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The study was conducted in Haryana State, India on a sample of 200 members of dairy cooperative,
comprising of 100 men and 100 women drawn from 10 villages of two districts, Hisar and Mahendergarh.
Gender profile revealed that majority of both the men and women were in middle age groups, men
were matri culatesand women wereilliterate, both were having medium size of family and farming was
the main occupation. It was found that men had more access to and control over land, capital, farm
income, animal related, household related, extension services and trainings and institutions and
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he access and control profile of resources and

benefitsprofileisatool to help identify gender-based
patterns of power and decision-making. The ability and
opportunity to acquire resources by men and women does
not necessarily imply that they will have the power to
command or control the benefits that are derived from
these activities. It is generally seen that though women
have access to productive resources viz. land, animals,
house, property, gadgets, media, credit, technology etc.
but asthey lack control of these resourcesthey are away
from commanding, participation and decision making
regarding their use, sale and purchase.

Gender anaysis undertaken in several studies in
different parts of the world for different contexts reveal
that men and women do not have the same access or
control over productive resources and benefits accruing
fromthem. Thisgender-based inequality hasimplications
on personality, capacity, behaviour, authority, development,
participation and empowerment. Sethi (1991) stated that
lack of land rights are major reason for women’s lack of
authority and power in the decision making process. Nath
(1992) revealed that rural women earnings are only 10
per cent of that of their male counterparts. Quist (1995)
stated that despite equal right of women to own property
thereisatendency that land and property are more often
owned by men.

InIndia, livestock devel oppment isemerging asamajor
rural development activity and more so as an activity
whichislikely to benefit women directly (Ramkumar et
al. 2004; Chaudhary, 2005). Rural farmersin the state of
Haryana are engaged in agro-based activities especially

as land is alimiting factor. Dairying is emerging as the
best suitable alternative in this situation

for ensuring regular marketing of their produce, timely

payment and other benefits(Grover and Sethi, 2005;
Birthal and Taneja, 2006). Although, the involvement of
womenin livestock productionisalong-standing tradition
al over the world, but livestock patterns differ widely
among ecological zones, and socio-political systems
(Niamir, 1990). The present study has been undertaken
to investigate access to and control over productive
resources of members of dairy cooperatives in Haryana
state through gender analysis.

METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted in Haryana state, Indiaon
a sample of 200 members of dairy cooperatives,
comprising of 100 men and 100 women drawn from 10
villages of two districts, Hisar and Mahendergarh. Five
dairy cooperatives from each selected district, which is
total of ten dairy cooperatives, were selected purposively.
The selected dairy cooperative soci eties were Baropati,
Talwandi Rana, Arya Nagar, Ladwa and Dhaima from
Hisar digtrict and BalahaK alan, Raghunathpura, Bachhod,
Silarpur and Ratta Kalan from Mahendergarh district.

The relevant variables for the present study were
selected on the basis of extensive review of literature,
consultation with experts and a pil ot study conducted in
the area of investigation. An interview schedule was
prepared and used for primary data collection from the
field. Theresponsesfor these productive resourceswere
collected for various aspects under category of access
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to and control over by men, women or both. Gender wise Table 1: Personal and socio-economic variable of members

access to and control over productive resources viz. ___of dairy cooperative societies (DCS)
agricultural related, animal related, household related, - Variablesand Men Women
. . .. . No. categories Frequency %  Frequency %

transport, extension service and training, institute and

market were analyzed using appropriate statistical tools |1+ A%

to draw the inferences. Young 45 4500 30 30.00
Middle 55 5500 70 70.00

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION Old 00 00.00 00 00.00

The results obtained from the present investigation 2. Typeof family

are presented below: Nuclear 60 60.00 55 55.00

Joint 40  40.00 45 45.00

Personal and socio-economic profile of the |5

) Size of family
respondents : _ small 40 4000 50 5000
The personal profile of the respondents as presented I 0 40,00 o o5 00
in Table 1 revealed that 55 per cent of men and 70 per ' '
Large 20 20.00 25 25.00

cent of womenwerein middleagegroup, all weremarried, . '
60 per cent men and 55 per cent women had nuclear |4  Family education status

familiesand remaining had joint family. Asfar asfamily Low 30 30.00 35 35.00
education status was concerned it was found that 60 per Medium 60 60.00 35 35.00
cent men had medium family education status whereas High 10 10.00 30 30.00
35 per cent of women each had low and medium family 5. Caste

education status. Mgjority of men and women were Scheduled 05 05.00 10 10.00
involved in agriculture and total annual income in both Backward 82 82.00 70 70.00

the cases was reported to be in middle range. More than
half of both men and women (50 % and 63%) had low
material possession.

Upper 13 13.00 20 20.00
6. Total annual incomefrom dairy
Low (up to Rs. 30 30.00 37 37.00

Gender wise access to and control over productive 18,000)

Thedataregarding gender wise accessto and control 000-36,000)
over productive resources are presented in Table 2. High (above 07 07.00 05 05.00

It was found that in case of land resources though Rs.36, 000)
75 per cent of the men and women had access to 7. Total annual income from other sources
cultivati onon I_and by vi rtue of t_)ei ng landownersyet for Low (uptoRs. 40 40.00 35 35.00
ownership, buying and selling maj ority of men respondents 1,00,000)

o 00,
(77.5% in each case) had access t_o as compared to Middle (Rs 1 50 50.00 45 45.00
women (2.5% for each case). Regarding control, 80 per

: lakh to 3 lakh)
cent men alone had control over land resourcesin terms _
of buying, selling, ownership and cultivation by virtue of High (above 10 1000 20 20.00
being landowners while rest of the men did not possess Rs. 3 lakhs)
land. Eighty per cent women had no control over 8. Land holding
ownership, buying, selling and cultivation of land while Landless 20 20.00 20 20.00
remaining did not have land. Agarwal (2001) stated that Marginal 10 10.00 20 20.00
most of the land is owned and controlled by men, thus Small 30 30.00 00 00.00
deprivin_g women _of a criti(?al means of enhancing not Medium 30 30.00 40 40.00
only thei r economic Well-be|_ng bgt a_lso of empowering Large 10 10.00 20 20.00
them. Puri (2002) found that in majority of familiesmale 9 . .
; . . Material possession

members had direct access over property viz., house . 20 30,00 - 15.00
(100%), agriculture land (70%), cash (75%), and plots OW_ ' '
(40%) and only 1% women had plot in their name. In M'ed'”m 50 5000 63 63.00
noneof the families, under study, agricultureland or house High 20 2000 22 2200
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Table2: Gender wise accessto and control over resources of members of dairy cooper ative societies

- Access to resources Control over resources
NO" Aspects Frequency/ Percentage Frequency/ Percentage
Men Women Both Men Women Both
1. Agriculturereated/ land
No land 20(10.0) 20(10.0) 00(0.0) 20(10.0) 20(10.0) 00(0.0)
Buying 155(77.5) 05(2.5) 00(0.0) 160(80.0) 00(0.0) 00(0.0)
Selling 155(77.5) 05(2.5) 00(0.0) 160(80.0) 00(0.0) 00(0.0)
Ownership 155(77.5) 05(2.5) 00(0.0) 160(80.0) 00(0.0) 00(0.0)
Cultivation 10(5.0) 00(0.0) 150(75.0) 160(80.0) 00(0.0) 00(0.0)
2. Animal related
Purchase 169(84.5) 03(1.5) 28(14.0) 193(96.5) 00(0.0) 07(3.5)
Sade 167(83.5) 02(1.0) 31(15.5) 190(95.0) 00(0.0) 10(5.0)
Utilization of income 163(81.5) 13(6.5) 24(12.0) 176(88.0) 03(1.5) 21(10.5)
3. Household related
Family income 153(76.5) 02(1.0) 45(22.5) 187(93.5) 00(0.0) 13(6.5)
Credits 168(84.0) 10(5.0) 22(11.0) 198(99.0) 00(0.0) 02(1.0)
Savings 172(86.0) 03(1.5) 25(12.5) 192(96.0) 02(1.0) 06(3.0)
Repayment of loan 180(90.0) 00(0.0) 20(10.0) 200(100.0) 00(0.0) 00(0.0)
Ownership of house 200(100.0) 00(0.0) 00(0.0) 200(100.0) 00(0.0) 00(0.0)
4, Farm income
Income from crops 150(75.0) 02(1.0) 48(24.0) 192(96.0) 00(0.0) 08(4.0)
Income from animals 144(72.0) 03(1.5) 53(26.5) 189(94.5) 02(1.0) 09(4.5)
5. Extension services and trainings
Availing extension service 20(10.0) 02(1.0) 00(0.0) 20(10.0) 00(0.0) 00(0.0)
Attending training 85(42.5) 12(6.0) 00(0.0) 85(42.5) 00(0.0) 00(0.0)
Meeting ext. personnel 30(15.0) 00(0.) 00(0.0) 30(15.0) 00(0.0) 00(0.0)
Extension visits 37(18.5) 00(0.0) 00(0.0) 37(18.5) 00(0.0) 00(0.0)
6. Ingtitutions and mar ket
Account in DCS 100(50.0) 100(50.0) 00(0.0) 180(90.0) 20(10.0) 00(0.0)
Bank account 78(39.0) 40(20.0) 15(7.5) 88(44.0) 40(20.0) 05(2.5)
Account in post office 02(1.0) 06(3.0) 00(0.0) 02(1.0) 06(3.0) 00(0.0)
Visit to market 00(0.0) 00(0.) 200(100.0) 155(77.5) 45(22.5) 00(0.0)
Money keeping 80(40.0) 50(25.0) 70(35.0) 170(85.0) 30(15.0) 00(0.0)
Money withdrawal 78(39.0) 40(20.0) 15(7.5) 88(44.0) 40(20.0) 05(2.5)
Social participation 65(32.5) 07(3.5) 128(64.0) 180(90.0) 05(2.5) 15(7.5)

*Figures in parentheses indicate percentages.

was in name of female members.

Bansal (2004) analyzed that though rural women
were actively engaged in agricultural operations but most
of the decisions regarding such operations were made by
malesthereby denying females of their independent share
in decision making. Arora (2006) reported that the
controlling power wasin the hand of male (84.5%) only
and females had low controlling power.

In case of animal related resources regarding
purchase, magjority (84.5%) of men respondents had
access as compared to 1.5 per cent women while 14 per
cent had joint access. Regarding control over these
resources, 96.5 per-cent male respondents had complete
control and 3.5 per cent had joint control. Regarding sale
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of animals majority of men (83.5%) had access as
compared to only 1.0 per cent women though 15.5 per
cent respondents had joint access. Control over this
resource was 95.00 per cent for men and 5.0 per cent
joint. Asfar asultilization of incomefromanimal husbandry
is concerned, majority (81.5%) of men had access as
compared to 6.5 per cent women and 12 per cent had
joint access. Regarding control of this resource, 88 per
cent was in the hands of men as compared to 1.5 per
cent women though 10.5 per cent had joint access.
Rangnekar (1992) reported that in livestock rearing
activity, disposal of milk and milk productsand feeding of
animals are decided by women. Cherian et al. (1999)
reported that in animal husbandry related mattersdecisions
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were mainly taken by malesonly. Sheokand et al. (1999)
analyzed that in Haryana state the decision taken on sale
and purchase of animals showed significant association
with districts and that in all the districts most of the
decisionsweretaken by husband alone. Singhand Verma
(2002) pointed out that women have no share in taking
decision independently with regards to care of animals
whilejoint decision was taken by 50 per cent for buying
of animals.

In case of household related resources regarding
family income, majority of men (76.5%) had access as
compared with 22.5 per cent who had joint access and
1.0 per cent women had direct access. Mgjority (93.5%)
men had control over family income and only 6.5 per cent
had joint control. Regarding credit majority (84%) men
had access as compared to 5.0 per cent women and 11
per cent had joint access. Regarding control majority of
men (99%) had control and only 1.0 per cent had joint
control. Regarding savingsmaj ority (86%) men had access
as compared to 1.5 per cent women and 12.5 per cent
had joint access. Control was 96 per cent in hands of
men as compared to 1.0 per cent women and 3.0 per
cent of respondents had joint control over savings. As
regards to repayment of loan, 90 per cent access was of
men and only 10 per cent had joint access. Cent per cent
of the control waswith men. Regarding ownership of the
house cent per cent access and control was with men.
Kaushik and Tripta (2001) concluded that regarding the
use of earned income, 16.6 per cent beneficiaries kept
the earned income with them and majority gave it to
husband. Puri (2002) reported that male members had
direct access over property while majority of women
(85%) had direct control on jewellery and some had cash
in hand (16%). Sabharwal (2006) concluded that there
were apparent differences among male and female
regarding resource distribution and males were better off
with regardsto possession of all most all resources, beit
bank deposits (42.0%), house (90.5%), farm power (33.5),
training (3.0%), credit (6.0%) and material possession
(33.5%).

With regards to farm income related resources,
maj ority of men (75%) had accessto income from crops
as compared to 1.0 per cent women and 24 per cent of
respondents had joint access. As far as control is
concerned 96 per cent was of men aloneand only 4.0 per
cent had joint control. Regarding income from animals,
majority (72%) men had access as compared to 1.5 per
cent women and 26.5 per cent had joint access. Control
was in hands of 94.5 per cent men and as compared to
1.0 per cent women and 4.50 per cent of respondents
had joint control. Similar resultswerefound by Sabharwal
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(2006). World Bank (2001) reported that in Asiaregion
inequity exists in access to resources and the reasons
may be the traditional perceptions and attitudes that
perpetuate gender biases.

In case of extension servicesand trainingsregarding
availing extension services even men had poor access
(10%) as compared to very poor access by women
(1.0%). Ten per cent control was of men. Regarding
attending trainings, 42.5 per cent men had access as
compared to 6.0 per cent women but the women had no
control over attending of trainings though the men had.
As regards to meeting extension personnel, both the
access and control of thisresource waswith men (15%).
Similarly, access and control regarding extension visits
was with men aone (18.5%). Sharma (2002) found that
women farmersusually have been neglected in extension
efforts and gender inequality had so far not been
challenged by the agricultural extension system. Jones
and Goldey (2000) concluded that women farmers had
significantly less access to extension services than men,
particularly with regards to their awareness and
participation in extension activities organized by agents
largely due to problems of communication, heavy farm
and domestic work and gender division of labour. Sharma
(2002) found that women farmers usually have been
neglected in extension efforts. Grover and Sethi (2005)
reported that in case of technology, access to training,
information and extension servicesthiswas cent per cent
for male respondentsin comparison to 10 per cent females
who had access to training and 2.5 per cent in extension
Services.

In case of institutions and market, regarding accounts
in dairy cooperative societies (DCS) cent per cent men
and women had access but the control was 90 per cent in
hands of men and only 10 per cent women had control on
account in DCS. Regarding bank accounts 39 per cent
men as compared to 20 per cent women and 7.5 per cent
had joint access. Control was 44 per cent in hands of
men as compared to 20 per cent women and 2.5 per cent
had joint control. Regarding account in post office, access
and control was 1.0 per cent with men and 3.0 per cent
with women. Regarding visitsto market, cent per cent of
the men and women had access but the control wasmainly
with men (77.5%) and only 22.5 per cent women had
control. Regarding money keeping 40 per cent of men
and 25 per cent women and 35 per cent had joint access
to money keeping but the control wasmainly of men (85%)
as compared to women (15%). Regarding money
withdrawal, 39 per cent of men had access as compared
to 20 per cent women and 7.5 per cent of both had access
to money withdrawal. Control of money withdrawal was
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44 per cent was in hands of men as compared to 20 per
cent women and 2.5 per cent had joint control. Regarding
social participation mgority (64%) of the respondents had
joint access as compared to men (32.5%) and women
(3.5%) whereas the control was mainly of men (90%)
followed by joint control (7.5%) and women alonehad little
(2.5%) control over social participation. Similar findings
were reported by Kumari (1998) who concluded that all
the major decisionsin the household viz., keeping money
(64.18%), buying/selling of land (50.88%), buying farm
inputs(65.85%), buying household items (42.23%), decisions
of taking loans (70.25%), were being taken by men.

Conclusion:

It can be concluded that in case of land resources,
ownership, buying, selling and cultivation, majority of men
respondents had access as compared to women whereas
the cent per cent control over land resources was of men
alone. In case of animal related resources regarding
purchase, majority of men respondents had access
followed by joint access. Asfar asutilization of incomeis
concerned majority of men had access as compared to
few women and some cases of joint access. In case of
household related resources, regarding family income,
majority of men alone had access women aone while
22.5 per cent had joint access. With regards to farm
income related resources majority men had access to
income from crops followed by joint access. As far as
control of these resources is concerned, more than 90
per cent control wasin hands of men. In case of extension
services and trainings regarding availing extension
services, few men had accessto and control ascompared
to very few women. Regarding money keeping, 40 per
cent of men followed by 35 per cent with joint access
and 25 per cent women had accessto money keeping but
the control was mainly of men (85%) as compared to
women (15%). This gender scenario reflects traditional
paternistic values.
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