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KEYWORDS ABSTRACT
Gender Justice, Socio- This paper critically examines the legal architecture of equality, moving beyond conventional
Legal Studies, Equality binary understandings of gender discrimination to assess the efficacy and completeness of
Law, Policy Gaps, existing socio-legal frameworks in achieving comprehensive gender justice. While significant
Intersectionality, Legal strides have been made through equality legislation and rights-based movements, this analysis
Essentialism, Gender- contends that current legal and policy structures suffer from critical policy gaps rooted in an
Inclusive Policy, incomplete application of intersectional theory and an overreliance on models of redress that
Differential Burden. primarily address historical female disadvantage without adequately capturing the spectrum

of contemporary gendered harms.

The study employs a critical socio-legal methodology to analyze policy areas such as
domestic violence legislation, parental leave and childcare, military conscription laws, and
educational equity initiatives. Specifically, it investigates instances where policies, designed
to promote equality, inadvertently create differential burdens or neglect forms of systemic
disadvantage experienced by diverse populations, including ethnic minority men, non-binary
individuals, and men encountering traditional role constraints (e.g., in family court
proceedings).

The findings suggest that the quest for true equality is often hindered by legal essentialism—
the assumption that a single, unified experience of "gender" exists. The paper concludes by
arguing for a paradigm shift toward a truly gender-inclusive policy framework that
systematically maps and mitigates disadvantage for all gender identities. This requires legal
reform that embraces proactive universalist principles and disaggregates gender identity from
historical power imbalances, ensuring that the legal architecture serves as a genuine
foundation for comprehensive gender justice rather than merely reinforcing partial and

incomplete solutions.

1. Introduction: centuries, resulting in robust legislative frameworks
The pursuit of gender equality has defined much of the designed to dismantle historical barriers and address
socio-legal landscape of the late 20th and early 21st systemic discrimination (Davies & Chen, 2021)*. These
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legislative victories have undeniably established a
foundational legal architecture of equality, primarily
focused on ensuring equal opportunity and redress for
traditionally marginalized groups. However, a deeper
critical analysis reveals that this architecture, while
necessary, remains incomplete. It is increasingly
evident that an oversimplified, binary approach to
gender and disadvantage has created significant policy
gaps that hinder the realization of genuine
comprehensive gender justice for all individuals
(O’Connell, 2022)2,

The core contention of this paper is that the current
legal frameworks, by prioritizing a model of redressing
historical female disadvantage, often fall prey to legal
essentialism assuming a unified, universal experience of
gender that fails to account for the differential burdens
and exclusions experienced by men, non-binary
individuals, and intersectionally marginalized groups
(Patel, 2020)3%. This oversight manifests across critical
policy domains. For instance, while parental leave
policies aim for parity, the resulting structural
incentives continue to disproportionately penalize men
who engage as primary caregivers. Similarly, legislative
action on domestic violence, though crucial, can
struggle to accommodate male victims due to implicit
gender assumptions embedded within enforcement
protocols.

To address this crucial shortfall, this paper employs a
critical socio-legal methodology to systematically
analyze these legislative gaps. Section Il will map the
historical evolution of equality law and establish the
theoretical necessity of an intersectional lens. Section
I11 will then detail the specific policy gaps in key areas
family law, criminal justice, and labor codes where
gender-neutral language results in gender-specific
disadvantages. Finally, the paper will propose a
paradigm shift toward a truly gender-inclusive policy

framework that embraces universalist principles,

Research Inspiration | Dec. 2025|

The Legal Architecture of Equality: Analyzing Policy Gaps
and the Quest for Comprehensive Gender Justice
8

ultimately arguing that the complete and equitable
application of equality principles is the only path
toward achieving comprehensive gender justice.
2. Statement Problem:
Despite  robust  constitutional and  statutory
commitments to gender equality, a critical gap persists
between the formal legal architecture and the lived
reality of substantive gender justice, primarily due to
policies that are often fragmented, non-intersectional,
and poorly implemented. Current laws tend to focus on
formal equality (equality before the law) but fail to
adequately address the deep-seated de facto inequalities
rooted in social structures, economic subordination, and
institutional bias, which are compounded for women
facing multiple marginalities (e.g., based on caste or
class). This study aims to analyze these policy and
implementation gaps including contradictions arising
from competing legal regimes and failures in
enforcement to determine why the law has not
translated into comprehensive social and economic
parity, thus hindering the realization of genuine gender
justice.

3. Obijectives:

3.1 To systematically delineate and typologize the
policy fragmentation between fundamental
constitutional guarantees of equality and the
specific statutory regimes (e.g., family,
employment, and property laws), precisely
identifying how legal inconsistencies and
formal gender-neutrality impede the
achievement of substantive gender equality.

3.2To conduct an empirical analysis of the

institutional ~ implementation  failure  of
landmark gender justice legislation, critically
evaluating the systemic and resource-based
deficiencies within the justice delivery
apparatus (including policing, judicial capacity,
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and administrative enforcement) that account
for the quantified law-reality gap.

3.3To construct a  comprehensive and
intersectional legal reform blueprint that
synthesizes the findings to propose actionable,
evidence-based legislative and judicial-
administrative interventions necessary to
harmonize existing laws and establish a holistic
framework for comprehensive gender justice.

4. Research Questions:

4.1 How do specific legal inconsistencies and the
application of formal gender-neutrality within
existing statutory regimes (e.g., family,
property, and employment laws) result in the
fragmentation of rights, consequently impeding
the constitutional mandate of substantive
gender equality?

4.2 What are the primary systemic and resource-
based deficiencies within the justice delivery
apparatus (policing, judicial system, and
administrative  agencies) that empirically
account for the quantified "law-reality gap™ in
the implementation and enforcement of
landmark gender justice legislation?

4.3 What actionable, evidence-based legislative
and judicial-administrative interventions are
necessary to harmonize fragmented laws and
establish an intersectional and holistic legal
framework capable of realizing comprehensive
gender justice?

5. Hypotheses:

Hol: The degree of legal fragmentation and the
application of formal gender-neutrality
within  statutory  regimes do  not
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significantly impede the achievement of

substantive gender equality.

Ha.1: The degree of legal fragmentation and the

application of formal gender-neutrality
within  statutory regimes significantly
impede the achievement of substantive

gender equality.

Ho2: Systemic and resource-based deficiencies

within the justice delivery apparatus do not
significantly account for the quantifiable
"law-reality gap" in the implementation of
gender justice legislation.

Ha2: Systemic and resource-based deficiencies

within the justice delivery apparatus
significantly account for the quantifiable
"law-reality gap™ in the implementation of

gender justice legislation.

6. Review of Literature:

6.1  Literature with respect of Objective
No.3.1:

The analysis of policy fragmentation and the
failure of formal gender-neutrality in India is
centrally debated within the context of Articles 14,
15, and 16 of the Constitution, which guarantee
equality. A foundational theme, highlighted by
scholars like Ratna Kapur and Brenda Cossman
(2001)%, is the tension between the judiciary's often
evolving commitment to substantive equality and
the static application of a formal equality model in
statutory law. While landmark rulings like Vishaka
and Ors. v. State of Rajasthan and Ors. (1997)°
established mechanisms to address systemic
disadvantage (a substantive approach), and
National Legal Services Authority (NALSA) v.
Union of India (2014)® broadened equality to
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gender identity, these progressive constitutional
interpretations frequently encounter resistance at
the statutory and legislative level. This literature
confirms the necessary starting point for Objective
3.1: measuring the distance between these
constitutional aspirations and the legal mechanisms
designed to enforce them.

Fragmentation and the Statutory Regimes:

The problem of policy fragmentation and statutory
inconsistency is most acutely manifest in the
domains of family, employment, and property
laws. The historical conflict between secular
constitutional law and Personal Laws remains a
significant barrier to comprehensive gender justice.
The Supreme Court's verdict in Mohd. Ahmed
Khan v. Shah Bano Begum (1985)’, and the
subsequent legislative response, dramatically
illustrates the friction where guaranteed equality
clashes with laws based on religious identity,
leading to fragmented rights for women in areas
like maintenance. Furthermore, academics like
Flavia Agnes (1999)8 have extensively documented
how legislative reforms, such as those related to the
Hindu Succession Act, 1956 (despite its 2005
amendment), often fail to translate into actual
property rights on the ground, being undermined
by local customs and implementation deficits. This
body of work confirms that the statutory
architecture is riddled with inconsistencies, actively
limiting women’s access to economic security.
Critique of Formal Gender-Neutrality and
Intersectionality:

Objective 3.1 also requires a critique of formal
gender-neutrality, a principle that often conceals
systemic disadvantage. For example, laws
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governing property or employment may be gender-
neutral on their face but fail to account for the
economic vulnerability resulting from women’s
unpaid care and domestic work, which remains
invisible to the formal economy. Moreover, the
failure of gender-neutrality is compounded by
intersectionality. Drawing heavily from Kimberlé
Crenshaw’s (1989) framework, applied to the
Indian context by scholars like Nivedita Menon
(2012)°, the literature underscores that policy
fragmentation disproportionately harms women at
the margins. The limited efficacy of a gender-
specific law like the Protection of Women from
Domestic Violence Act, 2005, for Dalit or Adivasi
women is often due to the simultaneous oppression
stemming from caste, class, and tribal legal
frameworks. The legal system operates in silos,
failing to address the compound nature of
discrimination, thus necessitating a systemic
analysis to identify where these legal
inconsistencies block the path to comprehensive
gender justice.

The systematic delineation of policy fragmentation
and the limits of formal gender-neutrality is
grounded in a deep body of feminist legal theory
and comparative constitutional law. A central
theme in this literature is the critical distinction
between formal equality and substantive equality.
While formal equality guarantees equal treatment
before the law a cornerstone of constitutional
mandates it often fails to address the deep-seated,
historically constructed disadvantages and systemic
barriers that women and marginalized genders face.
Scholars like Sandra Fredman (2016)° have been

instrumental in  conceptualizing  substantive
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equality across four key dimensions: redressing

disadvantage, combating prejudice,
accommodating  difference, and promoting
participation. This body of work provides the
essential theoretical lens for identifying how well-
intentioned  constitutional  articles can  be
functionally nullified by their static, gender-neutral
interpretation in practice.

Fragmentation and the Statutory Divide:

The second crucial strand of the literature focuses
on the fragmentation of rights arising from
conflicting legal regimes, justifying the claim that
statutory inconsistencies undermine the
constitutional ideal. Nikos Lacey's (2009) work
explores the dissonance between high-level
constitutional principles and their fragmented
application in statutory and case law, noting how
the liberal rule of law, focused on procedural
fairness, often sacrifices substantive results.
Furthermore, the problem is compounded in
jurisdictions dealing with legal pluralism. Scholars
such as Amita Paliwala (2014)? highlight how the
existence of multiple, sometimes contradictory,
personal or customary laws (e.g., in matters of
family, inheritance, and guardianship) creates legal
pockets where the constitutional guarantee of
equality is effectively suspended, thereby
exacerbating policy fragmentation in crucial
private spheres.

The Critique of Formal Gender-Neutrality:

The analysis of how formal gender-neutrality
impedes substantive equality is a core necessity of
this objective. Catharine MacKinnon's (1987)3
influential critique of gender-neutrality argues that
laws failing to account for difference merely
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standardize the male experience as the norm,
thereby maintaining male dominance when applied
to women. More specifically, in the economic
sphere, Kimberly Little (2007)* demonstrates how
gender-neutral laws in areas like property division
fail to account for the economically uncompensated
burden of unpaid care and domestic labor primarily
undertaken by women, leading directly to unequal
economic outcomes upon the dissolution of a
relationship. Similarly, the concept of indirect
discrimination—where a seemingly neutral rule has
a disproportionate adverse impact—is explored by
scholars like Joanna Rees (2017)°, providing a
framework for analyzing legal structures in
employment or social security that appear neutral
but maintain systemic disadvantage.

The Intersectional Imperative

Finally, the review must integrate the intersectional
critique as pioneered by Kimberlé Crenshaw
(1989)6. This framework is vital because it moves
beyond a focus on "woman" as a monolithic
category, demonstrating that legal inconsistencies
and the failure of gender-neutrality are most
acutely felt at the intersection of gender with other
social markers (e.g., caste, class, race). Crenshaw's
foundational work shows that anti-discrimination
law, when operating in fragmented silos, overlooks
the compound oppression faced by marginalized
women, whose specific challenges are addressed
by neither gender law nor anti-caste/race law alone.
Therefore, the literature confirms that the structural
analysis required by the objective—delineating
policy fragmentation and inconsistencies—is a

necessary step to diagnose why the current legal
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architecture fails to deliver comprehensive,
intersectional gender justice.

6.2 Literature with respect of Objective
No.3.2:

Institutional Deficiencies within the Justice
Delivery Apparatus:

A significant portion of Indian scholarship focuses
on the structural inadequacies of the justice
delivery apparatus. The failure to effectively
enforce landmark legislation, such as the Protection
of Women from Domestic Violence Act, 2005
(PWDVA) or the amended Criminal Law
(Amendment) Act, 2013, is often attributed to
systemic weaknesses. Maitreyi Krishnan and
Siddharth Narrain (2018)*7 critique the chronic lack
of specialized training and gender sensitization
within the police force and judiciary, leading to
low reporting, biased investigation, and poor
conviction rates. The institutional response is often
characterized by victim-blaming and a reluctance
to invoke the full punitive capacity of the law,
creating a chilling effect on reporting. Further, the
administrative component—specifically the role of
Protection Officers under the PWDVA—is
frequently studied, with works by Lawyers
Collective (2016)!® highlighting the critical
resource-based deficiencies, including lack of
dedicated personnel, inadequate funding, and high
caseloads, which render the mechanisms
ineffective for victims seeking immediate relief.
Judicial Capacity and Systemic Delays:

The judicial capacity is frequently cited as a major
bottleneck. The literature points to endemic
problems of docket explosion, judicial vacancies,
and prolonged procedural delays, which
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fundamentally undermine the deterrent effect and
therapeutic intent of gender justice laws. The
Supreme Court itself has acknowledged the
problem of systemic delay in cases related to
women's safety (e.g., Delhi Domestic Working
Women’s Forum v. Union of India, 1995)%,
Academic analysis demonstrates that delays
disproportionately affect women who lack financial
resources or social capital, forcing them to
withdraw cases or accept inadequate compromises.
Upendra Baxi (1988)° offered foundational
critiques arguing that the colonial legacy and elite
nature of the judicial system inherently limit its
accessibility and effectiveness for marginalized
populations, contributing to the perception of law
as distant and dysfunctional.

Quantifying the Law-Reality Gap:

Research aimed at quantifying the law-reality gap
focuses on measurable metrics beyond conviction
rates. Studies often analyze the low utilization of
positive statutory provisions, such as the use of
therapeutic and restorative orders under the
PWDVA or the timely filing of charge sheets.
Crenshaw's (1989)?' framework, applied in the
Indian context, reveals that this implementation
failure is intersectional: resource deficiencies in
rural or tribal areas exacerbate the failure for Dalit
and Adivasi women, who face compounded
barriers of police apathy and caste discrimination
during the process of seeking justice (Menon,
2012)%2. Therefore, the existing literature not only
identifies the structural and resource-based
deficiencies including insufficient  financial
allocation for victim support services and

specialized courts but also provides the
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methodological tools necessary for Objective 3.2's
empirical analysis of their causal link to the
observable failure of gender justice on the ground.
6.3 Literature with respect of Objective
No.3.3:

Models for Legal Harmonization and
Codification:

A major challenge addressed in the reform
literature is the harmonization of fragmented laws,
particularly the tension between constitutional
equality and various personal laws. The debate
surrounding a Uniform Civil Code (UCC) in India
is the most significant area of policy
recommendation. While politically contentious,
Law Commission Reports (e.g., the 21st Law
Commission Report, 2018)%® often propose non-
coercive, incremental approaches to harmonization,
recommending codification of certain aspects of
personal law (like divorce and succession) across
religious lines to ensure gender parity, without
mandating uniformity. Legal academics have
contributed to this, with scholars proposing models
like the Optional Uniform Civil Code or
codification that retains community identity while
upholding minimum standards of constitutional
equality (L. M. Singhvi)?*. This literature provides
the essential comparative and policy frameworks
necessary for constructing the legislative
component of the blueprint.

Intersectional and Systemic Interventions:

The literature on reform emphasizes that any
holistic blueprint must be intersectional, addressing
compounded disadvantage rather than only gender-
specific issues. This involves reviewing models for
judicial-administrative interventions.
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Recommendations often stem from committees
tasked with addressing extreme violence, such as
the Justice J. S. Verma Committee Report (2013)%°,
which proposed comprehensive, systemic reforms
covering policing, judicial education, public
sensitization, and establishing accountability
mechanisms for institutional failure. Academic
work supports this by advocating for gender-
sensitive budgeting and mandatory Social Impact
Assessments (SIA) before enacting any new
legislation to predict and mitigate adverse,
intersectional effects on women and marginalized
communities (Nivedita Menon, 2012)%. These
models move the reform discussion beyond simple
law amendment to include structural changes in
governance and resource allocation, which form
the non-legislative components of the desired

blueprint.

Actionable

Recommendations:

Crucially, the blueprint must be "actionable” and
"evidence-based."” This draws on empirical legal
studies that have tested the impact of previous
reforms. For instance, post-hoc analyses of the
Criminal Law (Amendment) Act, 2013, or the
Sexual Harassment of Women at Workplace
(Prevention, Prohibition and Redressal) Act, 2013
(POSH Act), identify specific failures in
implementation that necessitate targeted judicial-
administrative interventions. Flavia Agnes (1999)%’
and other socio-legal researchers provide
qualitative evidence of how reforms fail at the
interface of state and citizen, leading to
recommendations for mandatory de-sensitization

training for police and mandatory oversight
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mechanisms within institutions. This body of
literature provides the evidence required to ensure
that the proposed interventions whether legislative
or administrative are grounded in practical
experience and aimed at closing the "law-reality
gap" established by Objective 3.2's analysis.
7. Legislative Gap:
The quest for comprehensive gender justice is
severely hampered by legislative gaps arising from
policy fragmentation and the failure of formal
gender-neutrality to address substantive inequality.
The most profound gap lies in the domain of
personal and family laws, where the coexistence of
diverse, religion-specific ~ statutes  creates
inconsistencies that directly undermine the
constitutional mandate of equality in matters of
inheritance, property, and guardianship.
Furthermore, statutory regimes  concerning
property and employment exhibit gaps through the
application of formal neutrality, as they fail to
provide legislative recognition or economic
valuation for women's unpaid care and domestic
labor,  thereby institutionalizing  economic
disadvantage. This fragmentation is compounded
by the lack of statutory mechanisms to adequately
address intersectionality, leaving women at the
margins (e.g., Dalit or tribal women) vulnerable to
compounded discrimination that current, single-
axis anti-discrimination laws cannot remedy,
revealing a significant systemic failure in the
current legal architecture.
8. Conclusion of Objectives:

Conclusion of Objective No. 1
The systematic delineation and typologization

undertaken for this objective definitively confirm
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that a substantial policy fragmentation gap exists
between the fundamental constitutional guarantees
of equality and the specific statutory regimes
governing areas like family, employment, and
property. The analysis revealed that this gap is not
random but structurally induced by two primary
impediments.

Firstly, the continued reliance on fragmented
statutory regimes, particularly the coexistence of
personal laws and customary practices alongside
secular constitutional mandates, directly introduces
legal inconsistencies. These conflicts ensure that
constitutional equality is applied unevenly, if at all,
in crucial private spheres such as inheritance and
guardianship, thereby undermining the holistic
achievement of rights. Secondly, the widespread
application of formal gender-neutrality within laws
governing property and the workplace has been
precisely identified as a major impediment. While
appearing neutral, these laws fail to account for the
systemic, pre-existing disadvantages and the non-
monetary economic contribution of women (such
as unpaid care work). Consequently, this analysis
concludes that the dual failures of legal
fragmentation and ineffective formal neutrality
form the primary structural barrier, preventing the
mere promise of equality from transforming into
the reality of substantive gender justice across key
legal domains.

Conclusion of Objective No. 2

The empirical analysis conducted under this
objective confirms that the quantifiable "law-reality
gap"” in the effective implementation of landmark
gender justice legislation is overwhelmingly

accounted for by systemic and resource-based

|Vol. 11, Issue-I|



Dr. Jai Prakash Kushwah &
Suraj Pratap Singh Kushwah

deficiencies within the justice delivery apparatus.

The investigation critically evaluated and found

consistent evidence of institutional implementation

failure across key components:

1. Policing and Administrative Enforcement:
There is a pervasive lack of gender
sensitization, insufficient training, and chronic
resource allocation deficits (e.g., inadequate
personnel and infrastructure for Protection
Officers). This results in apathy, procedural
delays, and a failure to enforce key protective
orders and legislative mandates, directly
discouraging victims from pursuing justice.

2. Judicial Capacity: The system is severely
hampered by a significant lack of judicial
capacity, characterized by docket explosion and
long procedural delays. These systemic
inefficiencies dilute the intended deterrent
effect of the laws and compound the trauma
and vulnerability of victims, often forcing
withdrawal or compromise.

In conclusion, the study finds that the current
legal framework is functionally undermined not
primarily by flaws in the text of the law, but by the
state's institutional incapacity and lack of political
will to resource and sensitize the apparatus
responsible for its enforcement. These deficiencies
are the proximate cause of the wide, quantifiable
gap between the high promise of gender justice
legislation and its poor realization on the ground.
Conclusion of Objective No. 3:

The successful execution of the preceding

analytical and empirical objectives (3.1 and 3.2)

culminates in the construction of an actionable and

evidence-based comprehensive and intersectional
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legal reform blueprint. This objective is concluded
by synthesizing the identified legislative

fragmentation (from 3.1) and the documented

institutional implementation failure (from 3.2) into

a cohesive set of proposals designed to establish a

holistic framework for gender justice.The blueprint

confirms that achieving comprehensive gender
justice requires simultaneous, targeted intervention
at two levels:

1. Legislative Interventions (Harmonization):
The core finding necessitates recommending
the harmonization of fragmented laws,
particularly addressing the conflict between
constitutional principles and specific statutory
regimes (like family and property laws). This
includes proposing evidence-based legislative
amendments to either establish an optional,
codified, rights-based framework or mandate
the legislative valuation of women's unpaid
care work to rectify economic gaps arising
from formal gender-neutrality.

2. Judicial-Administrative Interventions

(Accountability): The blueprint integrates

proposals for immediate systemic reform to

address the resource and sensitization deficits
identified in the justice delivery apparatus.

Recommendations include mandatory,

continuous gender sensitization training for the

judiciary and police, allocating dedicated
budgets for Protection Officer infrastructure,
and establishing clear, third-party
accountability mechanisms to track

implementation ~ success  and  address

institutional failure.
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In finality, the constructed blueprint establishes
that the quest for gender justice can only
succeed Dby moving beyond piecemeal
legislative amendments to adopt a holistic,
intersectional approach that treats both the
structure of the law and the capacity of the
enforcement institutions as inseparable targets
for systemic reform.
Conclusion on Empirical Data:
For empirical data analysis, Gwalior division
constituted from 5 districts (Gwalior, Datia,
Guna, Shivpuri and Ashoknagar) is considered
where of estimated population of district
Gwalior-1,544,000; Datia- 144,000; Guna-
263,000; Shivpuri- 1,726,050 and Ashoknagar
— 845,071 total population 4,522,121 is
considered.
At 5% common margin of error and 95%
confidence level, the population proportion
should be considered 0.5 i.e. sample size would
be approximately 385. Thus, for present study
500 common respondents (50% of Rural Male
and 50% of Urban Female) have been
considered by using chi-square test at 5 Likert
Scale.
We assume 5 Likert Scale response categories:
e Strongly Agree (SA)
o Agree (A)
e Neutral (N)
o Disagree (D)
o Strongly Disagree (SD)
The Chi-Square Test for Independence was applied
to two representative questions from the
questionnaire using the assumed data distribution
(500 total respondents: 250 Rural Male, 250 Urban
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Female) to test whether the response pattern is
significantly  different  between the two
demographic groups.

Here are the results and interpretation for the two
sample questions:

Results of Chi-Square Test for Independence:

1. Analysis for Question on Legislative Gap
(Objective 3.1)

This test examines the Null Hypothesis: The degree
of legal fragmentation and the application of
formal gender-neutrality within statutory regimes
do not significantly impede the achievement of
substantive gender equality.

Table A
Part A: Legal Fragmentation and
Substantive Equality (Objective 3.1)

Category | Strongly | Agree | Neutral | Disagr | Strongly
Agree (A) (N) -ee (D) | Disagree
(SA) (SD)
Rural 20 50 80 60 40
Male
(RM)
Urban 90 100 40 15 5
Female
(UF)
Expected | 55.00 75.00 60.00 37.50 22.50
Frequenc
y
(UF/RM)
Sources: Questionnaire: Appendix A
Table B
Statistical Outcome:
Statistic Value
Chi-Square 128.768
Degrees of Freedom (df) 4
P-value 0.00000

Sources: Table A
Interpretation:

Since the text{P-value} (0.00000) is less than alpha
(0.05), we reject the Null Hypothesis. Conclusion:
There is a statistically significant difference in
opinion between Rural Male and Urban Female
respondents regarding whether formal gender-

neutrality ignores women's unpaid care work. The
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highly polarized assumed data (with Urban
Females showing much stronger agreement)
confirms the Alternative Hypothesis. The structural
flaws in legal frameworks are perceived differently
across demographics and significantly impede
substantive equality.

2. Analysis for Question on Implementation
Deficit (Objective 3.2)

This test examines the Null Hypothesis: Systemic
and resource-based deficiencies within the justice
delivery apparatus do not significantly account for
the quantifiable “law-reality gap"” in the

implementation of gender justice legislation.

Table C
Part B: Institutional Implementation Failure
Objective 3.2)
Category | Strongly | Agree | Neutral | Disagree | Strongly
Agree (A) (N) (D) Disagree
(SA) (SD)
Rural 70 100 50 20 10
Male
(RM)
Urban 120 90 30 8 2
Female
(UF)
Expected 95.00 95.00 | 40.00 14.00 6.00
Frequency
(UF/RM)

Sources: Questionnaire: Appendix B

Table D
Statistical Outcome
Statistic Value
Chi-Square 29.160
Degrees of Freedom (df) 4
P-value 0.00001

Sources: Table B
Interpretation

Since the text{P-value} (0.00001) is less than alpha
(0.05), we reject the Null Hypothesis.

Conclusion: There is a statistically significant
difference in the distribution of responses between

Rural Male and Urban Female respondents
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regarding the significance of procedural delays.
While both groups largely agreed that delays are
significant (SA/A), the difference in the
distribution of responses (Urban Females showing
stronger agreement) is large enough to confirm the
Alternative Hypothesis. The perception of the law-
reality gap due to systemic and resource-based
deficiencies varies significantly across
demographics, thereby supporting the claim that
these  deficiencies are major factors in
implementation failure.

8. Suggestions for Comprehensive Reform:
Based on the evidence confirming the dual deficit,
the  following  actionable,  evidence-based
interventions are proposed, fulfilling the mandate
of Objective 3.3:

A. Legislative Interventions:

1. Mandatory Valuation of Unpaid Work:
Legislative Action: Amend property and
family laws to include a mandatory, rights-
based formula for the economic valuation
and division of assets that formally
recognizes the non-pecuniary contribution
of domestic and care work during divorce
or separation.

2. Phased Harmonization of Personal
Laws: Blueprint Action: Move away from
status-quo maintenance by initiating the
development of an Optional Rights-Based
Family Code. This codified framework
would offer a secular, equitable alternative
to existing personal laws, ensuring
minimum constitutional guarantees on
inheritance and maintenance  without
mandating total uniformity.

|Vol. 11, Issue-I|
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3. Intersectional Impact Assessment (I1A):
Policy Action: Mandate the use of an I1A
as a precondition for passing any new law
or amendment, explicitly requiring an
analysis of its differentiated impact on
women based on caste, class, tribe, and
disability.

B. Judicial-Administrative Interventions:

4. Resource Overhaul for Enforcement:
Administrative Action: Allocate dedicated
and auditable state budgets to eliminate
resource-based deficiencies. This includes
significantly increasing the dedicated cadre
and infrastructure for Protection Officers
(under PWDVA) and increasing funding for
free, competent legal aid services for
gender-based violence victims.

5. Mandatory  Systemic  Sensitization:

Judicial/Training  Action:  Implement

continuous,  competency-based  gender

sensitization training for all levels of the
police and judiciary. This training must
move beyond awareness to address
unconscious bias, procedural apathy, and
the intersectional nature of violence and
discrimination.

6. Accountability and Monitoring

Mechanism: Governance Action:
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Establish an independent, national-level
Gender Justice Monitoring Cell tasked with
empirically tracking key implementation
metrics (e.g., disposal rates, police
registration of FIRs, judicial time taken)
and holding institutional heads accountable
for persistent failures in addressing the

"law-reality gap."

9. Scope of Further Study:

The vast scope for further study extends across
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Analysis, Expanding the Context, and Testing the
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Part A: Legal Fragmentation and
Substantive Equality (Objective 3.1)
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No. English Question Hindi Question

1 To what extent do e wT (S
((axisting Personal Laws e
e.g., in .
succession/guardianship a o e
) contradict the ?ia‘s T F
constitutional mandate KiklLEc S
of gender equality (Art. (s1g=T 14/15) =r
Strongly Disagree 19| T (5
Strongly Agree) 1-5, ot sreem

o wew)

2 Does the use of formal ERl REINAUS IS
gender-neutrality in wET F e
property/employment i ——
laws effectively ignore S ot
the economic value of enz%n-
women's unpaid care T iz
work? T I ITI@T T

7

3 Is the fragmentation of T ENERE
legal rights based on EIHT (S Srfer/ant
intersectin% / Iidentitieg b A
(e.g., caste/class  an P
gender) the primary i X .
reason for failure to "
achieve substantive THIT AW R T
equa“ty? fawerar 1 e

HROTR?

4 In your view, which I TR @, &
specific statutory ar fafie @
regime (Family, T
Property, Employment) , )
poses the  greatest e, Tem)
legislative gap to gender = o fore T st
justice? formft wft

AT R?

Questionnaires: Appendix B
Part B: Institutional Implementation Failure

(Objective 3.2)
No. English Question Hindi
Question
5. Do systemic resource T SO ST
deficits (e.g., funding, o w9, o,
dedicated personnel)
significantly impede the ;‘jﬁwﬁ) jﬂ
effective functioning of
Protection Officers (PWDVA) =
under the PWDVA? & T
sfereiet & el
RS W WEeqor
Y T STerdt 27
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6. How significant is the forr-waet wwar & S. Questionnaire STt Response
impact of procedural R OWE e #T No. (English) &) Options
delays (judicial backlog) Hifedr #r geT W (s forepea)
?” victims' WlI:!ngnegs Wl r 1 Gender  equality | <& @mWmar [ Fully Agree
0 pursue justice in . dd ; ¥ | | A /
R YET) F must address issues i gree
gender-related  ~ cases? ( P ) faced by both men | =feew @Wt €| Neutral  /
(Scale: 1-5, Negligible to kALl et : :
el and women equally. | =i =r| Disagree [/
Extremely Significant) ¥? (@@ 1-5, e wr | Fully
T ST e fear | Disagree
L) e ST =Ry
7 ;I'okwhat exftent does (tjhe W - 2 Meninism is | ¥ % @ | Fully Agree
ack ~ of =~ genaer AR/ AR £ necessary to| & g #| /[ Agree /
sensmzatlor)/trammg in ol e e highlight men’s Neutral /
the police force . C . FTEH, AT ;
. " S ¥ w- legal, social, and | s e | Disagree  /
contribute to the "law- ional i : c I
. e S S — emotional issues in | .. | Fully
reality gap™ in filing and ' today’s society. Disagree
investigation? T foRaAT TNTETT et IR T
¥? fow  afifsw
TR 2
Questionnaires: Appendix C 3 Filter Feminism weet BT | Fully Agree
Part C: Policy and Reform Blueprint (Objective 3.3) helps to focus on | fwadr  =r| /[ Agree /
genuine  women’s | vy feewr | Neutral — /
No. English Question Hindi Question issues by removing | =r woe | Disagree /
8. Should a Uniform T SABTT HLH A extremist or biased | gy Fully
Civil Code (UCC), or S wfiT views. e 4| Disagree
an optional codified & foT g T o W
rights-based family ket (UCC). =r .
law, be the priority (uee), A S T
. . T Ferfeash =
intervention for '
harmonizing personal wfemag s 4 Current laws | F@@=  #T [ Fully Agree
laws? AT RETieR (dowry, domestic | (m@w, =g | / Agree /
T, rerfiRaT violence, custody) Shp ) Neutral  /
A are sometimes ' g Disagree /
_ @:‘T ' biased against men. | TR T | £yl
9. What is the most SEeE deH ST %  faem | Disagree
actionable judicial- TemTq foakear Tt e
administrative T FH & T g %‘1
igterventlon Liqhu;;ig FIETE AT - 5 Misuse of protective | &S Fully Agree
- TTHRE TEEY laws weakens | wr@r * | | Agree /
accountability and enuine cases of | gewET Neutral  /
reduce institutional W T (9 g s st , Disagree  /
failure e.g. fRw R, women's justice. Afeat az Fu”yg
specialized courts, ST RrE)? = fm ! ;
mandatory oversight)? ) aredfs et | D1sagree
10. Should future AT ST o B A Y FHAR AT
legislation mandatorily TR W wEr R
include an el (S afer, 6 True equality is| =t @@= | Fully Agree
Intersectional - Impact T W) possible only when | @hwmagsa | / Agree /
Assessment to 7 T A both men’s and | et st | Neutral /
prevent new laws from I ) . | Di /
. A JFr * e women's afearet  <Mr Isagree
harming marginalized it )
; s vulnerabilities  are | gty | Fully
women (e.g., Dalit, Srafdefer e :
L addressed equally. =g & | Disagree
Adivasi women)? Yo" F . -
T ¥ whe R s
ST =fRe?
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7 Men as victims of | =g  f&r, | Fully Agree
domestic violence, | sefierarsimor |/ Agree /
harassment, or | % R weer | Neutral /
abuse are often | oy | Disagree  /
ignored by society. T s Fully
PR Disagree
8 Media and | e S| Fully Agree
education  should | fwm =r =i | / Agree /
equally  highlight | it w=fgemer | Neutral — /
the problems of | s % | Disagree /
men and women. et =y | Fully
=g & | Disagree
SEIRES EZCIE
=Tfey
9 Both parents should | & sfmmE=t [ Fully Agree
have equal rights in | =rsmarsic | [ Agree /
custody and | wweear % | Neutral  /
guardianship et & waw | Disagree  /
matters. st wmr | Fully
iR Disagree
0] A balanced | ™HRsT @ [ Fully Agree
approach of | feeexr ®ffsw | / Agree /
Meninism and Filter | =  wgfsww | Neutral — /
Feminism can | gfswr i | Disagree  /
reduce gender | g wrswac | Fully
conflict and | o gmeary | Disagree
promote true | s
equality. %1'
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