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Abstract 

 
With many men moving out of the farm or shifting their focus from agriculture 
to other rural non-farm activities, the question arises: has there been a 
concomitant increase in the numbers of women in agriculture in India? In other 
words, can one elicit a distinct trend or pattern of feminization of agriculture, as 
it is commonly understood as growing numbers (or proportions) of women in 
active roles in agricultural production? This paper presents a first-step temporal 
investigation of women’s participation in agriculture into this question from 
secondary sources, that is, from four sets of occupational data in Indian Census– 
1981, 1991, 2001 and 2011. It shows that a mere increase in 
numbers/time/activity of women in the agricultural field is not appropriate 
definition of feminization of agriculture. Feminization of agriculture, as it is 
occurring in India, is adding to the already heavy work burden of most rural 
women and thereby further undermining their well-being. This is better 
described as the feminization of agrarian distress.  
 
Key words: Agrarian distress; Census of India; feminization of agriculture; rural 
India 
JEL Classification: Q11, J21, J43 
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Tracking Women in Agriculture through  
Recent Census Data in India 

 
Itishree Pattnaik 

Kuntala Lahiri-Dutt♣ 
 

 
 
Experts suggest that India’s agriculture is experiencing a crisis, reflected in 
the declining size of plots, increase in food price inflation, increase in the 
cost of production, changing dietary preferences and even farmer suicides 
(Mishra, 2007; Dev 2012; Nair and Eapen, 2015). One of the a response to 
this deepening crisis has been the migration of working age-group men 
out of rural areas; scholars have noted that male outmigration has 
changed in duration, seasonality and destinations (Tumbe, 2014; Agrawal 
and Chandrasekhar, 2015). Anecdotally, and from field surveys, experts 
have commented that women’s roles in agriculture have assumed greater 
significance in recent years. Shah and Pattnaik (2015) notes that 
agriculture is increasingly being considered as an auxiliary activity by 
peasants; as the rural poor diversify their income sources to deal with 
poor and insufficient incomes from agriculture, the very idea of who or 
what comprises an ‘agriculturist’1 is being reframed, albeit not in a 
conspicuous manner. If indeed, the face of India’s agricultural labour in 
the future is feminine, then policy debates on agricultural growth will 
need to include women’s roles, practices, needs and interests.  
 
The question that needs investigating is if (and to what extent) women’s 
participation in agriculture is reflected in official data: has there been a 
concomitant increase in the numbers of women in agriculture in India? In 

                                                           
Itishree Pattnaik (itishreep@gidr.ac.in) is Assistant Professor at the Gujarat Institute of 
Development Research (GIDR), Ahmedabad, and Kuntala Lahiri-Dutt is Senior Fellow 
with the Resource Environment & Development Program, Crawford School of Public 
Policy, ANU College of Asia and the Pacific, The Australian National University, 
Canberra.  
 
1  Agriculturist, for those, agriculture is the only source of income, has become 

almost non-existence (Shah and Pattnaik, 2015).  
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other words, can one elicit a distinct trend or pattern of feminization of 
agriculture, as it is commonly understood as growing numbers (or 
proportions) of women in active roles in agricultural production? 
Obviously, we understand that there are other ways to comprehend 
feminization; Deere (2005) for example, offers five2 indicators to estimate 
feminization. Others have suggested that feminization of agriculture is 
significant not only because of women’s multiple (and increasing) roles in 
food crop production but also because of the importance of agriculture for 
women (Lahiri-Dutt, 2014). This paper presents a first-step temporal 
investigation of this question using secondary data, that is, India’s official 
Census results. It presents the report of an investigation into women’s 
participation in agriculture from three sets of occupational structure data 
– 1991, 2001 and 2011, hoping that a pre-liberalisation and post-
liberalisation picture may emerge from the three sets of decadal data. 
 
In this context this study seeks to critically analyze feminization of 
agriculture and tries to examine the pattern, trend and type of 
feminization. It further tries to understand how feminization of 
agriculture could be interpreted in the present agrarian circumstances. 
The trend, pattern and roles women play in agriculture would help to 
define their significance in this sector. The analysis focuses mainly on 
understating the participation of women in agriculture, rather than 
exploring its possible reasons. We think that the present analysis would 
help to pose questions for further research to investigate the status of 
women within the changing agrarian scenario in India.  
 
The paper is structured as follows. The first section discusses the concept 
of feminization and presents a snap short of the past studies. The details 
of the methodology followed in the analysis are presented in section two.   
With the help of the census data, the third section presents the recent 
trend of women participation in agriculture and the gap between women 

                                                           
2  She defined feminization of agriculture as: 1) increase in rural women’s, or rural 

and urban women’s participation rates in the agricultural sector, 2) increase in 
the share of the agricultural labour force that is female, either because of a higher 
female activity rate and/or a decrease in men’s participation rate in agriculture 
or under enumeration of women as unpaid family labour in the past or greater 
visibility as agricultural wage workers or own-account farmers in the current 
period. 
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workforce and operational holdings.  State-wise analysis of the 
agricultural workforce forms section four.  The fifth section tries to 
address the factors that influence the women participation in agriculture. 
The last section defines/redefines the type of feminization that is taking 
place in India in the recent period. 
 
1. Women in Agriculture: Evidence from Past Studies 
 
Feminization of agriculture has been defined as the increasing importance 
of women in agriculture, measured as a ratio of males to females 
(Lastarria, 2006), unequal allocation of family labour (Tamanget.al., 2014; 
Zuo, 2004) or the increase in the share of women whose main occupation 
is agriculture (Schutter, 2013) or increasing share of women either as 
independent producers or as unremunerated family workers, or as 
agricultural wage workers (Lastarria, 2006). An increase in women’s role 
in terms of increase/decrease in duration of work and addition of 
agricultural tasks which were earlier mostly performed by men, can also 
be termed feminization of agriculture (Lahiri-Dutt, 2014).  In more specific 
terms Deere (2005) explained feminization of agriculture as increase in 
importance of women in agricultural processing and packing plants along 
with working in the field and pastures. Hence she explained that 
feminization of the agricultural sector is taking place through two paths, 
women’s increased responsibility for peasant production and their 
growing participation as wage workers in non-traditional agro-export 
production.  
 
Feminization of agriculture in India is not a new phenomenon and was 
identified early by Duvvury (1989) and Chowdhry (1993). In the present 
agrarian context of declining farm incomes and stagnation of 
employment, it has gained importance. According to World Bank data, the 
agriculture value added to the GDP has declined in India from 18.6 
percent in 2006-11 to 17.8 percent by 2011-2014. Under the Government of 
India’s 11th plan, the National Commission of Farmers (NCF, 2005) report: 
II, shows that with increasing out-migration of males, an increasing 
number of women are undertaking agricultural tasks such as taking care 
of the land, working as helpers and so on. Again, male out-migration is 
mainly in the nature of a distress migration (NCF, 2005 and Kanchi, 2010). 
Women’s role as food producers is important for maintaining the family 
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livelihood as well as food security. However the persisting gender 
inequality enhances the difficulties women farmers face, reducing the 
potential productivity of agriculture and hence of overall food availability 
in countries, regions, and worldwide as noted by Agarwal (2012).  
 
Feminization of Indian agriculture seems to be taking place in a situation 
of decline in economic stake of women and increase in contribution to 
agriculture, either as cultivators or as agricultural labour (Vepa, 2005). 
There is a decline in growth of male workers’ participation in agriculture 
from 1.5 per cent during 1983–1994 to 0.5 per cent during 1994–2005; on 
the contrary, the growth rate of women in agriculture was 1.2 per cent 
during 1983–94, which has increased to 1.4 per cent during the 1994–2005 
NSSO rounds (Srivastava, 2011). The NSSO Employment and 
Unemployment Survey, 1999–00 and 2004–05, used by the author shows 
that there was an increase in the absolute number of both men and 
women engaged in agriculture, but the increase was greater for women as 
compared to men. The share of male in agriculture, either as farmers or as 
agricultural labourers, declined from 61 per cent to 58 per cent, whereas 
the share of women workers has increased from 38 per cent to 41 per cent. 
Their share increases further when we include women’s participation in 
allied sectors of agriculture like livestock, poultry, fisheries, water 
conservation, and so on (Vepa, 2005). In all these activities, the share of 
women is higher than that of men. In fact, the state-wise analysis shows 
that the proportion of women workers in agriculture in relation to the 
total rural workers was higher than the male workers across all the states 
in Indian except West Bengal. This clearly establishes the importance of 
women in agriculture and allied activities in India. Considering the rural 
population as a whole, nearly 84 percent of women workers are engaged 
in agriculture, compared to 67 percent of men (Srivastava and Srivastava, 
2009). Thus, there has been a steady decline in male workers’ participation 
in agriculture and a slow increase in women’s participation; this 
phenomenon is explained as ‘creeping feminization’ by Srivastava and 
Srivastava (2009). 
 
In India, it is believed that feminization of agriculture has been induced by 
unprofitable crop production, distress migration and the casualization of 
work (Vepa, 2005; Kelkar and Wang, 2007; Kanchi, 2010; Srivastava, 2011). 
Male out-migration is quoted as one of the major reasons for the increase 
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in women’s participation in agriculture. Though there is no single and 
specific reason for male out-migration, it is believed to be a combination of 
several sets of political, economic and social factors. The report on 
migration based on official data is not reliable and does not capture details 
regarding the types of migration. However, several micro-studies have 
recorded the out-migration of males from agriculture to other sectors 
(Hardikar, 2004; Garikipati, 2006). Vepa (2005) also highlighted the 
existence of higher seasonal migration in India, even though there is no 
direct calculation that captures this phenomenon. Evidence shows that 
there has been a very slow increase in urbanization in India; the rural-to-
urban migration was just 22 per cent, compared to rural-to-rural 
migration, recorded as 47 per cent by 1999–00. The high percentage of 
rural-to-rural migration emphasizes the preponderance of seasonal 
migration. The primary data analysis by Garikipati (2006) emphasizes the 
region wise variation in the rate of seasonal migration. His study showed 
that seasonal migration among males was higher in the dry and drought-
prone areas; he has highlighted the region wise variation in migration. 
The insides from the micro study in two villages of Madhya Pradesh by 
Hardikar (2004) find out that the migration of males (most of them from 
the marginal and small land-holding groups) put a further pressure on the 
women employers as they lose the family labour and increase in the 
upward pressure on wage. This in turn forces the women cultivators to 
abandon their farms since they can’t afford to pay good wages to the 
remaining labour despite good monsoon. 
 
The concern here is that the mere increase in number/time/activity of 
women in the agricultural field need not necessarily be called a 
‘feminization of agriculture’, as it may only signify the addition of extra 
burden (double or triple), thus representing more of a disadvantage for 
women. As noted by Ramakrishnan and Nagar (2011) while women are 
increasingly involved in agricultural activities, a gross underestimation of 
women’s labour continues. 
 
The roles of women in agriculture vary across regions, depending upon 
agro-climatic conditions, cropping pattern, land holding size, other socio-
economic factors, relative regional development, industrialization, and so 
on. This paper examines the trend of women’s participation in agriculture 
across the Indian states, through the Census data. Which states and 
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regions have witnessed increase in women’s participation? The study also 
questions if there is any relation between the economic status of the state 
and the level of women’s participation. Finally, the paper discusses how 
to define or re-define the role of women in agriculture within the 
changing agrarian scenario. 
 
2. Methodology 
 
In order to investigate agricultural labour force participation trends and 
their implications for women, data from the past four Population 
Censuses have been considered. The Census of India provides data on 
gender-wise participation of labour for various industries for both rural 
and urban areas. A key distinction is made in the Census between 
‘cultivators’ (defined as those providing ‘effective supervision or direction 
in cultivation’ on land either owned outright or accessed via share-
cropping of leasing arrangements), and ‘agricultural labourers’ (defined in 
terms of wage or in-kind payment for labouring activities).The total 
number of cultivators and agricultural labourers are combined to obtain 
the total population engaged in farming. 
 
The data gap of Census has been highlighted by several authors on the 
ground that the official data do not reflect the realities of the agricultural 
community (Bhagat, 2008). Even after sensitizing the enumerators during 
2001 census survey, the data failed to capture the women workforce fully 
(Sikri, 2005). Census enumerators were overwhelmingly men until 
recently, and it is well-known that they failed to see (and officially record) 
the innumerable tasks that women perform in and around the fields in 
rural areas (Rustagi, 2004). Another limitation of census data is its inability 
to capture seasonal participation in agriculture, thereby ignoring the effect 
of seasonal male out-migration. Census data classify agricultural workers 
into two categories—cultivators and labourers. However, this 
classification does not describe the gendered differentiation of farm 
activities, gender-wise time allocation, or time spent.3All these tend to 

                                                           
3  If the time allocation (spend) is considered as the criteria for calculating the work 

participation of women in agriculture, the share further increases, as more than 
75 percent of the daily time of a rural women is spent on the farm and farming-
related activity (Vepa, 2005). 
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make invisible the significant role played by women in agriculture. We 
use the data with full awareness of their inadequacies and imperfections, 
primarily to see what explanations can possibly be extracted from 
national-level, official, and widely-used datasets. Despite these 
drawbacks, one cannot deny the fact that the scale and magnitude of data 
collection through the Census is wide. 
 
Data from Primary Census Abstract (PCA) for four years, i.e. 1981, 1991, 
2001 and 2011 were analysed to assess the trend and pattern of gendered 
workforce participation in both agriculture and non-agricultural activities. 
 
We have attempted, with the help of state-level census data, to investigate 
the possible factors that influence women’s participation in agriculture 
and non-agricultural activities. For this purpose, a set of socio-economic 
and agricultural indicators were collected for the 28 states (with 
undivided Andhra Pradesh) and 7 union territories of India. A panel data 
set for the period 2001-2011was constructed by considering state-wise 
variables such as poverty ratio, women’s land holding, per capita income, 
average land holding size in each state, and area under food-grain. These 
variables were selected on the basis of existing studies cited above and the 
availability of macro-level data. Data sets for land holding, poverty, 
income per capita, agricultural and non-agricultural SDP and area under 
food-grains were collected from Agricultural Census of India (published 
by the Ministry of Agriculture), the Planning Commission of India, the 
Statistical Abstract of India (published by the Ministry of Statistics and 
Program Implementation) and Department of Agriculture, respectively. 
 
There were difficulties in matching data sets. Some data sets for indicators 
like State Domestic product (SDP) and area under food-grain were 
available on an annual basis, whereas data for poverty and land holding 
were available on quinquennial basis. Census data (e.g. women’s 
workforce participation) was available at decennial intervals. To deal with 
this, CAGR (compound annual growth rate) two-point, interpolation 
method was used to construct the data for the whole period. The 
description of each variable and descriptive statistics is presented in 
Appendix 1. The correlation among the explanatory variables has been 
checked and the variance inflation factor is estimated as 3.39 implying the 
absence multicollinearity in the data. 
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Factors influencing women’s participation in both agriculture and non-
agricultural activities are considered as dependent variables. Therefore, 
two separate models were constructed. Given the panel data in hand, a 
fixed effect regression model is used for analysis. The equation for the 
regression model is: 
  
Yit = α + βiXit + δt Tit + uit 
 
Where, Yit represents the dependent variable (women participation in 
agriculture and non-agriculture) 
Xit represents all the independent variables, as explained above 
Tit is the time variable, fixed effect to capture time invariant.  
 
3.  Women’s Workforce Participation (WFP) in India: Overall Trends 
 
The Census data show that over the 3 decades from 1981 to 2011, the WFP 
has increased faster than the Indian population (see Figure 1). Although 
population growth slowed in the last period and so did WFP, in general 
the growth rate in WFP was higher than that for the population which is 
positive. If we look at the proportion of those of working age, that is LFP, 
we find that in 1981-1990 and 1991-2000, the growth rate of female 
workers was higher than the corresponding data for LFP. If the data are 
correct then this implies that females outside the age range 15-65  were 
entering the work force. The men workers did not exhibit this trend.  
 
It should be noted that as males account for about 2/3rds or more of the 
workforce, the similarity in growth rates means that the females are not 
making big inroads into the labour market as confirmed in Table 1, 
whichshows that women represent about 30 per cent of the workforce 
throughout the first 10 years of this century after increasing since 1981 
from around 25 per cent.  This analysis shows that although the Census 
data do not record a decline in workforce participation rates between 2001 
and 2011 as seen in NSSO data (Rangarajan et.al, 2011; Papola, 2012) the 
workforce does seem to have stagnated.   
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Figure 1: Decadal Trends in Population Growth, LFP and WFP 
 

 
Source: Compiled from Census of India, calculated by authors.  
 
 
Table 1: Workforce Participation Rate – Men and Women 
 
  WPR (%) % Total Workers 

Female    Male Female Total 
1981 52.4 19.8 35.6 25.9 
1991 51.5 22.3 37.1 28.6 
2001 51.8 25.6 39.2 31.6 
2011 53.3 25.7 39.8 31.2 
Source: Compiled from Census of India, calculated by authors. 
 
3.1 Increasing Share of Marginal Workforce, Mainly Male Workers 
 
Workers are classified as main or marginal workers4. The division is 
shown in Table 2, which also breaks down the two categories according to 

                                                           
4  According to the census definition Main workers is defined as - All those 

workers who had worked for the major part of the year preceding the date of 
enumeration i.e. those who were engaged in any economically productive 
activity for 183 days (six months) and more during the last year. Marginal 
workers -  All those workers who had worked any time in the year preceding 
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gender for three decades starting at 1991. It can be seen that proportion of 
male main workers has declined with a concomitant increase in marginal 
male workers. In contrast women, as main workers, have increased 
percentage-wise but actual numbers are down a little due to the increased 
proportion of marginal workers unless offset by population growth. Their 
participation in marginal work has declined. 
 
Table 2: Women and Men: Main and Marginal Workers  
 
Census Main Workers 

as % of Total 
Workers 

Main Workers Marginal Workers 
Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%) 

1991 91.0 77.5 22.5 19.6 80.4 
2001 77.8 76.7 23.3 39.1 60.9 
2011 75.2 75.4 24.6 49.2 50.8 
Source: Compiled from Census of India, calculated by authors.  
 
There has been a definite shift in the gendered composition of the main 
and marginal workforce.  
 
It is evident that the rate of growth of marginal workers has been higher 
than the main workers (Appendix 2). However during the most recent 
Census, the rate of growth of main workers has revived, though it is still 
lower than the growth rate of marginal workers. The rate of growth of 
female main workers was higher than the rate of growth of male main 
workers. On the other hand, the rate of growth of male marginal workers 
was higher than female marginal workers. 
 
Table 3: Main Workers’ Participation Ratio 
 
Census year Male (as % of Total Male 

Workers) 
Female (as % of Total 

Female Workers) 
1991 97.6 73.9 
2001 87.3 57.3 
2011 82.3 59.6 
Source: Compiled from Census of India, calculated by authors. 
                                                                                                                                                               

enumeration but did not work for a major part the year i.e. those who worked 
less than 183 days or less than six months were termed as marginal workers. 



11 
 

Out of the total male workers, 82 per cent work as main workers, whereas 
60 per cent of women work as main workers (Table 3). There has been a 
constant decline in the share of males as main workers, whereas there has 
been a marginal increase in women as main workers during the recent 
census.   
 
The above analysis shows that there have been some shifts in the 
workforce, but men still outnumber women by a large margin. The real 
change is increasing proportion of men are not employed as main 
workers. This raises the question that whether the women have taken over 
that space, or is there a general dip in economic opportunity for such full 
time work for men? In any case, there seems to be a move to marginal 
work, such that men and women’s participation is now almost equal. 
Again, have women lost out on traditional sources of marginal work due 
to the changing socio-economic factors, or is this only because of increased 
movement into main work? 
 
3.2 Participation of Men and Women in Different Occupations 
 
A constant decline can be noted in the proportion of workers engaged in 
agriculture (either as cultivators or as agricultural labourers) throughout 
India. The total share of agricultural workers was 67 per cent during 1991, 
which declined substantially to 58 per cent during 2001; it further declined 
to 54 per cent during the 2011 census. The withdrawal of the population 
from agriculture was relatively faster during 2001 compared to 2011. Male 
workers have moved out of agriculture to non-agricultural pursuits, 
whereas women workers are still largely concentrated within the 
agricultural sector.  
 
The Census of India also presents information on activity-wise work 
participation under four main categories: cultivators, agricultural 
labourers, household industry, and other workers. An attempt has been 
made to examine the workforce participation in the agriculture 
(cultivators and agricultural labourers) and non-agriculture sectors 
(household industry and other workers) before going into a detailed 
analysis.  
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The data show that there has been a decline in the workforce in the 
agriculture sector and concomitant increase in participation in the non-
agricultural sector (Table 4).  
 
Table 4:  Work Participation in Agricultural and Non-Agricultural 

Sectors 
 
Census year Agricultural 

Workers (%) 
Agriculture Non-Agriculture 

Male 
(%) 

Female 
(%) 

Male 
(%) 

Female 
(%) 

1981  62.0 66.2 38.0 33.8 
1991 67.2 60.9 82.4 39.1 17.6 
2001 58.4 51.9 71.8 48.1 28.2 
2011 54.5 49.8 65.1 50.1 34.9 

Source: Compiled from Census of India, calculated by authors. 
 
The gender-wise participation clearly shows that an almost equal share of 
male workers was engaged in agriculture and non-agricultural pursuits 
by 2011. During 1981, only 38 per cent of males used to work in the non-
agricultural sector, compared to 62 percent in agriculture. There has been 
a steady, constant decline in the agricultural participation of male 
workers. On the other hand, among women, the change is not so clear. 
There was a sharp decline visible in non-agricultural participation in the 
1991 Census, but by 2011, the figures reflect a steady increase. However, 
in the agricultural sector, female participation, which had peaked in the 
1991 Census, shows a steady decline. Despite these trends, the share of 
women in the agricultural sector remains almost double their share in the 
non-agricultural sector.  
 
Out of the total female population, only 25 per cent are economically 
active. Of those who are involved in economic activity as defined by the 
census, 65 per cent are in agriculture. The proportion of women workers 
out of the total female population has remained almost the same over the 
period 2001 to 2011 (26 per cent), whereas the proportion of women in 
agriculture has declined from 72 to 65 per cent. Total workers remaining 
constant, this decline indicates a shift from farm to non-farm activity 
during the past decade (28 per cent during 2001 to 35 per cent during 
2011). Compare this fact with the proportion of male workers in 
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agriculture; only 49 per cent of the total male workers are in agriculture 
(as compared to the 65 percent of women). 
 
3.3 Change in Main and Marginal Workers  
 
Analysing the change in composition of male main and marginal workers, 
the data show that out of the total number of male main workers, there 
has been a clear decline in agriculture and an increase in the non-
agriculture sector to the extent that has now overtaken agricultural work. 
However, among the male marginal workers, there isn’t such a significant 
shift from agriculture to non-agricultural pursuits so male workers are 
now even more concentrated in the agriculture sector as marginal 
workers.  
 
Figure 1: Male and Female Participation in Agriculture and Non-agricultural 
Activities 

 
Source: Compiled from Census of India, calculated by authors.  
 
Although the trends are similar for female workers in that engagement of 
women in agriculture as both main and marginal workers has declined, 
with increased involvement in the non-agriculture sector. However, 
unlike male workers, the share of female main workers in agriculture was 
significantly higher than in the non-agricultural sector as can be seen in 
Figure 2.  
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3.4 Participation of Main and Marginal Workers 
 
In 1991, out of the total male workers, cultivators had the highest share, 
followed by other workers (Appendix 3). This share has declined; and in 
2011, a higher share of males (about 47 per cent) were working as ‘other 
workers’, followed by 25 per cent as cultivators and 25 per cent as 
agricultural labourers. Around 39 per cent of all females used to work as 
cultivators in 1991, which has reduced to only 24 per cent by 2011. 
Between 1991 and 2001, there was also a decline in the share of 
agricultural labourers but then there the proportion increased in the next 
decade. It was also evident that women have moved out of agriculture to 
work in other sectors. Over the last decade, female cultivators have now 
started working as agricultural labourers and other workers because with 
the decline in the female cultivators there is no definite increase in the 
share of female other workers rather the share of agricultural labourers 
has increased. The expansion of household industry has been even more 
limited.  
 
The data on total workers show that male workers are concentrated in the 
‘other workers’ category, whereas the proportion of female workers in this 
category has did not shoe significant increase as compared to male 
workers. Women’s involvement is primarily concentrated in the category 
of agricultural labourers: 41 per cent of women workers were labouring as 
agricultural labourers in 2011. On the one hand the share of women 
cultivators has declined, and their participation as ‘other workers’ has not 
increased at the same magnitude (Appendix 3), on the other, they are now 
increasingly concentrated in the category of agricultural labour.  
 
Out of the total male main workers, the highest proportion worked as 
‘other workers’ during 2011—this share has increased significantly from 
37 per cent in 1991 to 50 percent in 2011. However, out of the total male 
marginal workers, the highest percentage (over 46 per cent) worked as 
agricultural labourers. Thus, by 2011, more male main workers were 
engaged in ‘other work’, whereas more male marginal workers were 
engaged in agricultural labour. 
 
In the case of women main workers, there is a decline in those engaged in 
cultivation. The highest proportion (about 34 per cent), according to the 
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2011 survey is now engaged in agricultural labour and ‘other work’ (34.6 
per cent and 34.5 per cent respectively). Of this, there is a definite increase 
in those engaged in ‘other work’, but a decrease in the share of 
agriculture.  
 
Out of the total women marginal workers, the data show that with the 
decrease in the proportion of total female marginal workers, there was a 
sharp decline in women cultivators. As in the case of women main 
workers, even the marginal workers show a preference for agricultural 
labour (51 per cent). The share of ‘other workers’ has increased, 
particularly during the 2011 census, though it still represents only one-
fifth of total female marginal workers. 
 
3.5 Women’s Non-agricultural Activities 
 
We have made an attempt to examine the type of non-agricultural 
activities that women are involved in. Indian Census does not provide any 
further classification of ‘other workers’, therefore we have used the data 
published by the National Sample Survey Organisation (NSSO). 
According to the NSSO report of the Key Indicators of Employment and 
Unemployment (2011–12), the industry-wise classification (NIC-2008) of 
workers across various sectors, women’s participation is highest in sectors 
like manufacturing, with small contributions to many others; however, the 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing sector dominates (Appendix 4).  
 
4. Agricultural Workforce: State-wise Analysis 
 
State-by-state analysis of women’s participation in agriculture and other 
occupations is important in its own right. However, our analysis of state-
by-state differences in this paper is undertaken principally to discern what 
can be learned from these differences about the causes and consequences 
of various employment patterns. 
 
The state wise data on women workers shows that, despite an increase in 
women’s workforce from 1991 to 2000, it has remained almost stagnant 
between 2000–01, and 2010–11. According to the 2011 census, the share of 
women in the total workforce has ranged from a low of 10 per cent in 
Delhi to 45 per cent in Himachal Pradesh. States such as Odisha, 
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Maharashtra, Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, Jharkhand, Madhya Pradesh, 
Andhra Pradesh and Rajasthan (among the major states) have a higher 
number of women in the workforce (share of women in total workforce) 
which is above the all-India average. There exists a positive and 
significant relationship (rank correlation) between women in the 
workforce and literacy rate (Venkatanarayan and Naik, 2013).  
 
The share of workers engaged in agriculture varies across states, from 74 
per cent in Chhattisgarh to 1.3 per cent in Delhi (Appendix 5). Until 
recently, around 40 % of the total population was engaged in agriculture 
in most of the states, except for just seven states and union territories.  Out 
of the total population engaged in agriculture, nearly 63 per cent were 
men and the rest were women. However, the women’s participation in 
agriculture varies across regions and states. The participation of men in 
agriculture was higher than that of women across all the states, except in 
Himachal Pradesh and Nagaland. It was evident that, in those states 
having a higher share of worker in agriculture (i.e. above the country 
average), the difference between participation of men and women 
workers was the least. The only exception to this were Utter Pradesh and 
Bihar, which has a high share of agricultural workers, but where only 25 
and 28 per cent respectively of total agricultural workers were 
women(Appendix 5).It is possible that only 24 and 27 per cent of women 
are defined as workers in Utter Pradesh and Bihar. Out of the total women 
workers in the two states, more than 65 and 75 per cent are engaged in 
agriculture, however in comparison to men workers the share of women 
in agriculture is significantly low.  
 
The proportion of both men and women in the workforce engaged in 
agriculture has declined; however the share of women engaged in 
agriculture remained high (85 per cent and 81 per cent in Chhattisgarh 
and Himachal Pradesh) (Appendix 6).Agricultural sector in states such as 
Chhattisgarh, Himachal Pradesh, Jharkhand, Rajasthan, Uttarakhand and 
Odisha is dominated by female cultivators. In all the other states as well, 
the share of women in agriculture was higher than that of men, except in 
Assam, Punjab and West Bengal. In Madhya Pradesh and Bihar, even 
though the total female participation was higher than in other states, the 
male participation was also higher. Among the major states, except for 
Goa, Kerala, Punjab and West Bengal, the share of women in non-
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agriculture activities was less than 50 per cent of total female workers. 
However, the growth rate of female participation in agriculture has 
slowed down in the recent decade. States like Goa, Gujarat, Haryana, 
Jammu and Kashmir, Kerala, Mizoram, Punjab, Sikkim and Utter Pradesh 
(most of these states have higher State Domestic Product- SDP) showed a 
negative growth rate. Except for Maharashtra and Andhra Pradesh, all 
other states that witnessed a decline in the number of women in 
agriculture are those with high per capita income. 
 
4.1 Cultivators and Agricultural Labourers: View from the States 
 
The proportion of total female cultivators has declined significantly at the 
all India level; it is, however, important to assess the state-wise situation. 
Most of the major states show a trend of sharp decline for female 
cultivators, although for Karnataka, Kerala, Tamil Nadu, Punjab, 
Pondicherry, Manipur, Delhi, Chandigarh and Andhra Pradesh the 
decline is marginal (Appendix 7). This shows that among the south Indian 
states there was marginal decline in women as cultivators. Expect Punjab 
rest of all other states witnessed marginal decline in the share of women 
cultivators have actually small share of women work in agriculture. As 
already mentioned, at the all India level about 41 per cent of women have 
been working as agricultural workers in the last decade, which is a result 
of the drastic decline in the share of female cultivators. The increase in 
share of female agricultural workers was evident in all most all parts of 
the country. However, there was a decline in the share of female 
agricultural labourers in states like Tamil Nadu, Karnataka, Kerala, 
Maharashtra, Goa and Bihar. Except for Bihar, all other states that 
witnessed a decline in female agricultural labourers are high per capita 
income states.  
 
The share of female agricultural labourers has overtaken the share of 
female cultivators in almost all the states by 2011, except in Jammu and 
Kashmir, Haryana and Rajasthan, where the share of cultivators is 
declining, but is still higher than the share of agricultural labourers. The 
proportion of cultivators was higher in most of the North-Eastern states 
compared to others.  
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Considering female workers in the non-agricultural sector5 (such as 
workers in household work and ‘other workers’) from the data given in 
Appendix 7,we observe that the share of ‘other workers’ has increased at 
the all-India level as well as within most states. In Odisha, Manipur, 
Madhya Pradesh, Jharkhand, Jammu and Kashmir, Gujarat, Chhattisgarh 
and Andhra Pradesh, the difference between their share in the 2001 and 
2011 Census data are less than for other states.  
 
4.2 Caste of Women in Agriculture 
 
A caste-wise study of female participation in agriculture presents a picture 
of the socio-cultural arrangement and the societal structure. Table 5 shows 
that, among the three caste groups, women from Scheduled Tribes (ST) 
hold the highest share in the workforce, followed by women from the 
Scheduled Castes (SC). The work participation of women from 2001 to 
2011 has remained almost stagnant with a minor decline in the share of 
the SC and ST women.  
 
The share of women working as main workers was higher among the 
general caste and lowest among the STs. The number of female main 
workers as a share of total female workers has declined among the STs in 
the 2011 census, with an increase in marginal workers. There has been a 
decline in the total agricultural workers and increase in non-agricultural 
workers across categories. However, the increase was higher among the 
general category, as compared to others.   With the decline in women’s 
work participation there has been an equivalent decline in the share of 
women in agriculture. Even so, around 83 per cent of ST and 70 per cent of 
SC women workers depend upon agriculture as of 2011. 

                                                           
5  Workers in household industry and other workers. Household industry defined 

as an industry conducted one or more members of households at home or within 
village in rural area. The industry should not be run on the scale of registered 
factory which could qualify of has to be registered under the Indian Factories 
Act. Other workers includes service holders, business, transport, banking, 
mining, construction etc. 
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Table 5: Caste-wise Participation of Women in Agriculture 
 
 Caste groups General SC ST 
 Workers / Census  2001 2011 2001 2011 2001 2011 

Total Workers  
Total female workers 22.7 22.7 29.4 28.3 44.8 43.5 
Cultivators  35.3 25.6 18.1 13.4 41.7 30.2 
Agricultural labours  32.4 34.3 57.4 55.7 44.5 52.5 
Other workers (HH+OW) 32.3 40.1 24.5 30.9 14.0 16.3 

Female Main Workers  
Total workers  58.7 61.7 55.2 57.6 53.3 52.8 
Cultivators  36.1 26.5 18.9 13.9 49.1 36.8 
Agricultural labours  24.5 28.3 51.2 51.1 35.0 45.4 
Household industry   7.5 6.2 5.6 4.4 2.5 2.4 
Other workers  31.9 39.0 24.3 30.7 13.4 16.6 

Female Marginal Workers  
Total workers  41.3 38.3 44.8 42.4 46.7 47.2 
Cultivators  34.0 24.3 17.0 12.6 32.2 22.7 
Agricultural labours  43.6 43.8 65.0 62.0 56.1 62.6 
Household industry   7.5 7.4 5.5 5.4 3.4 3.1 
Other workers  14.8 24.5 12.5 20.0 8.3 12.0 
Source: Compiled from Census of India, calculated by authors. 
 
Out of the total women in the workforce in each caste group, ST women 
have the highest share in agriculture followed by SCs. Though the 
dependency of the STs was higher in agriculture, most of them work as 
agricultural labourers rather than cultivators; in fact, the share of female 
agricultural labourers was highest among the STs. There has also been a 
significant decline in the SC female cultivators. The shift from agriculture 
to non-agricultural activities was higher among the general caste 
population as compared to the SCs and STs.   
The above analysis on women workers in agriculture and other sector in 
Indian and across states shows that the share of women in agriculture is 
high compared to male, implying feminization of agriculture. The state 
wise analysis shows that the role of women in agriculture was dominant 
in those regions with lower per capita income. This implies a kind of 
distress feminization in the agricultural sectors.   
 
4.3 Women Agricultural Workers vs. Women’s Operational Holdings 
 
Though the significance of roles played by women in agriculture as 
workers is well-established, but their right to agricultural property 
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remains minimal. Weak property rights lead to sub-optimal decisions and 
missed opportunities to increase productivity (Ashby et.al., 2009). As land 
ownership data are not available at the official sources, operational 
holding6 is used as a proxy for this. Appendix 8 presents data for the land 
operated by women, out of the total operational holdings. According to 
the latest census of 2010–11, out of the total operational land, 13.5 per cent 
was owned by women and only 11 per cent of land was operated by them. 
This shows that out of the total persons operating land, around 87.5 per 
cent were men. Clearly, a huge gap exists between land operation among 
men and women. Women’s operational holdings also vary across states, 
being higher in southern states like Andhra Pradesh and Kerala. Such 
persisting gender inequalities in access to agricultural assets, inputs, 
information, and services have hampered women’s potential economic 
contributions in agriculture (World Bank 2008, FAO, 2011). 
 
5.  Factors Influencing the Participation of Women in Agriculture 

across States 
 
The negative relationships evident at the state-level between women in 
agriculture and per capita incomes are further examined with the help of a 
regression model (see Table 6) to study what factors that determines 
women’s participation in agricultural and non-agricultural work. This 
model demonstrates significant relationships between women’s work and 
land holdings, poverty, per capita income and the proportion of land 
utilized for food grain. 
 
As the average size of land holdings grow, women’s involvement in 
agriculture declines. Table 6 shows (see col. 1) a negative and significant 
association with women’s participation in agriculture (col. 1, Table 11) and 
a positive significant association with women participation in non-
agriculture (col.2, Table 6). With 1 per cent increase in the average size of 
land holdings, women’s work participation in agriculture would decline 
by 28.6 per cent but their participation in non-agricultural activities 
                                                           
6  Operational holding in the agricultural Census is defined as all land which is 

used for agricultural production and is operated as one unit by a person alone or 
with others, without regard to the title, legal form, size or location. The 
operational holders may be individuals or joint or institutional groups. By far the 
largest proportion of Indian land holding is individual. 
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(including both household industry and other workers) would increase by 
only 71 per cent. Therefore, we may infer that with increase in the average 
size of land, there is a tendency that women would withdraw from 
agriculture and participate in non-agricultural activities.  
 
Poverty, on the other hand, is associated with increasing female 
involvement in both agricultural and non-agricultural work, although the 
magnitude of the relationship between poverty and agricultural work is 
substantially higher. Mathematically, with only 1 per cent increase in the 
poverty ratio, women’s participation in agriculture would increase by 24 
per cent and their participation in non-agricultural activities would 
increase only by 5 per cent. However, the relationship between the 
poverty ratio and women’s participation in agricultural and non-
agricultural activities is not linear, as explained through the square term. 
It implies this relationship might not hold true after a point, at an extreme 
higher rate poverty women work participation declines.  
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Table 6:   Regression Model: Determinants of Women’s Participation in  
Agriculture and Non-agriculture  

 
Variables  Women in Agriculture Women in Non-agriculture  

Share of women land holding   
0.044 

(0.107) 
0.053 

(0.044) 

Poverty level  
0.241*** 
(0.047) 

0.054*** 
(0.019) 

Poverty (square)  
-0.003*** 
(0.001) 

-0.001*** 
(0.000) 

Average size of land 
-2.869*** 
(1.019) 

0.714* 
(0.421) 

Per capita SDP 
-2.592 
(1.709) 

1.664** 
(0.706) 

Growth rate of agricultural SDP 
-0.005 
(0.011) 

-0.003 
(0.004) 

Growth rate of non-agricultural 
SDP 

0.023 
(0.024) 

0.002 
(0.010) 

Share of area under food-grain 
0.017 

(0.026) 
-0.026** 
(0.011) 

Constant 65.712*** 
(17.857) 

5.355 
(7.375) 

R-squared 0.214 0.425 
Observations 384 384 
Year Effect Yes  Yes 
Model  Fixed effect Fixed effect 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Source: Authors’ Estimation  
 
Income per capita does not show a significant relationship with women’s 
participation in agriculture but there is a positive association with women 
workers in non-agricultural activities. With an increase in income per 
capita of 1%women’sparticipation in non-agricultural activities would 
increase by 166%. The relationship between women work participation in 
agriculture and per capita income is negative but not significant.  
 
The proportion of the total farm area under food-grain is negatively 
associated with women’s participation in non-agricultural activities; that 
is, the more land under food-grain, the lower the likelihood women will 
participate in non-farm activities.  
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Importantly, no significant relationships were evident between women’s 
share of land holdings and their participation in agricultural and non-
agricultural activities. This suggests that women’s ownership of land does 
not necessarily influence their overall levels of participation in agriculture. 
Poverty levels and the overall size of land holdings appear to be the major 
determining factors, with women withdrawing from agriculture in favour 
of involvement in non-agricultural activities as household income 
increases.  
 
The implication is clear: women’s participation in agriculture is higher 
when the family and the agriculture are less advantageous for livelihoods. 
The observation, albeit not unknown, does open up a new set of research 
questions asking for a different understanding. For instance, we need to 
ask: under what conditions is feminization of agriculture taking place in 
India? What are the different meanings and wider connotations of the 
processes implied in the term? To answer these questions, a deeper and 
more qualitative investigation might be needed. 
 
6. Feminization of Agriculture? 
 
The role of women in the agricultural workforce could be defined as one 
where women as main workers have remained at a constant level, though 
the proportion of men as main workers has declined. With increased 
marginalization of the workforce, more men have joined marginal work 
than women. Participation of both men and women in agriculture has 
declined, but the rate of decline has been faster among the men compared 
to women. The shift of the male workers from agriculture to non-
agricultural work was obvious, whereas there was no significant and 
major shift of women from one sector to another. Out of the total women 
workers, participation was highest in agriculture, with around 65 per cent 
engaging either as cultivators or as agricultural labourers, compared to 82 
per cent in 1991. This overall decline stems from the drop in women 
cultivators as the number of women as agricultural labourers has 
remained stagnant.  
 
Women’s participation as agricultural labour was one of the major 
components of the latest Census. These labourers include casual, daily 
wage labourers, attached workers whose wages are fixed by contract, and 
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bonded labourers who have entered into a contract with the landowners 
to pay off the loans taken from them by working for them. 
 
The statistical analysis clearly establishes the fact that women’s 
participation has declined with the increase in income per-capita. This 
implies that with the increase in income, women withdraw from the farm 
sector. This also implies that the current higher participation of women in 
agriculture is more in nature of distress work, as states with lower per 
capita income have witnessed higher participation of women in 
agriculture. Logically, an increase in economic and social standards leads 
to a decline in women’s participation in agriculture.    
 
Further, the type of feminization of agriculture that the data present 
implies a concentration of women either in agricultural labour or ‘other-
work’, and could be related to what the NCW (2008) described as 
‘feminization of poverty’. Their involvement as cultivators might not be 
financially empowering, as the sector is already experiencing severe 
decline and is no longer considered as a profitable occupation. This type 
of feminization of agriculture implies that women are now taking care of 
economic activities that have been left by men. Such involvement occurs 
under duress, and could be termed as ‘feminization out of compulsion’ or 
‘feminization of agrarian distress’. This type of feminization in India is 
distress-driven, as no effective government action exists to help women in 
agriculture. 
 
The data discussed here also presents a crucial question: can a mere 
increase in numbers/time/activity of women in the agricultural field be 
termed as ‘feminization of agriculture’? Mere involvement in agriculture 
should not be confused with women’s empowerment, because often 
women have neither the decision-making powers over assets, nor do they 
have alternatives. The ‘feminization of agriculture’, as it has been 
occurring in India, is adding to the already heavy work burdens of most 
rural women and thereby further deteriorating their well-being.  
 
The analysis shows that basic social and economic protection is missing 
for a large portion of the rural population, because of which women as the 
cheapest and weakest labour in households and communities are falling 
back on agriculture whereas men are moving out of farms altogether. To 
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transform the situation, it is essential to put the focus on women in the 
overall development plans and policies of agriculture. Feminization of 
Indian agriculture has been taking shape in the context of a complex 
interplay of shrinking land holdings; degraded soils and water resources; 
declining accessibility to traditional seeds and other inputs; distorted 
market incentives for crop choice and technology; growing labour 
shortages; and mechanization. It has also been occurring within a 
deepening crisis of gender relations. Efforts to enhance women’s agency 
without addressing these broader rural crises will achieve only limited 
outcomes. 
 
Women land ownership and control is one is the major factor for 
enhancing the livelihood of the rural community (Hanstad and Nielsen, 
2004; Agarwal, 1994; 2003; Saxena, 2011; Rao, 2011). In India it is estimated 
that only 12.7% of land holdings are in the names of women, even as 77% 
women rely on agriculture as their primary source of income (UNDP, 
2015).The lack of titled land prevents them from accessing a number of 
further benefits that they should be able to enjoy, such as access to 
institutional credit, bank loans and federal agricultural benefits. There are 
not many in-depth and systematic studies on understanding the changes 
in the agrarian sector through a social lens. Further, the involvement of 
women in agriculture might vary across land holding size; thus knowing 
the land holding-wise classification of women farmers is essential. The 
tasks women perform might be changing and need investigation. Without 
titles to land, it is a challenging situation not only for the women farmers 
but also for the policy-makers who are at a loss to devise appropriate 
credit mechanisms for rural women. This analysis opens up the need for 
future research into this direction. 
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 Appendix 1:  Description of Variables and Statistics used in the Model  
 
Variables  Description Mean 

(sd) 
Share of women in 
agriculture 

Women in agriculture (both as 
cultivator and agricultural labour) as a 
share to the total agricultural workers. 

39.54 
(10.71) 

Share of women in non-
agriculture  

Women in non-agriculture (both in 
household industry and other 
workers) as a share to the total non-
agricultural workers. 

22.6 
(5.97) 

Share of women land 
holding   

Share of women landholding to the 
total land holding. 

11.39 
(6.977) 

Poverty ratio  Total population below poverty line as 
a share of total population 

28.47 
(14.97) 

Poverty (square)  1,034 
(979.8) 

Average land holding  State wise average size of land 
cultivated 

1.25 
(0.98) 

Per capita SDP SDP per-head. Used in long form. 10.44 
(0.55) 

Growth rate of agricultural 
SDP  

Annual average growth rate (AAGR) 
of agricultural SDP  

3.804 
(11.40) 

Growth rate of non-
agricultural SDP  

Annual average growth rate (AAGR) 
and non-agricultural SDP 

8.493 
(5.464) 

Area under food-grain  Total area under foodgrain in each 
state, as a share of Gross Cropped 
Area (GCA) 

67.84 
(18.35) 

Observations  384 
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Appendix 2: Gender-wise Work Participation (CAGR) 
 

 
Note:  *Calculated by the author. 
Source: Compiled from Venkatnarayan and Naik, 2013. 
 

 
1981-91 1991-00 2001-11 

 
Total Population 

Total 2.1 2.0 1.6 
Male 2.2 1.9 1.6 
Female 2.1 2.0 1.7 

 
LFP*  

Total 3.4 2.8 1.8 
Male 4.2 2.8 1.7 
Female 2.6 2.9 1.8 

 
Total Workers 

Total 2.5 2.5 1.8 
Male 2.2 2.1 1.9 
Female 3.5 3.5 1.7 

 
Main Workers 

Total 2.5 0.9 1.5 
Male 2.2 0.8 1.3 
Femlae 3.6 1.2 2.1 

 
Marginal Workers 

Total 2.5 12.3 2.8 
Male -2.6 29.5 5.1 
Female 3.2 7.9 1.1 
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Appendix 3: Occupation-wise Workforce Participation 
 

 
Total Workers Main Workers Marginal Workers 

 
Cult Agl HH OW Cult Agl HH OW Cult Agl HH OW 

 
Male 

1991 40.0 21.0 2.1 37.0 39.9 20.8 2.1 37.2 42.7 31.9 2.8 22.6 
2001 31.1 20.8 3.2 44.9 32.6 17.1 3.1 47.2 20.5 46.5 3.5 29.4 
2011 24.9 24.9 2.9 47.2 26.7 20.2 2.8 50.3 16.5 46.8 3.8 32.9 

 
Female 

1991 39.0 43.4 3.3 14.3 34.6 44.2 3.5 17.7 50.3 41.3 2.6 5.7 
2001 32.9 38.9 6.5 21.7 34.8 30.7 6.4 28.0 30.4 49.8 6.5 13.3 
2011 24.0 41.1 5.7 29.2 25.6 34.6 5.4 34.5 21.7 50.6 6.2 21.4 

 
Note: Cult – cultivators; Agl – agricultural workers; HH: household industry; 
OW – other workers.  
Source: Compiled from Census of India. 
 
Appendix 4: Industry-wise Activity of Women 
 
Industries    Principal Status Usual Status 

(PS+SS) 
Agriculture, forestry and fishing 59.96 62.77 
Mining and quarrying 0.37 0.29 
Manufacturing 13.31 13.39 
Construction 4.91 6.09 
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of 
motor vehicles and motorcycles 

4.57 3.90 

Education 5.89 4.67 
Other services 10.98 8.88 

 
Note: Usual principal activity status (PS) relates to the activity status on which a 
person spent relatively long time (i.e. major time criterion) during the 365 days 
preceding the date of survey was considered as the usual principal activity status 
of the person;  Usual subsidiary economic activity status (SS) relates to activity 
status pursued for a shorter time throughout the reference year of 365 days 
preceding the date of surveyor for a minor period, which is not less than 30 days 
during the reference year. 
Source: NSSO, Key Indicators of Employment and Unemployment in India, 2011-12.  
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Appendix 5: Agricultural Workers as Share of Total Workers 
States  Agri 

workers 
Share of total agri 

workers 
States  Agri 

workers 
Share of total 
agri workers  

Male Female Male Female 
Chhattis-
garh 

74.7 52.4 47.6 Maha-
rashtra 

52.7 55.1 44.9 

Bihar 73.6 71.7 28.3 Uttara-
khand 

51.2 51.5 48.5 

MP 69.8 58.5 41.5 Gujarat 49.6 64.2 35.8 
Jhar-
khand 

63.0 56.2 43.8 Assam 49.3 71.6 28.4 

HP 62.9 45.1 54.9 Karna-
taka 

49.3 58.5 41.5 

Rajasthan 62.1 52.0 48.0 Manipur 49.1 55.4 44.6 
Odisha 61.8 63.2 36.8 Sikkim 46.5 53.1 46.9 
Nagaland 61.7 48.5 51.5 Haryana 45.0 70.6 29.4 
AP 59.5 53.2 46.8 Tripura 44.2 68.2 31.8 
UP 59.3 75.2 24.8 West 

Bengal 
44.0 78.1 21.9 

Megha-
laya 

58.5 55.4 44.6 Tamil 
Nadu 

42.1 54.7 45.3 

Arunchal 
Pradesh 

57.7 50.5 49.5 J&K 41.5 65.8 34.2 

Mizoram 55.8 56.0 44.0 Punjab 35.6 85.0 15.0 
 Dadra & 

N Haveli 
29.2 51.7 48.3 

Kerala 17.2 70.5 29.5 
A & N 
Islands  

14.0 76.9 23.1 

Goa 10.1 57.9 42.1 
Daman & 
Diu 

2.5 60.0 40.0 

India 54.6 62.9 37.1 Delhi 1.3 80.7 19.3 
 
Source: Compiled from Census of India, calculated by authors. 
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Appendix 6: Gender-wise Participation in Agriculture, 2011 (as a share 
of the total works of the respective gender) 

 Female  Male  Rank  
 Share Gr_2001-

91 
Gr_2011
-01 

Share  Gr_200
1-91 

Gr_2011
-01 

Femal
e 

Male 

India 65.1 2.1 0.7 49.9 0.4 1.5 - - 
Chhattisgarh 85.8  1.7 66.8  2.5 1 2 
HP 81.0 3.4 0.6 49.4 1.3 1.3 2 13 
MP 79.9 -1.6 1.3 64.0 -1.9 2.2 3 3 
Jharkhand 77.4  2.4 55.0  1.8 4 6 
Rajasthan 76.9 3.6 1.7 52.7 1.0 1.7 5 9 
Bihar 76.0 1.2 1.2 72.6 -1.2 1.9 6 1 
Uttarakhand 72.8  0.1 40.0  1.6 7 22 
Nagaland 72.5 4.0 0.6 53.2 4.5 0.2 8 8 
Andhra Pradesh 72.0 0.7 0.9 51.6 0.2 0.7 9 11 
Odisha 70.7 1.8 1.9 57.6 -0.4 1.5 10 5 
Arunachal 
Pradesh 

70.6 1.2 1.0 48.9 1.2 1.6 11 14 

Maharashtra 69.5 0.3 0.6 44.0 1.1 2.2 12 17 
Gujarat 64.9 0.8 -0.3 43.9 0.8 2.1 13 19 
Meghalaya 64.2 2.0 0.6 54.5 2.0 1.0 14 7 
Mizoram 60.9 2.1 -1.6 52.3 2.3 0.6 15 10 
Uttar Pradesh 60.6 3.4 -0.2 58.8 -0.1 1.3 16 4 
Karnataka 59.4 1.0 0.1 44.0 0.3 0.8 17 18 
Sikkim 59.0 4.2 -0.3 39.2 1.9 -0.3 18 23 
Haryana 55.9 9.7 -3.7 41.6 0.6 1.0 19 21 
Tamil Nadu 54.8 -0.2 0.1 35.3 -1.2 0.1 20 26 
Jammu & 
Kashmir 

54.4  -0.5 36.9  -0.1 21 25 

Manipur 51.5 -1.7 1.0 47.3 -0.3 1.8 22 15 
Assam 48.9 -1.5 0.9 49.5 -0.5 2.0 23 12 
Tripura 48.7 4.2 0.0 42.4 -0.6 1.4 24 20 
West Bengal 41.7 4.0 0.2 44.7 0.1 2.1 25 16 
Punjab 29.1 11.3 -2.6 37.1 -1.4 0.4 26 24 
Kerala 18.6 -4.8 -1.2 16.6 -4.1 -1.8 27 27 
A & N Islands 15.6 2.3 -4.3 13.6 0.4 -1.4 28 28 
Goa 15.5 -2.1 -5.8 8.0 -3.3 -2.1 29 29 
 
Notes:  a) Share for 2011 census is calculated as a percentage of total male and 
female workers respectively.  
b) Growth rate are calculated as: Gr_2001-99 – defined as growth of workers in 
2001 census compared to 1991. Gr_2011-01 – defined as growth of workers in 
2011 census compared to 2001 census.  
c) Compound annual growth is calculated.  
Source: Compiled from Census of India, calculated by authors. 
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Appendix 7: State-wise Data on Women as Cultivators and Agricultural 
Labourers 
 

States TOT_F_CL/ TFW  TOT_F_AL/ TFW  TOT_F_OTHER 
(HH+OW)/ TFW 

2001 2011 2001 2011 2001 2011 
Andhra Pradesh 20.1 14.0 55.8 58.0 24.2 28.0 
Bihar 23.2 15.3 62.6 60.8 14.3 24.0 
Goa 16.7 7.9 13.4 7.6 69.8 84.5 
Gujarat 28.0 17.8 39.1 47.1 32.9 35.1 
Haryana 43.7 32.8 21.1 23.1 35.2 44.1 
Jammu & Kashmir 54.7 42.6 5.2 11.8 40.1 45.6 
Jharkhand 43.0 32.6 39.6 44.8 17.4 22.6 
Karnataka 24.7 19.0 43.5 40.3 31.8 40.6 
Kerala 4.9 3.9 21.5 14.7 73.6 81.4 
Madhya Pradesh 43.3 28.5 40.4 51.5 16.3 20.1 
Maharashtra 35.8 29.6 41.1 39.9 23.0 30.5 
Odisha 20.1 12.9 53.9 57.8 26.0 29.3 
Punjab 13.9 9.9 17.8 19.1 68.3 70.9 
Rajasthan 67.0 52.6 16.2 24.2 16.8 23.1 
Tamil Nadu 19.0 13.2 44.8 41.6 36.2 45.2 
West Bengal 14.1 7.7 32.2 34.0 53.7 58.3 
Assam 41.1 28.1 16.2 20.9 42.7 51.1 
A & N islands 24.1 12.3 4.2 3.3 71.8 84.4 
Chhattisgarh 44.5 31.3 44.1 54.4 11.4 14.2 
Dadra Nagar Haveli 55.9 26.1 24.3 32.6 19.9 41.3 
Daman & Diu 16.6 6.0 8.0 3.0 75.4 91.1 
Delhi 1.8 0.7 0.8 1.0 97.4 98.3 
Himachal Pradesh 85.8 76.2 3.0 4.8 11.2 19.0 
Manipur  39.6 37.9 15.2 13.6 45.2 48.5 
Meghalaya 52.8 45.1 20.1 19.1 27.1 35.8 
Mizoram 61.6 51.1 6.9 9.9 31.5 39.1 
Nagaland 77.5 65.2 4.2 7.3 18.4 27.5 
Pondicherry 1.5 1.8 35.9 22.9 62.6 75.3 
Sikkim 62.8 47.5 8.5 11.5 28.7 41.0 
Tripura 28.1 15.8 34.6 32.9 37.3 51.3 
Uttar Pradesh 36.1 22.2 39.7 38.4 24.3 39.4 
Uttarakhand 77.8 64.0 6.1 8.8 16.1 27.2 
India 32.9 24.0 38.9 41.1 28.2 34.9 
 
Note: TOT_F_CL/TFW: total female cultivators/ total female workers; TOT_F_AL/TFW: 
total female agricultural labours/ total female workers; TOT_F_OTHER(HH+OT)/TFW: 
total female household industry workers and other workers/ total female workers. 
Source: Compiled from Census of India, calculated by authors.
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Appendix 8: Operational Holdings by Women and Women Cultivators 
 

 
Number  Area 

 
Number  Area 

Andhra Pradesh 25.4 22.1 Meghalaya 34.6 34.0 
Goa 23.3 18.0 A & N Islands 25.8 22.8 
Kerala 19.8 15.0 Pondicherry 22.3 14.1 
Delhi 19.5 15.5 Daman & Diu 19.9 20.8 
Tamil Nadu 19.2 16.6 Chandigarh 18.1 11.5 
Karnataka 19.0 15.7 D & N Haveli 12.1 11.6 
Maharashtra 15.0 13.1 Uttarakhand 11.3 10.5 
Bihar 13.7 12.9 Mizoram 10.9 9.7 
Chattisgarh 12.6 9.9 Arunachal Pradesh 10.7 8.2 
Jharkhand 10.8 9.0 Tripura 10.3 8.8 
Haryana 10.5 8.8 Nagaland 10.1 8.7 
Gujarat 10.3 9.1 Sikkim 4.3 4.1 
Madhya Pradesh 9.3 7.2 Manipur 3.6 2.8 
Uttar Pradesh 9.1 7.6 Assam 2.1 2.6 
Rajasthan 9.0 7.7 

 

Jammu & Kashmir 8.1 6.5 
Himachal Pradesh 7.1 4.7 
West Bengal 3.5 2.1 
Odisha 3.3 3.1 
Punjab 0.9 0.7 All India 13.5 10.9 
 
Source: Agricultural Census, various years. 
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