 5130 2569 353 6660 

West Bengal 9770224 77469 31121 4576 53069 

Source: Authors Calculation. 

 

Observations from Table 29: 

• Highest Enrolment Growth: The Rs.1,000 slab shows the most significant growth across 

states, often with a high CAGR, as observed in states like Arunachal Pradesh (70.91 per cent) 
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and Andaman and Nicobar Islands (49.90 per cent). This suggests that lower-income groups 

prefer smaller contributions.  

• Declining Slabs: Enrolment under higher slabs (Rs.4,000 and Rs.5,000) shows negative or 

marginal CAGR in many states, e.g., Chandigarh (-7.95% for Rs.4,000 slabs) and Bihar (-

12.68 per cent for Rs.5,000 slab). This reflects affordability issues among potential subscribers 

in these categories. 

• Regional Variations: Smaller states like Nagaland, Mizoram, and Meghalaya demonstrate 

exceptionally high growth rates under the Rs.1,000 slab due to lower initial enrolment. States 

like Bihar and Uttar Pradesh dominate absolute numbers under the Rs.1,000 slab due to their 

large populations. 

• Future Trends: By 2029–30, several states (e.g., Maharashtra, Bihar, and Madhya Pradesh) 

will likely account for millions of new enrolments in the Rs.1,000 slab. Slower growth or 

decline in higher pension slabs implies a need for targeted awareness campaigns to encourage 

participation in higher slabs. 

• Declining States: Some states (e.g., Delhi and Chandigarh) exhibit flat or negative growth 

rates in multiple slabs, indicating stagnation in these regions. 

• Divergent Trends in Middle Pension Slabs (Rs.2,000 and Rs.3,000): Some states, like 

Odisha and Kerala, display modest but positive growth in these slabs, reflecting a middle-

income group’s preference for higher pension returns. However, other states, such as Haryana 

and Gujarat, show declining trends for these slabs, indicating regional income disparities or 

limited awareness. 

• Union Territories (UTs) and Small States’ Unique Trends: Lakshadweep and Andaman & 

Nicobar Islands show sustained growth in Rs.1,000 enrolments but a decline or stagnation in 



202 

 

higher slabs. This reflects limited income potential and reliance on affordable pension 

schemes. 

• Population Dynamics and Enrolment Growth: States with large populations, such as Bihar 

and Uttar Pradesh, are expected to drive APY enrolments, with projections exceeding several 

million enrolments by 2029-30 in the Rs.1,000 slab alone. Smaller states/UTs like Goa and 

Chandigarh show strong relative growth, although absolute numbers are smaller. 

• Affordability Challenges Evident: Declines in the higher slabs, particularly Rs.4,000 and 

Rs.5,000, across most states point to affordability as a barrier. Even states with high incomes, 

such as Karnataka and Maharashtra, reflect a significant preference for lower slabs. 

• States with Negative CAGR Across Slabs: Some states exhibit negative CAGR in most 

pension slabs, such as Andhra Pradesh (Rs.2,000, Rs.3,000, Rs.4,000, Rs.5,000) and 

Puducherry. This suggests structural challenges, including awareness, income constraints, or 

administrative hurdles. 

• Future Implications for Pension Outreach: Sustained growth in Rs.1,000 enrollments 

shows success in expanding the scheme’s accessibility. Declining enrollments in higher slabs, 

however, underscore the need for improved awareness campaigns and affordability measures 

to encourage higher contributions for better pension outcomes. 

Building on the enrolment projections, the study further contributed by calculating the required 

individual contributions under each APY pension slab using actuarial methods and life expectancy 

data from life tables. By estimating the total number of pension years based on the average age of 

retirement and life expectancy, the analysis determines the amount a subscriber must contribute 

during their working years to receive a fixed monthly pension of ₹1,000 to ₹5,000. This approach 

enabled a more precise understanding of the financial sustainability of the scheme from both 

individual and policy perspectives. The actuarial modelling provided clarity on the adequacy of 
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current contribution levels and helped assess whether adjustments are needed to ensure long-term 

solvency and equitable returns for different subscriber categories. 

5.2.1.1.1 APY Pension Contribution Calculation 

 

The contribution amount directly influences the pension amount upon retirement. The APY allows 

individuals to select their desired pension amount, which corresponds to a specific contribution level: 

Table 30: Calculation of Individual Contribution for APY 

Pension Amount Total 5 years 

pension 

5 yearly 

contributions to build 

up total pension 

Monthly 

contribution 

Rs. 1000 779434 12075 201 

Rs. 2000 1558868 24151 403 

Rs. 3000 2338302 36226 604 

Rs. 4000 3117736 48301 805 

Rs. 5000 3897170 60377 1006 

Source: Authors own calculation.  

The analysis presented in Table 30  demonstrates the actuarial estimation of individual contributions 

required under the Atal Pension Yojana (APY) for different monthly pension slabs, assuming a five-

year pension payout period. As expected, the total pension received over five years rises linearly with 

the pension amount, from ₹7.79 lakh for the ₹1,000 slab to ₹38.97 lakh for the ₹5,000 slab. 

Correspondingly, the required five-year contribution also scales proportionately, increasing from 

₹12,075 for the lowest slab to ₹60,377 for the highest. When broken down into monthly contributions, 

the amounts range from ₹201 to ₹1,006 per month. 

This structured increase reflected the underlying actuarial balance of the APY, where higher pension 

benefits necessitate higher savings during the working years. While the pension amount increased 

fivefold across slabs (from ₹1,000 to ₹5,000), the contribution requirement only increased by a factor 

of five as well, indicating a proportional cost-benefit structure. This proportionality ensured 

simplicity and fairness in scheme design, making it accessible and predictable for potential 
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subscribers. The monthly contribution amounts also fall within a feasible range for low- to middle-

income earners, particularly in the ₹1,000–₹3,000 slabs, suggesting that with proper awareness and 

administrative support, greater enrolment across income groups could be achieved. 

Overall, the table underscored the importance of financial planning and early enrolment in APY, as it 

demonstrates the affordability of pension security when contributions are made systematically over 

time. 

5.2.1.1.2 PAG Analysis of APY 

 

To evaluate the financial implications of universalizing the APY, a Potential, Actual, Gap (PAG) 

analysis was performed. This analysis identifies the potential beneficiaries of the scheme based on 

age demographics, compares them with actual beneficiaries, and highlights the gaps that need to be 

addressed.  

Process of Estimation:  

 

While existing dashboard data on APY provides information on current enrolments, it does not offer 

insight into the optimal target population that ought to be covered under a universal framework. To 

bridge this analytical gap, the study defined the potential beneficiary population by imposing APY 

eligibility conditions on microdata from the Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS). The key eligibility 

criteria considered were:  

(i) individuals must be aged between 18 and 40 at the time of enrolment, 

allowing for a minimum of 20 years of contribution; and  

(ii) (ii) pension payments commence at age 60. 

Using these criteria, the study identified actual beneficiaries as those who, according to PLFS 

responses, reported receiving a pension and met the APY eligibility conditions. The potential 

beneficiaries included both the actual recipients and those who satisfied the scheme’s eligibility but 



205 

 

reported not receiving any pension, indicating unmet coverage. This classification enabled the 

estimation of the target population for universalizing APY. 

Building on this, age-wise contributions previously derived through actuarial modelling were 

multiplied by the number of potential, actual, and gap beneficiaries, respectively. This allowed for 

the calculation of the monetary outlay required to finance each of the three segments actual, potential, 

and the coverage gap. The analysis further aggregated this outlay across ten five-year age bands: 60–

64, 65–69, 70–74, 75–79, 80–84, 85–89, 90–94, 95–99, 100–104, 105–109, and 110–114. The 

inclusion of individuals up to the age of 112, as recorded in the PLFS data, ensured that the 

universalization mandate was met comprehensively, leaving no eligible individual unaccounted for. 

This rigorous estimation process represents a unique contribution of the present study. To date, no 

other study in India has applied the PAG framework in conjunction with actuarial calculations and 

large-scale national datasets to assess the financial requirements for universalizing APY. This 

approach offers an original and empirically grounded pathway for expanding pension coverage under 

India's social security architecture. 

The PAG analysis for individuals aged 60 and above summarized below: 

Table 31: PAG Analysis for APY 

Age group Potential Actual Gap 

60-64 ₹ 20,30,27,46,64,973 ₹ 33,68,55,93,203 ₹ 19,96,58,90,71,770 

65-69 ₹ 13,80,41,87,25,963 ₹ 5,75,35,08,611 ₹ 13,74,66,52,17,352 

70-74 ₹ 7,22,90,52,13,656 ₹ 58,60,30,530 ₹ 7,22,31,91,83,126 

75-79 ₹ 3,34,58,83,58,660 ₹ 42,30,98,836 ₹ 3,34,16,52,59,824 

80-84 ₹ 1,36,68,28,87,186 ₹ 0 ₹ 1,36,68,28,87,186 

85-89 ₹ 48,42,44,61,967 ₹ 0 ₹ 48,42,44,61,967 

90-94 ₹ 28,46,56,80,642 ₹ 0 ₹ 28,46,56,80,642 

95-99 ₹ 8,41,80,02,976 ₹ 0 ₹ 8,41,80,02,976 

100-104 ₹ 3,31,75,98,627 ₹ 0 ₹ 3,31,75,98,627 

105-109 ₹ 54,63,61,969 ₹ 0 ₹ 54,63,61,969 

110-114 ₹ 1,31,79,793 ₹ 0 ₹ 1,31,79,793 

Total 

Government 

Expenditure 

₹ 46,94,05,51,36,412 ₹ 40,44,82,31,180 ₹ 46,53,60,69,05,232 

Source: Authors own calculation.  
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The Potential–Actual–Gap (PAG) analysis for the Atal Pension Yojana (APY) revealed critical 

insights into the scale of under-coverage and the fiscal effort required for universalising pension 

access in India. Based on the analysis, the total potential government expenditure needed to cover all 

eligible individuals under APY across the assessed age groups amounts to ₹4.69 lakh crore. In 

contrast, the actual expenditure, based on currently enrolled beneficiaries, stands at only ₹0.04 lakh 

crore. This leaves a substantial coverage gap of approximately ₹4.65 lakh crore, indicating the 

magnitude of investment necessary to extend APY to all eligible individuals. 

Among all age groups, the 60–64 cohort accounts for the largest share of the projected expenditure, 

with a potential outlay of ₹2.03 lakh crore and a coverage gap of approximately ₹1.99 lakh crore, 

reflecting that the vast majority of eligible individuals in this bracket remain uncovered. From the 

80–84 age band onward, there are no recorded actual beneficiaries, suggesting near-complete 

exclusion of the oldest segments of the population those arguably most in need of pension income. 

This disparity between potential and actual expenditure highlights systemic gaps in scheme outreach 

and enrolment. The analysis also reveals a strong age-wise decline in actual coverage, underlining 

the limitations of the current framework in achieving lifecycle inclusion. Moreover, the study’s 

inclusion of individuals up to age 114, as identified in PLFS data, ensures a truly universal 

perspective, covering all possible eligible recipients. 

In conclusion, the PAG analysis quantifies the precise fiscal commitment of ₹4.65 lakh crore required 

for universalising APY and offers a robust evidence base for strategic pension reform. It demonstrates 

not only the affordability of universalisation within the larger budgetary context but also the urgency 

of scaling up coverage, particularly among older and economically vulnerable groups. This estimation 

forms a cornerstone of the study’s contribution to policy discourse on inclusive social security in 

India. 
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5.2.2 National Pension Scheme for Traders and Self-employed Persons 

 

The National Pension Scheme for Traders and Self-Employed Persons (previously known as Pradhan 

Mantri Laghu Vyapari-Maandhan Yojana (LokSabha, 2020)) was launched on September 12, 2019. 

This initiative aims to provide old-age protection and social security for traders, shopkeepers, and 

self-employed individuals in India. Recognising the need for a structured safety net for this segment 

of the population, the government introduced this voluntary and co-contributory pension scheme 

(Ministry of Labour and Employment, n.d.). 

Objectives and Target Beneficiaries 

The primary goal of the NPS for Traders is to ensure financial stability during old age for individuals 

whose annual turnover does not exceed ₹1.5 crore. This includes a wide range of occupations such 

as: 

• Retail traders 

• Shopkeepers 

• Rice mill and oil mill owners 

• Workshop owners 

• Commission agents and real estate brokers 

• Small hotel and restaurant owners 

Furthermore, applicants are required to possess an Aadhaar card and a savings or Jan Dhan account 

with an IFSC code. Self-enrolment is facilitated through the official portal, www.maandhan.in, and 

can also be done through the extensive network of Common Service Centres across India. 

Benefits 

Under this scheme, the monthly contribution is shared equally between the subscriber and the 

government. Once the subscriber reaches the age of 60, they are entitled to a minimum assured 

pension of ₹3,000 per month. 

http://www.maandhan.in/
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Enrolment under Scheme 

As of October 12, 2024, a total of 55,580 registrations had been recorded under this scheme, 

highlighting the initiative's reach and impact. 

Figure 5: Number of Registered Individuals under NPS for Self-employed & Traders 

 

Source: Maandhan Dashboard, 2024.  

This Figure 5 is a bar chart that shows the number of registered individuals under a program (likely 

the NPS for self-employed and traders) over a series of years from 2019-20 to 2024-25. 

2019-20 saw the highest number of registrations by far, with 37,534 individuals. In 2020-21, there 

was a sharp decline to 6,607 registrations. The downward trend continued in 2021-22, with 5,792 

registrations. For 2022-23, the number dropped further to 2,424. 2023-24 saw a slight decline to 1,591 

registrations, but in 2024-25, a minor increase to 1,632 registrations is projected. 

The chart indicates a significant initial spike in registrations during 2019-20, followed by a steady 

decline in subsequent years. The increase from 2023-24 to 2024-25 suggests a possible recovery or 

stabilization in registration numbers. This pattern could be influenced by various factors such as 

policy changes, economic conditions, or awareness campaigns during different years. 
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Figure 6: Gender-wise Registrations (NPST) 

 

Source: Maandhan Dashboard, 2024. 

Figure 7: Age-wise Registrations (NPST) 

 

Source: Maandhan Dashboard, 2024. 

 

The Figure 6 represented the gender distribution of individuals, likely under a specific program or 

category, such as NPS Self-employed and Traders registrations. 

• 63 per cent of the registered individuals are male (represented by the blue section). 

• 37 per cent of the registered individuals are female (represented by the orange section). 

There is a gender imbalance with a higher proportion of male participants compared to female 

participants. Males constitute almost two-thirds of the total registered individuals, while females 

make up a little over one-third. This suggests that men are more likely to register for this program 

compared to women, which could reflect gender-based differences in employment patterns, financial 

literacy, or access to pension-related resources among self-employed individuals and traders. 

As illustrated in Figure 7, individuals aged 26 to 35 years constitute the most active demographic 

among registrants for the NPS Self-employed and Trader scheme, accounting for 51 per cent of total 

registrations. This is followed by the age group of 36 to 40 years, which represents 25 per cent of 
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registrants. In contrast, the youngest age group, 18 to 25 years, exhibits the lowest level of 

participation, comprising only 24 per cent of the total registrations among the specified age cohorts. 

Figure 8: State-wise Registrations Growth (NPST) 

 

Source: Maandhan Dashboard, 2024. 

This Figure 8 showed the number of registrations under the National Pension System (NPS) for self-

employed individuals and traders from 2019-20 to 2024-25 across various Indian states. Uttar Pradesh 

has the highest number of registrations with 10,926. Andhra Pradesh and Chhattisgarh have similarly 

high numbers, with 5,629 and 5,551 registrations, respectively. Gujarat and Haryana follow with 

3,117 and 1,708 registrations. Other states like Maharashtra, Karnataka, and Odisha also have 

moderate registration numbers. Some states, such as Goa, Sikkim, and Mizoram, have very low 

numbers of registrations, indicating lower participation in these regions. 
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The figure reflects significant variation in NPS registration across states, possibly influenced by 

differences in economic conditions, awareness, or policies targeting self-employed individuals and 

traders in different regions. 

5.2.2.1 Estimation of Target Population and Financial Outlay for Universalisation of NPST 

 

The contribution of this study to the National Pension System Trust (NPST) lies in the comprehensive 

calculation of the required contributions for pension provision, employing life cycle tables and 

actuarial methods. Additionally, the study estimates the total pension years and subsequently projects 

the targeted population and the associated financial outlay necessary to achieve universal coverage 

of the NPST in India. 

5.2.2.1.1 NPST Pension Contribution Calculation 

 

While the NPS for Traders operates similarly to the Atal Pension Yojana, it has specific parameters 

for calculating contributions and pensions. Subscribers will make monthly contributions based on 

their chosen pension amount. The table below summarized the expected monthly contributions 

needed to achieve specific pension levels over five years: 

Table 32: Calculation of Individual Contributions for NPST 

Pension Amount Total 5 years 

pension 

5 yearly contributions to 

build up total pension 

Monthly 

contribution 

Rs. 3000 2338302 36226 604 

Source: Authors own calculation. 

The table presented calculations related to the contributions required to accumulate a pension amount 

of Rs. 3,000 per month under the National Pension System Trust (NPST). The total pension amount 

over five years has been estimated at Rs. 2,338,302. To build this total pension through contributions 

made every five years, an individual is required to contribute Rs. 36,226 at each 5-year interval. When 

broken down into monthly contributions, this amounts to Rs. 604 per month. 
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This data highlighted the actuarial framework necessary to sustain a monthly pension of Rs. 3,000. 

The total pension figure reflected the actuarial present value of expected pension payments over the 

five-year period. The 5-year contribution amount signified the lump sum required at periodic intervals 

to accumulate the necessary corpus, considering assumptions of interest rates and mortality as per life 

cycle tables. The monthly contribution value indicated the affordability threshold for the individual 

to meet these periodic lump sum targets in a steady manner. 

5.2.2.1.2 PAG Analysis of NPST 

 

To assess the financial implications of universalizing the NPS for Traders, a Potential, Actual, Gap 

(PAG) analysis was conducted. This analysis estimates the potential beneficiaries of the scheme, 

compares them with the actual beneficiaries, and identifies the existing gap.  

Process of Estimation:  

To estimate the financial outlay required for universalizing the National Pension Scheme for Traders 

and Self-Employed Persons (NPST) in India, the study employed a distinct methodology based on 

Potential–Actual–Gap (PAG) analysis. While publicly available dashboard data reflects the number 

of current NPST enrolments, it does not indicate the full extent of the eligible population, nor does it 

provide guidance on the optimal coverage target needed to achieve universalisation. To overcome this 

limitation, the study applied a set of eligibility criteria derived from the official NPST guidelines, 

which include:  

(i) being a retail trader, shopkeeper, or self-employed person;  

(ii) being between 18 and 40 years of age at the time of enrolment; and  

(iii) not being engaged in the organised sector (i.e., not enrolled in EPFO, NPS, 

or ESIC). 

These eligibility conditions were imposed on the Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS) dataset to 

identify both potential and actual beneficiaries. In PLFS, the status code variable captures an 
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individual’s employment status, including whether they are self-employed. This indicator was used 

as the primary inclusion criterion. Simultaneously, responses indicating engagement in the organised 

sector were used as exclusion criteria to filter out ineligible individuals. 

The actual beneficiary group was identified based on survey responses where individuals declared 

they were currently eligible for pension benefits. The potential beneficiary group included this actual 

group, as well as a second group of individuals who met the scheme’s eligibility criteria but reported 

not receiving any pension. The sum of these two groups provided the target population for 

universalising NPST. 

To translate this population into a monetary outlay, age-wise contributions—calculated earlier 

through actuarial modelling were multiplied with the number of potential, actual, and gap 

beneficiaries in each age group. The financial requirement was then aggregated across the following 

retirement age bands: 60–64, 65–69, 70–74, 75–79, 80–84, 85–89, 90–94, and 95–99. The final outlay 

thus reflects the total projected cost of providing NPST pensions to all eligible self-employed 

individuals up to the maximum age captured in the PLFS data, ensuring full alignment with the 

mandate of universalisation. 

This approach marks a unique contribution of the study, as no prior research in India has conducted 

a detailed, data-driven PAG analysis of NPST using national microdata, actuarial methods, and 

eligibility-based filtering. The findings offer both a methodological innovation and a practical 

roadmap for policy planning in extending pension coverage to India’s vast self-employed workforce. 
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The PAG analysis for age groups 60 and above is as follows: 

Table 33: PAG Analysis for NPST 

Age group Potential Actual Gap 

60-64 ₹ 6,79,14,04,45,358 ₹ 0 ₹ 6,79,14,04,45,358 

65-69 ₹ 3,59,42,42,86,481 ₹ 0 ₹ 3,59,42,42,86,481 

70-74 ₹ 1,16,95,70,78,755 ₹ 0 ₹ 1,16,95,70,78,755 

75-79 ₹ 43,77,29,61,373 ₹ 0 ₹ 43,77,29,61,373 

80-84 ₹ 7,83,34,56,886 ₹ 0 ₹ 7,83,34,56,886 

85-89 ₹ 2,09,61,20,600 ₹ 0 ₹ 2,09,61,20,600 

90-94 ₹ 19,49,09,155 ₹ 0 ₹ 19,49,09,155 

95-99 ₹ 49,18,32,782 ₹ 0 ₹ 49,18,32,782 

Total 

Government 

Expenditure 

₹ 12,09,91,10,91,390 ₹ 0 ₹ 12,09,91,10,91,390 

Source: Authors own calculation.  

The Potential–Actual–Gap (PAG) analysis for the National Pension Scheme for Traders and Self-

Employed Persons (NPST) highlighted a stark disparity between the eligible population and actual 

beneficiaries, underscoring the scheme’s limited on-ground penetration. The total potential 

government expenditure required to universalise NPST across all relevant age groups is estimated at 

₹1.21 lakh crore (₹12,09,91,10,91,390). In contrast, the actual expenditure is recorded as ₹0, 

indicating that no self-employed individuals captured in the Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS) 

data are currently enrolled in or receiving benefits from the NPST. 

The largest potential financial burden lies in the 60–64 age group, with a projected cost of ₹67,914 

crore (₹6,79,14,04,45,358). This is followed by the 65–69 age group, requiring ₹35,942 crore 

(₹3,59,42,42,86,481). The financial outlay gradually declined in older age cohorts, reflecting the 

natural tapering of the self-employed population with age. For instance, potential expenditure for the 

70–74 and 75–79 age bands stood at ₹11,695 crore and ₹4,377 crore, respectively, while the remaining 

older bands have increasingly lower values. 

Importantly, the actual beneficiary count is zero across all age groups. This finding derived from the 

PLFS, which does not record any self-employed individuals reporting receipt of pension under NPST. 
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This complete absence of actual coverage revealed a significant implementation gap and raises 

concerns regarding awareness, accessibility, and administrative outreach of the scheme. 

The implications are twofold. First, the existence of a sizeable target population of eligible self-

employed individuals indicated the latent demand and policy relevance of NPST. Second, the absence 

of actual enrolments called for urgent policy attention, including enhanced dissemination, simplified 

registration processes, and targeted enrolment drives for self-employed traders and informal 

entrepreneurs. 

In conclusion, the analysis quantified the financial commitment of ₹1.21 lakh crore required to 

universalise NPST and exposed a critical gap in the scheme’s current reach. It supported the need for 

a focused policy strategy to bring India’s vast self-employed sector into the ambit of formal pension 

protection. 
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5.2.3 Pradhan Mantri Shram Yogi Maandhan Yojana (PM-SYM)  

 

The Pradhan Mantri Shram Yogi Maandhan Yojana (PM-SYM) is a government initiative designed 

to provide old-age protection for unorganized workers in India. This scheme is particularly aimed at 

individuals engaged in various informal occupations, such as home-based workers, street vendors, 

mid-day meal workers, brick kiln workers, cobblers, domestic workers, and agricultural labourers, 

among others. To qualify, workers must have a monthly income of ₹15,000 or below (Ministry of 

Labour and Employment, n.d.). 

Objectives and Target Beneficiaries 

The primary objective of PM-SYM is to ensure that unorganized workers have a secure source of 

income during their old age. The scheme recognizes the diverse roles of informal workers, who often 

lack access to traditional pension schemes, and aims to offer them financial stability. 

Enrolment under Scheme 

As of October 12, 2024, a total of 45,37,254 registrations had been recorded under this scheme, 

highlighting the initiative's reach and impact. 

Figure 9: Number of Registered Individuals under PMSYM 

 

Source: Maandhan Dashboard, 2024. 
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This Figure 9 is a bar chart that shows the number of registered individuals under a program (PM 

Shram Yogi Maandhan Yojana) over a series of years from 2018-19 to 2024-25. 

2018-19 saw the highest number of registrations by far, with 27,80,615 individuals. Since then the 

number of registrations has been falling. In 2019-20, they dropped to 11,07,725.  In 2020-21, there 

was a sharp decline to 1,36,792 registrations. The downward trend continued in 2021-22, with 

1,28,369 registrations. For 2022-23, the number dropped further to 2,72,494. Further decline can be 

witnessed in 2023-24 and 2024-25 with only 65,775 and 45,484 registrations respectively.  

This decline may reflect a variety of factors, including changes in market conditions, reduced 

awareness or interest in the scheme, potential challenges in the economic environment, or shifts in 

the demographics of potential registrants. The decreasing number of registrations over the years 

indicates a need for targeted strategies to reinvigorate interest and participation in the scheme. 

Figure 10 shows that women working in the unorganized sector are leading in terms of registrations 

compared to their male counterparts.  

Figure 10: Gender-wise Registrations (PMSYM) 

 

Source: Maandhan Dashboard, 2024. 

Figure 11: Age-wise Registrations (PMSYM) 

 

Source: Maandhan Dashboard, 2024. 
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As can be observed from Figure 11, similar trend such as of NPS for Self-employed and Traders is 

found, the age group of 26-35 years contributes majorly to the registrations under PMSYM.  

Figure 12: State-wise Registrations Growth (PMSYM) 

 

Source: Maandhan Dashboard, 2024. 

Between 30 states, Haryana and Maharashtra have witnessed a tremendous increase in the 

registrations under PMSYM over the years, showcasing the total number of registrations of more than 

five lakh individuals. The least growth has been found in North-Eastern states and Goa.  

5.2.3.1  Estimation of Target Population and Financial Outlay for Universalisation of PMSYM 

 

This study’s contribution to the Pension Yearly Scheme for Youth and Middle-age (PYSYM) 

encompasses the calculation of the required pension contributions using life cycle tables and actuarial 

techniques. Furthermore, it involves estimating the total number of pension years, followed by an 

assessment of the targeted population and the financial resources necessary to achieve universal 

implementation of PYSYM in India. 
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5.2.3.1.1 PMSYM Pension Contribution Calculation 

 

The PM-SYM operates similarly to other pension schemes, like the Atal Pension Yojana (APY). 

Participants contribute a monthly amount based on their chosen pension level. The following table 

illustrates the contributions required to achieve a monthly pension of ₹3,000 over a five-year period: 

Table 34: Calculation of Individual Contributions for PMSYM 

Pension Amount Total 5 years 

pension 

5 yearly 

contributions to 

build up total 

pension 

Monthly 

contribution 

Rs. 3000 2338302 36226 604 

Source: Authors own calculation. 

This structure offers clarity on how much unorganised workers need to contribute to secure their 

desired pension amount. 

5.2.3.1.2 PAG Analysis of PMSYM 

 

To determine the financial implications of universalizing the PM-SYM scheme, a Potential, Actual, 

Gap (PAG) analysis was conducted. This analysis estimates the potential beneficiaries based on 

demographic data, compares it to actual enrolment figures, and identifies any coverage gaps. 

Process of Estimation:  

To project the financial outlay required by the government to universalize the Pension Yearly Scheme 

for Youth and Middle-age (PYSYM) in India, this study employs a novel Potential-Actual-Gap (PAG) 

analytical framework. Existing dashboard data provides information only on current enrolments; 

however, it does not indicate the optimal target population necessary for universal coverage. 

Consequently, this study developed a methodology grounded in specific eligibility criteria and applied 

these conditions to the Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS) data to estimate both the potential and 

actual beneficiaries of PYSYM. 
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• The individual must be engaged in the unorganized sector. 

• The enrolment age must be between 18 and 40 years. 

• The individual must not be employed in the organized sector (i.e., must not be members of 

EPF, NPS, ESIC) nor be an income tax payer. 

In the PLFS dataset, the worker status code identifies whether an individual is employed in the 

organized sector, allowing for the exclusion of organized sector workers from the beneficiary pool. 

Unorganized sector workers are characterized by their lack of access to social security benefits. The 

PLFS includes data on social security entitlements, and the study used the “not eligible” status as an 

inclusion criterion to identify potential beneficiaries of PYSYM. 

Actual beneficiaries were identified as those individuals who self-reported eligibility for a pension in 

the survey. The potential beneficiary group was defined as the sum of two subgroups: (i) those who 

reported pension eligibility (actual beneficiaries), and (ii) those who met the eligibility criteria based 

on conditions but reported not receiving any pension benefits. This aggregation provides an estimate 

of the target population necessary to achieve universalization of PYSYM in India. 

The age-wise contribution rates previously derived through actuarial calculations were multiplied by 

the estimated numbers of targeted beneficiaries within each age group. This process generated the 

financial outlay in monetary terms required to cover the potential, actual, and gap populations 

separately. The analysis encompassed all relevant age cohorts, including 60-64, 65-69, 70-74, 75-79, 

80-84, 85-89, 90-94, 95-99, 100-104, and 105-109 years. 

The comprehensive inclusion of the entire unorganized sector population, as captured in the PLFS 

data, ensured that the estimates aligned with the mandate of universalization, leaving no eligible 

individual unaccounted for. 

This methodology for estimating the target population and the corresponding financial requirements 

for universalizing PYSYM represents a unique contribution to pension research in India. To the best 
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of the author’s knowledge, no prior study has systematically combined eligibility-based beneficiary 

identification with actuarial financial projections in this manner for PYSYM, thereby advancing both 

the academic and policy discourse on pension universality. 

The following table summarized the PAG analysis for various age groups: 

Table 35: PAG Analysis for PMSYM 

Age group Potential Actual Gap 

60-64 ₹ 19,56,99,83,71,778 ₹ 2,93,48,60,19,556 ₹ 16,63,51,23,52,222 

65-69 ₹ 13,55,19,87,11,068 ₹ 99,46,25,11,054 ₹ 12,55,73,62,00,014 

70-74 ₹ 7,14,06,14,34,775 ₹ 22,25,87,16,876 ₹ 6,91,80,27,17,899 

75-79 ₹ 3,32,26,27,45,018 ₹ 3,09,76,81,263 ₹ 3,29,16,50,63,756 

80-84 ₹ 1,45,39,31,80,433 ₹ 32,29,87,936 ₹ 1,45,07,01,92,497 

85-89 ₹ 48,39,82,64,019 ₹ 6,66,97,445 ₹ 48,33,15,66,574 

90-94 ₹ 28,46,81,70,063 ₹ 5,18,32,215 ₹ 28,41,63,37,848 

95-99 ₹ 8,41,87,34,629 ₹ 0 ₹ 8,41,87,34,629 

100-104 ₹ 3,31,78,92,833 ₹ 0 ₹ 3,31,78,92,833 

105-109 ₹ 54,64,06,779 ₹ 0 ₹ 54,64,06,779 

Total 

Government 

Expenditure 

₹ 45,93,06,39,11,395 ₹ 4,18,74,64,46,344 ₹ 41,74,31,74,65,050 

Source: Authors own calculation. 

The Potential-Actual-Gap (PAG) analysis for the Pradhan Mantri Shram Yogi Maan-dhan (PMSYM) 

scheme highlighted the financial requirements for the government to achieve universal pension 

coverage for eligible workers. The estimated total potential financial outlay, representing the amount 

needed to cover all eligible beneficiaries, was approximately ₹4.59 lakh crore. Currently, the 

government’s actual expenditure on pension disbursement stood at about ₹0.42 lakh crore, revealing 

a significant funding gap of around ₹4.17 lakh crore. This gap represented the additional fiscal 

resources required to extend pension benefits universally under the scheme. 

A closer look at the age-wise distribution of this gap showed that the majority of the funding shortfall 

has concentrated among the younger senior age groups, especially those aged 60 to 64 years, where 

the gap alone amounts to approximately ₹1.66 lakh crore. This suggests that a large portion of eligible 

individuals within this age bracket remain unenrolled or uncovered, pointing to critical areas where 

policy interventions are necessary to increase coverage and outreach. The age groups 65 to 69 and 70 
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to 74 also exhibited substantial gaps, requiring additional allocations of roughly ₹1.26 lakh crore and 

₹0.69 lakh crore, respectively. 

As the age increased beyond 75 years, the gap gradually decreased, which may be attributed to the 

diminishing number of beneficiaries in the older cohorts and lower pension liabilities due to mortality. 

Nevertheless, the remaining gap in these higher age groups indicated the continuing need for efforts 

to identify and enroll eligible beneficiaries. The consistent difference between potential and actual 

expenditure across all age groups underscored the challenges faced in implementing a truly universal 

pension scheme and the considerable fiscal planning needed to address these challenges. 

In summary, the PAG analysis provided a critical assessment of the shortfall in pension coverage 

under PMSYM, quantifying the government’s financial commitment to bridge this gap. The study’s 

approach to estimating both the target population and the associated financial outlay offered unique 

and valuable insights for policymakers. These insights are essential to designing effective strategies 

that can facilitate the universalization of pension benefits among unorganized sector workers in India, 

a dimension that has been insufficiently addressed in previous research on pension schemes. 
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5.2.4 Pradhan Mantri Kisan Maandhan Yojana (PMKMY)   

 

The Pradhan Mantri Kisan Maandhan Yojana (PMKMY) is a government initiative aimed at 

providing old-age protection and social security specifically for Small and Marginal Farmers (SMFs) 

in India. This scheme is designed to offer financial stability to farmers who may not have sufficient 

resources to sustain themselves later (Ministry of Agriculture and Farmers Welfare, n.d.). 

Key Features of PMKMY 

• Eligibility: The scheme is open to Small and Marginal Farmers with cultivable land holdings 

of up to 2 hectares (Press Information Bureau, 2019). Eligible farmers must be between 18 

and 40 years of age and must appear in the land records of their respective States/UTs as of 

August 1, 2019. 

• Pension Benefits: Upon reaching the age of 60, farmers are entitled to receive a minimum 

assured pension of ₹3,000 per month. In the event of the farmer's death, their spouse is entitled 

to receive 50 per cent of the pension as a family pension. 

• Contribution Structure: Farmers must contribute monthly amounts ranging from ₹55 to 

₹200 until they reach the age of 60. This contribution amount varies based on the farmer's age 

at the time of enrolment. 

This structured contribution approach ensures that farmers can secure their desired pension while also 

planning for their financial needs in old age. 
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Enrolment under Scheme 

As of October 12, 2024, a total of 19,53,166 registrations had been recorded under this scheme, 

highlighting the initiative's reach and impact. 

Figure 13: Number of Registered Individuals under PMKMY 

 

Source: Maandhan Dashboard, 2024. 

The number of registrations under PMKMY was constant from 2019-20 to 2023-24 and suddenly 

witnessed a sharp increase up to 16,38,072 registrations.  

Figure 14 illustrated a notable disparity in registrations for the farmers' pension scheme, with males 

significantly outnumbering females. This trend has been particularly intriguing given the ongoing 

feminization of agriculture in India, where women have been increasingly taking on vital roles in 

farming activities. Despite this shift, it appeared that awareness of such pension schemes among 

female agricultural workers remains disproportionately low. 

This lack of awareness could be attributed to several factors, including limited access to information, 

social and cultural barriers, and inadequate outreach efforts targeting women in agriculture. 
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Furthermore, the economic empowerment of women in this sector may not yet translate into increased 

participation in formal financial schemes, which could provide long-term security. 

To address this issue, it is essential to enhance educational initiatives and outreach programs that 

specifically focus on women in agriculture. Tailoring communication strategies to engage this 

demographic, along with fostering an inclusive environment that encourages female participation in 

financial planning, could significantly improve registration rates among women. Overall, a concerted 

effort is required to bridge this awareness gap and ensure that both genders can equally benefit from 

available agricultural support programs. 

Figure 14: Gender-wise Registrations (PMKMY) 

 

Source: Maandhan Dashboard, 2024. 

Figure 15: Age-wise Registrations (PMKMY) 

 

Source: Maandhan Dashboard, 2024. 

 

Farmers from the age group of 26-35 years have largely enrolled themselves in this scheme (49 per 

cent), followed by 18-25 years (26 per cent) and then 36-40 years (25 per cent), as explained Figure 

14.  
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Figure 16: State-wise Registrations Growth (PMKMY) 

 

Source: Maandhan Dashboard, 2024. 

Between the years 2019-20 and 2024-25, notable increases in registrations for the pension scheme 

were observed in several states, with Bihar leading the way at 2,83,539 new registrations. Following 

closely were Jharkhand with 2,46,781 registrations, Uttar Pradesh at 2,44,430, and Chhattisgarh with 

2,00,204. These states reflect significant engagement with the pension scheme, indicating a growing 

recognition of its benefits among their respective populations. 

Conversely, the states exhibiting the least growth in registrations included Sikkim, which recorded 

only 23 new registrations, followed by Mizoram with 87, Delhi at 110, and Goa with 135. The 

minimal increases in these regions may suggest a range of challenges, such as limited awareness of 

the scheme, lower population density, or competing social and economic priorities that might detract 

from participation. 
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This contrasting data highlights the varying levels of engagement with the pension scheme across 

different states. The significant growth in registrations in states like Bihar and Jharkhand may indicate 

effective outreach efforts or a greater need for financial security among the agricultural community 

in those areas. In contrast, the stagnant growth in states like Sikkim and Goa points to potential 

barriers that need to be addressed to enhance participation. To improve overall engagement, targeted 

initiatives that focus on increasing awareness and accessibility in less active regions could prove 

beneficial. 

5.2.4.1 Estimation of Target Population and Financial Outlay for Universalisation of PMKMY 

 

The contribution of this study with respect to the Pradhan Mantri Kisan Maan-dhan Yojana 

(PMKMY) lied in its systematic estimation of the pension contribution required by employing life 

cycle tables and actuarial calculations. It further accounted for the total pensionable years across age 

cohorts. Building upon this, the study estimated the size of the targeted beneficiary population and 

the corresponding financial outlay necessary for the universalization of PMKMY in India. This 

integrated approach enabled a comprehensive assessment of both individual-level contribution 

requirements and the macro-level fiscal implications for achieving full coverage under the scheme. 

5.2.4.1.1 PMKMY Pension Contribution Calculation 

 

The following table outlines the expected monthly contributions required to achieve a pension of 

₹3,000 over five years: 

Table 36: Calculation of Individual Contributions for PMKMY 

Pension Amount Total 5 years 

pension 

5 yearly contributions 

to build up total 

pension 

Monthly 

contribution 

Rs. 3000 2338302 36226 604 

Source: Authors own calculation. 
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5.2.4.1.2 PAG Analysis of PMKMY 

 

To analyse the potential and actual beneficiaries of PMKMY, a Potential, Actual, Gap (PAG) analysis 

was conducted. This assessment identifies the number of eligible farmers who could benefit from the 

scheme versus those currently enrolled. 

Process of Estimation: 

To project the financial outlay required for the Government of India to universalize the Pradhan 

Mantri Kisan Maandhan Yojana (PMKMY), this study adopted a novel methodological approach 

based on Potential–Actual–Gap (PAG) analysis. While the available dashboard data on PMKMY only 

reflected present-day enrolments, it does not capture the universe of eligible beneficiaries or indicate 

the optimal target population that the scheme should aim to cover. To address this limitation, the study 

identified a set of eligibility criteria and applied them to the 2019 National Sample Survey Office 

(NSSO) data on Agricultural Households to estimate both the potential and actual beneficiaries of 

PMKMY. 

The eligibility criteria considered are as follows:  

(i) the individual must be a small or marginal farmer, defined as holding 

cultivable land of up to two hectares;  

the individual must fall within the age bracket of 18 to 40 years; an 

(ii) the individual must not be a beneficiary of any other statutory social 

security scheme such as the National Pension Scheme (NPS) or the 

Employees' State Insurance Corporation (ESIC), nor belong to excluded 

categories such as institutional landholders or high-income professionals. 

The survey data included a variable indicating the size of landholding, 

which served as both an inclusion and exclusion filter for determining 

eligible beneficiaries. Another variable in the same dataset asked whether 
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individuals currently receive any form of pension, which was used to 

identify actual beneficiaries. 

By combining these variables, the study effectively estimated the potential and actual beneficiary 

populations, thereby enabling the identification of the 'gap' the segment of the eligible population not 

yet enrolled in the scheme. This forms the basis for calculating the targeted population required to 

achieve universal coverage under PMKMY. Further, age-wise pension contributions—previously 

derived through actuarial calculations and life cycle tables were multiplied with the corresponding 

number of beneficiaries in each age cohort to compute the financial outlay for potential, actual, and 

gap groups. The sum of outlays across all age cohorts namely 60–64, 65–69, 70–74, 75–79, 80–84, 

85–89, 90–94, 95–99, 100–104, and 105–109 yielded the total financial requirement for full 

implementation. 

This comprehensive exercise also included the final eligible individual within the agricultural 

household dataset, ensuring the inclusiveness mandated under the objective of universalization. Thus, 

the methodological rigour and use of nationally representative survey data make this analysis the first 

of its kind in India. The study’s contribution lied in its empirical and policy-relevant estimation of 

both the target population and the associated fiscal expenditure necessary to universalize PMKMY 

marking a significant addition to the academic and policy literature on pension reforms in India. 

Table 37: PAG Analysis for PMKMY presented the analysis for various age groups.  
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Table 37: PAG Analysis for PMKMY 

Age group Potential  Actual Gap 

60-64 ₹ 12,24,16,91,62,033 ₹ 20,70,91,31,851 ₹ 12,03,46,00,30,182 

65-69 ₹ 7,94,03,31,38,387 ₹ 3,34,09,91,795 ₹ 7,90,69,21,46,592 

70-74 ₹ 4,11,79,94,28,243 ₹ 54,77,30,042 ₹ 4,11,25,16,98,200 

75-79 ₹ 1,61,47,53,52,026 ₹ 1,73,22,157 ₹ 1,61,45,80,29,868 

80-84 ₹ 85,80,57,80,150 ₹ 0 ₹ 85,80,57,80,150 

85-89 ₹ 25,91,81,58,893 ₹ 0 ₹ 25,91,81,58,893 

90-94 ₹ 19,36,44,48,146 ₹ 0 ₹ 19,36,44,48,146 

95-99 ₹ 7,16,56,78,308 ₹ 0 ₹ 7,16,56,78,308 

100-104 ₹ 2,13,12,92,174 ₹ 0 ₹ 2,13,12,92,174 

105-109 677466257.5 ₹ 0 ₹ 67,74,66,257 

Total 

Government 

Expenditure 

₹ 27,32,53,99,04,616 ₹ 24,61,51,75,846 ₹ 27,07,92,47,28,771 

Source: Authors own calculation. 

The Potential–Actual–Gap (PAG) analysis for the Pradhan Mantri Kisan Maan-dhan Yojana 

(PMKMY) provided a detailed picture of the financial requirements and implementation gaps 

involved in achieving universal pension coverage for eligible small and marginal farmers in India. 

According to the estimates, the total potential financial outlay necessary to cover all eligible 

individuals was approximately ₹2.73 lakh crore. In contrast, the current actual expenditure on pension 

disbursement under the scheme stood at a significantly lower figure of around ₹0.25 lakh crore. This 

resulted in a considerable funding gap of approximately ₹2.71 lakh crore, reflecting the extent to 

which the scheme has yet to reach its intended target population. 

The age-wise breakdown revealed that the largest pension coverage gap exists in the 60–64 age group, 

where the estimated potential requirement is approximately ₹1.22 lakh crore, against an actual 

disbursal of just about ₹0.21 lakh crore. This translated into a substantial gap of over ₹1.20 lakh crore, 

indicating a significant undercoverage in the initial age bracket of eligible pensioners. This trend 

continued across subsequent age groups. The 65–69 and 70–74 cohorts each demonstrate gaps of 

₹0.79 lakh crore and ₹0.41 lakh crore respectively, confirming that pension disbursement under 

PMKMY has been falling short across nearly all age categories. 
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As the age groups ascend—particularly beyond 75 years—the actual disbursements become almost 

negligible or zero, despite persistent potential outlays. For instance, in the 80–84, 85–89, and 90–94 

age groups, while the estimated potential requirements range between ₹0.19 lakh crore and ₹0.85 lakh 

crore, there has been no actual pension expenditure recorded. This clearly indicated a complete 

absence of coverage for older eligible individuals, either due to enrollment challenges, lack of 

identification mechanisms, or systemic delays. 

Even in the older age groups such as 95–99 and 100–104, although the potential outlays are relatively 

small (₹716 crore and ₹213 crore, respectively), the lack of any actual disbursal highlighted the 

universalization challenge. The marginal value in the 105–109 category reaffirmed that every eligible 

life has been accounted for in the estimation, showcasing the comprehensive nature of the analysis. 

In summary, the PAG analysis underscored that PMKMY is significantly under-implemented, with 

actual pension disbursals covering only a fraction of the potential eligible population. The existence 

of a large financial gap—over ₹2.70 lakh crore—reflected both the need and opportunity for targeted 

interventions to enhance enrollment, streamline beneficiary identification, and improve last-mile 

delivery. This evidence-based gap analysis offered crucial insights for policymakers aiming to 

strengthen the fiscal planning and outreach strategy for achieving full-scale universal pension 

coverage under PMKMY. 

The next section deals with another component of pension system in India, which is Social Assistance.  
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5.3 Social Assistance Schemes in India 

 

The social assistance schemes are non-contribution-based transfers to vulnerable groups or categories 

of the society. It provides them with basic amount to support the standard of living. These are usually 

provided through Central Sector or Centrally Sponsored Schemes (CSSs) of the Government of India 

curated as per the national development agenda and its needs. The Centrally Sponsored Schemes 

although are set to promote cooperative federalism in India, they have witnessed a lot of criticism 

from both Central Government and States Governments.  

5.3.1 Centrally Sponsored Schemes: Critical Evaluation 

 

Criticism of Centrally Sponsored Schemes (CSS) in India from state and central governments' 

perspectives is well-documented in various research papers, reports, and policy analyses. Below is a 

detailed account of these criticisms, supported by data and research findings: 

• From the Central Government's Perspective: 

Coordination and Oversight Challenges: The central government faces significant difficulties in 

ensuring the consistent implementation of CSS across diverse states. A report by NITI Aayog (2021) 

highlights how the variability in states' administrative capacities and governance structures results in 

differing levels of effectiveness. While some states excel in utilizing funds and achieving program 

goals, others lag due to inefficiencies, resulting in an uneven impact of CSS nationwide. This 

inconsistency complicates the central government’s ability to monitor progress and ensure 

accountability, particularly when states deviate from the scheme's objectives or fail to meet reporting 

requirements. 

Resource Allocation and Distribution: Ensuring equitable distribution of resources under CSS is 

another challenge for the central government. Research by the Indian Council for Research on 

International Economic Relations (ICRIER, 2020) shows that funding distribution often reflects 

inequities, with poorer states receiving less than their proportional share relative to their 
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developmental needs. Such disparities undermine the primary goal of CSS to bridge regional 

inequalities and uplift disadvantaged areas. Moreover, overlapping schemes create inefficiencies. A 

study by the Centre for Budget and Governance Accountability (CBGA, 2022) found that the 

existence of multiple schemes with similar objectives often leads to duplication of efforts and wastage 

of resources. This lack of coordination between schemes reduces the overall efficiency and impact of 

CSS. 

Policy and Administrative Discrepancies: The central government also struggles with aligning 

national policies with the specific needs of states. Research by the Institute of Economic Growth 

(IEG, 2019) points out that many CSSs are designed with a top-down approach, failing to incorporate 

regional variations in priorities and challenges. This disconnect often results in suboptimal outcomes, 

as states may not have the flexibility to adapt schemes to their unique contexts. Such policy 

misalignment also creates friction between central and state governments, particularly when states 

feel that centrally dictated guidelines do not adequately address their developmental realities. 

Fiscal Constraints and Financial Management: Budgetary pressures are a persistent concern for 

the central government in funding CSS. The Ministry of Finance (2022) has noted that rising fiscal 

deficits and competing priorities often constrain the central government’s ability to expand or enhance 

the scope of these schemes. This limitation restricts the government’s capacity to address emerging 

needs or scale up successful programs. In addition, financial management issues frequently arise. The 

Comptroller and Auditor General (CAG, 2023) has reported several challenges, such as the inability 

to track unspent balances and interest earned on CSS funds. These lapses reduce transparency and 

hinder effective utilization, impacting the credibility and efficiency of CSS operations. 

• From State Governments' Perspective: 

Financial Burden and Resource Constraints: One of the most pressing issues for state governments 

is the financial burden associated with implementing CSS. States are required to match a portion of 

the funds provided by the central government, often leading to increased fiscal pressure. Research by 
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the Reserve Bank of India (RBI, 2019) highlights that this requirement has placed substantial strain 

on the fiscal health of many states. This pressure diverts resources away from other critical areas of 

development expenditure, potentially undermining broader socioeconomic objectives. Additionally, 

states with weaker fiscal positions face even greater difficulties in meeting their matching fund 

obligations. The Comptroller and Auditor General (CAG, 2021) reports that such states often 

experience exacerbated financial deficits, creating a vicious cycle of fiscal stress. This financial strain 

not only impacts the immediate implementation of CSS but also compromises the states' ability to 

invest in other priority sectors. 

Administrative Complexity and Coordination Issues: The administrative complexity of CSS 

implementation is another significant challenge for state governments. A study by the Centre for 

Policy Research (CPR, 2018) highlights that the procedural requirements for accessing and utilizing 

CSS funds are often overly complex. These bureaucratic hurdles lead to delays in the disbursement 

and utilization of funds, slowing down project execution and impacting the timely delivery of 

intended benefits to target populations. Moreover, coordination between central and state agencies 

remains a persistent challenge. The National Institute of Public Finance and Policy (NIPFP, 2020) 

notes that this lack of effective coordination results in inefficiencies, such as overlapping 

responsibilities and fragmented efforts. This challenge is particularly pronounced in larger states 

where multiple administrative layers further complicate the process. 

Lack of Flexibility in Program Design: A recurring criticism of CSS is its rigid design, which often 

adopts a one-size-fits-all approach. According to a study by the Indian Institute of Management 

Bangalore (IIMB, 2019), the uniform guidelines of CSS fail to account for the diverse socioeconomic 

and geographic contexts across states. For instance, a program designed for urban areas may not 

adequately address the unique needs of rural or tribal populations. This lack of flexibility leads to 

suboptimal outcomes and limits the ability of states to tailor schemes to their specific requirements. 
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Implementation and Accountability Issues: Effective monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 

mechanisms are crucial for ensuring the success of any large-scale government program. However, 

the CAG (2023) has pointed out significant shortcomings in the M&E systems of CSS, particularly 

in states with limited administrative capacity. Inadequate tracking of fund utilization, poor data 

collection, and insufficient follow-up mechanisms often result in inefficiencies and missed targets. 

These implementation challenges are compounded by accountability issues, as the division of 

responsibilities between central and state governments often leads to a dilution of oversight. This lack 

of clear accountability further hampers the effectiveness of CSS and reduces public trust in the 

programs. 

5.3.2 National Social Assistance Programme (NSAP): Centrally Sponsored Scheme 

considered under this Study  

 

Specific to this study, the CSS of the National Social Assistance Programme (NSAP) is taken into 

consideration to analyse the potential of universalization of pension schemes.  

The social assistance of the Government of India in terms of pension comes under the umbrella 

National Social Assistance Programme (NSAP). The NSAP consists of three schemes related to 

pensions: Indira Gandhi National Old Age Pension Scheme (IGNOAPS); Indira Gandhi National 

Widow Pension Scheme (IGNWPS); and Indira Gandhi National Disability Pension Scheme 

(IGNDPS). These schemes are Centrally Sponsored Schemes (CSS) where the Government of India 

and respective State Governments pool their resources together and then offer social assistance.  

Another social assistance scheme is PM Kisan Samman Nidhi. This is a Central Sector Scheme. 

Hence, all the decisions related to this matter are taken solely by the Government of India. Labour is 

a Concurrent subject as per the Seventh Schedule of the Constitution of India. Hence, both the 

Government of India and respective State Governments have the authority and power to undertake 

policy decisions regarding labour. Considering this fact, this study has evaluated Centrally Sponsored 



236 

 

Schemes that come under the umbrella scheme of NSAP and has not taken PM Kisan Samman Nidhi 

into consideration.  

Overview of the Scheme 

The National Social Assistance Programme (NSAP), launched on 15th August 1995, is a fully funded 

Centrally Sponsored Scheme by the Government of India, aimed at providing financial assistance to 

the destitute population. The destitute are defined as individuals with little or no regular means of 

subsistence, either from personal income or family support. This program is administered by the 

Ministry of Rural Development and is designed to operate in both rural and urban areas, reflecting 

the government's commitment to welfare as outlined in the Directive Principles of State Policy of the 

Indian Constitution.  

Objectives and Constitutional Framework 

NSAP seeks to uphold several constitutional mandates, particularly Article 41, which obligates the 

State to provide public assistance in cases of unemployment, old age, sickness, and other forms of 

undeserved want. This framework aligns with the broader goal of ensuring adequate means of 

livelihood and improving the standard of living for citizens, thereby fostering social justice and 

economic equity. The introduction of NSAP marked a significant policy initiative aimed at addressing 

the needs of vulnerable populations, thereby fulfilling the constitutional promise of social security. 
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Components of NSAP 

The NSAP comprises several key components, namely: 

5.3.2.1 Indira Gandhi National Old Age Pension Scheme (IGNOAPS) 

 

o Eligibility: The scheme is designed for citizens aged 60 years and above who reside 

Below Poverty Line (BPL). 

o Pension Structure: Beneficiaries receive a monthly pension of ₹200 until the age of 

79, which increases to ₹500 for those aged 80 years and above. This tiered approach 

acknowledges the increased vulnerability of the elderly as they age. 

5.3.2.2 Indira Gandhi National Widow Pension Scheme (IGNWPS) 

 

o Eligibility: This non-contributory scheme targets widows aged 40-79 years from BPL 

households. 

o Pension Structure: Eligible widows receive a monthly pension of ₹300. For those 

aged 80 years and above, the pension is raised to ₹500 per month, providing additional 

support as they reach a more advanced age. This scheme aims to enhance the social 

security framework for widows, who are often economically disadvantaged. 

5.3.2.3 Indira Gandhi National Disability Pension Scheme (IGNDPS) 

 

o Eligibility: Launched in February 2009, this scheme is aimed at individuals aged 18 

years and above with a disability of 80 per cent or more, who belong to BPL 

households. 

o Pension Structure: Beneficiaries receive a monthly pension of ₹300 until the age of 

79, which increases to ₹500 for those who are 80 years or older. The inclusion of 

persons with disabilities in the social safety net underscores the government's 
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commitment to ensuring that marginalized groups receive adequate financial support 

for their well-being. 

Table 38: Average Number of Beneficiaries in 30 States of NSAP 

Sr. No. States IGNDPS IGNWPS IGNOAPS 

1 Andhra Pradesh 38367 432611 1066704 

2 Arunachal Pradesh 683 1619 14752 

3 Assam 121159 133237 781317 

4 Bihar 134723 671777 4505204 

5 Chhattisgarh 36619 213178 732051 

6 Delhi 6723 40670 133502 

7 Goa 347 4004 5289 

8 Gujarat 20228 374654 918417 

9 Haryana 33556 120865 283358 

10 Himachal Pradesh 928 23972 104819 

11 Jammu & Kashmir 2880 8321 144500 

12 Jharkhand 27985 301700 1104244 

13 Karnataka 48745 490048 962309 

14 Kerala 157864 629742 555113 

15 Madhya Pradesh 119015 664687 1985685 

16 Maharashtra 8463 69251 1093244 

17 Manipur 997 6401 55647 

18 Meghalaya 1396 8018 56278 

19 Mizoram 624 2117 24450 

20 Nagaland 1131 4091 53157 

21 Odisha 84269 509159 1397296 

22 Punjab 5393 17522 111060 

23 Rajasthan 27227 261627 903986 

24 Sikkim 513 1397 16690 

25 Tamil Nadu 60610 550979 1360025 

26 Telangana 25446 187370 503115 

27 Tripura 1997 16195 124516 

28 Uttar Pradesh 89347 1015678 5391565 

29 Uttarakhand 2893 23229 199446 

30 West Bengal 60167 718429 1327850 

Source: Authors own calculation based on data from the Ministry of Rural Development.  

Overview of Beneficiary Data 

• IGNDPS (Indira Gandhi National Disability Pension Scheme): This scheme supports 

individuals with disabilities, providing financial assistance to those with a disability of 80per 

cent or more. The numbers indicate varying degrees of uptake across states, with Bihar having 
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the highest number of beneficiaries (134,723), while states like Goa and Sikkim show 

relatively lower figures (347 and 513 respectively). 

• IGNWPS (Indira Gandhi National Widow Pension Scheme): This scheme provides 

pensions to widows aged 40 and above, particularly those living Below Poverty Line (BPL). 

Again, Bihar leads with a substantial 671,777 beneficiaries, reflecting both the prevalence of 

need and the effectiveness of program outreach in this state. Conversely, smaller states like 

Arunachal Pradesh report significantly fewer beneficiaries (1,619). 

• IGNOAPS (Indira Gandhi National Old Age Pension Scheme): This scheme offers 

financial support to individuals aged 60 and above who are also BPL. The data reveals that 

Uttar Pradesh has the highest number of beneficiaries at 5,391,565, indicative of the state's 

large elderly population. In contrast, states such as Arunachal Pradesh and Mizoram have 

relatively low numbers (14,752 and 24,450 respectively). 

Regional Disparities 

The data highlights considerable regional disparities in the number of beneficiaries across states. 

States like Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, and Tamil Nadu show high numbers across all three pension schemes, 

suggesting a significant demand for social assistance and possibly a larger population in need. This 

may also indicate effective outreach and implementation strategies. In contrast, states such as Goa 

and Sikkim display lower beneficiary counts, which may reflect either lesser needs due to higher 

socioeconomic status or inefficiencies in the implementation and outreach of these schemes. 

Implications for Policy and Implementation 

The disparities in beneficiary numbers suggest the need for targeted policy interventions to enhance 

outreach and accessibility, particularly in states with lower figures. States with fewer beneficiaries 

could benefit from increased awareness campaigns to ensure that eligible individuals are informed 

about the schemes available to them. States may need to bolster administrative capabilities to identify 
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and process applications effectively, ensuring that no eligible individual is left out of the assistance 

framework. Continuous monitoring and evaluation of beneficiary data can provide insights into the 

effectiveness of implementation strategies, allowing for data-driven policy adjustments. 

The distribution of beneficiaries across the states under the NSAP reflects the varying degrees of need 

and effectiveness of program implementation. Addressing the disparities will require focused efforts 

from both state and central governments to ensure that all vulnerable populations receive the 

necessary support, thereby fulfilling the objectives of social welfare and assistance enshrined in the 

Indian Constitution. The data serves as a crucial tool for policymakers to enhance the reach and 

effectiveness of the NSAP initiatives. 

Implementation and Financial Aspects 

The NSAP has been structured to allow for varying levels of state contributions, with central support 

ranging from ₹200 to ₹500, supplemented by additional state resources that can provide between 

₹1,000 and ₹3,000, depending on local policies and financial capacities. This flexibility enables states 

to tailor assistance to the specific needs of their populations while maintaining minimum national 

standards in welfare provisions. 

The National Social Assistance Programme represents a crucial initiative in India’s social welfare 

landscape, aimed at protecting the most vulnerable segments of society. By providing financial 

assistance to the elderly, widows, and persons with disabilities, the NSAP contributes to the broader 

objectives of social justice and economic equality as enshrined in the Constitution of India. 

Continuous evaluation and enhancement of the program are essential to ensure that it effectively 

meets the needs of its beneficiaries, particularly in light of changing demographics and economic 

conditions. 

Report of the (Comptroller and Auditor General (CAG), 2023) of India on Performance Audit of 

National Social Assistance Programme while analysing the policy implementation pointed out many 

lacunas.  
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5.3.2.3.1 Challenges in Implementing the National Social Assistance Programme (NSAP) 

 

The implementation of the National Social Assistance Programme (NSAP) occurs across various 

States and Union Territories (UTs) in accordance with both general and specific conditions tailored 

to each scheme component. While the Social Welfare Departments are primarily responsible for 

executing NSAP, certain states, including Andhra Pradesh, Assam, Goa, Meghalaya, and West 

Bengal, designate the Rural Development Department for this purpose. In contrast, the Department 

of Women & Child Development oversees NSAP in Odisha and Puducherry, while in Karnataka and 

Tamil Nadu, the Revenue Department is tasked with implementation. Additionally, in Jharkhand, the 

Department of Labour Employment & Training takes charge. Notably, the NSAP extends its benefits 

to both rural and urban areas. However, the implementation of various schemes under NSAP lacks 

uniformity across the country. Discussions regarding these implementation issues are regularly 

conducted with State Government officials during Nodal Officers meetings and quarterly 

Performance Review Committee meetings. 

The Ministry of Rural Development allocates NSAP funds based on the estimated number of 

beneficiaries across sub-schemes, transferring these funds to the Consolidated Fund of the respective 

State or UT. Each State or UT is permitted to allocate up to three percent of these funds for 

administrative expenses, while the remaining amount is designated for pension disbursements and 

family benefit payments. The number of beneficiaries eligible for each sub-scheme is determined by 

the Ministry of Rural Development based on the Census 2001 population figures and the poverty 

ratios established by the Planning Commission in 2004-05. Should a State or UT identify deserving 

beneficiaries exceeding the established cap, they are allowed to provide pensions using their own 

resources. This approach necessitates the adoption of updated criteria, such as those derived from the 

2022 Household Multidimensional Child Economic Survey (HMCE), to better calculate the number 

of beneficiaries for each scheme based on unit-level data. 
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A significant challenge in the implementation of NSAP is the lack of proactive beneficiary 

identification and the maintenance of instalment an updated database of eligible individuals. This 

shortcoming has resulted in the scheme operating in a demand-driven mode, wherein benefits are 

provided only to those beneficiaries who actively apply for pensions or other benefits. Consequently, 

eligible individuals who may lack awareness or resources to apply have been excluded from receiving 

NSAP benefits. 

Delays in States submitting proposals for the second instalment of funds have further compounded 

the issues surrounding fund release by the Ministry, subsequently affecting the timely distribution of 

pensions. Additionally, there have been delays in fund disbursement from State/UT administrations 

to the implementing departments, despite a stipulation that these funds should be released within three 

days. 

Furthermore, funds earmarked for Information, Education, and Communication (IEC) activities, 

amounting to ₹2.83 crore, were diverted to campaigns for other schemes. In total, ₹57.45 crore was 

redirected across six States/UTs for various purposes unrelated to NSAP. Alarmingly, ₹18.78 crore 

has remained idle for periods ranging from one to five years across eight States/UTs, indicating a lack 

of financial oversight resulting in irregular pension payments. Moreover, ₹5.98 crore was spent on 

inadmissible items in ten States/UTs, signalling violations of NSAP guidelines and insufficient 

financial discipline. 

The process of identifying potential beneficiaries and sanctioning pensions has faced notable delays, 

leading to short payments amounting to ₹61.71 crore to 92,602 beneficiaries in 11 States/UTs due to 

non-disbursement of pensions from the effective date. Of concern is the fact that only 11 States/UTs 

have adhered to the monthly pension disbursement guidelines established by NSAP. In contrast, some 

states have opted for quarterly or annual payments, resulting in irregular pension distribution 

practices. In 14 States, pensions under the Indira Gandhi National Old Age Pension Scheme 

(IGNOAPS) amounting to ₹30.47 crore were erroneously disbursed to 57,394 ineligible individuals 
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under the age of 60. Similarly, in 17 States/UTs, ₹26.45 crore was disbursed under the Indira Gandhi 

National Widow Pension Scheme (IGNWPS) to 38,540 ineligible persons under the age of 40. 

Instances of payments to non-widow beneficiaries were also recorded. 

Additionally, across 12 States/UTs, pensions under the Indira Gandhi National Disability Pension 

Scheme (IGNDPS) amounting to ₹4.36 crore were awarded to 5,380 individuals under 18 years of 

age, while 21,322 individuals received ₹15.11 crore for disabilities below the mandated threshold of 

80per cent. The lack of a control mechanism regarding pension payments at enhanced rates for 

beneficiaries over 80 years of age has led to overpayments of ₹0.63 crore to 2,151 individuals and 

short payments of ₹42.85 crore to 243,286 persons in various States/UTs. Furthermore, in 14 

States/UTs, overpayments of ₹3.55 crore were made to 2,243 individuals due to the payment of 

multiple pensions to the same beneficiary. In 26 States/UTs, ₹2 crore was disbursed to 2,103 

beneficiaries even after their death. 

Proactive beneficiary identification is a fundamental principle of NSAP; however, only Kerala has 

conducted periodic surveys to identify eligible beneficiaries between 2017 and 2021. For instance, 

West Bengal conducted a survey in 2006, updated it in 2011, but has not conducted further surveys 

to identify eligible beneficiaries since then. 

Pension benefits under NSAP depend significantly on state efforts, as some States/UTs offer higher 

assistance levels. States like Goa, Nagaland, Manipur, and Punjab do not provide additional assistance 

beyond the central support for IGNOAPS, IGNWPS, and IGNDPS. Conversely, beneficiaries in states 

such as Maharashtra, Jammu & Kashmir, Jharkhand, and Tamil Nadu receive up to ₹1,000 monthly, 

while those in Haryana, Telangana, Andhra Pradesh, and Delhi may receive ₹2,000 or more. 

In the UT of Chandigarh, NSAP was initially implemented for individuals classified as Below Poverty 

Line (BPL). However, following the introduction of the National Food Security Act in 2013, the BPL 

category was abolished. Chandigarh has since requested that the Ministry of Rural Development 

waive the BPL criteria, thereby extending benefits to priority households with annual incomes not 
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exceeding ₹1.50 lakh. Despite several requests, no funds were released for the NSAP in Chandigarh 

from 2017 to 2021, leaving beneficiaries without financial support. 

In the Andaman and Nicobar Islands, while IGNOAPS was implemented between 2017 and 2021, 

the IGNWPS, IGNDPS, and National Family Benefit Scheme (NFBS) were not operational during 

this period, resulting in eligible beneficiaries being deprived of essential benefits. The lack of clarity 

regarding beneficiary eligibility further contributed to the non-implementation of these schemes. 

Since 2010, no Central funds have been released under NSAP to the UT of Dadra and Nagar Haveli, 

resulting in the deprivation of family benefits for eligible NFBS beneficiaries and a lack of Central 

pension contributions for NSAP pensioners. 

In Goa, the benefits of IGNOAPS, IGNWPS, and IGNDPS have been restricted solely to rural areas. 

The absence of separate beneficiary databases for NSAP and state schemes raises the risk of the same 

beneficiary receiving benefits from both, undermining the integrity of the system. Moreover, the 

failure to segregate finances for NSAP and State/UT schemes hinders transparent accounting and 

oversight. The inability to ascertain interest earned on grant-in-aid for NSAP and unspent balances at 

year-end further complicates financial monitoring. 

States are required to provide at least equal contributions to ensure adequate support for beneficiaries. 

NSAP allows States the flexibility to extend benefits to additional deserving beneficiaries using their 

own resources. While States may adopt variations in their implementation methods based on local 

contexts, it is essential that these adaptations do not deviate from the core principles of NSAP. The 

variation in eligibility criteria among different States, such as Delhi and Kerala's adoption of an annual 

income criterion of ₹1,00,000 instead of BPL, illustrates the need for uniformity in funding structures 

that consider the specific needs of each State (CAG, 2023). 
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5.3.2.3.2 Suggestions for CSS Reforms- NSAP 

 

The (Planning Commission, 2011) had appointed a Committee under Shri B.K. Chaturvedi to suggest 

measures and identify changes required in the restructuring of the Centrally Sponsored Schemes such 

as National Social Assistance Programme (NSAP). The Committee in its report submitted on 

September 2011 has suggested: 

▪ The physical and financial norms for the Schemes may vary depending on the requirements 

of the State. A mechanism for developing flexibility in such norms as against the normal CSS 

prescription has been suggested. 

▪ Distribution of CSSs funds among States should be based on transparent notified guidelines 

which should be put on the website of the concerned Ministries. 

▪ All CSS must have 20 per cent flexi funds (10 per cent for Flagship schemes). These should 

be utilised by the States to prepare schemes which are especially suited to the requirements of 

that State. 

The Finance Commission which is a Constitutional body that works on the Centre-State Financial 

relationship has suggested the need to reform the CSS with calculated transfers. The (13th Finance 

Commission, 2010-15) held the view that the number of CSSs should be reduced since states are 

required to contribute to the CSS pool of funds as well, straining their overall fiscal resources. Instead, 

the Commission recommended greater significance to formula-based Plan transfers. The (14th 

Finance Commission, 2015-20) too recommended revising the institutional mechanism for 

transferring funds from the Union to the states through CSSs to reduce the Union government’s 

discretion and foster cooperative federalism. 

Following up with these suggestions, (NITI Aayog, 2015) formulated a committee of Chief Ministers 

to discuss, deliberate and propose solutions to rationalize Centrally Sponsored Schemes considering 

Central Government, State Governments’ and Union Territories’ perspective. The committee noted 

that presently, there are no transparent criteria for inter-State allocations in CSS. In this regard, the 
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Sub-Group recommends that Niti Aayog in consultation with State and Central Ministries would 

evolve transparent criteria based on the development needs, population, potential of the State in that 

sector, or special needs. Therefore, it has been proposed to create a transparent funding pattern based 

on certain formula to streamline utilization of funds and implementation of CSS.  

In the new classification of CSS, the National Social Assistance is considered as the Core of the Core 

Scheme. Meaning, those schemes which are for social protection and social inclusion should form 

the core of core and be the first charge on available funds for the National Development Agenda. 

Hence it can be said that NSAP is a priority programme of Government of India.  

Additionally, the recommendation given by this Committee were approved by the Cabinet Ministers 

under the Chairmanship of Prime Minister Modi (Press Information, Bureau, 2016).   

5.3.3 Formula Derivation for NSAP Funding from Centre to States 

 

Taking the cue from on-going policy reforms with respect to CSS, this study derived a formula to 

base transfers from Central Government to 30 State and UTs Governments for National Social 

Assistance Programme. Table 4 in methodology section explains the data that has been used for 

formula derivation. Table 36 shows the variables considered in this study to calculate transfers to 

respective state for NSAP.  

Table 39: Variables in NSAP Funding Formula Derivation 

 
Variables* Aggregated Data Percentage Weights 

1 Ratio of State's own expenditure on Social 

Security welfare schemes/Total Expenditure 

2017-18 to 2023-24 5 per cent 0.05 

2 Central Government Fund Allocation to States 2017-18 to 2023-24 25 per cent 0.25 

3 Rural Medical Expenses 2022-23 5 per cent 0.05 

4 Urban Medical Expenses 2022-23 10 per cent 0.15 

5 Number of Beneficiaries 2017-18 to 2023-24 50 per cent 0.50 

   
100 per cent 1 

Source: Authors own calculation. *Detailed data tables are provided in Annexure 3.  
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The first variable considered is ratio of States own expenditure on social security welfare schemes 

out of its total expenditure to understand the states fiscal capacity. Secondly, for each year from 2017-

18 to 2023-24, how much amount of funds were given by the Central Government to 30 states. Next, 

major expenditure of the elderly happens due to medical needs. Hence rural and urban medical 

expenses have been taken separately. As the (NCEUS, 2006) report on Social Security Benefits 

suggested based on multiple studies that urban medical expenses are more than rural expenses and 

the gap of five per cent demonstrates the out-of-pocket expenditure. Lastly, using the information 

given by the Ministry of Rural Development on progress on NSAP and three particular pension 

schemes, the number of beneficiaries data has been collated.   

Using the formula, each of the states is awarded with percentage points. Further, each state’s 

receivables through are calculated using these percentage points as a proportion of the budgetary 

allocation of the Government of India for 2023-24 for the National Social Old-age Assistance 

Programme (NSOAP). The outcome of the formula-based transfers is given in table 39.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



248 

 

Table 40: Outcome of Formula-based Funding of NSAP 

Rank States Proportion Estimated Budgeted allocation for 2024-25 

(In Rs. Crore) 

(As a proportion of 2024-25 of Rs. 9002.89 

crore given for NSAP) 

1 Uttar Pradesh 19.89 ₹ 1,790.31 

2 Bihar 12.83 ₹ 1,155.37 

3 Madhya Pradesh 8.18 ₹ 736.36 

4 Andhra Pradesh 6.91 ₹ 622.44 

5 Gujarat 4.20 ₹ 378.17 

6 Odisha 4.01 ₹ 361.34 

7 Assam 3.98 ₹ 358.60 

8 Chhattisgarh 3.83 ₹ 345.02 

9 Tamil Nadu 3.65 ₹ 328.59 

10 West Bengal 3.53 ₹ 317.45 

11 Maharashtra 3.47 ₹ 311.96 

12 Jharkhand 3.44 ₹ 309.46 

13 Karnataka 2.65 ₹ 238.82 

14 Arunachal Pradesh 2.49 ₹ 223.75 

15 Rajasthan 2.47 ₹ 222.55 

16 Haryana 2.20 ₹ 197.85 

17 Delhi 2.06 ₹ 185.79 

18 Goa 1.65 ₹ 148.88 

19 Kerala 1.61 ₹ 145.08 

20 Telangana 1.53 ₹ 138.07 

21 Himachal Pradesh 1.46 ₹ 131.05 

22 Jammu & Kashmir 1.28 ₹ 114.98 

23 Uttarakhand 0.67 ₹ 60.21 

24 Punjab 0.43 ₹ 39.01 

25 Tripura 0.38 ₹ 34.56 

26 Manipur 0.38 ₹ 34.50 

27 Meghalaya 0.30 ₹ 27.21 

28 Nagaland 0.25 ₹ 22.81 

29 Mizoram 0.16 ₹ 14.53 

30 Sikkim 0.09 ₹ 8.17 

Source: Authors own calculation.  

As can be observed from  Table 40, Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Andhra Pradesh, and 

Gujarat have positioned themselves among the top five states to receive the largest number of 

transfers. North-Eastern States as pointed out by the NITI Aayog report on CSS are lagging behind 

in terms of implementation, thus low numbers of beneficiaries; inadequate fiscal capacity are certain 

aspects that are reflected in the formula as well. Thus, bottom five ranked states are Manipur, 

Meghalaya, Nagaland, Mizoram, and Sikkim.  
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In order to test the impact of the formula-based transfers, the study compared the actual allocation to 

each state in 2022-23 with the projected allocation of the formula for 2024-25. It has been noted that 

there are 18 States which would become better-off with formula-based transfers and 12 States are 

likely to face financial losses. Table 41 provides the names of better-off and worse-off states.  

Table 41: Better-off & Worse-off States with Formula-based Funding of NSAP 

Number of Better-Off States Names of States 

18 Madhya Pradesh, Andhra Pradesh, Maharashtra, 

Karnataka, Arunachal Pradesh, Delhi, Haryana, Gujarat, 

Himachal Pradesh, Punjab, Chhattisgarh, Uttar Pradesh, 

Assam, Nagaland, Meghalaya, Manipur, Tripura, Sikkim 

Number of Worse-Off 

States 

Names of States 

12 Kerala, Rajasthan, Odisha, West Bengal, Jammu & 

Kashmir, Tamil Nadu, Bihar, Jharkhand, Telangana, Goa, 

Uttarakhand, Mizoram 

Source: Authors own calculation.  

To help each state cover its potential beneficiaries for pension, the study conducted multiple exercise 

by changing weights and proportion. However, the ratio of better-off and worse-off states has not 

found to be changed even after approximate 30 different combinations of weights.  

Additionally, the study identified that the 12 states which are facing losses, have been granted revenue 

deficit grant by 15th Finance Commission. Some of the states had received it during 14th Finance 

Commission as well. States experiencing a revenue shortfall due to lower tax revenues, inadequate 

fiscal capacity, or higher expenditure needs relative to their revenues are offered revenue deficit grants 

post tax devolution. The Finance Commission provides revenue deficit grants to bridge this gap, 

ensuring that states can meet their expenditure requirements. Hence it can be noticed that these 12 

states are falling short of funds which reflected in the formula in terms of states own expenditure. 

Therefore, the study continued with the idea of formula-based transfers as 18 states of India, including 

North-Eastern States, except, Mizoram shall benefit through rationalization and streamlining of 

transfers.  
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5.3.4 PAG Analysis of IGNOAPS, IGNWPS, and IGNDPS  

 

Lastly, to comprehensively analyse the status of the NSAP, wherein the social assistance schemes of 

IGNOAPS, IGNWPS, and IGNDPS are covered, across the 30 states of India, it is essential to conduct 

a detailed examination that encompasses the following dimensions: 

Potential Analysis: Evaluate the theoretical potential for each state to implement and scale up social 

assistance schemes. This includes analyzing the available financial resources, administrative capacity, 

and infrastructure that could support the expansion of these schemes. Determine the potential demand 

for social assistance services by assessing demographic data, poverty levels, and the prevalence of 

vulnerable populations in each state. This analysis helps in understanding the possible scope and 

impact of universalizing these schemes. 

Actual Analysis: Examine the existing coverage and effectiveness of social assistance schemes as 

they are currently implemented in each state. This includes reviewing the reach of the schemes, the 

number of beneficiaries served, and the adequacy of benefits provided. Analyse the performance 

metrics of the schemes, such as the accuracy of beneficiary identification, the efficiency of fund 

disbursement, and the overall impact on target populations. This assessment helps in understanding 

the real-world effectiveness of the schemes. 

Gap Analysis: Identify the gaps between the potential capacity for implementing social assistance 

schemes and the actual implementation. This involves comparing the theoretical potential against the 

real-world data to highlight discrepancies in coverage, resource utilization, and scheme performance. 

Based on the identified gaps, propose actionable recommendations to bridge these discrepancies. This 

includes suggesting improvements in policy design, administrative processes, funding mechanisms, 

and outreach strategies to enhance the effectiveness and reach of social assistance schemes. 

This comprehensive analysis will provide valuable insights into the strengths and weaknesses of 

current social assistance schemes and inform strategies for their universalization across all 30 states 
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in India. Table 42 gives an overview of funds required depending upon the number of beneficiaries of 

for Indira Gandhi Old-age Pension Scheme (IGNOAPS), Indira Gandhi Widow Pension Scheme 

(IGNWPS), the number of years expected to be living and per month pension given to them for the 

life-time. per capita expenditure and potential, actual and gap number of beneficiaries. To estimate 

the number of beneficiaries for IGNDPS, a survey conducted by NSSO on Persons with Disabilities, 

2018-19 has been used.   

Table 42: PAG Analysis for IGNDPS, IGNWPD, IGNOAPS 

Schemes 18-79 Years 80+ Years Sum of All Years 

IGNDPS ₹ 1,30,12,21,40,667 ₹ 14,51,22,44,125 ₹ 1,44,63,43,84,792  
40-79 Years 80+ Years 

 

IGNWPS ₹ 72,28,43,65,066 ₹ 19,16,50,216 ₹ 72,47,60,15,282  
60-79 Years 80+ Years 

 

IGNOAPS ₹ 10,72,06,12,635 ₹ 13,82,28,983 ₹ 10,85,88,41,618 

                                                                       Source: Authors own calculation.  

The estimation of expected expenditures for various pension schemes administered by the 

Government of India reveals a structured approach to providing financial support across different age 

demographics. Specifically, the Indira Gandhi National Disability Pension Scheme (IGNDPS), Indira 

Gandhi National Widow Pension Scheme (IGNWPS), and Indira Gandhi National Old Age Pension 

Scheme (IGNOAPS) demonstrate distinct payment structures based on the age of beneficiaries, which 

is critical for understanding the overall financial commitments involved in universalizing these 

schemes. 

For the IGNDPS, the total expected expenditure is ₹1,44,63,43,84,792, which is divided into two age 

groups: ₹1,30,12,21,40,667 for individuals aged 18 to 79 years, and ₹14,51,22,44,125 for those aged 

80 years and above. This tiered structure reflects the government's policy of adjusting pension 

amounts based on age, thereby providing a more substantial support system for older individuals who 

may face greater financial challenges. 

Similarly, the IGNWPS entails an expenditure of ₹72,47,60,15,282, with ₹72,28,43,65,066 allocated 

for beneficiaries aged 40 to 79 years and ₹19,16,50,216 for those aged 80 and above. This 



252 

 

differentiation underscores the necessity for tailored financial interventions that consider the varying 

needs of individuals at different life stages. 

The IGNOAPS scheme shows an expected expenditure of ₹10,85,88,41,618, divided into 

₹10,72,06,12,635 for individuals aged 60 to 79 years and ₹13,82,28,983 for those aged 80 years and 

older. Here again, the increased pension amount for those over 80 years reflects an understanding of 

the unique financial pressures faced by this demographic. 

A notable aspect of these schemes is the specific pension amounts provided to beneficiaries in 

different age categories. For individuals aged 18 to 79 years, the IGNOAPS provides ₹200 per month, 

while the IGNWPS and IGNDPS allocate ₹300 per month. Upon reaching the age of 80, the monthly 

pension increases to ₹500 across all three schemes. This graduated approach not only acknowledges 

the increasing vulnerability of older adults but also promotes a framework of financial support that 

evolves as individuals age. 

The calculations performed to derive these expected expenditures account for distinct age groups, 

varying pension amounts, and the total potential beneficiaries encompassed within each scheme.  By 

addressing the specific needs of different age demographics and providing graduated financial 

support, the government demonstrates its dedication to safeguarding the economic welfare of its 

citizens throughout their lifespan. 

To conclude, using the micro-level data to estimate the number of beneficiaries, streamlining transfers 

through formula, and PAG analysis, the study reports the financial outlay necessitated by the 

Government of India if it decides to universalize social insurance and social assistance schemes 

mentioned earlier in this study. The number of beneficiaries or contributions for social insurance or 

states’ own capacity or changes in the central government’s outlay impacting the inclusion and 

exclusion criteria are certain factors which should be taken with a pinch of salt. 
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5.4 Universalization of Pension  
 

To calculate the total pension amount that would be required to be paid by the Government of India, 

a life-cycle approach has been adopted.  

Using life tables and probabilities of survival provides a robust method for estimating future pension 

liabilities. Accounting for the expected lifespan of individuals and the amount they will receive, 

allows for a clearer understanding of the financial commitments the government must fulfil over time. 

When calculating government contributions to pension provisions using life tables and the probability 

of survival (denoted as lx), the approach typically involves estimating the total amount the 

government will need to pay out over the lifetime of an individual contributor. 

In the context of evaluating the social insurance and social assistance schemes implemented in India, 

it is essential to utilize robust statistical methodologies to derive meaningful insights into their 

effectiveness and sustainability. This study focuses on several key social insurance schemes, namely 

the Atal Pension Yojana (APY), National Pension Scheme for Traders (NPST), Pradhan Mantri 

Shram Yogi Mandhan (PMSYM), and Pradhan Mantri Kisan Maan Dhan Yojana (PMKMY). The 

probability values derived from life tables serve as a critical tool in this analysis, allowing for a 

nuanced understanding of the demographic factors influencing the viability of these pension schemes. 

Conversely, the assessment of social assistance schemes, which include the Indira Gandhi National 

Disability Pension Scheme (IGNDPS), Indira Gandhi National Widow Pension Scheme (IGNWPS), 

and Indira Gandhi National Old Age Pension Scheme (IGNOAPS), necessitates a different analytical 

approach. Here, the focus shifts to the pension amount disbursed, the number of years beneficiaries 

receive these payments, and the total number of beneficiaries enrolled in these schemes. By 

integrating these variables, we can accurately calculate the total government payout associated with 

each social assistance program. 
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This dual methodology employing life table probabilities for social insurance schemes while utilizing 

concrete payout metrics for social assistance schemes—enables a comprehensive evaluation of the 

fiscal implications and social impact of these initiatives. Such an analysis is vital for policymakers 

aiming to enhance the effectiveness of social security frameworks and ensure that they are both 

sustainable and responsive to the needs of the population. 

Table 43 showed the scheme-wise financial outlay and the total amount required to universalize 

pensions in India. 

Table 43: Financial Outlay for Universalization of Pension in India 

Scheme Expected Expenditure In words 

IGNDPS ₹ 1,44,63,43,84,792 0.14 lakh crore 

IGNWPS ₹ 72,47,60,15,282 0.07 lakh crore 

IGNOAPS ₹ 10,85,88,41,618 0.01 lakh crore 

APY ₹ 46,94,05,51,36,412 4.69 lakh crore 

NPST ₹ 12,09,91,10,91,390 1.21 lakh crore 

PMSYM ₹ 45,93,06,39,11,395 4.59 lakh crore 

PMKMY ₹ 27,32,53,99,04,616 2.73 lakh crore 

Total ₹ 1,34,57,53,92,85,503 13.46 lakh crore 

                                                             Source: Authors own calculation 

A total of Rs. 13.46 lakh crore would be required to cover every worker with pension in India as 

shown in the table 43.  

The expected expenditure outlined for various pension schemes indicates a significant financial 

commitment by the government towards the universalization of social security benefits in India. 

These expenditures aim to ensure that all eligible workers are provided access to pension schemes, 

thereby promoting financial security in old age and contributing to the overall social welfare of the 

population. 

The Indira Gandhi National Disability Pension Scheme (IGNDPS), with an expected expenditure of 

₹0.14 lakh crore, plays a crucial role in supporting individuals with disabilities, ensuring they have 
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a stable income source. This investment underscores the government's commitment to inclusivity 

within the social security framework. 

Similarly, the Indira Gandhi National Widow Pension Scheme (IGNWPS) anticipates an expenditure 

of ₹0.07 lakh crore. This initiative aims to empower widows by providing financial support, thereby 

enhancing their quality of life and enabling economic independence. 

The Indira Gandhi National Old Age Pension Scheme (IGNOAPS), with an expected expenditure of 

₹0.01 lakh crore, addresses the financial needs of senior citizens, recognizing their contributions to 

society and the necessity of a safety net in their later years. 

In the realm of social insurance, the Atal Pension Yojana (APY), which is projected to require ₹4.69 

lakh crore, is designed to provide secure retirement income for workers in the unorganised sector. 

This substantial expenditure reflects the government’s proactive approach to extending pension 

benefits to a demographic historically underserved. 

The National Pension Scheme for Traders (NPST), with an expected cost of ₹1.21 lakh crore, aims 

to integrate self-employed traders into the pension framework, acknowledging their economic 

contributions and the need for financial security in retirement. 

The Pradhan Mantri Shram Yogi Maan-Dhan (PMSYM) scheme, with an anticipated expenditure of 

₹4.59 lakh crore, further reinforces the commitment to unorganised sector workers, ensuring they 

receive adequate pension support. 

Lastly, the Pradhan Mantri Kisan Maan-Dhan Yojana (PMKMY) is projected to incur an expenditure 

of ₹2.73 lakh crore, targeting India’s farming community and recognising their pivotal role in 

national food security and rural economic stability. 

In total, the combined expected expenditure across these schemes amounts to approximately ₹13.46 

lakh crore. This figure encapsulates the government's intent to universalise pension benefits and 

highlights the imperative to include all eligible individuals as beneficiaries of these essential schemes. 
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By investing in these social protection initiatives, the government aims to strengthen the financial 

resilience of vulnerable populations and foster a more equitable society. 

The combined expected expenditure across these schemes amounts to approximately ₹13.46 lakh 

crore. This total reflects the government’s fiscal commitment required to achieve universal pension 

coverage for eligible populations. When compared to the Union Budget of ₹48 lakh crore for the year 

2024–25, this proposed expenditure constitutes about 28 per cent of the total annual budget, indicating 

that while the required investment is substantial, it remains within feasible fiscal reach. 

In terms of national output, this expenditure represents approximately 0.46 per cent of India’s nominal 

GDP (projected at ₹2,950 lakh crore or ₹2.95 quadrillion for 2023–24), and around 0.79 per cent of 

real GDP (estimated at ₹173 trillion). By contrast, the current government spending on the analysed 

pension schemes is just 0.006 per cent of nominal GDP. Hence, to achieve universalisation, the 

government would need to increase spending on pensions by approximately 667 per cent. 

These estimates closely align with the recommendations of the Arjun Sengupta Committee, which 

proposed that 2.5 to 3 per cent of GDP should be allocated for universal social security. Thus, 

allocating just 0.44 per cent of GDP to pensions remains significantly below this benchmark and 

presents a fiscally responsible opportunity to expand social protection coverage in India. 

It is pertinent to note that this study specifically focuses on pensions as a critical component of social 

security benefits. Consequently, examining the proportion of GDP dedicated to pension expenditures 

is both appropriate and logical. This targeted analysis not only enhances our understanding of the 

fiscal commitment required for sustaining pension schemes but also underscores the importance of 

ensuring that social security provisions are adequate and accessible to the populace. 

The Arjun Sengupta Committee formed in 2007 estimated that providing social security benefits in 

India would require about 2.5 per cent to 3 per cent of the GDP reflects the financial resources needed 

to ensure a basic level of social security for all citizens, particularly the vulnerable and marginalized 

populations. 
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The committee's recommendations for social security presented a comprehensive framework for 

addressing the needs of the population and highlighted the significance of transforming fragmented 

welfare measures into a cohesive system. The estimate identified key areas of focus, emphasizing the 

importance of significant investment in social security as both a fundamental right and a strategy for 

economic stability and growth. 

The breakdown of the estimate began with an analysis of the essential components necessary for a 

robust social security system. Health care was recognized as a cornerstone, requiring universal access 

to affordable services, including preventive care, treatment, and rehabilitation. The goal was to 

eliminate the financial hardships often associated with medical expenses. Pensions were another 

critical element, designed to provide financial security for individuals who could no longer work due 

to age or disability. Employment support was also emphasised, with measures such as unemployment 

benefits and skill development programs proposed to safeguard livelihoods and reduce vulnerability 

in the labour market. Additionally, child welfare programs focusing on education, nutrition, and 

accessible child care services were seen as vital to breaking intergenerational cycles of poverty and 

enabling upward social mobility. 

When the committee was formed in 2007, the social security landscape was characterised by 

fragmented and underfunded programs that failed to address the diverse needs of the population. 

Existing measures often lacked coordination and comprehensive design, leaving significant gaps in 

coverage. The committee’s estimate highlighted the need for substantial scaling-up of investments to 

ensure these gaps were effectively addressed, reflecting the urgency of creating a more inclusive and 

equitable system. 

A key implication of the estimate was its call to redefine social security as a fundamental right rather 

than a discretionary welfare measure. This shift in perspective encouraged policymakers to prioritize 

social security in national budgeting and integrate existing protection schemes into a unified 

framework. Such an approach aimed to minimize duplication, streamline service delivery, and 
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enhance efficiency. By positioning social security as a critical pillar of equity and social justice, the 

committee’s recommendations underscored its importance in fostering a fairer society. 

To support this vision, the committee proposed innovative and sustainable funding mechanisms. It 

recommended a combination of government funding, contributions from employers and employees, 

and the exploration of international funding sources or social impact investments. Emphasis was also 

placed on enhancing the efficiency of existing welfare programs by reducing leakages and optimizing 

resource allocation. Public-private partnerships were encouraged to expand service delivery, leverage 

technological advancements, and ensure broader coverage. 

The long-term vision outlined in the recommendations went beyond immediate relief for vulnerable 

populations. The committee emphasized that social security investments could yield significant 

economic and social benefits. By reducing poverty and inequality, such measures contribute to 

economic stability, fostering a stable consumer base and stimulating growth. Moreover, investments 

in health care, education, and skill development were recognized as critical for human capital 

development, equipping individuals to participate meaningfully in the economy. Comprehensive 

social security also enhances social cohesion by addressing disparities and promoting inclusivity, 

thereby reducing social tensions. 

The Arjun Sengupta Committee's recommendations have been pivotal in shaping discussions around 

social security in India. By estimating the necessary funding at 2.5per cent to 3per cent of GDP, it 

underscored the critical need for a structured and comprehensive approach to social security that 

could foster a more inclusive economy. 

In summary, the analysis of universalization expenditure as a proportion of GDP serves as a 

foundational element for evaluating the sustainability and adequacy of pension schemes within the 

broader framework of social security. This perspective is essential for informing policy decisions 

aimed at enhancing the welfare of citizens and ensuring a robust social safety net. 
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Followed by the amount, the next section highlights the need for universalizing pension in India with 

pros and cons of pension explored by earlier studies.  
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6 : Discussion and Recommendations 

The analytical findings of this study highlighted the existing gaps and financial requirements involved 

in expanding social insurance-based pension schemes such as PM-SYM, PM-KMY, APY, NPS-

Traders, and NSAP to their full potential.  However, achieving true pension universalization requires 

a broader integration of both social insurance and social assistance approaches. While the former 

relies on individual contributions, the latter, such as the National Social Assistance Programme 

(NSAP) provided non-contributory support to the poorest and most vulnerable elderly populations. A 

holistic pension architecture must bridge these two paradigms to ensure no eligible individual is 

excluded due to income, occupation, or demographic limitations. This integrated approach not only 

enhances social security coverage but also strengthens the economic and financial ecosystem by 

increasing aggregate demand, stabilizing consumption among the elderly, and contributing to long-

term capital formation through growth in assets under management (AUM).  

6.1.1 Social Insurance Schemes and Macroeconomic Implications 

 

Social insurance schemes such as the Pradhan Mantri Kisan Maandhan Yojana (PMKMY), Pradhan 

Mantri Shram Yogi Maandhan Yojana (PMSYM), Atal Pension Yojana (APY), and the National 

Pension System for Traders and Self-Employed Persons (NPST) are designed as contributory pension 

models. These schemes pool individual contributions—often with co-contributions or subsidies from 

the government—and channel them into professionally managed investment funds. The collective 

value of these funds is measured as Assets Under Management (AUM), which reflects the total market 

value of all contributions accumulated and invested over time. 

As coverage under these pension schemes expands, either through increased enrolment or enhanced 

contribution levels, the AUM correspondingly grows. This growth in AUM is significant for several 

reasons. First, it enhances the financial sustainability of the pension system by increasing the capital 

base and reducing dependency on future fiscal transfers. Second, a larger AUM enables pension fund 

managers to pursue more diversified and long-term investment strategies, improving overall returns 
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and reducing systemic risk. Third, this accumulation of long-term, patient capital becomes a valuable 

resource for the broader financial markets, contributing to liquidity, stability, and investment depth. 

From a macroeconomic perspective, the rise in AUM due to increased participation in schemes like 

PMKMY, PMSYM, APY, and NPST has far-reaching implications. Pension funds are major 

institutional investors in many advanced economies, and as India's pension AUM base expands, it can 

play a similar role. These funds are typically invested in government securities, infrastructure bonds, 

corporate debt, and equities, thereby supporting capital formation, infrastructure development, and 

financial market deepening. The presence of a robust AUM base contributes to greater investor 

confidence and can act as a counter-cyclical stabilizer during economic downturns. 

Moreover, the expansion of pension coverage achieves more than financial system strengthening—it 

contributes to social equity and economic resilience. By bringing informal sector workers, small and 

marginal farmers, low-income traders, and self-employed individuals into formal financial structures, 

these schemes promote financial inclusion. The assurance of old-age income through such pensions 

enhances consumption stability, reduces vulnerability to poverty in old age, and improves quality of 

life. 

Thus, the interconnectedness between pension scheme expansion and AUM growth illustrates a dual 

benefit: individual financial security and systemic economic strengthening. This duality is 

increasingly reflected in the emerging literature that examines how pension inclusion not only uplifts 

personal welfare but also transforms national financial architecture and macroeconomic performance. 

The subsequent review of literature builds upon this premise by exploring theoretical and empirical 

evidence on how expanding pension coverage impacts individuals, markets, and the broader 

economy. 
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6.1.1.1 Growth of Assets Under Management (AUM) and Social Insurance in India 

 

The Assets Under Management (AUM) within India's pension sector, particularly under schemes like 

the National Pension System (NPS) and the Atal Pension Yojana (APY), has seen remarkable growth 

from 1.2 per cent to 3.7 per cent of the total population over the five-year period from 2016-17 to 

2021-22. Simultaneously, the AUM as a proportion of GDP increased from 1.2 per cent to 3.2 per 

cent. This substantial rise signifies an expanding base of pension coverage and increased market 

participation. 

Figure 17: Growth of Assets under Management (AUM)  

 

Source: AUM and Subscriber Base, NPS Website.  

The coverage of the population in pension under these two schemes (NPS & APY), during the 5 years 

2016-17 to 2021-22, has raised from 1.2 per cent to 3.7 per cent as a share of the total population; and 

assets as a proportion of GDP has increased from 1.2 per cent to 3.2 per cent (Mohanty D., 2022). 

Figure 18: AUM as a per cent of GDP 

 

Source: Perspectives on the Pension Sector in India, PFRDA Working Paper, 2022-23. 
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The increase in AUM as a percentage of GDP suggests a significant expansion in the size and 

influence of financial markets relative to the overall economy. This growth reflects enhanced market 

participation, improved liquidity, increased capital formation, and potential positive impacts on 

economic stability and growth. It also highlights the need for ongoing regulatory oversight and policy 

support to ensure that the benefits of increased AUM are realized effectively and sustainably. 

6.1.1.2 Relationship Between AUM, Social Insurance Schemes, and Economic Growth 

 

Enhanced Coverage and Participation: The expansion of pension schemes like NPS and APY 

indicates a growing recognition of the importance of retirement savings among various demographics, 

including unorganized workers and small farmers. This broader participation not only helps secure 

financial stability for individuals but also leads to a larger pool of capital for investment in the 

economy. 

Significant AUM Growth: The projected amount for universalizing social insurance schemes in 

India is approximately ₹132 lakh crore. If this is considered as part of AUM, it would constitute 

around 2.23 per cent of the nominal GDP for 2023-24. This contribution highlights the critical role 

of these pension schemes in channelling savings into productive investments, thereby facilitating 

economic growth. 

Benefits to Contributors and Investors: For individual contributors, schemes like PM Kisan 

Maandhan Yojana, PM Shram Yogi Maandhan Yojana, and NPS offer guaranteed pensions, which 

serve as a safety net in old age. These schemes encourage a culture of savings and financial planning 

among low-income groups, ensuring that they have resources available for their retirement. 

Investors, including institutional investors and pension funds, benefit from a larger and more liquid 

market. Increased AUM leads to better investment opportunities and diversification of portfolios, 

which can enhance returns. A more robust financial market can also lead to improved credit ratings 

for India, attracting foreign investment. 
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Market and Economic Stability: The growth in AUM contributes to increased capital formation, 

which is essential for infrastructure development and economic expansion. As the pension funds 

invest in various sectors, including infrastructure, manufacturing, and technology, it fosters job 

creation and innovation. 

Moreover, a larger pension fund base can provide stability during economic downturns. By 

diversifying investments across asset classes and geographies, pension funds can mitigate risks, thus 

contributing to the overall resilience of the financial system. 

Regulatory Oversight and Policy Support: With the increase in AUM and the expansion of social 

insurance schemes, ongoing regulatory oversight is crucial. Effective regulations will ensure that 

these funds are managed prudently, safeguarding the interests of contributors while promoting 

sustainable economic growth. Policymakers must focus on creating an enabling environment for 

pension funds to thrive, ensuring transparency and accountability. 

The growth of AUM in India's pension sector signifies a positive trajectory towards enhanced social 

insurance and financial security for individuals. As more people engage with schemes like NPS and 

APY, the resulting capital influx can stimulate economic growth, improve market liquidity, and 

stabilize the financial system. The interplay between these factors underscores the importance of 

ongoing policy support and effective regulation to maximize the benefits of increased AUM for all 

stakeholders involved. 

The following section discussed the expected socioeconomic and macroeconomic outcomes of such 

a universalized pension system, including its potential to reduce elderly poverty, empower households 

financially, and catalyse broader developmental gains in India's economy. 
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6.1.2 Social Assistance Schemes and Macroeconomic Implications 

 

The National Social Assistance Programme (NSAP) represents India’s principal non-contributory 

pension framework, aimed at delivering minimum income support to vulnerable populations, 

including widows, the elderly, and persons with disabilities. Through its three core schemes—Indira 

Gandhi National Widow Pension Scheme (IGNWPS), Indira Gandhi National Old Age Pension 

Scheme (IGNOAPS), and Indira Gandhi National Disability Pension Scheme (IGNDPS)—NSAP 

seeks to provide a social safety net to those excluded from formal economic protection. While the 

intent and structure of these schemes reflect the constitutional and developmental commitment to 

social justice, the findings of this study reveal substantial limitations in their current scale, adequacy, 

and integration with broader economic planning. 

The quantitative analysis showed that the expected financial outlays for universalising these schemes 

remain modest in the context of India’s overall fiscal capacity. For instance, the total expenditure 

required to cover all eligible individuals under IGNOAPS, IGNWPS, and IGNDPS amounts to ₹0.01 

lakh crore, ₹0.07 lakh crore, and ₹0.14 lakh crore, respectively. These figures, though significant from 

a welfare distribution standpoint, are marginal when compared to the Union Budget or GDP—

demonstrating that a broader reach of social assistance can be achieved at relatively low fiscal cost. 

Despite this, coverage gaps persist due to constrained eligibility criteria, inadequate awareness, and 

fragmented delivery systems at the state and local levels. 

From a macroeconomic perspective, universalising these social assistance schemes carries a range of 

positive externalities. Firstly, it would enhance consumption among marginalised households, 

particularly in rural and low-income urban areas, thereby contributing to demand-side stabilisation. 

Secondly, improved income security for elderly persons, widows, and individuals with disabilities 

reduces dependency ratios and alleviates pressure on working-age family members, leading to 

increased labour market participation and productivity. Thirdly, public investments in social 

pensions—when transparently administered—can reduce long-term poverty and inequality, 
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contributing to more inclusive economic growth and enhancing the effectiveness of India’s 

demographic dividend. 

Moreover, in times of economic shocks such as pandemics, natural disasters, or inflationary pressures, 

social assistance pensions act as automatic stabilisers, cushioning the most vulnerable from abrupt 

income loss. Their redistributive impact is especially critical in India's federal structure, where 

disparities in fiscal capacity and social infrastructure often translate into uneven outcomes. Hence, a 

well-funded and universal NSAP system not only strengthens individual resilience but also serves 

broader goals of macroeconomic stability and social cohesion. 

In conclusion, while the NSAP schemes under review are pivotal for ensuring minimum social 

protection, their current implementation falls short of the scale required to meet India’s constitutional 

and developmental goals. This thesis, through empirical estimation and gap analysis, demonstrates 

that universalisation is not only feasible but also economically prudent. Enhancing benefit adequacy, 

integrating beneficiary databases, and ensuring timely disbursement must now become central to the 

reform agenda. The macroeconomic dividends of such reform are clear: enhanced household welfare, 

stabilised consumption, reduced inequality, and stronger foundations for sustainable growth. 

Limitations of the Study 

While this study provides an in-depth quantitative and policy-oriented assessment of pension 

penetration and the fiscal implications of universalising pension schemes in India, several limitations 

should be acknowledged to frame the scope of its findings. 

First, the analysis is constrained by the nature of the primary data sources. The Periodic Labour Force 

Survey (PLFS), despite being the most comprehensive nationally representative dataset on 

employment and social security benefits, does not capture scheme-specific pension enrolment and 

omits significant segments of the working-age population, particularly among self-employed 

workers. Missing or incomplete responses necessitated data cleaning and exclusion of certain 
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observations, which may have led to underrepresentation of specific demographic and occupational 

groups. 

Second, the study is subject to potential measurement errors. Self-reported income and employment 

status in household surveys are prone to recall bias and misclassification, which can distort the 

categorisation of contributors, non-contributors, pensioners, and non-pensioners. In addition, the 

absence of standardised reporting formats across respondents introduces variability that could not be 

fully controlled for in the modelling process. 

Third, unobserved heterogeneity remains an important consideration. Key determinants of pension 

participation such as health status, financial literacy, intra-household bargaining power, and employer 

compliance behaviour are not available in the PLFS or other official datasets used in this study. As a 

result, these potentially influential factors could not be incorporated into the regression models, 

limiting the explanatory depth of the findings. 

Fourth, the study is based on repeated cross-sectional data rather than longitudinal panel data. 

Although PLFS data are available over multiple rounds spanning six years, its design does not allow 

for the tracking of individuals over time. This limits the capacity to establish causal relationships or 

to observe individual-level transitions in pension status, restricting the analysis to associational 

patterns rather than dynamic trajectories. 

Fifth, the fiscal projections for universalisation assume full compliance with eligibility criteria and 

do not account for behavioural changes in enrolment or the impact of macroeconomic fluctuations, 

demographic shocks, or policy changes over time. Consequently, the estimated financial outlays 

represent a static scenario and may overstate the actual expenditure requirements under real-world 

conditions. 

Finally, the findings of this study are situated within the Indian labour market and policy context. 

While the analytical approach and universalisation framework may be relevant to other developing 
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economies, caution should be exercised in applying the numerical results directly to different socio-

economic or institutional settings. 

These limitations highlight the need for future research to incorporate longitudinal datasets, richer 

micro-level variables on behavioural and institutional factors, and dynamic modelling approaches 

that can simulate alternative scenarios of pension uptake under varying economic and policy 

environments. Expanding the scope to include state-level administrative data and integrating 

qualitative insights on barriers to enrolment would further enhance the robustness and policy 

relevance of universalisation studies in the social protection domain. 

6.2 Indian System Reforms using the Principles of Economics of Pension 
 

Universalising pensions for unorganised sector workers in India requires a multifaceted approach that 

considers various aspects of pension economics. Here’s a set of policy recommendations based on 

findings from international and Indian research papers, focusing on resources, consumption, 

production, distribution, and optimal utilization. 

• Resources Required: 

Implement a co-funding model where the government matches contributions from low-income 

workers or provides direct subsidies to increase affordability. The paper by James and Lee (2009) 

highlights how co-funding and subsidies can increase pension coverage in developing countries. Dey 

and Tiwar (2020) analyses the impact of government subsidies on expanding pension coverage among 

informal sector workers in India. 

Secondly, explore alternative financing mechanisms such as public-private partnerships (PPPs) and 

impact bonds to mobilize additional resources. The same was studied in the paper by Arza and 

Heneghan (2013) where they explored the use of PPPs in pension financing in various countries. In 

the Indian context, Singh and Patel (2018) explored innovative financing models and their potential 

impact on Indian pension schemes Invest in robust IT systems for better management of contributions, 
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benefits, and records.  Technology enhances the efficiency of pension fund management and 

upgrading IT infrastructure benefits the pension administration in India (Brown and Watson, 2004; 

Sharma and Gupta, 2021). 

Lastly, develop training programs for local institutions and NGOs to facilitate pension scheme 

enrolment and administration. Focusing on developing countries, Holzmann and Stiglitz (2001) 

emphasized the importance of capacity building for effective pension system management. Indian 

rural areas lag behind in terms of financial literacy as well as human capacity reported Kumar and 

Singh (2019) and discussed strategies for training and capacity building for pension management in 

India’s rural areas. 

• Consumption: 

Firstly, establish a guaranteed minimum pension to ensure a basic level of income for all retirees 

Gruber and Wise (2005) overviewed that how minimum pension guarantees enhance retirement 

security in various countries. A study (Patel and Bhasin, 2020) evaluated the potential impact of 

minimum pension guarantees in India. Allow workers to adjust their contributions based on their 

income levels and financial capacity. A paper by Borsch-Supan (2016) examined flexible contribution 

options in pension systems worldwide. Correspondingly Gupta and Sharma (2017) analysed the 

benefits of flexible contribution schemes in the Indian context. 

Most importantly, launch comprehensive financial literacy and pension awareness programs to 

educate workers about the importance and benefits of pension savings. Lusardi and Mitchell (2007) 

with evidence from the USA discussed the impact of financial literacy on retirement planning. Sinha 

and Dey (2019) evaluated the effectiveness of financial literacy programs in increasing pension 

scheme participation. Further, Simplify the enrolment process with user-friendly forms and 

procedures. Choi et al. (2004) have observed how simplified enrolment processes can increase 

pension participation. Likewise, Tiwari and Rani (2018) highlighted strategies for simplifying the 

pension enrolment process in India. 



270 

 

• Production: 

Provide tax incentives or benefits to workers who make regular contributions to pension schemes. 

Barr and Diamond (2006) explored the role of tax incentives in boosting pension participation in 

OECD countries. Kumar and Bhatia (2020) assessed the impact of tax incentives on pension 

contributions in India. Offer incentives and support to informal sector enterprises to facilitate their 

participation in pension schemes for their workers. Strategies in terms of policy measures to support 

informal sector enterprises in pension schemes have been consistently recommended (Robalino and 

MacIsaac, 2006; Singh and Tiwari, 2019). Align pension policies with broader economic policies to 

enhance growth and stability. Blundell and Gemmell (2008) highlighted the interaction between 

pension reform and economic growth proposed required pension reforms. Sharma and Kapoor (2021) 

examined how pension policies can be integrated with economic development strategies in India. 

• Distribution 

Implement targeted outreach programs to ensure pension schemes reach underserved regions and 

demographic groups. Holzmann and Hinz (2005) discussed strategies for extending pension coverage 

to underserved areas. A study by Patel and Dey (2020) explored methods for improving access to 

pension schemes in India’s diverse regions. Design pension schemes that address the specific needs 

of various worker segments within the unorganized sector. The principles on which an inclusive 

pension system can be built (Mackenzie, 2013). Principles to designs of pension systems that cater to 

different segments of the informal sector have been recommended by Rani and Sharma (2019). 

Moreover, conduct regular assessments to evaluate the effectiveness of pension schemes and identify 

areas for improvement. Williamson and Muller (2009) discussed methodologies for evaluating 

pension reforms through the lessons from international practices. A study by Dey and Gupta (2021) 

provided insights into impact assessment practices for Indian pension schemes. 
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• Optimum Utilization of the System 

Leverage technology such as blockchain and mobile platforms for secure and efficient pension 

management. With blockchain taking active steps in the world of technology Yermack (2017) 

explored the potential of blockchain technology for pension fund management. Sharma and Patel 

(2020) examined how technological innovations can improve pension administration in India. 

Standardize and streamline pension processes to enhance efficiency and reduce administrative costs. 

Singh and Kumar (2021) highlighted strategies for improving efficiency in the Indian pension 

administration. Regularly review and update pension policies to adapt to changing economic and 

demographic conditions. World Bank (2010) recommended the need for regular policy adjustments 

in response to demographic changes. Rani and Bhatia (2022) provided a framework for regular policy 

reviews in the Indian context. Enhance regulatory oversight to ensure the proper management and 

protection of pension funds. Clements and Ghosh (2008) examined regulatory frameworks for 

pension funds globally. Sharma and Rani (2020) discuss regulatory improvements for pension funds 

in India. 

6.3 Policy Recommendations for Enhancing Pension Coverage for Unorganized 

Sector Workers in India 

To address the lack of pension coverage for unorganized sector workers in India and enhance their 

financial security, the government can consider implementing the following policy recommendations: 

• Expansion of Existing Schemes 

To improve pension coverage for unorganized sector workers, it is crucial to strengthen and expand 

existing schemes. One key initiative is to enhance the Pradhan Mantri Shram Yogi Maan-Dhan 

(PMSYM) scheme. Increasing the pension amount under PMSYM is essential to ensure that it meets 

the basic living expenses of retirees. Additionally, extending the eligibility criteria to include a 

broader range of workers from various informal sector categories will expand coverage. Improving 
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outreach efforts and simplifying the enrolment process will further ensure wider participation and 

greater awareness of the scheme. 

Similarly, the Atal Pension Yojana (APY) can be made more accessible by reducing the minimum 

contribution amount and streamlining the registration process. Providing additional incentives or 

matching contributions for low-income workers can encourage higher enrolment rates. These 

enhancements will make the APY more attractive and accessible, thereby increasing its effectiveness 

in providing financial security during retirement. 

• Auto-Enrolment and Opt-Out Mechanism 

Implementing auto-enrolment for pension schemes in the unorganized sector can significantly 

increase participation rates. This approach, similar to models used in OECD countries, would 

automatically enrol workers in pension schemes while providing an opt-out option for those who do 

not wish to participate. Setting default contribution rates and adjusting them periodically based on 

inflation and living costs will help maintain the adequacy of pension benefits and encourage ongoing 

participation. 

• Integration of Financial Literacy and Inclusion Programs 

To support the effective use of pension schemes, comprehensive financial literacy programs focusing 

on retirement planning and the benefits of pensions should be implemented. Enhancing digital 

financial literacy will also be crucial, enabling workers to manage and monitor their pension accounts 

effectively. These educational initiatives will empower individuals to make informed decisions about 

their retirement savings and increase their engagement with pension schemes. 

• Partnerships with Private Sector and NGOs 

Collaboration with private financial institutions and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) can 

play a pivotal role in expanding pension coverage and developing tailored pension products for 

unorganized sector workers. Public-private partnerships can facilitate the creation of innovative and 
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flexible pension products that cater to the irregular income patterns characteristic of the informal 

sector. These collaborations will help address the specific needs of unorganized workers and enhance 

their access to pension benefits. 

• Improvement of Data Collection and Monitoring 

Enhancing data collection mechanisms is essential for tracking enrolment and coverage of pension 

schemes among unorganized sector workers. Improved data integration will enable more accurate 

monitoring of participation rates and scheme effectiveness. Establishing a robust monitoring and 

evaluation system will allow for ongoing assessment and adjustments to ensure the effectiveness of 

pension schemes and address any emerging issues. 

• Legislative and Regulatory Reforms 

Strengthening the legal framework to mandate pension coverage for all workers is a critical step in 

ensuring compliance and expanding coverage. Enhancing regulatory oversight will protect the 

interests of pension scheme participants, ensuring transparency and accountability. These reforms 

will help create a more robust and reliable pension system that benefits all workers. 

• Incentives for Employers 

Incentivising employers in the informal sector to contribute to pension schemes for their employees 

can encourage greater employer participation. Offering tax benefits or subsidies to businesses that 

enrol their workers in pension schemes will further incentivize employer contributions and increase 

overall coverage. 

• Support for Vulnerable Groups 

Targeted pension programs should be developed for particularly vulnerable groups within the 

unorganized sector, such as domestic workers, agricultural labourers, and construction workers. 

Providing additional support and resources to these groups will ensure they can access and benefit 

from pension schemes, addressing their specific needs and vulnerabilities. 
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Implementing these policy recommendations will significantly enhance pension coverage and 

financial security for unorganized sector workers in India. By addressing both the systemic challenges 

and the unique needs of this workforce, these measures will contribute to a more inclusive and 

effective pension system.  

6.4 Financial Strategy for Universalization 
 

To operationalize and sustain the expansion of pension especially social insurance schemes in India, 

several strategic and financial management considerations must be addressed. Expanding and 

sustaining pension schemes, particularly social insurance programs in India, necessitates a well-

crafted financial strategy that balances fiscal responsibility, economic impact, and long-term viability. 

To achieve this, a multi-pronged approach is essential, addressing funding mechanisms, investment 

strategies, sustainability measures, and technological integration. These considerations not only 

ensure financial prudence but also contribute to broader economic stability and growth. Here’s a 

breakdown of potential strategies, their effects on the capital market, and implications for the Indian 

economy: 

6.4.1 Wealth Management Strategy for Expanding Pension Schemes 

 

• Funding Mechanisms: A robust funding strategy is critical for the universalization of pension 

schemes. Gradual implementation through a phased rollout is proposed to manage the 

financial impact over time, thereby avoiding sudden fiscal pressures that could destabilize 

public finances. Public-private partnerships (PPPs) represent a viable approach to distribute 

the financial burden, with private sector investments complementing public resources. 

Additionally, exploring diversified revenue streams, such as increased tax revenues, nominal 

surcharges, or reallocations within existing budgetary frameworks, could ensure a steady flow 

of funds to support the schemes sustainably. 

• Investment Strategies: Effective management of pension funds requires a diversified 

investment portfolio, incorporating asset classes like equities, bonds, and infrastructure 
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projects. Such diversification minimizes risks while optimizing returns, contributing to the 

financial robustness of the schemes. Employing professional fund managers and reputable 

investment firms can further enhance fund performance through strategic and evidence-based 

investment decisions. By aligning investments with long-term economic and demographic 

trends, these strategies bolster the financial health of pension programs. 

• Sustainability Measures: Sustainability is a cornerstone of any successful pension scheme. 

Periodic reviews of the programs ensure alignment with their objectives and allow for timely 

adjustments to address emerging challenges. Cost-efficiency measures, such as reducing 

administrative expenses and improving operational efficiencies, are equally critical. These 

efforts can prevent resource leakage and ensure that the maximum proportion of funds is 

directed toward benefits for participants. 

• Technological Integration: Integrating technology into pension administration offers 

transformative potential. Digital platforms enable efficient management of contributions and 

disbursements while enhancing transparency and user accessibility. Participants can track 

their accounts in real-time, fostering trust and accountability. Furthermore, advanced data 

analytics can be leveraged to monitor and predict trends, assess risks, and support evidence-

based decision-making. These technological tools not only streamline operations but also 

strengthen the system's resilience against fraud and inefficiencies. 

6.4.2 Formulate Personalized Pension Plans for Middle-income group 

 

Creating an effective pension plan for middle-income earners in India requires a tailored approach 

that balances the need for financial security in retirement with the constraints of income and saving 

capacity. Such a plan must consider income replacement goals, investment strategies, and tax 

implications while remaining adaptable to changing economic and personal circumstances. This 

section outlines a detailed framework for designing a robust pension plan for middle-income earners. 
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1. Assessing Needs and Goals: The first step in developing a pension plan is to identify the 

individual’s specific retirement goals. A critical metric is the income replacement ratio, which 

determines the percentage of pre-retirement income the individual wishes to replace during 

retirement. Financial advisors generally recommend targeting 60–70% of pre-retirement income to 

maintain a comfortable lifestyle. Additionally, it is essential to estimate the desired retirement age 

and the expected duration of retirement, factoring in average life expectancy and personal health 

considerations. These parameters help establish the financial target for the retirement corpus. 

2. Choosing the Pension Plan Type: Selecting an appropriate pension plan type is vital to achieving 

the desired retirement goals. Common options include: 

• Defined Contribution Plans, such as the National Pension System (NPS) and the Employee 

Provident Fund (EPF), where contributions from the employee and potentially the employer 

are invested, and the final payout depends on investment performance. 

• Defined Benefit Plans, which offer fixed benefits based on salary and years of service, though 

these are less common among middle-income earners. 

• Hybrid Plans, combining features of both defined contribution and defined benefit plans, 

providing flexibility and security. 

3. Designing the Contribution Strategy: A well-structured contribution strategy ensures consistent 

growth of the retirement corpus. Middle-income earners can commit to regular contributions, such 

as monthly or quarterly payments, tailored to their income level and retirement goals. Using 

retirement calculators can help estimate the appropriate savings rate based on the target corpus, 

expected inflation, and investment growth rates. For example, individuals earning ₹50,000 monthly 

might contribute ₹5,000 per month to retirement savings, adjusting this amount periodically as 

income grows. 
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4. Selecting Investment Options: A diversified investment portfolio is crucial for balancing risk and 

return. Middle-income earners should consider: 

• Equity Funds for growth potential, particularly during the early years of accumulation. 

• Debt Funds for stability and regular returns, especially as retirement nears. 

• Government Securities for safe and guaranteed returns. 

Additionally, mutual funds and exchange-traded funds (ETFs) provide diversification and 

professional management. Government schemes like NPS, which offer tax benefits and a mix 

of investment options, are particularly attractive for middle-income earners. 

5. Incorporating Tax Benefits: Tax-efficient planning is an integral component of any pension 

strategy. Contributions to schemes like NPS and EPF are eligible for deductions under Section 80C 

and Section 80CCD(1B) of the Income Tax Act, allowing individuals to reduce their taxable income. 

Moreover, ensuring tax-deferred growth of investments enhances the overall accumulation of 

retirement funds. 

6. Establishing a Withdrawal Plan: An effective withdrawal plan ensures steady income during 

retirement. Options include: 

• Annuities, which provide guaranteed income for life or a fixed period, ensuring financial 

security. 

• Systematic Withdrawal Plans (SWPs), which allow retirees to draw regular payments from 

their investment corpus, maintaining flexibility and liquidity. Balancing these strategies helps 

manage retirement income sustainably. 

7. Reviewing and Adjusting the Plan: Retirement planning is a dynamic process. Periodic reviews 

are essential to assess investment performance, market conditions, and changing personal needs. 

Adjusting contributions and rebalancing portfolios shifting from equity to more conservative 

investments as retirement approaches can mitigate risks and ensure alignment with retirement goals. 
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8. Ensuring Insurance and Health Coverage: Comprehensive insurance coverage is critical for 

middle-income earners. Adequate life insurance protects dependents from unforeseen financial 

hardships, while health insurance minimizes the burden of medical expenses during retirement, 

safeguarding the retirement corpus. 

Implications of Pension Universalization on the Capital Market and Indian Economy 

The universalization of pension schemes in India has significant implications for the capital markets 

and the broader economy. These schemes have the potential to channel systematic savings into 

productive investments, driving economic growth, financial stability, and long-term development. By 

increasing the flow of funds into capital markets and fostering financial inclusion, pension schemes 

can act as a critical lever for economic transformation. 

The expansion of pension schemes is likely to result in substantial inflows of capital into the markets. 

Pension contributions, typically allocated to equities, bonds, and other financial instruments, provide 

a steady source of liquidity, enhancing market stability and efficiency. The increased availability of 

funds can drive higher market valuations and foster sustained growth, particularly in sectors that 

benefit from institutional investments. Over time, this influx of capital can contribute to greater 

liquidity and market depth, encouraging more participation and innovation in financial markets. 

Furthermore, the growth of pension schemes will likely bolster the asset management industry, as the 

assets under management (AUM) in mutual funds and other investment vehicles expand. This growth 

promotes the development of sophisticated financial products and strengthens the financial services 

sector, creating a more dynamic and efficient capital market. 

Pension universalization also has profound implications for India’s economic growth. By channeling 

pension funds into critical areas such as infrastructure and industrial development, these schemes 

stimulate economic activity and create jobs. Investments in infrastructure, often supported by pension 

contributions, have a multiplier effect on the economy, driving growth in related industries and 

improving overall productivity. Additionally, pension schemes encourage a culture of savings, 



279 

 

increasing the pool of domestic capital available for investment. Higher savings rates translate into 

greater financial resources for long-term economic projects, contributing to industrialization and 

economic expansion. Moreover, improved financial security for workers reduces economic 

vulnerabilities and enhances consumer confidence, fostering higher levels of spending. This increase 

in consumption, in turn, supports economic growth by generating demand across various sectors. 

Achieving high and sustained economic growth, estimated at 8–10% per annum, will require 

significant growth in the number of pension subscribers. Increased participation in pension schemes 

expands the pool of investable funds, providing critical resources for large-scale projects and enabling 

the country to meet its development targets. Enhanced pension coverage also aligns with India’s 

broader economic goals, including financial inclusion and reducing income inequality. By ensuring 

the financial stability of its workforce, India can accelerate its transition to developed economy status 

by 2047. Universal pension schemes also support long-term economic stability by reducing the 

reliance on informal financial systems and fostering institutional investment practices. 

Implementing pension universalization successfully requires a strategic approach. A robust policy 

framework is essential to manage the expansion of these schemes and ensure their financial 

sustainability. Policies must balance contributions and benefits while incorporating mechanisms to 

address fiscal pressures and ensure transparency. Public awareness campaigns are equally important 

to increase participation in pension schemes. Educating citizens about the benefits of retirement 

planning and the incentives offered by government-supported programs can broaden the subscriber 

base and enhance coverage. Economic diversification is another critical consideration. Reducing 

dependency on any single sector ensures balanced growth and resilience against economic shocks, 

making the pension system more robust in the face of uncertainties. 

The operationalization and expansion of pension schemes in India require a well-thought-out wealth 

management strategy, including phased implementation, diversified investments, and sustainability 

measures. The positive impact on capital markets, including increased AUM and market valuation, 
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coupled with the boost to economic growth, can contribute significantly to India’s goal of becoming 

a developed economy by 2047. Achieving this will depend on consistent growth in pension 

subscribers, effective policy implementation, and leveraging the capital markets for broader economic 

benefits. 
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7 : Conclusion 

To universalize pensions for unorganized sector workers in India, policy recommendations must 

address various dimensions including financial resources, consumption patterns, production 

incentives, equitable distribution, and optimal utilization. To achieve a balance between financial 

security and economic sustainability, this study advocates for several policy recommendations aimed 

at optimizing the pension framework in India. First, it emphasizes the need to design inclusive pension 

schemes that cover a broad spectrum of workers, including those in the informal sector, thereby 

ensuring comprehensive social security coverage. Second, it highlights the importance of enhancing 

incentives for continued employment by structuring pension benefits in ways that avoid 

disincentivizing older workers from remaining in the labour force. This approach helps retain 

valuable experience and skills within the workforce. 

Additionally, the study recommends implementing gradual retirement options to enable individuals 

to transition into retirement flexibly rather than abruptly, thereby maintaining economic productivity 

and financial independence. Strengthening the fiscal sustainability of pension systems is another key 

recommendation, achieved by balancing benefits with contributions and incorporating mechanisms 

to manage fiscal pressures effectively. 

Lastly, the study underscores the potential of leveraging technological innovations to streamline 

pension administration, improve accessibility, and enhance transparency, ensuring that pension 

schemes remain efficient and user-friendly. 

This balanced approach ensures that pensions serve as a vital element of financial security while 

minimizing potential adverse impacts on labour markets and economic development. 

By leveraging insights from international and Indian research, policymakers can design and 

implement effective strategies to ensure a sustainable and inclusive pension system for all workers in 

the informal sector. 
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Financial literacy is crucial for individuals to make informed financial decisions and achieve their 

financial goals, thereby reducing financial stress. Globally, the average level of financial literacy 

stands at 60 out of 100 points across 29 countries, including 20 OECD nations. NCFE’s Financial 

Literacy Survey indicates that only 25per cent of individuals consider retirement savings, highlighting 

a critical gap in financial preparedness (Joshi Vivek, 2024). 

In India, the challenge of financial literacy is exacerbated by the country’s diverse socio-economic 

and cultural landscape. A uniform approach to financial education may not be effective, and 

customization based on different regions and demographics is essential.  

With a growing elderly population globally, the fiscal implications of aging and the need for 

sustainable old-age income security are pressing concerns. OECD countries, which have established 

pension systems for longer periods, are addressing these issues by promoting higher participation and 

contributions to retirement savings and enhancing the employment and employability of older 

workers to mitigate labour shortages. 

In India, the Code of Social Security 2020, which consolidates previous acts including the EPF Act, 

1952, and the Unorganized Workers Social Security Act, 2008, is anticipated to expand pension 

coverage significantly. Additionally, initiatives such as auto-enrolment into pension schemes have 

been adopted by various countries to increase participation. 

To ensure that elderly citizens can lead dignified lives, it is imperative to collectively enhance pension 

coverage and financial literacy. This concerted effort will contribute to a more secure and sustainable 

retirement income system for all. 

By expanding existing schemes, introducing universal coverage, and fostering collaboration between 

public and private sectors, the government can create a more inclusive and sustainable pension system 

that meets the needs of all workers. Enhanced financial literacy and robust monitoring mechanisms 

will further ensure the effectiveness and reach of these initiatives. 
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9 : Appendix 
 

 

Chapter 2: Review of Literature 

Annexure 1: Existence of a statutory Social Security Benefits programme from the ILO World 

Social Protection Report 2024–26 

 

Sr. 

No. 

Country Child & 

Family 

Maternity 

(Cash) 

Sickness 

(Cash) 

Unemployment Employment 

Injury 

Disability/ 

Invalidity 

Survivors Old Age 

1 India Maternity 

Benefit 
Scheme 

(IGMSY), 

PMMVY 

PMMVY; 

ESIC 
Maternity 

Benefit 

ESIC for 

formal 
workers; 

none for 

informal 

Atal Beemit 

Vyakti Kalyan 
Yojana 

(limited) 

Employees’ 

Compensation Act 

NSAP- 

Disability 
Pension 

(IGNDPS), 

ESIC 

disability 

benefits 

Indira 

Gandhi 
Widow 

Pension 

Scheme 

EFPO, 

NPS, 
APY, 

Farmer's 

Pension, 

Unorgani

sed 

sector 
Worker's 

Pension 

Scheme, 
Indira 

Gandhi 

Old Age 
Pension 

2 USA Child Tax 

Credit, TANF 

Paid 

Maternity 
Leave 

(state-

dependent) 

Short-term 

disability 
insurance 

(varies by 

state) 

Unemployment 

Insurance 
(federal-state) 

Workers’ 

Compensation 
Programs 

Social 

Security 
Disability 

Insurance 

(SSDI) 

Survivors' 

benefits 
under 

Social 

Security 

Social 

Security 
(contribut

ory 

pension) 

3 Germany Parental 

allowance 

and child 
benefit 

14 weeks 

maternity 

leave, 
contributor

y 

Statutory 

health 

insurance 
includes 

cash 

sickness 
benefits 

Federal 

Unemployment 

Insurance (ALG 
I & II) 

Compulsory 

insurance through 

Berufsgenossensc
haft 

Disability 

pension via 

statutory 
system 

Statutory 

survivors' 

pensions 

Statutory 

pension 

insurance 

4 Japan Child 

allowance 

and tax 
deductions 

14 weeks 

maternity 

benefits 
under SHI 

Sickness 

and injury 

allowance 
through 

SHI 

Unemployment 

Insurance 

Workers’ 

Accident 

Compensation 
Insurance 

Disability 

pension 

(basic and 
earnings-

related) 

Survivors’ 

pension 

Employe

es' 

Pension 
Insurance 

5 Singapore Baby Bonus, 
Child 

Development 

Account 

Governmen
t-paid 

Maternity 

Leave 
(GPMB) 

Sickness 
leave under 

Employme

nt Act 

No general UI 
scheme 

Work Injury 
Compensation Act 

Invalidity 
benefits 

through 

CPF 
MediShield 

Life 

CPF LIFE 
includes 

survivor 

component 

CPF 
Retireme

nt 

Account, 
CPF 

LIFE 

6 Brazil Bolsa Família 

with child 
supplement 

Previdência 

Social 
maternity 

benefit 

Temporary 

sickness 
benefits via 

INSS 

Unemployment 

Insurance 
(Seguro-

Desemprego) 

INSS employment 

injury insurance 

Previdência 

Social – 
disability 

pension 

Survivor 

pension 
from INSS 

Previdên

cia Social 
old-age 

pension 

7 South Africa Child Support 

Grant 

Maternity 

leave paid 

via 

Unemploy
ment 

Insurance 

Fund 

Sickness 

benefit 

under UIF 

UIF-based 

unemployment 

benefit 

Compensation 

Fund 

Disability 

Grant; 

contributor

y system 
exists 

Widow/Orp

han 

pensions 

via 
contributor

y fund 

Old Age 

Grant 

(non-

contribut
ory) 

8 Canada Canada Child 

Benefit 

(CCB), 
means-tested 

and universal 

Employme

nt 

Insurance 
Maternity 

Benefits 

(15 weeks) 

EI Sickness 

Benefits 

(15 weeks) 

Employment 

Insurance (up to 

45 weeks, 
contributory) 

Workers’ 

Compensation 

Boards (province-
based) 

CPP-

Disability 

Benefits 
and 

provincial 

assistance 

CPP 

Survivor’s 

Benefit 

Canada 

Pension 

Plan 
(CPP), 

Old Age 

Security 
(OAS) 
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Sr. 

No. 

Country Child & 

Family 

Maternity 

(Cash) 

Sickness 

(Cash) 

Unemployment Employment 

Injury 

Disability/ 

Invalidity 

Survivors Old Age 

9 UAE No general 
public 

programme 

Employer 
liability 

(private 

sector); 
public 

sector 

covered 

No 
statutory 

scheme; 

private 
insurance 

or 

employer 
pay 

No 
unemployment 

insurance (pilot 

introduced in 
2023) 

Work Injury 
Compensation 

Law (limited to 

public/private) 

Not 
universally 

available; 

limited to 
formal 

sectors 

Limited 
survivor 

benefits via 

pension 
system 

GPSSA 
Pension 

Scheme 

(for 
nationals 

only) 

10 China Urban and 

rural family 

subsidies; 
school 

subsidies 

Maternity 

Insurance 

(14 weeks, 
employer 

contributio

n) 

Medical 

Insurance + 

employer-
paid sick 

leave 

Unemployment 

Insurance for 

urban workers 

Employment 

Injury Insurance 

(employer-
funded) 

Disability 

Insurance 

(urban 
schemes) 

Survivor 

pensions 

under urban 
schemes 

Basic 

Pension 

+ 
Enterpris

e Pension 

Plan 

11 Kazakhstan Universal 

child 

allowance 
since 2023 

Mandatory 

maternity 

benefits via 
Social 

Insurance 

Fund 

Temporary 

incapacity 

allowance 
via medical 

insurance 

Social 

Insurance-based 

unemployment 
benefit 

Compulsory work 

injury insurance 

Disability 

pensions (3 

categories, 
based on 

severity) 

Survivor 

pension 

(dependent-
based) 

Mandator

y pension 

+ basic 
social 

pension 

12 UK Child Benefit 
(universal); 

Child Tax 
Credit 

(means-

tested) 

Statutory 
Maternity 

Pay (39 
weeks, 

employer + 

govt) 

Statutory 
Sick Pay 

(28 weeks); 
means-

tested ESA 

Jobseeker’s 
Allowance; 

Universal 
Credit 

Industrial Injuries 
Disablement 

Benefit 

Personal 
Independen

ce Payment 
(non-

means-

tested) 

Bereaveme
nt Support 

Payment 

State 
Pension 

(contribut
ory + 

means-

tested) 

13 Australia Family Tax 
Benefit; 

Parenting 

Payment 

Paid 
Parental 

Leave 

Scheme (18 
weeks at 

min wage) 

Sickness 
Allowance 

(ceased in 

2020, now 
under 

JobSeeker) 

JobSeeker 
Payment for 

unemployed 

Workers’ 
Compensation 

(state-based 

schemes) 

Disability 
Support 

Pension 

Widow 
Allowance 

(being 

phased out) 

Age 
Pension 

(means-

tested) 

14 Russia Monthly 
payments for 

low-income 

families and 
orphans 

Maternity 
benefit (140 

days 

standard, 
social 

insurance) 

Sick leave 
via social 

insurance 

system 
(max 2 

years) 

Unemployment 
benefit (limited 

and capped) 

Social Insurance 
Fund for work-

related injuries 

Disability 
pensions 

(three 

groups 
based on 

condition) 

Widow/Wi
dower 

pensions 

available 

Basic 
State 

Pension 

+ Work-
based 

pension 
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Chapter 4.1  

Annexure 2: State-level Estimation of Number of Contributors, Non-Contributors, Pensioners 

and Non-Pensioners 

 

Census Estimated Contributors 

Sr. No. State Name 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 

1 Andhra Pradesh 2445396 2914514 2601539 2855118 3633222 4110748 

2 Arunachal Pradesh 105559 110204 107436 119469 105181 130043 

3 Assam 1084971 1100929 983201 1156422 1516353 624982 

4 Bihar 950183 847805 899922 871317 922480 1310729 

5 Chhattisgarh 664668 687678 684470 698136 893907 686141 

6 Goa 184372 207683 263484 222744 224928 244401 

7 Gujarat 1870979 2961780 2429172 3059571 2953203 3639343 

8 Haryana 1151678 1303575 1335885 1107694 1095582 1197120 

9 Himachal Pradesh 324104 361623 454718 439493 473828 552349 

10 Jammu & Kashmir 792902 779495 731506 750645 694466 675193 

11 Jharkhand 755341 683534 600298 696824 898313 779715 

12 Karnataka 3042515 3778598 3619828 4214395 4268322 4850409 

13 Kerala 1367690 1492682 1529120 1670774 1996467 1964120 

14 Madhya Pradesh 1722919 1428040 1594856 1914736 1872748 2108824 

15 Maharashtra 6235471 6509649 7081543 6746656 8183859 8241849 

16 Manipur 132674 191109 186074 217216 151871 160408 

17 Meghalaya 94365 84890 92944 103224 112595 117086 

18 Mizoram 73796 75531 86561 96363 74096 106074 

19 Nagaland 144088 141106 149253 201026 166696 199271 

20 NCT Of Delhi 1100141 1210397 1535023 1497694 1872691 1615275 

21 Odisha 826231 961324 1184114 1089219 1302000 1218543 

22 Punjab 1015132 965562 1260216 847901 835313 1201713 

23 Rajasthan 1571152 1388405 1460044 1462587 1891494 1732675 

24 Sikkim 41482 55862 59297 57852 62469 55798 

25 Tamil Nadu 4671135 5314270 5341046 5484463 5575164 5540443 

26 Telangana 1456121 1180280 1548050 1774251 1785143 2330376 

27 Tripura 151021 178482 140520 110353 97850 118067 

28 Uttar Pradesh 2572715 2750394 2847300 3078872 2874012 3434652 

29 Uttarakhand 504915 494427 548445 495768 622107 585999 

30 West Bengal 2371281 2541287 2724367 2893475 3249080 3567191 
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Census Estimate of Non-Contributors 

Sr. No. State Name 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 

1 Andhra Pradesh 9240398 10524669 10124142 9909329 18501111 18064232 

2 Arunachal Pradesh 42901 38411 45859 65031 56294 78009 

3 Assam 2561268 3207114 2999333 3072061 3634303 4006293 

4 Bihar 8128205 7301266 7677106 7203047 11667582 11653539 

5 Chhattisgarh 2323491 2339049 2228941 2694853 3735851 4330300 

6 Goa 171324 106089 92031 88300 103675 122623 

7 Gujarat 6776288 6442232 7233519 7079066 10467132 11484267 

8 Haryana 3021239 2991005 3414420 3669449 4072699 4238883 

9 Himachal Pradesh 740926 761304 818771 745861 792579 680093 

10 Jammu & Kashmir 1283612 1372953 1422821 1434496 1678263 1419933 

11 Jharkhand 3028372 3905079 3522625 3912615 4466385 3986259 

12 Karnataka 5934334 6118400 6274073 6261748 10193121 10524939 

13 Kerala 4657720 4842718 4675266 4729987 5265156 5463216 

14 Madhya Pradesh 6794916 7114121 7460492 7169461 10906489 10822379 

15 Maharashtra 10249176 11175265 10742346 10548354 20472330 20481581 

16 Manipur 212006 231448 230172 215848 209199 209482 

17 Meghalaya 311831 438358 384107 461549 589338 669381 

18 Mizoram 83729 76892 81792 76554 75307 60932 

19 Nagaland 81741 92690 78058 82875 120166 92965 

20 NCT Of Delhi 2914754 2723001 2870423 2923725 2541364 2863384 

21 Odisha 4430202 4808000 4721291 5328158 5435908 5682587 

22 Punjab 3584520 4087365 4076964 4418356 5532199 5275574 

23 Rajasthan 6336002 6441687 6380698 5988747 7486552 8121312 

24 Sikkim 68207 64045 103454 93516 108848 101501 

25 Tamil Nadu 11879688 12159852 12981225 13225624 15092902 15044462 

26 Telangana 4057649 4516363 3755390 3953668 4336333 4434923 

27 Tripura 429300 347578 408490 497241 678772 624147 

28 Uttar Pradesh 16378357 16718972 18010882 16281554 19497723 20765796 

29 Uttarakhand 752899 895229 862595 1013470 1088802 988586 

30 West Bengal 11583431 11244860 11253650 11643648 16281575 15893208 
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Census Estimate of Pensioners 

Sr. No. State Name 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 

1 Andhra Pradesh 59581 18614 0 0 15061 59275 

2 Arunachal Pradesh 268 289 265 57 76 172 

3 Assam 17224 2979 0 2915 0 1632 

4 Bihar 502 8487 11315 1726 5495 3066 

5 Chhattisgarh 2982 10885 1496 11112 26815 12571 

6 Goa 2977 1634 874 3206 816 1432 

7 Gujarat 31373 14414 15725 11190 23410 19288 

8 Haryana 12253 4684 10781 1836 10310 2167 

9 Himachal Pradesh 787 574 756 0 1833 625 

10 Jammu & Kashmir 3650 3752 1823 3936 4543 0 

11 Jharkhand 0 4330 3546 1838 1261 6942 

12 Karnataka 4729 3464 18538 17058 13482 19668 

13 Kerala 18904 10428 14182 19203 24425 17674 

14 Madhya Pradesh 21323 24852 10230 23337 34291 38311 

15 Maharashtra 45543 55666 89648 65661 62425 61939 

16 Manipur 1587 4568 1977 2449 2199 1350 

17 Meghalaya 0 522 0 1926 778 3302 

18 Mizoram 1706 768 0 598 293 413 

19 Nagaland 601 1115 3047 3424 1335 1699 

20 NCT Of Delhi 9270 6262 6921 0 7997 2108 

21 Odisha 9377 11197 2700 1770 739 9441 

22 Punjab 4660 8418 12918 10739 15020 4139 

23 Rajasthan 4161 7442 16183 1016 6352 6008 

24 Sikkim 0 332 461 0 0 0 

25 Tamil Nadu 51067 40720 40361 47249 43095 76991 

26 Telangana 13455 1728 20003 0 9094 1143 

27 Tripura 691 684 226 2492 1040 186 

28 Uttar Pradesh 17169 35257 32009 29760 43195 10948 

29 Uttarakhand 1106 26398 3926 3471 1052 8828 

30 West Bengal 13884 46008 9526 32203 21679 28304 
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Census Estimate of Non-Pensioner 

Sr. No. State Name 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 

1 Andhra Pradesh 321979 408680 258281 352457 965723 762973 

2 Arunachal Pradesh 812 523 42 663 1002 132 

3 Assam 35054 21112 61498 52082 68986 16793 

4 Bihar 163696 90573 160126 132881 472721 302682 

5 Chhattisgarh 49359 30913 31469 60948 72838 122911 

6 Goa 5984 8846 5919 3609 720 7789 

7 Gujarat 84367 109842 242746 201477 470850 348010 

8 Haryana 47825 77890 50186 33965 84926 65703 

9 Himachal Pradesh 20508 29579 28455 35225 34616 20410 

10 Jammu & Kashmir 33750 18718 33381 33660 33844 38154 

11 Jharkhand 59318 31356 79237 58970 145014 73377 

12 Karnataka 133739 170417 111591 166521 406226 265036 

13 Kerala 232645 332969 304368 310321 458591 487728 

14 Madhya Pradesh 116010 150115 89687 64291 298550 261857 

15 Maharashtra 252295 276773 355987 276942 1023217 1183032 

16 Manipur 5441 4747 5732 4714 3136 2672 

17 Meghalaya 4891 3356 5210 4169 10552 5849 

18 Mizoram 972 1676 1390 1213 963 178 

19 Nagaland 1682 478 3730 2197 1915 928 

20 Nct Of Delhi 60864 7367 68857 46785 30511 70656 

21 Odisha 82274 128601 84988 128377 160363 150844 

22 Punjab 163550 116480 160713 193841 248546 272388 

23 Rajasthan 118163 113146 139349 46581 215542 184256 

24 Sikkim 282 1189 2420 1781 806 1333 

25 Tamil Nadu 678495 750152 611195 854317 1304538 1351267 

26 Telangana 79118 100949 68499 70359 117241 160062 

27 Tripura 7415 7762 14556 14739 19357 33776 

28 Uttar Pradesh 403629 298514 459602 368404 501447 421088 

29 Uttarakhand 27740 22454 10023 27475 21637 14844 

30 West Bengal 442622 425244 398150 417162 762375 519794 
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Chapter 4.3 

Annexure 3: Data of Parameters Used for Formula-based Funding of NSAP  

 

Central Government fund allocation to State Governments (Average in Rs. Lakh) 

Sr. No. States IGNDPS IGNWPS IGNOAPS 

1 Andhra Pradesh 4515 9222 4150 

2 Arunachal Pradesh 55 68 50 

3 Assam 4896 6666 4750 

4 Bihar 20798 29808 19775 

5 Chhattisgarh 4353 6885 3865 

6 Goa 62 62 62 

7 Gujarat 3935 5144 3880 

8 Haryana 1749 2571 1606 

9 Himachal Pradesh 668 1082 682 

10 J & K 825 1862 720 

11 Jharkhand 5478 10994 5209 

12 Karnataka 7565 15467 6914 

13 Kerala 1923 6984 1022 

14 Madhya Pradesh 12331 19487 11240 

15 Maharashtra 5832 8306 5602 

16 Manipur 361 428 359 

17 Meghalaya 350 473 342 

18 Mizoram 161 193 160 

19 Nagaland 354 407 349 

20 NCT Delhi 1071 1451 990 

21 Odisha 9545 16717 8686 

22 Punjab 847 1732 666 

23 Rajasthan 5741 8971 5504 

24 Sikkim 114 129 106 

25 Tamil Nadu 9794 18746 8945 

26 Telangana 3540 7293 3126 

27 Tripura 703 970 690 

28 Uttar Pradesh 28678 32247 28505 

29 Uttarakhand 1721 4632 1431 

30 West Bengal 14264 44551 10177 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



320 

 

 

Number of Beneficiaries (Average) 

Sr. No. States IGNDPS IGNWPS IGNOAPS 

1 Andhra Pradesh 38367 432611 1066704 

2 Arunachal Pradesh 683 1619 14752 

3 Assam 121159 133237 781317 

4 Bihar 134723 671777 4505204 

5 Chhattisgarh 36619 213178 732051 

6 Goa 6723 40670 133502 

7 Gujarat 347 4004 5289 

8 Haryana 20228 374654 918417 

9 Himachal Pradesh 33556 120865 283358 

10 J & K 928 23972 104819 

11 Jharkhand 2880 8321 144500 

12 Karnataka 27985 301700 1104244 

13 Kerala 48745 490048 962309 

14 Madhya Pradesh 157864 629742 555113 

15 Maharashtra 119015 664687 1985685 

16 Manipur 8463 69251 1093244 

17 Meghalaya 997 6401 55647 

18 Mizoram 1396 8018 56278 

19 Nagaland 624 2117 24450 

20 NCT Delhi 1131 4091 53157 

21 Odisha 84269 509159 1397296 

22 Punjab 5393 17522 111060 

23 Rajasthan 27227 261627 903986 

24 Sikkim 513 1397 16690 

25 Tamil Nadu 60610 550979 1360025 

26 Telangana 25446 187370 503115 

27 Tripura 1997 16195 124516 

28 Uttar Pradesh 89347 1015678 5391565 

29 Uttarakhand 2893 23229 199446 

30 West Bengal 60167 718429 1327850 
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State's own expenditure on Social Security welfare schemes/Total Expenditure (In 

Percent) 

Sr. No. States Percentage 

1 Andhra Pradesh 4.895 

2 Arunachal Pradesh 2.114 

3 Assam 2.529 

4 Bihar 4.493 

5 Chhattisgarh 2.745 

6 Goa 7.675 

7 Gujarat 5.625 

8 Haryana 1.645 

9 Himachal Pradesh 8.932 

10 J & K 4.056 

11 Jharkhand 2.610 

12 Karnataka 6.003 

13 Kerala 6.803 

14 Madhya Pradesh 6.084 

15 Maharashtra 4.322 

16 Manipur 1.809 

17 Meghalaya 3.040 

18 Mizoram 2.371 

19 Nagaland 1.967 

20 NCT Delhi 1.577 

21 Odisha 5.382 

22 Punjab 4.597 

23 Rajasthan 4.851 

24 Sikkim 2.127 

25 Tamil Nadu 4.547 

26 Telangana 7.989 

27 Tripura 6.342 

28 Uttar Pradesh 4.847 

29 Uttarakhand 5.240 

30 West Bengal 12.689 
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Medical Expenses in Rural and Urban (Monthly in Rs.) 

Sr. No. States Rural Medical Expenses Urban Medical Expenses 

1 Andhra Pradesh 18200 21500 

2 Arunachal Pradesh 4600 6700 

3 Assam 5478 8665 

4 Bihar 5200 8900 

5 Chhattisgarh 2650 12000 

6 Goa 3500 5305 

7 Gujarat 10500 15100 

8 Haryana 15290 20900 

9 Himachal Pradesh 15925 15500 

10 J & K 13500 18300 

11 Jharkhand 10100 11550 

12 Karnataka 10000 17500 

13 Kerala 13000 14825 

14 Madhya Pradesh 18000 16750 

15 Maharashtra 7400 10000 

16 Manipur 18000 21825 

17 Meghalaya 4425 6500 

18 Mizoram 4000 7250 

19 Nagaland 2700 3600 

20 NCT Delhi 5500 6500 

21 Odisha 5500 7500 

22 Punjab 26000 30000 

23 Rajasthan 12200 10000 

24 Sikkim 6600 5200 

25 Tamil Nadu 9466 15000 

26 Telangana 9300 12750 

27 Tripura 4200 6325 

28 Uttar Pradesh 15925 17575 

29 Uttarakhand 21058 28750 

30 West Bengal 5500 11900 
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