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Abstract 

Insecure land rights often constrain the economic prospects of women and make them 
vulnerable to poverty and gender-based violence. Despite the fact that women play critical 
roles in agricultural operations, they have limited access to, control and ownership of land. 
Even if women own lands, the area of these plots is smaller than or their quality is inferior to 
the lands owned by men. Therefore, an understanding of the distribution and inequities in 
landholding across gender, and the manner in which the laws and rules impact these, can 
provide important policy pointers. This paper looks at these issues based on the analysis of 
data for 12 States/Union Territories (UTs) in India that was extracted and used by NCAER for 
constructing the National Land Records and Services Index 2020 (N-LRSI 2020). The findings 
of the paper are expected to deepen the understanding of gender dimensions of land ownership 
in the selected States and UTs, and may assist in improving policies aimed at promoting more 
equitable gender outcomes pertaining to land ownership in India. 
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1. Introduction  
 

For a large proportion of the households in rural areas that own small and marginal 
land holdings, land is the most important economic resource, especially in low- or 
middle-income agriculture-based economies. In most of the developing nations 
around the world, women play critical roles in agricultural operations in spite of 
having limited access to and control over land. Even if women own land, either the 
area of these plots is smaller than or their quality is inferior to the lands owned by 
men. Apart from this, even women’s land rights are found to be less secure than those 
of men. According to the Gender and Land Rights Database (GLRD) of the Food and 
Agriculture Organization (FAO, 2018), the share of women agricultural landholders 
is less than 15 per cent all around the world, and even higher inequalities in land 
access are found in North Africa and the Near East, where less than 5 per cent of the 
land owners are women. For India, the Agriculture Census (2015-16) reported that 
while 73 per cent of the rural women workers were engaged in the agriculture sector, 
only 13 per cent of them owned farm lands, a figure that is similar to the global 
average.  

While broadly classifying three major sources through which India's rural poor 
are likely to become landowners, viz., laws relating to inheritance, government land 
distribution programmes, and the land market, Agarwal mentions that all these 
sources are structurally and operationally skewed against the equal participation of 
women (Agarwal, 1998).1 This often constrains the economic prospects of women and 
makes them vulnerable to poverty and gender-based violence. Insecure land rights 
create obstacles for women engaged in agriculture or allied activities or running a 
home-based enterprise (HHI/World Bank, 2019).2 On the other hand, secure land 
rights play an important role in improving the economic security and decision-
making power of women (as shown in studies in Nepal and Ethiopia).3 This is 
because it enables them to take decisions related to investments, to acquire better 
quality inputs for land, or to participate in land rental markets, leading to higher 
economic gains. Similar inferences are drawn by another research study (Mishra and 
Sam, 2016), which found that particularly in developing countries, it is imperative to 
ensure equal land rights for women for their empowerment and economic welfare.  

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)4 has also flagged 
the importance of providing secure and equitable land rights to women by including 
Target 5.a.1 on the proportion of total agricultural population with ownership or 
secure rights over agricultural land by gender and the share of women among owners 
or rights-bearers of agricultural land, by the type of tenure (United Nations, 2017). In 
recent years, the gender gap in land rights has received huge attention all over the 
world from development practitioners and activists. Many organisations and 
conventions such as the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the Convention 

                                                             
1 Cited in “Land and livelihoods: Making Land Rights Real for India's Rural Poor” (Hanstad, et al., 
2004). 
2 World Bank, “Women in Half the World Still Denied Land, Property Rights despite Laws”, Press 
Release dated 25 March 2019. Jane Katz, Habitat for Humanity International. 

3 In Nepal, 37 per cent of the women who owned land had the final say on a household decision, as 
compared to 20 per cent of the women who did not own land (Allendorf, 2007b). In Ethiopia, a 
household land certification programme led to a 44 per cent increase in the likelihood of a wife 
deciding which crops to grow on lands under her control (Mason, 1998). 
4 Refer to https://undocs.org/A/RES/71/313. 
 

https://landportal.info/book/sdgs
https://undocs.org/A/RES/71/313
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on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW), and the UN Human 
Rights Commission, along with  various multilateral and bilateral development 
agencies, including the World Bank, the Australian Agency for International 
Development, and UK’s Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office (FCDO, 
formerly, Department for International Development), have come forward to address 
issues related to women’s land rights as an important aspect in promoting 
development. In addition to other issues such as health and education, women’s land 
rights are now also seen as a means of safeguarding human rights, enhancing 
economic efficiency and productivity, empowering women, and promoting overall 
welfare and well-being (Agarwal, 1994).  

The 2005 Amendment to the Hindu Succession Act (HSA, 1956) and the 
uniformity of provisions contained in the Forest Rights Act (FRA, 2006) apply to a 
large part of India’s area and population. However, in reality, the implementation of 
these statutes has been marred by poor coordination between the relevant 
departments and limited efforts made on both the legal and social fronts (Landesa, 
2014). The amended Hindu Succession Act itself is still characterised by a fair 
amount of incongruity, complicating its implementation at both the State and 
national levels (Patnaik, 2018). Women’s access to land is largely through 
inheritance, which is also influenced by customs that vary significantly across States 
and regions. As a result, differing property rights regimes and succession Acts 
continue to influence women’s right to property and inheritance. Hence, access to 
secure and equitable land rights for women is persistently challenged by legal, 
institutional, and social barriers at all levels.  

 Another set of difficulties arises from the lack of data on the current status of 
women’s land ownership in India. One of the biggest gaps is the lack of a standard 
mechanism at the national level to systematically collect State-wise time-series data 
on women’s ownership of land. Since most of the data is collected for the household 
as the unit in surveys in India, data on land ownership by individuals disaggregated 
by gender, is not available. Even if such data has been collected in selected surveys, 
either the time elapsed between two rounds of the survey tends be quite long or 
comparable data is not available across States.  

It is important to ensure the availability of data that enables an in-depth 
understanding of the distribution pattern and inequalities in landholding, and the 
manner in which laws and provisions do or do not make a difference, for guiding 
policy to improve gender equity. This paper attempts to address this gap, at least 
partially, while also fulfilling the following research objectives: i) understanding the 
distribution pattern of land ownership across gender in different situations of 
single/joint ownership in terms of both the absolute numbers and the extent of land 
held, that is, the extent to which different States reflect the nationally understood 
figures of land ownership by women; ii) measuring the level of inequality and its 
relationship with the land ownership pattern; and iii) evaluating the relationship of 
land ownership in the different States which have different laws and provisions on 
inheritance, spousal ownership, and concession in stamp duties for promoting 
registration of land in women’s names. The findings are expected to increase an 
understanding of the distribution and existing inequities in the pattern of women’s 
land ownership in rural India. The findings may also encourage States to reconsider 
ways to promote land titles to be held by women. 
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The paper is organised as follows: following the Introduction, Section 2 discusses 
the rationale behind having equal land rights for women and the initiatives taken by 
the Union and State governments in this direction. Section 3 summarises the 
methodology and limitations of the study. Section 4 presents the findings on patterns 
of land ownership across gender in terms of owners, land area, type of land, and 
shares in joint titles, thereby identifying the existing inequalities and linkages 
between women’s land ownership, on one hand, and the laws/provisions enacted and 
socio-economic profiles of the sample States, on the other hand. Section 5 presents 
the conclusions and policy implications. 

 

2. Equal and Secure Land Rights for Women: Rationale and 
Initiatives  

While highlighting the need for prioritising secure and equal land rights for women, 
this section discusses the initiatives of the Union and State governments in India, and 
outlines the findings from selected studies in other countries, and the constraints 
encountered in pursuing this objective. 

 

2.1. The Rationale for Equal and Secure Land Rights for Women 

The first step towards achieving equity is to drive change in the prevailing patterns of 
access to and control over economic, natural, and intellectual resources (Pallas, 
2011). Many scholars argue that the discrimination against women with regard to 
access, ownership, and control of land leaves them economically and socially 
vulnerable. Economic empowerment acquires real meaning in rural areas only by 
addressing control over land as an asset since this is the main source of income and 
very little initiative has been taken to tackle this issue (Agarwal, 1994). The FAO GLR 
data (2018) reports a smaller share of women in agricultural land (less than 20 per 
cent) than men. In India, only 13.96 per cent of the women are operational holders 
(Agriculture Census, 2015-16). Women perform a majority of the work in the 
agricultural fields, ranging from transplanting to harvesting, but their status is that of 
merely tillers or labourers. Thus, while they substantially contribute to agricultural 
and livelihood activities, they do not derive commensurate benefit from various 
government schemes, as land ownership is an eligibility condition for many of these 
schemes. In the case of some schemes, assets are created on the lands owned by 
beneficiaries. Further, land titles can also help in gaining access to credit and other 
agricultural inputs. 

Most research in this domain suggests that secure titles can increase women’s 
access to agriculture inputs such as credit and technology, among others, which, in 
turn, can help in enhancing the productivity of their farms, leading to higher 
economic gains (Peterman et al., 2010; Ali, et al., 2011, Goldstein, et al., 2015; 
Bezabih and Holden, 2010). The role of land certification in reducing gender gaps in 
productivity has been empirically demonstrated in rural Ethiopia (Bezabih et al., 
2016). In this context, FAO's report5 linking women's equitable land tenure, 
agriculture productivity, and reduction in malnutrition levels is a seminal study. 
Several studies conducted in Africa, especially in Ethiopia and Ghana, also show that 
an increase in secure land ownership for women can contribute significantly to 

                                                             
5 FAO 2011 report on ‘The State of Food and Agriculture 2010—Women in Agriculture’. Rome. 
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increased agricultural productivity and food security (USAID LandLinks, 20166; and 
Espinosa, 2014).  

Ownership of land not only provides women a self-identity but also ensures a 
secure, confident, and dignified life for them. The issue regarding women’s access to 
land not only pertains to their individual dignity, but also leads to increased welfare 
of the entire household. An empirical study examined the impact of amendments in 
Law 2007 in Nepal and concluded that by providing equal rights for inheritance of 
property to sons and daughters, the amendment has improved both women’s 
condition and overall household well-being in terms of education and health (Mishra 
and Sam, 2016). Equal land rights are also crucial in reducing women’s vulnerability 
to violence, as well as empowering them to cope with social and economic issues 
(Allendorf, 2007a; Kabeer, 1999; Mishra and Sam, 2016), Agarwal 1994; Anderson 
and Eswaran, 2009; Mason, 1998; Wiig, 2013). All these studies confirm that equal 
distribution of land rights empowers women by increasing their decision-making and 
bargaining power to augment household well-being, leading to greater investments in 
education and health. Research has also shown that gender-equitable land rights can 
have a positive impact in mitigating partner/marital violence (Panda and Agarwal, 
2005; Agarwal and Panda, 2007; Gupta, 2006; Bhattacharyya, et al., 2011, 
Swaminathan, et al., 2007). In sum, many studies underline the numerous social and 
economic benefits, and empowerment that secure land rights can confer upon 
women. 

 

2.2. Legal Initiatives and Enabling Provisions for Women’s Land 
Rights in India 

Over time, a number of initiatives have been taken by both the Union and State 
governments to further the goal of secure and equitable land tenure for all. These 
include offering women loans at concessional rates and keeping stamp duty charges 
lower for women. An early initiative was the 1985 policy that directed States to confer 
joint titles to the husband and wife in the transfer of assets and in conferring land 
grants on the landless. A major legislative step in recent years has been the 
Amendment to the Hindu Succession Act (HSA) 2005 to eliminate many of the 
ambiguities in women’s exercise of ownership and control over their property. The 
passage of the Forest Rights Act (FRA) with equitable provisions was another 
initiative in this direction. 

 

Many States have added measures at their respective levels to the above efforts as 
follows:  

1) The Government of Gujarat exempted women from paying a registration fees of 
1.5 per cent, which was reported to have benefited. Other States, including Uttar 
Pradesh (UP), Bihar, Haryana, Punjab, Rajasthan, Odisha, Uttarakhand, Jharkhand, 
Karnataka, Himachal Pradesh (HP), and Telangana, have introduced lower stamp 
duties for women landholders.  

                                                             
6 Refer to the Factsheet on Land Tenure and Women Empowerment, 2016, Available at: 
https://www.land-links.org/issue-brief/fact-sheet-land-tenure-womens-empowerment/. 
 

https://www.land-links.org/issue-brief/fact-sheet-land-tenure-womens-empowerment/
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2) In Jharkhand, Section 4(4) of the Forest Rights Act (FRA) allows Individual Forest 
Rights (IFRs) to be held jointly in the names of both spouses in the case of a married 
applicant, thereby promoting the joint ownership of land. 

3) Bihar’s 'Bhoomi Bandobasti' policy acts as a land settlement measure where land is 
distributed to the landless, preferably to female-headed households.  

4) Odisha passed an order in 2002, to allot at least 40 per cent of land in Government 
land allocation programmes to widows, unmarried women, victimised women, and 
women living below the poverty line. This was followed in 2014 with a State Policy on 
‘Girls and Women’, which has a specific section on asset ownership for women.  

5) HP had drafted a policy7 in 1972, stipulating that Himachali women marrying 
outside the State would not lose either their permanent domicile or their right to sell 
and purchase land in the State.  

6) Rajasthan implemented a State Policy for women in 2018 to empower women and 
promote awareness of their rights in land distribution and property. 

7) Chhattisgarh has used the PM Awas Yojana Gramin to empower women through a 
rural housing scheme.   

8) Other States like Andhra Pradesh (AP), Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, and Maharashtra 
have amended HSA 1956, providing daughters the rights of co-parceners as women 
are allowed to inherit agriculture land. 

 

2.3. Constraints in Exercising Land Rights 

Despite the many statutory provisions that address issues inhibiting equality in the 
ownership of land, women still have inadequate access to and control over resources. 
Both existing shortcomings in the law and gaps in its implementation have hindered 
equitable access to rights in land. For example, though the Hindu Succession Act 
(HSA) 2005 (Amendment) has been an important initiative in providing equal land 
rights to women, the Act does not apply to tribal communities wherein inheritance is 
predominantly governed by their customary practices that often end up restricting 
ownership of land by women. While the implementation of the FRA has been weak 
overall, it has been particularly dismal as far as enlisting of women’s names is 
concerned. The redistribution of surplus land in various States has also led to limited 
success in including women as joint or individual owners of land. In the domain of 
private property, the implementation of succession laws in favour of women has, in 
general, been very poor. The overwhelming social acceptance of gender inequality in 
land and property ownership fails to break barriers at the community level, whereas 
poor coordination and implementation contribute to the limited effectiveness of 
these laws and policies.  

In the face of all these barriers, the experience from Africa shows that bold 
steps to enhance women’s land rights can have some impact (Odeny, 2013). For 
example, countries like Botswana, Malawi, Tanzania, and Burkina Faso have reserved 
actual percentages of women to sit on land boards, land tribunals, or land 
committees at various levels. In Malawi, a recently implemented resettlement project 

                                                             
7 See ‘The Bona Fide (Domicile) Policy’, 1972, of the state which extends the privileges to those 
residing in Himachal for up to 20 years. It lays the provisions facilitating the purchase of land in the 
hill state for specific purposes like residential, agricultural, commercial or industrial. 
 



 
Page | 8  

 

had set a figure of at least 30 per cent for beneficiary households to be among those 
headed by women. In Zambia, the government affirmed in its National Gender Policy 
of 2000 that 30 per cent of all land being made available for distribution would be 
allocated only to women, while they would not also be excluded from a fair allocation 
in the remaining 70 per cent (UN Women, 2013). 

A study conducted in Nepal identified the following five factors that enhance 
women’s ability to exercise their rights to property: level of education, extent of male 
support, strength of norms and practice, awareness of legal rights, and extent of 
economic vulnerability (Basnet, 2012). Ease of access to information for women and 
effective legal and social support are essential for ensuring equitable land tenure. In 
India’s case, there have been significant changes in laws and policies related to 
women land rights but a lot of work is still needed to overcome the constraints 
outlined above.  

 

3. Data and Methods 

3.1. Data and Sources 

The main source of data for this paper was the details collected by the National 
Council of Applied Economic Research (NCAER) in 2019-20 for its Land Records and 
Services Index (N-LRSI, 2020)8. The N-LRSI 2020 was developed with the objective 
of assessing the position of various States with regard to the: i) extent of digitisation 
of land records and the registration process; and ii) quality of the land records. The 
index comprises 14 parameters to gauge the progress of States on these two broad 
components.  

Some of these parameters were tested by drawing a nationally representative 
sample of Record of Rights (RoRs) from all the states reporting the availability of 
digitised land records. The extent of digitisation of textual and spatial records, the 
number of owners recorded jointly with respect to a plot, and the accuracy of land 
use and area, were among the parameters examined for the sampled records. A three-
stage, stratified, systematic random sampling model was designed for drawing the 
sample. In the first stage, representative tehsils were selected using stratified random 
sampling through Probability Proportional to Size (PPS) without displacement. In 
the second stage, villages were selected using circular systematic random sampling, 
and in the third and final stage, sample plots were selected using simple random 
sampling. A sample of 32,576 land holdings in 2,750 tehsils spread across 602 
districts was tested for the availability of digitised textual records, that is, RoRs.  

Details of ownership pattern by gender, landholding size/area, and the quality 
of agricultural land have been distilled from this RoR sample collected for N-LRSI 
2020. The analysis in this paper has been conducted for the following 12 States/UTs: 
Andaman and Nicobar Islands, Bihar, Puducherry, Himachal Pradesh, Jharkhand, 
Madhya Pradesh, Uttarakhand, Uttar Pradesh, Goa, Gujarat, Maharashtra, and 
Chhattisgarh.  

In the current analysis, only those land holdings were analysed which had 
accessible digitised land records. Overall, a sample of 15,758 digitised RoRs was 
extracted for these 12 States/UTs. Of these, nearly 22 per cent of the land holdings 
were under institutional or government ownership. The Agriculture Census of India 

                                                             
8 Refer to http://www.ncaer.org/publication.php. 

http://www.ncaer.org/publication.php
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defines holdings such as government farms, farms of sugarcane factories, cooperative 
farms, and lands managed by trusts to be treated as institutional holdings. In 
addition to this, the land where rivers, roads, or any other government property is 
built up is also considered as government land holdings in this paper. Therefore, the 
analysis was conducted on the remaining sub-sample of 12,208 land holdings that 
are listed as privately owned, i.e., owned by people privately either on their own 
(single) or jointly by two or more owners. The State-wise sample distribution for 
privately owned land under both single and joint ownership, including the different 
permutations, is presented in Table 1. 

 
Table 1: State-Wise Samples across Different Types of Single and Joint 
Ownership 
 

States/UTs Single Ownership Joint Ownership All 
Privately 
Owned 
Land 
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A&N Islands 29 7 36 1 9 0 8 18 54 

Bihar 1,133 193 1,326 22 317 6 9 354 1,680 

Chhattisgarh 528 86 614 66 230 45 60 401 1,015 

Goa 36 4 40 4 20 2 6 32 72 

Gujarat 497 68 565 45 293 44 498 880 1,445 

Himachal Pradesh 127 19 146 16 157 18 82 273 419 

Jharkhand 637 30 667 18 344 14 16 392 1,059 

Madhya Pradesh 705 111 816 59 448 74 200 781 1,597 

Maharashtra 487 99 586 65 496 85 272 918 1,504 

Puducherry 41 14 55 4 5 1 0 10 65 

Uttar Pradesh 896 151 1,047 89 1,268 46 198 1,601 2,648 

Uttarakhand 78 10 88 7 338 1 216 562 650 

Sample States 5,194 792 5,986 396 3,925 336 1565 6,222 12,208 

Source: N-LRSI 2020. 

 

If the land title is in name of only one person, then it is defined as single land 
ownership in this paper, whereas if two or more persons belonging to either the same 
or different households are shown as co-owners of a landholding, such holding will be 
considered a joint holding. Single ownership is further classified into the following two 
categories: i) single male, and ii) single female, while joint land ownership is divided 
into the following four categories: i) one male and one female, ii) predominantly male, 
iii) predominantly female, and iv) multiple male and multiple female owners. The 
predominant females’ category is taken to comprise both multiple female owners with 
no male co-owner and two or more female owners with only one male owner. Similarly, 
the predominant male category has multiple male owners without female owners and 
two or more male owners with only one female owner.  

In addition to this data set, published sources and websites were referred to in 
order to collect information on women-specific laws and provisions existing in these 
12 States/UTs. The focus has been kept on three main laws and provisions seeking to 
enhance women’s land rights, as follows: i) inheritance laws promoting gender equity; 
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ii) spousal ownership provisions; and iii) reduction in stamp duties on the registration 
of land in women’s names. 

 

3.2. Methods 

The methods included a quantitative analysis of the data from the N-LRSI 2020 data 
set and analysis of the laws, provisions, and customs prevalent in the sample 
States/UTs that could potentially explain the distribution pattern of land ownership 
by gender and its variations across the States/UTs. 

The distribution pattern of women’s land ownership was analysed using 
bivariate tabulations and graphical representations based on the selected sample RoRs 
in the 12 States/UTs. The gender dimension in land ownership has been analysed 
under different categories, such as single owners of landholdings, joint owners, and 
landholding size categories.  

The disaggregation of joint holdings in the categories described in Section 3.1 
clearly highlights the extent to which only male and predominant male ownership in 
joint holdings holds true and where this trend does not hold. The definition used in 
this paper for single/joint ownership patterns is different from what has been taken in 
the Agriculture Census of India, and therefore, a comparative assessment was not 
possible between these two data sets as far as ownership categories are concerned. 
While the single/joint ownership classification using the N-LRSI 2020 data set is 
based on individual land holdings, in the Agriculture Census of India, it is on the basis 
of household-level landholdings.9  

The definition for the classification of landholdings by size has been derived 
from the Agriculture Census of India, which classifies operational landholdings into 
the following five categories: marginal (up to 1 hectare), small (1-2 hectares), semi-
medium (2-4 hectares), medium (4-10 hectares), and large (more than 10 hectares). 
For better comparison and to ensure sufficient sample representation in each size 
category, this has been re-classified into three categories in the paper as follows: small 
land size (up to 2 hectares), medium (2-10 hectares), and large (more than 10 
hectares).  

Detailed analyses have been carried out for three States, viz., Madhya Pradesh 
(MP), Himachal Pradesh (HP), and Maharashtra. In the case of MP, an in-depth 
analysis has been conducted for studying women’s land ownership across different 
types of land with reference to whether the lands were irrigated or non-irrigated. In 
the other two States, the individual shares of women in joint ownership categories have 
also been examined. In addition to this, for measuring inequalities in women’s land 
ownership across States/UTs under different ownership patterns, various statistical 
techniques have also been adopted as discussed in Section 3.3. For applying inequality 
measures, quintiles based on land area have been generated (quintiles divide the entire 
sample into five equal land area groups, with 20 per cent of the sample in each group).  

This paper examines the variations in women’s land ownership patterns 
between States with and without favourable provisions. In order to study this 

                                                             
9 The Agriculture Census of India defines individual landholdings as ‘holding that is being operated 
either by one person or by a group of persons who are the members of the same household’, whereas ‘if 
two or more persons belonging to different households, share jointly as partners in the economic and 
technical responsibility for the operation of an agricultural holding, such holding will be considered as 
joint holding’. 
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relationship, a review of State policies/provisions has been undertaken, focusing on 
the three types of enabling laws and provisions. The position emerging from this 
review has been posited against the trends for women’s land ownership in the 
respective States/UTs. For instance, research papers postulate that the provision of 
subsidised stamp duties has improved women’s property ownership rights in some 
States like HP, UP, MP, Haryana, and Delhi (Landesa, 2013). This assertion has been 
tested on the sample data. An attempt has been made to examine the association 
between the socio-economic and demographic profiles of States having women land 
title ownership. 

 

3.3. Data Analysis Techniques 

Different measures have been adopted for evaluating gender inequality in the 
ownership of landholdings and for studying the role of laws/provisions in women’s 
land rights. The variations in the land ownership across gender in terms of both the 
number of owners and the size of land owned have been evaluated through simple 
measures like proportional distributions between different group of categories, the 
coefficient of variation (CV), and quintile ratios. The CV measures the average distance 
from the mean in terms of the average landholdings. The quintile ratios, on the other 
hand, signify calculations of the ratios of average holdings of the owners in the top 20 
per cent quintile to the average holdings of the owners in the bottom 20 per cent 
quintile. However, in order to overcome limitations resulting from the use of only one 
method, a mix of measures has been used here to verify the results obtained.  

In order to quantify the inequalities in land ownership across gender, the Gini 
coefficients have been calculated. The Gini coefficient has been the most popular 
method for operationalising inequality. Earlier, this technique was used for measuring 
the inequalities in income or wealth distribution among different groups of people, but 
gradually its application has expanded to other research areas too, such as education, 
health, and land (Zheng, et al., 2013; Deininger and Squire, 1998; Cipollina, et al., 
2018). In this paper, the Gini Index measures the inequality of land ownership by 
gender across different land size quintiles. While, a coefficient of 0 reflects a perfectly 
equal distribution, a value near or equal to 1 represents extreme inequality. 

In addition to measuring inequality, the relationship between different size 
categories of landholdings across different groups of ownerships has been tested using 
the Chi-square and Brown-Forsythe tests. The Chi-square test is a non-parametric tool 
that measures the significance of a relationship between two categorical variables, for 
example, in this case, the variables are ownership categories and area quintiles. The 
Brown–Forsythe test, on the other hand, is a parametric tool used to find a significant 
difference among the means of more than two samples when the assumption of equal 
population variances is not met (equal population variance is one of the important 
assumptions in most of the parametric tests). In other words, it considers the absolute 
differences within each group from the group median. In addition to these, two-
dimensional graphs have been plotted to illustrate whether the various 
laws/provisions meant for women to secure land rights are making any differences in 
their landholding patterns or not. The correlation analysis has been run to examine its 
association with the socio-economic profiles of States. 
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3.4. Limitations of the Study 

The current analysis was constrained by the following limitations: i) Despite the 
availability of a larger data set covering 28 States/UTs, the analysis is restricted to only 
12 major States/UTs in India due to time constraints in carrying out language 
translations for the rest. ii) Beyond the three explanatory factors considered here, there 
might be other laws/provisions, or more importantly, other customs and practices 
across States that may affect women’s land rights. iii) The ownership pattern among 
the tribal population in the data set, which may be subject to certain customary 
restrictions, has not been analysed separately in the paper. Land plots and their size-
class distributions have not been disaggregated by the irrigation status (except in the 
case of MP), current cropping pattern or other characteristics pertaining to location, 
terrain, soil, and rainfall, among others. This is an area requiring further analysis and 
investigation.  

 

4.  Land Ownership Pattern by Type, Size and Quality of Land 
Holdings: Findings and Discussion 

This section presents the distribution of landholdings across States by gender, type of 
ownership, size of landholdings, and by its quality. The findings from the detailed 
analysis of three States in terms of the irrigation status of holdings (MP) and women’s 
share in jointly owned landholdings (HP and Maharashtra) are also discussed in this 
section of the paper.  

 

4.1. Ownership Pattern of Landholdings 
Of the 15,758 digital land records that were analysed, 77.5 per cent of the landholdings 
were owned privately, either singly or jointly, while the remaining 22.5 per cent were 
institutional/ government-owned landholdings. Only the privately owned 
landholdings have been analysed for this paper.  

 

4.1.1. Ownership Type: Single or Multiple/Joint Ownership 

Overall, among the landholdings analysed, about 51 per cent had co-owners and the 
remaining 49 per cent had single owners (for definitions of single/joint ownership, 
refer to Section 3.2). Huge variations are seen in the patterns of joint and single 
ownership of landholdings across States, as presented in Figure 1.  

In the UTs of Puducherry and the Andaman & Nicobar Islands, the proportion 
of single owner landholdings is considerably higher (85 per cent and 67 per cent, 
respectively) as compared to joint owners. Similarly, at the State level, Bihar, 
Jharkhand, Chhattisgarh, Goa, and MP recorded a relatively higher proportion of 
single landholdings. On the other hand, in the States of UP, Gujarat, and Maharashtra, 
the proportion of joint ownership ranged at around 60-61 per cent. In the hill States of 
HP and Uttarakhand, the incidence of joint ownership is even higher at 65 per cent 
and 86 per cent, respectively. 
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Figure 1: State-wise Percentage Distribution of Landholdings by Single 
and Joint Ownership 

 
Source: N-LRSI 2020 data. 
Note: MP—Madhya Pradesh; HP—Himachal Pradesh; UP—Uttar Pradesh. 
 

4.1.2. Ownership Pattern by Gender  

Out of 77.5 per cent of the total landholdings that were owned privately, in 92.4 per 
cent of the landholdings (either under single or joint ownership), the titles were 
owned by males (Figure 2). In contrast, women owned land titles (as single/joint 
titles) only in 34 per cent of the total landholdings.  

Except for Puducherry, in all the other sample States, the share of males in 
landholding exceeds 87 per cent, with the highest share being recorded in the States 
of Uttarakhand and Jharkhand. The share of females in land titles varies significantly 
across the sample States, from being as low as 11 per cent in Jharkhand to as high as 
52 per cent and 55 per cent in the case of Gujarat and Uttarakhand, respectively. The 
overall trend clearly bears out the existence of wide disparities in land titles across 
gender at the national level. 

 
Figure 2: State-wise Percentage Distribution of Landholdings by Gender 

 
Source: N-LRSI 2020 data. 
Note: MP—Madhya Pradesh, HP—Himachal Pradesh, UP—Uttar Pradesh; % owners includes either single 

landholdings or joint holdings. 

 

84.6

66.7

78.9

63.0 60.5
55.6

51.1

39.5 39.1 39.0
34.8

13.515.4

33.3

21.1

37.0 39.5
44.4 48.9

60.5 60.9 61.0
65.2

86.5

P
u
d

u
ch

er
ry

A
&

N
 I

sl
.

B
ih

ar

Jh
ar

k
h

an
d

C
h

h
at

ti
sg

ar
h

G
o

a

M
P

U
.P

G
u

ja
ra

t

M
ah

ar
as

h
tr

a

H
P

U
tt

ar
ak

h
an

d

O
w

n
er

s 
(i

n
 %

)

Single ownership Joint ownership

33.3

15.1

30.6

11.0

35.1
30.8

55.2

42.0 45.2
51.9

31.2 33.0

87.0 88.2
93.1 96.5

91.1

76.9

98.5
93.8 91.5 94.4

89.4
93.4

A
&

N
I

B
ih

ar

G
o

a

Jh
ar

k
h

an
d

M
P

P
u
d

u
ch

er
ry

U
tt

ar
ak

h
an

d

H
P

M
ah

ar
as

h
tr

a

G
u

ja
ra

t

C
h

h
at

ti
sg

ar
h

U
.P

O
w

n
er

s 
(i

n
 %

)

Female owners Male owners



 
Page | 14  

 

4.1.3 Single Ownership Pattern by Gender  

Table 2 further segregates the single ownership category by gender. It shows that out 
of 49 per cent of the landholdings which fell under the single ownership category 
(Figure 1), almost 87 per cent of the single land titles are in the names of male 
owners. Female single owners constitute just 13.2 per cent of the total share in the 
single ownership category.  

In every sample State, male owners hold more than 83 per cent of the single 
ownership share. In Jharkhand and Goa, this figure is 90 per cent or more. The 
proportion of female single land titles is slightly higher only in the UTs of Puducherry 
and the Andaman & Nicobar Islands, at 25.5 per cent and 19.6 per cent, respectively. 
The overall trend clearly highlights the skew in favour of males in land ownership at 
the national level.  

 
Table 2: State/UT-wise Percentage Distribution of Landholdings across 
Gender in Single Ownership Category 

States/UTs Single Male Single Female Total 
A&N Islands 80.6 19.4 100 
Bihar 85.4 14.6 100 
Chhattisgarh 86.0 14.0 100 
Goa 90.0 10.0 100 
Gujarat 88.0 12.0 100 
Himachal Pradesh 87.0 13.0 100 
Jharkhand 95.5 4.5 100 
Madhya Pradesh 86.4 13.6 100 
Maharashtra 83.1 16.9 100 
Puducherry 74.5 25.5 100 
Uttar Pradesh 85.6 14.4 100 
Uttarakhand 88.6 11.4 100 
Sample States/UTs 86.8 13.2 100 

Source: N-LRSI 2020 data. 

 

4.1.4. Joint Ownership Pattern by Gender 

As delineated in Section 3.1, joint ownership has been disaggregated in this analysis 
into the following four categories: i) one male and one female owner (that is, together 
only two owners), ii) predominantly male owners, iii) predominantly female owners, 
and iv) multiple male and multiple female owners.  

Table 3 presents joint ownership disaggregated in the above categories. Of the 
51 per cent of the landholdings that fell under the joint ownership category (cf. Figure 
1) in this sample, 63 per cent of the landholdings are predominantly owned by males, 
followed by another 25 per cent owned by those falling in the category comprising 
‘multiple male and multiple female owners’. About 6.4 per cent of the share in joint 
landholdings comprises is ‘one male and one female’ owner category, whereas the 
remaining share of 5.4 per cent of the overall joint titles, the lowest among all the 
shares, is predominantly owned by women.  
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Table 3: State/UT-wise Percentage Distribution of Jointly-owned 
Landholdings across Gender 
 States/UTs One Male 

and One 
Female  

Predominant 
Male 

ownership 

Predominant 
Female 

ownership 

>1 Male 
and >1 
Female 

Total Joint/ 
Multiple 

Ownership 

A&N Islands 5.6 50.0 0.0 44.4 100 

Bihar 6.2 89.5 1.7 2.5 100 

Chhattisgarh 16.5 57.4 11.2 15.0 100 

Goa 12.5 62.5 6.3 18.8 100 
Gujarat 5.1 33.3 5.0 56.6 100 

Himachal Pradesh 5.9 57.5 6.6 30.0 100 

Jharkhand 4.6 87.8 3.6 4.1 100 

Madhya Pradesh 7.6 57.4 9.5 25.6 100 
Maharashtra 7.1 54.0 9.3 29.6 100 

Puducherry 40.0 50.0 10.0 0.0 100 

Uttar Pradesh 5.6 79.2 2.9 12.4 100 

Uttarakhand 1.2 60.1 0.2 38.4 100 

Sample States/UTs 6.4 63.1 5.4 25.2 100 

Source: N-LRSI 2020 data. 

 

Except for four States/UTs, that is, Chhattisgarh, Puducherry, MP, and 
Maharashtra, where the share in the joint category of predominantly female owners 
is in the range of 9-11 per cent, in all the other sample States, this share is much 
lower. In Uttarakhand, the predominant female share is the lowest of all, at 0.2 per 
cent, whereas in the Andaman and Nicobar Islands, this category was not found in 
the sample.  In contrast, the share of predominantly male owners is more than 50 per 
cent in almost all the States/UTs studied here, except for Gujarat, where this 
proportion is lower, at 33.3 per cent. In fact, in the States of Bihar and Jharkhand, 
more than 87 per cent of the landholdings in joint classification are predominantly 
owned by males. In Gujarat, on the other hand, a majority (that is, 57 per cent) of the 
share in joint titles is that of multiple males and multiple females together. The other 
States/UTs with a higher share (30 per cent or above) in this classification include 
Andaman and Nicobar Islands, Uttarakhand, and HP. In Puducherry, about 40 per 
cent of the landholdings in the joint category are jointly owned by one male and one 
female only.  

Another interesting finding is that within the joint ownership category (with 
the maximum share in the total landholdings), about 97 per cent of the landholdings 
are either predominantly owned by males or co-owned by both males and females in 
different proportions (Figure 3). The strong negative correlation between these two 
ownership types further asserts the fact that a majority of the land in India is owned 
at the household level. Wide disparities are observed in the patterns of land 
ownership under the predominantly male and co-owned categories, particularly in 
States like Bihar, Jharkhand, UP, and Gujarat. The only difference in the case of 
Gujarat is that a larger proportion of the landholdings are co-owned by both males 
and females than predominantly by males.  
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Figure 3: State-wise Percentage Distribution of Joint Landholdings by 
Predominantly Male and Co-owned Classification 

 
Source: N-LRSI 2020 data. Note: MP—Madhya Pradesh, HP—Himachal Pradesh, UP—Uttar Pradesh. Co-owned 

classification includes one male and one female owner, two or more female owners with one male owner, and 

multiple male and female owners. The predominantly male category includes multiple male owners and more than 

one male owner with one female owner. 

 

The above analysis clearly shows that women are less likely to own land. While in 
some States, the provisions of inheritance seem to ensure that women’s names 
appear as owners in joint holdings, it is unclear to what extent this translates into the 
actual control over the land shown in their names for women. 

 

4.2.  Distribution of Owners by the Size of Landholdings 

This section provides a brief description of the number of owners under different 
land size categories and the average landholding sizes, and thereafter investigates the 
relationship between landholding sizes and different ownership categories.  

 

4.2.1. Land Size Categories 

The landholding size is categorised into the following three size classes in this 
analysis: small size land (up to 2 hectares), medium size land (2-10 hectares), and 
large size land (more than 10 hectares). Based on these classes, a comparison has 
been made between data from N-LRSI 2020 and that from the Agriculture Census 
2015-16.10 The N-LRSI 2020 data reveals that on an average, in the sample 
States/UTs, a majority of the land owners (74.3 per cent) have small size 
landholdings (up to 2 hectares), followed by 23.8 per cent who own medium-sized 
landholdings (2-10 hectares), while just 2 per cent of them own relatively large-sized 
holdings (more than 10 hectares), as presented in Table 4. This pattern of 
distribution of the number of landholdings by size in the Indian Agriculture Census 
Report 2015-16, shows a larger number of holdings to be smaller in size, with 86 per 
cent small-sized landholdings, 13.4 per cent medium-sized, and only 0.6 per cent 
large-sized landholdings. 

  

                                                             
10 Since the definitions of single and joint ownership of landholdings vary between the two data sets, as 
mentioned in Section 3.2, the comparative assessment by ownership type could not be conducted. 
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Table 4: Percentage Distribution of Landholdings across Size Classes:  
N-LRSI 2020 and the Agriculture Census 2015-16 

  
States/UTs 

N-LRSI 2020 Data Agriculture Census 2015-16 

Small  
(Up to 2 

ha) 

Medium  
(2 -10 

ha) 

Large       
(> 10 
ha) 

Small 
(Up to 2 

ha) 

Medium  
(2 -10 

ha) 

Large       
(> 10 
ha) 

A&N Islands 66.7 33.3 0.0 64.3 35.5 0.2 

Bihar 98.2 1.4 0.4 97.0 3.0 0.0 

Goa 19.4 37.5 43.1 90.6 8.6 0.8 

Jharkhand 68.2 28.0 3.8 84.9 14.4 0.7 

Madhya 
Pradesh 

56.4 40.3 3.3 75.6 23.8 0.6 

Puducherry 95.4 0.0 4.6 93.8 6.1 0.1 

Uttarakhand 61.2 36.5 2.3 91.7 8.2 1.1 

HP 90.5 9.1 0.5 88.9 10.9 0.3 

Maharashtra 73.9 24.5 1.6 79.5 20.0 0.5 

Gujarat 58.5 39.4 2.0 68.3 30.9 0.8 

Chhattisgarh 64.6 33.1 2.3 82.6 16.8 0.6 

U.P 86.5 12.9 0.6 92.8 7.1 0.1 

Source: N-LRSI 2020 data and the Agriculture Census 2015-16.  
Note: ha—hectares. 

 

The distribution of landholdings across different size classes by the type of ownership 
shows huge variations in the size of landholdings owned by males and females as 
single land owners. Of the total women-owned landholdings, more than 70 per cent 
fall in the small landholding size category in a majority of the sample States/UTs. 
Only in Goa and Gujarat, this proportion is in the range of 50-67 per cent. A smaller 
proportion of single male owners own landholdings of small size. In six States/UTs, 
that is, Andaman and Nicobar Islands, Goa, Jharkhand, MP, Gujarat, and 
Chhattisgarh, single male owners account for more than one-fourth of the share of 
medium-sized landholdings. (Details are presented in Annexure Table A1).  

 

4.2.2 Average Landholding Size 

The average area calculated for the sample States/UTs based on N-LRSI 2020 data is 
only slightly larger than the average area reported at the national level by the 
Agriculture Census of India 2015-16 in the case of small and medium categories, as 
presented in Table 5. In the sample States/UTs, the average size of a landholding 
varies from 0.287 hectares in Bihar to 12.6 hectares in Goa. In the predominant small 
landholding size category, in four sample States/UTs, that is, Andaman & Nicobar 
Islands, Puducherry, HP, and Bihar, the average holding size is smaller than the 
national figures reported in the Agriculture Census. 
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Table 5. State-wise Average Landholding Size across Size Class 
Categories (in Hectares) 

States/UTs Small Medium Large All Size-classes 
A&N Islands 0.44 3.00 - 1.29 

Bihar 0.16 4.68 16.02 0.29 
Chhattisgarh 0.91 4.13 15.69 2.31 

Goa 0.67 4.96 24.67 12.61 

Gujarat 0.89 4.16 13.67 2.44 
Himachal Pradesh 0.39 3.26 12.95 0.71 
Jharkhand 0.62 4.20 15.78 2.20 
Madhya Pradesh 0.93 4.11 17.18 2.75 

Maharashtra 0.70 3.76 13.88 1.66 

Puducherry 0.23 - 10.86 0.72 

Uttar Pradesh 0.59 3.66 17.56 1.08 
Uttarakhand 0.77 3.72 16.63 2.21 

Sample States/ UTs Average (N-LRSI) 0.62 3.99 16.82 1.76 

All India Average (Agriculture Census) 0.59 3.55 17.08 1.08 

Source: Calculations based on NLRSI 2020 data. 

The average landholding across different size categories by the type of 
ownership shows that as compared to single land titles owned by either males or 
females, the average size of landholdings is comparatively higher in the joint 
ownership category. (Details are presented in Annexure Table A2.)  

Within single landholdings, the data shows that the average land size is lower for 
females as compared to males in all the cases. However, the gap between the average 
land owned by single males and single females is close to negligible in HP and 
Maharashtra. Figure 4 presents the average landholding size for the single female 
owner category. 

 
Figure 4. Average Land Size Holdings by Single Female Owners (in 
Hectares) 

 

Source: Calculations based on N-LRSI 2020 data. 
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Box 1 summarises the statistical analysis carried out to establish the strength and 
robustness of the relationship between land ownership and size classes. 
 

 

 

 

Box 1: Testing the Relationship between Ownership Groups  

and the Area Owned 

 
In addition to identifying variations across land size categories and ownership patterns 
across States, an attempt was made to test whether there is a statistically significant 
relationship between these two indicators. This hypothesis can be tested using one-way 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) that can provide indications as to whether the relationship 
is significant or not. However, the first step in applying the one-way ANOVA test is 
to test the assumption of homogeneity of variance. The term ‘homogeneity of variance’ 
means equal variances across three different ownership categories, which is an important 
assumption for carrying out most of the parametric tests.  
 
 For this, the Levene’s test has been applied, which tests the equality of variance for 
a numeric variable (land area) calculated for two or more groups (ownership categories). 
Here, the null hypothesis assumes no difference between the variances of different groups. 
The findings reveal that at the 5 per cent significance level, the p-values are significant for 
11 States in the sample except for HP (see Annexure Table A3). Thus, the null hypothesis 
of equal variances is rejected in all the States/UTs except HP. This means that for all the 
other States, a more generalised test that is free from homoscedasticity assumptions has 
to be applied. But before going for the non-parametric test, the paper also tested the 
Brown–Forsythe (B-F) test, which is used as the modified version of the Levene test 
because the latter uses deviations from the group means, thereby resulting in a highly-
skewed data set violating the assumption of normality, whereas the B-F test corrects 
this skewness by using deviations from group medians.  
 
 The Brown–Forsythe (B-F) test shows that the results are significant in the case of 
nine States (<0.05) and even in Puducherry at the 10 per cent significance level, while 
rejecting the null hypothesis and confirming that there exist significant differences in the 
average area owned by different categories of ownership (see Annexure Tables A4 and A5). 
In HP and Bihar, no significant difference in average land area by different ownership 
categories is revealed. The possible reason for this is that in both these States, a majority 
of the land owners across all ownership categories own small-sized holdings.  
 
 Although the B-F test performs better than all the other available tests for equal 
variances, in the case of significant differences in variances and unequal sample sizes, it is 
not clear how robust these two tests are (Glass and Hopkins, 1996). Therefore, various 
scholars advise repeating the test using a non-parametric method (Hill, et al., 2006). For 
this, the Chi-square test has been used to investigate whether any relationship exists 
between various ownership categories and area quintiles. Annexure Table A6 shows that 
in 8 States, it is unlikely that the type of ownership and size of landholdings are 
independent of each other, and thus there exists a significant statistical relationship 
between these two variables in these States/UTs. However, in the remaining four 
States/UTs, that is, Bihar, Goa, Puducherry, and HP, no such significant relationship is 
observed between these two variables, which indicates that the size of landholdings does 
not differ across different ownership types. 
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4.3 Measuring Variations/Inequalities in Female Land Ownership 

For identifying variations in the patterns of land ownership across different 
ownership categories, the coefficient of variation has been calculated, which 
measures the extent of variability of data in a sample in relation to the mean of the 
population. Generally, the higher the variation, the greater is the level of dispersion 
from the mean, whereas the lower the value of coefficient of variation, the better is 
the estimate.  

 Table 6 shows that within the single ownership categories, except for MP and 
HP, where the coefficient of variation is higher for single female owners as compared 
to their male counterparts, in all the other sample States/UTs, the coefficient of 
variation is higher for single male owners. In the single female owner category, 
Puducherry, Maharashtra, and Gujarat show the lowest coefficient of variation of less 
than 1; States including Bihar, UP, HP, and Jharkhand show the highest dispersion in 
the average landholdings. These states also record higher variations in the other two 
categories of ownership.  

 
Table 6: Coefficient of Variation in Landholdings 

 States/UTs Single Male Single Female Joint/ Multiple 
A&N Islands 1.24 1.11 0.80 
Bihar 4.03 2.52 4.90 
Goa 1.01 1.08 0.88 
Jharkhand 1.74 1.43 1.48 

Madhya Pradesh 0.99 1.16 1.52 

Puducherry 2.82 0.96 1.29 

Uttarakhand 1.31 1.07 1.33 
Himachal Pradesh 1.35 1.63 1.96 
Maharashtra 1.21 0.91 1.40 
Gujarat 1.13 0.92 1.06 
Chhattisgarh 1.30 1.04 1.22 
Uttar Pradesh 1.95 1.72 1.61 

Source: Calculations based on N-LRSI 2020 data. 

 

Further, the extent of the existing inequalities in the pattern of landholdings 
owned by women has been measured using two statistical methods: Quintile ratios 
and Gini coefficients. Both these methods identify the existing inequalities in the land 
area owned by females (either single or joint) in the sample States/UTs. For applying 
these methods, the land area quintiles have been generated for all the 12 States/UTs.  

 The quintiles used in this analysis are: bottom Q1—up to 0.150 hectares, Q2—
0.150- 0.514 hectares, Q3—0.514-1.190 hectares, Q4—1.190-2.541 hectares, and top 
Q5—> 2.541 hectares. Figure 5 gives the State-wise comparative assessment of the 
two inequalities measures. 

 The quintile ratios, based on the average size of landholdings as owned by 
females in the bottom and top land quintiles, show that inequalities are 
comparatively higher in States like Bihar, followed by MP, Puducherry, Uttarakhand, 
and Chhattisgarh, whereas they are the lowest in the case of Goa, followed by UP. The 
reason for the higher differences in quintile ratios across States is that while in the 
bottom area quintile not much difference is reflected in the average land area owned 
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by females, in the top-most quintile, the female land owners in States like MP and 
Uttarakhand hold land with comparatively higher average areas than in States like 
Goa or UP.  

 
Figure 5: Inequalities in Female Landholdings 

 

Source: Calculations based on N-LRSI 2020 data. 

 

The Gini coefficients have been calculated in order to quantify the actual 
equalities in the total landholdings by females across different quintiles. The Gini 
Coefficient of up to 0.4 reflects different levels of equalities, whereas a value in the 
range 0.4- 0.5 reflects significant inequalities and a value above 0.5 indicates severe 
inequalities. Figure 5 shows that though all the States/UTs show higher inequalities 
in female landholdings, severe inequalities are found in seven out of the 12 sample 
States/UTs. It shows that States/UTs such as Bihar, HP, UP, Andaman & Nicobar 
Islands, and Maharashtra reflect higher inequalities in landholdings as compared to 
Goa, Gujarat, and Uttarakhand, where the lowest inequalities are revealed.  

 The analysis in this section suggests that huge inequalities exist in the pattern 
of landholdings by both ownership type and land size (as measured in terms of 
quintiles) not just within States but also across States. By ownership type, huge 
variations are recorded in terms of the deviation from the average landholdings for 
both single female and single male owners.  

 In seven States, as compared to single female owners, the deviations in 
average landholdings from the mean are comparatively higher in both the single male 
owner and joint ownership categories. The explanation for this is that the average 
landholding is lower in the case of single female owners as compared to the other two 
ownership categories. The quintile ratios and Gini coefficients, on the other hand, 
reveal almost similar trends in the existing inequalities across States/UTs by land 
size class quintiles.  

 

4.4. Landholding Ownership by Irrigation Status of Land: An Analysis 
of Data for the State of MP  

 One of the claims that different research findings have inferred is that women are 
likely to own poorer quality land as compared to land owned by men. In order to 
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examine if there are differences in the quality of landholdings between males and 
females, a detailed analysis was carried out for the sample holdings in the case of MP. 
Of the total sample of 1,597 individual landholdings considered in the state, 99 per 
cent of the holdings comprised agricultural land. The proxy indicator used for 
analysing the ‘quality of land’ was ‘irrigated land’. Figure 6 presents the distribution 
of landholdings by irrigated and non-irrigated status, ownership type, gender, and 
landholding size. 

 
Figure 6: Irrigation Status for Agricultural Land in MP: By Ownership 
Type, Gender and Land Size Class 

 

 
Source: N-LRSI 2020 data. 

 

Under the land ownership classification, in a majority of the holdings in both 
the single and joint ownership categories, the proportion of un-irrigated land is 
higher than that of irrigated land. This holds true for all the three land size categories. 
In holdings with irrigated land, the proportion is higher in the case of single 
ownership, at 46.8 per cent as compared to 40 per cent recorded in the joint category. 
Gender-wise, there is some variation in the land quality of holdings belonging to men 
and women. In the irrigated landholdings, the proportion of men, with a 44 per cent 
share, is higher than that of women, at 39 per cent. 

  An analysis of how the quality of land is distributed across different ownership 
categories shows that out of the total small-sized landholdings with irrigation 
facilities (41.8 per cent as shown in Figure 6), 45.7 per cent is owned by single male 
owners and 27.3 per cent predominantly by male owners, overall accounting for 73 
per cent of the total, as presented in Table 7.  
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Table 7: Percentage Distribution of Owners by Land Size and  
Irrigation Status for Agricultural Land for MP 

Ownership Categories Small Medium Large 
Irrigated Non- 

Irrigated 
Irrigated Non- 

Irrigated 
Irrigated Non- 

Irrigated 

Single Male 45.7 42.7 50.8 44.2 26.3 6.1 
Single Female 9.1 8.8 5.7 3.9 5.3 0.0 
One Male & One Female 3.5 2.1 5.0 4.5 5.3 6.1 
Predominantly Male 27.3 29.2 26.4 25.2 36.8 57.6 
Predominantly Female 4.3 5.4 3.0 5.9 5.3 0.0 
Multiple Males & Females 10.2 11.7 9.0 16.3 21.1 30.3 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: N-LRSI 2020 data. 

In comparison to men owning irrigated lands, female owners enjoy a smaller 
share in irrigated lands in the small size category, with a 9 per cent share for single 
female owners and a nearly 4 per cent share owned predominantly by females, 
together constituting just 13.4 per cent of the total share. Similarly, out of the total of 
the medium-sized landholdings with irrigation facilities, 77 per cent is owned by 
single male owners and predominantly male owners together, whereas the share of 
female owners (single and predominantly together) is less than 10 per cent. The 
prevalent situation in the large-sized land category is also almost similar. Therefore, 
the agricultural landholdings across the land size classes shows a lower proportion of 
women with irrigated landholdings in all size classes as compared with men.  

 

4.5 Women’s Share in Joint Ownership in HP and Maharashtra 

 In the four joint ownership categories, it was not possible to identify the share of 
women in the total land area due to data limitations in most States. Data on 
individual shares of women in the joint ownership category could be analysed for HP 
and Maharashtra. 

  Figures 7A and 7B present the percentage shares of males and females in land 
area under the joint title categories in the two States of HP and Maharashtra. Figure 
7A shows that except for one category of joint titles, that is, predominantly female 
owners, in all the other joint categories, the share of females in the total land area is 
much lower than that of males in HP.  
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Figure 7: Gender-wise Percentage Share in Joint Land Area: HP and 
Maharashtra 

 

 
Source: N-LRSI 2020 data. 

 

As presented in Figure 7B, in Maharashtra, in addition to the predominantly 
female owners, it is noted that under the joint category constituting one male and one 
female, females hold a slightly higher share in joint landholdings, at 51 per cent, as 
compared to males. On the whole, a comparison of these two States indicates that in 
Maharashtra, the percentage share of females in the total area under joint holdings is 
slightly higher than that in HP. The variation in the average land areas owned by 
males and females under the joint ownership patterns in the two States is presented 
in Table 8.  
 

Table 8: Average Landholdings under Joint Ownership by Males and Females 

States Joint Ownership Categories Average Area (in hectares) 

Males Females 

Himachal 
Pradesh 

One Male and One Female 0.277 0.210 

Predominantly Male 0.608 0.022 

Predominantly Female 0.071 0.242 

Multiple Males and Females 0.701 0.410 

Maharashtra One Male and One Female 0.868 0.903 

Predominantly Male 2.075 0.151 

Predominantly Female 0.331 1.278 

Multiple Males and Females 1.253 0.773 

Source: N-LRSI 2020 data. 
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Table 8 shows that in HP, except the predominant female ownership category, 
in all the other joint categories, on an average, female owners own smaller-sized 
landholdings as compared to male owners. In Maharashtra, though the average size 
of landholdings with females is comparatively higher than in HP as compared with 
male owners, except for the two joint categories, that is, one male and one female, 
and the predominant female owners, in the other two categories, the difference in the 
average landholdings between males and females is quite high. Hence, this analysis 
provides a strong indication that it is probably not just that a smaller proportion of 
women have land titles in their names but that even if they own land, the size of the 
land is smaller, irrespective of single or joint ownership of the landholdings. 

 

4.6. Linkages with Laws/Provisions Related to Women’s Land Rights 

Sections 2.2 and 2.3 listed the laws and policy directives at the national and State 
levels seeking to enhance women’s land rights and address the identified barriers. 
Three types of laws and provisions were linked with land ownership by women across 
States: legal provisions to enhance inheritance by women, spousal land ownership 
provisions in land grants by government, and reduction in stamp duty on the 
registration of transfer of property. (For the State-wise details of the above 
provisions, please refer to Annexure Table A7).  

 The legal provision relating to inheritance by women under the Hindu 
Succession Act is applicable in all the 12 sample States/UTs. However, only the 
following six of the sample States have implemented spousal land ownership 
provisions: Gujarat, HP, MP, UP, Chhattisgarh, and Bihar.  

 In addition to this, 7 of the 12 sample States/UTs considered in this paper 
have implemented the provision of reduction in stamp duties when the property/land 
is registered in a woman’s name on the transfer of property. These are Uttarakhand, 
HP, the Andaman and Nicobar Islands, UP, Bihar, Gujarat and Jharkhand. Among 
these 7 States, the highest reduction in stamp duties for women in terms of 
percentage change has been implemented by Jharkhand, where the stamp duties 
have been completely waived off for females as against stamp duties of 4 per cent 
imposed in the case of males. The least reduction has been done in Bihar where the 
stamp duties for women have been reduced by 9.5 per cent (from 6.3 per cent for 
males to 5.7 per cent for females). 

Figure 8 presents the incidence of female land owners and maps this against 
the spousal land ownership provisions in the States/UTs to plot whether this 
provision has made a difference in the incidence of female land ownership. The 
incidence of female land ownership in this section has been calculated by taking both 
single female owners and females in the joint catgories including multiple females, 
one male and one female, multiple females and one male, multiple males and one 
female, and multiple males and females. This was done to capture how the above 
enabling provisions may be promoting land titles for women, irrespective of single or 
joint ownership, or of size or share. 
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Figure 8: Incidence of Spousal Ownership Provision on Female Land 
Ownership (in per cent) 

 

Source: Based on N-LRSI 2020 data. 

 

Figure 8 shows that among the States where spousal land ownership 
provisions have been effected, a higher incidence of female land ownership is 
recorded in States like Gujarat, HP, and MP. On the other hand, Uttarakhand, 
Maharashtra, and Andaman & Nicobar Islands also show a higher incidence of 
female land ownership despite the fact that no such spousal land ownership 
provisions are available in these States.  

  One of the explanations behind the higher incidence of female land ownership 
in Uttarakhand and Andaman & Nicobar Islands could be the effective 
implementation of stamp duty reduction provisions for women, but more data is 
needed to confirm this.  

  In Maharshtra, neither of these two provisions exists, but it still shows a 
relatively higher incidence of female land ownership. Among the States where both 
these provisions exist, that is, stamp duty reduction and spousal land ownership, the 
most ineffective case is that of Bihar, followed by Jharkhand. All the three provisions 
exist in UP but that appears to have made little difference. In Chhattisgarh, both the 
inheritance laws and spousal land ownership provisions exist but they too appear to 
have had little impact so far. 

 The above preliminary analysis leads to certain important questions. One, the 
impacts of the amendment to inheritance laws, spousal ownership provisions, or 
reduction in stamp duties for land registration in the names of women, can be 
measured only with data for the ‘before’ and ‘after’ time points—this data is not 
readily available. Moroever, even if certain instrumental legal changes are made in 
the laws itself related to the registration procedure for women, poor implementation 
may render these changes infructuous. Even with the best implementation, such 
changes take time to reflect the impact on the large existing stock of properties, as 
only a portion of them may be coming up for mutation or transactions. Finally, the 
social attitudes and customs can be expected to play a key role in the effective 
implementation of and compliance with these laws and provisions. These are clearly 
areas that need further research and consultations. 
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4.7. Linkages of Women’s Land Rights with the Socio-economic Profiles 
of the States 

In addition to the linkages with various policies and provisions meant for land 
ownership rights, various other socio-economic parameters may also have an 
association with the land titles owned by women. In order to examine this, a 
correlation analysis was run between the incidence of women’s land ownership 
across the sample States/UTs (either single or joint ownership) and different socio-
economic and demographic profiles of the States and UTs. The findings reveal a 
significant and positive association between women’s land ownership, on one hand, 
and their representation in the Lok Sabha and State Assemblies, their educational 
attainment, and the economic condition of the States as measured by the GSDP at 
constant prices in 2019-20, on the other hand (refer to Annexure Table A8). 
Although we did not find any significant association between land ownership by 
women and the Women’s Empowerment Index (WEI), but when these were plotted 
on a two-dimensional graph, it showed that the States scoring high on the WEI are 
also performing better in terms of women’s land ownership (Figure 9B). On the other 
hand, the educational attainment of females plays an important role in their land 
rights. The correlation analysis shows that illiterate women are likely to have lower 
shares in land titles whereas women having graduation and higher levels of education 
has a strong positive association with women’s land title ownership. Figure 9A also 
points to a higher proportion of female land owners in the States where the 
proportion of rural literate women is higher than in other States. 

 
 
Figure 9: Women Land Owners (%) by Literacy Levels and the Women 
Empowerment Index (WEI) 
 

 Source: N-LRSI 2020 data and NFHS Rounds 4 and 5. 

 

5. Conclusion and Policy Discussions 

This paper aims to highlight the State-wise variations in the overall skew against 
women in land ownership in India. It enables an evidence-based understanding of 
gender inequality pertaining to land ownership in the sample States/UTs. The 
findings confirm that in the case of single land titles, there is a massive gap between 
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the incidences of male and female land ownership. The share of female landholdings 
in single land titles ranges from as low as 4.5 per cent in Jharkhand to a high of 
merely 17 per cent in Maharashtra among the major States, and up to only 25 per 
cent in the case of UTs. Even in the case of joint land titles, the male owners 
dominate, confirming a similar trend. It is not just that the total share in 
landholdings is lower for females but the paper also suggests that the average area 
owned by women is comparatively lower than that owned by their male counterparts. 
It was found that in the case of single land titles, a majority of the women own 
smaller land sizes as compared to males.  

 The gender differences in land ownership across different types of land by 
irrigation status were analysed for the State of MP. It was found that while a majority 
of the land owners own un-irrigated lands, even within the category of irrigated 
landholdings, female owners have smaller shares as compared to the shares owned 
by men. Moreover, further disaggregating by land size classification, the analysis 
revealed that more than 70 per cent of the shares of irrigated land in both the small- 
and medium-sized categories each, is owned by single males and predominantly male 
owners together. Doubtless, therefore, female owners are in a disadvantaged position 
here as well.    

An analysis undertaken in the states of HP and Maharashtra in order to 
understand the pattern of land area owned by women in joint land titles showed that 
except for the category of predominantly female owners, in all the other categories of 
joint ownership, the share of females in the total land area owned is much lower than 
that of males. Overall, the paper confirms the existence of huge inequalities in female 
land ownership not just in terms of the number of shares in the overall landholdings 
or joint land titles or by the size of the land owned, but also in terms of the irrigation 
status as observed in the case of MP.  

 The paper also touched upon some of the provisions existing in India for 
enhancing women land rights, and it was found that in some States, despite having 
these laws/provisions, the proportion of women’s landholdings is lower probably due 
to the lack of proper implementation, the large stock of holdings on which impacts 
take time to manifest, and the prevailing social attitudes and customs. The analysis 
shows that provisions like a reduction in stamp duties on property registration by 
women, spousal ownership provisions or inheritance laws played an apparently 
important role in enhancing women’s land rights in States like Uttarakhand, HP, 
Gujarat, MP, and Maharashtra. In the remaining sample States, either some of these 
provisions have not been implemented or if they are in place, then they are not very 
effective, as reflected in the lower proportion of women land owners. Better data is 
thus needed to arrive at definitive conclusions but the preliminary mapping suggests 
that in many States, despite the judicial and other provisions, women still have 
inadequate access to land resources, whereas other States have not had to depend on 
such measures explicitly to record better performance with regard to land ownership 
by women.  

 While weak governance and underlying social attitudes have been identified as 
the key issues responsible for this situation, some of the other reasons as to why 
women are not able to claim their land rights better include the lack of education, of 
access to information, and of legal and social support. Therefore, it is important to 
improve women's access to education and to make them more aware about their land 
rights, particularly in the rural areas. It is equally important to include more women 
in the land administration within government departments, and in land titling and 
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registration programmes. Internationally, there have been some success stories 
based on these steps that have enhanced women’s land titles. The experience of 
Tajikistan shows that across all the districts, legal aid was provided to the rural 
people and women were also involved in leadership workshops and community 
awareness events, which led to a rise of 12 per cent in women’s ownership of land in 5 
years (SIDA, 2010). In many African countries like Zambia, Botswana, and Ethiopia, 
women’s land rights projects were implemented that brought on-board traditional 
leaders as champions in advocacy for women’s land rights and instituted direct 
consultative forums where women could discuss their land rights.  

 Given the fact that ensuring equal land rights helps in empowering women, it 
is incumbent upon the Union and State governments to ensure that women’s land 
rights are fully protected. This can be done not just by taking bold steps in 
implementing the legal framework but also by ensuring that these rights/provisions 
or frameworks are within the reach of women, for which it is important to create 
greater awareness through community involvement. The findings in this paper 
underline the stark realities but simultaneously also outline the huge unrealised 
potential in this area. It is suggested that further research may be conducted to 
understand how many States and UTs have demonstrated more equitable gender 
outcomes in India, and how policies and their implementation as well as social and 
community dispositions can be re-aligned and strengthened for achieving nation-
wide improvements.  
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Annexure Table A1: State-wise Percentage Distribution of Landholdings 
by Size Classes and Ownership Type 

States/UTs Land Size Class Single 
Male 

Single 
Female 

Joint Total 

A&N Islands 
  
  

Small 69.0 100.0 50.0 66.7 

Medium 31.0 0.0 50.0 33.3 

Large 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Bihar 
  
  

Small 98.2 99.0 97.7 98.2 

Medium 1.3 1.0 1.7 1.4 

Large 0.4 0.0 0.6 0.4 

Chhattisgarh 
  
  

Small 69.7 82.6 54.1 64.6 

Medium 29.0 17.4 41.9 33.1 

Large 1.3 0.0 4.0 2.3 

Goa 
  
  

Small 22.2 50.0 12.5 19.4 

Medium 41.7 25.0 34.4 37.5 

Large 36.1 25.0 53.1 43.1 

Gujarat 
  
  

Small 60.2 66.2 57.0 58.5 

Medium 38.2 32.4 40.7 39.4 

Large 1.6 1.5 2.3 2.0 

Himachal Pradesh 
  
  

Small 91.3 89.5 90.1 90.5 

Medium 8.7 10.5 9.2 9.1 

Large 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.5 

Jharkhand 
  
  

Small 71.4 73.3 62.5 68.2 

Medium 26.1 26.7 31.4 28.0 

Large 2.5 0.0 6.1 3.8 

Madhya Pradesh 
  
  

Small 56.2 72.1 54.4 56.4 

Medium 42.8 27.0 39.8 40.3 

Large 1.0 0.9 5.8 3.3 

Maharashtra 
  
  

Small 84.6 81.8 67.3 73.9 

Medium 15.0 18.2 30.3 24.5 

Large 0.4 0.0 2.4 1.6 

Puducherry 
  
  

Small 92.7 100.0 100.0 95.4 

Medium 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Large 7.3 0.0 0.0 4.6 

Uttarakhand 
  
  

Small 85.9 100.0 57.1 61.2 

Medium 14.1 0.0 40.2 36.5 

Large 0.0 0.0 2.7 2.3 

Uttar Pradesh 
  
  

Small 90.5 92.7 83.7 86.5 

Medium 8.9 7.3 15.7 12.9 

Large 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.6 

Total 
  
  

Small 79.4 86.0 67.3 74.0 

Medium 19.3 13.4 29.7 24.0 

Large 1.3 0.6 2.9 2.0 

Source: N-LRSI 2020 data. 
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Annexure Table A2: State-wise Average Area by Land Size Classification 
and Ownership Type 

States/UTs Size 
Class 

Ownership Category 
Single Male Single Female Joint/Multiple Total 

A&N Islands Small .305 .496 .692 .439 
Medium 2.692 - 3.306 2.999 
Large - - - - 
Total 1.046 .496 1.999 1.292 

Bihar Small .162 .136 .163 .1593 
Medium 4.766 3.490 4.857 4.679 
Large 13.978 - 21.1081 16.0149 
Total .284 .171 .3613 .287 

Chhattisgarh Small .889 .798 .987 .912 
Medium 4.046 3.652 4.254 4.132 
Large 16.927 - 15.148 15.689 
Total 2.017 1.296 2.921 2.313 

Goa Small .458 1.018 .912 .668 
Medium 4.952 9.720 4.541 4.961 
Large 19.063 17.406 29.392 24.674 
Total 9.049 7.290 17.289 12.614 

Gujarat Small .831 .986 .918 .891 
Medium 3.868 3.489 4.356 4.160 
Large 14.050 10.608 13.670 13.669 
Total 2.205 1.937 2.607 2.437 

Himachal 
Pradesh 

Small .409 .328 .387 .391 
Medium 3.024 3.181 3.368 3.259 
Large - - 12.952 12.952 
Total .636 .628 .752 .711 

Jharkhand Small .617 .490 .636 .620 
Medium 3.951 4.092 4.548 4.202 
Large 17.390 - 14.701 15.777 
Total 1.907 1.451 2.725 2.197 

Madhya Pradesh Small .943 .888 .924 .930 
Medium 4.166 4.462 4.018 4.108 
Large 14.921 14.113 17.602 17.182 
Total 2.462 1.973 3.117 2.749 

Maharashtra Small .717 .762 .674 .697 
Medium 3.436 2.974 3.900 3.763 
Large 10.880  14.157 13.884 
Total 1.167 1.164 1.974 1.659 

Puducherry Small .217 .309 .142 .226 
Medium - - - - 
Large 10.860 - - 10.860 
Total .996 .309 .142 .717 

Uttarakhand Small .542 .492 .821 .765 
Medium 3.597 - 3.730 3.724 
Large - - 16.628 16.628 
Total .973 .492 2.412 2.210 

Uttar Pradesh Small .514 .443 .649 .589 
Medium 3.726 3.927 3.620 3.655 
Large 16.167 - 18.250 17.556 
Total .888 .697 1.225 1.081 

Sample 
States/UTs 

Small .536 .503 .725 .617 
Medium 3.953 3.819 4.024 3.991 
Large 16.286 14.602 17.108 16.822 
Total 1.401 1.032 2.183 1.755 

Source: N-LRSI 2020 data. 
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Annexure Table A3: Levene’s Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

States/UTs Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

A&N Islands 3.657 2 51 .033* 

Bihar 3.475 2 1677 .031* 
Goa 13.278 2 69 .000* 

Jharkhand 11.224 2 1056 .000* 

Madhya Pradesh 16.844 2 1594 .000* 
Puducherry 3.190 2 62 .048* 
Uttarakhand 6.363 2 647 .002* 
Himachal Pradesh 1.485 2 416 .228^ 
Maharashtra 41.392 2 1501 .000* 
Gujarat 7.785 2 1442 .000* 
Chhattisgarh 15.780 2 1012 .000* 
Uttar Pradesh 8.250 2 2645 .000* 

Source: Calculations based on N-LRSI 2020 data. 

Notes: * Significant at 5%; ^ Not significant at 5%. 

 
 

Annexure Table A4:  Brown-Forsythe Robust Tests of Equality of Means 

States/UTs Statistica df1 df2 Sig. 

A&N Islands 5.5 2 37.0 .008* 
Bihar 1.5 2 532.8 .225^ 
Goa 5.5 2 30.4 .009* 
Jharkhand 9.6 2 392.2 .000* 
Madhya Pradesh 11.7 2 966.0 .000* 
Puducherry 2.9 2 42.6 .065** 
Uttarakhand 55.4 2 252.1 .000* 
Himachal Pradesh 0.6 2 85.5 .566^ 
Maharashtra 43.6 2 1174.6 .000* 
Gujarat 6.9 2 569.6 .001* 
Chhattisgarh 22.4 2 796.2 .000* 
Uttar Pradesh 18.2 2 1322.8 .000* 

Source: Calculations based on N-LRSI 2020 data. 

Note: **Significant at 10%; * Significance 5%; ^ Not significant; a-asymptotically F distributed. 

 
 

Annexure Table A5:  The ANOVA Test 
States/UTs F-Statistics Sig. 

A&N Islands 4.200 .020 

Bihar 1.461 .232 

Goa 4.226 .019 

Jharkhand 7.028 .001 

Madhya Pradesh 8.209 .000 

Puducherry .861 .428 

Uttarakhand 9.363 .000 

Himachal Pradesh .387 .679 

Maharashtra 21.718 .000 

Gujarat 4.966 .007 

Chhattisgarh 16.201 .000 

Uttar Pradesh 12.835 .000 

Source: Calculations based on N-LRSI 2020 data. 
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Annexure Table A6: Pearson Chi-Square Tests between Ownership Type 
and Area Quintiles 

States/UTs Chi-square Sig. 

A&N Islands 14.999 0.059** 
Bihar 5.925 0.656^ 
Goa 8.281 0.407^ 
Jharkhand 15.687 0.047* 
Madhya Pradesh 21.292 0.006* 
Puducherry 6.076 0.415^ 
Uttarakhand 55.687 0.000* 
Himachal Pradesh 3.257 0.917^ 
Maharashtra 62.58 0.000* 
Gujarat 16.574 0.035* 
Chhattisgarh 49.065 0.000* 
Uttar Pradesh 88.141 0.000* 

Source: Calculations based on N-LRSI 2020 data. 

Note: *Chi-square statistic significant at 5% level; ** Significant at 10%; ^ Not significant. 
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Annexure Table A7: Laws and Provisions Related to Women’s Land Rights 
for the Sample States 

Sample 
States/UTs 

I. Stamp Duty Reduction  
II. Spousal 

Land 
Ownership 
Provisions 

III. Women Rights of 
Inheritance 

Males Females Joint 

A&N Islands 6% 4% 5% - 
Section 6 of Hindu 
Succession Act, 2005 

Bihar 6.30% 5.70% 6% 

Bhoomi 
Bandobasti 
and Maha 
Dalit Vikas 

Yojana 

The Bihar Hindu Women's 
Rights to Property 
(Extension to Agricultural 
Land) Act, 1948 

Chhattisgarh 5% 5% NA 
PM Awas 

Yojana 
Gramin 

Under the Scheduled 
Tribes and Other 
Traditional Forest Dwellers 
(Recognition of Forest 
Rights) Act, 2006 

Goa 

Up to Rs 
50L-3.5% 
 Rs 50 -75L - 
4% 
 Rs 75L- 1cr - 
4.5% 
> Rs 1 crore - 
5% 

Up to Rs 50L 
- 3.5% 
 Rs 50 -75L - 
4% 
 Rs 75 - 1 cr- 
5% 
> Rs 1 cr - 5% 

NA No 

The Goa Civil code 
stipulates that a married 
couple jointly holds 
ownership of all the assets 
and after divorce, each 
spouse is entitled to half 
share of the assets 

Gujarat 
4.9% + 1 % 

(Registration 
fees) 

4.9% + 0% 
(Registration 

fees) 
NA 

Nari Gaurav 
Niti- 2006 

Hindu Succession Act, 
2005 

Himachal 
Pradesh 

6% 4% NA 
The Bona fide 

(Domicile) 
Policy, 1972 

The law, “Wajib Ul Urj”, 
which came into force in 
the State’s tribal district of 
Kinnaur  in 1926 

Jharkhand 4% 
0% (No 

stamp duty 
for women) 

NA No 
Santhal Parganas Tenancy 
Act, 1949 

Madhya 
Pradesh 

12.50% 12.50% 12.50% 
PM Awas 

Yojana 
Gramin 

Section 6 of Hindu 
Succession Act, 2005 

Maharashtra 4% 4% NA No 

Hindu Succession 
(Maharashtra Amendment) 
Act, 1994 29B Interest to 
devolve by survivorship on 
death  

Puducherry 10% 10% 10% No 
Section 6 in the Hindu 
Succession Act, 2005 

Uttar 
Pradesh 

5% 4% NA 

PM Awas 
Yojana 

Gramin  and 
Aaroh 

Abhiyan 

In July 2019, the Uttar 
Pradesh Cabinet approved 
an amendment in its 
Revenue Code to expand 
the rights of unmarried 
daughters to inherit 
agricultural land.  

Uttarakhand 5% 3.75% 4.37% No 
Section 6 of Hindu 
Succession Act 2005 

Source: Various online sources accessed in May-June 2020. https://igrsup.gov.in/; 
https://registration.ap.gov.in/; https://cgstate.gov.in/; Jamabandi.nic.in/stampDuty; Igrs.rajasthan.gov.in; 
Registration.uk.gov.in; 99acres.com; Wbregistration.gov.in; Indian Stamp Act 1899. 

Note: NA—Not Applicable. 

https://igrsup.gov.in/
https://registration.ap.gov.in/
https://cgstate.gov.in/
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Annexure Table A8: Correlation Analysis: Women’s Land Ownership and Socio-economic Indicators 

  

Land owned 
by women % 
(single/joint 

titles) 

Sex ratio 
(female 

per 1000 
male), 

2015-2017 

Women 
empowerment 

Index 

% Women 
Participation 

in 16th Lok 
Sabha 

GSDP at 
constant 

(2019-20) in 
crores prices; 

base year 
2011-12 

% Women 
with 

elementary 
education 

(15-49  
years), 2017 

% Women 
with 

secondary 
education 

(15-49  
years), 2017 

% Women 
with tertiary 

education 
(15-49  

years), 2017 

% 
Women 

illiterate, 
(15-49  
years), 
2017 

Land owned by 
women % 
(single/joint titles) 

P-correlation 
1 -.477 .317 .539 .585* -.066 .502 .818** -.693* 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .117 .315 .087 .046 .866 .169 .007 .038 

Sex ratio (female 
per 1000 male), 
2015-2017 

P-correlation 
-.477 1 -.013 -.660* -.479 -.577 .042 -.228 .233 

Sig. (2-tailed) .117  .968 .027 .115 .104 .915 .556 .546 

Women 
empowerment 
Index 

P-correlation .317 -.013 1 -.506 -.179 -.463 .860** .839** -.862** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .315 .968  .112 .577 .209 .003 .005 .003 

% Women 
Participation in 
16th Lok Sabha 

P-correlation .539* -.660* -.506 1 .551 .311 -.153 .369 -.046 

Sig. (2-tailed) .087 .027 .112  .079 .415 .695 .329 .907 

GSDP at constant 
(2019-20)  in 
crores prices; base 
year 2011-12 

P-correlation 
.585** -.479 -.179 .551 1 .050 .235 .415 -.431 

Sig. (2-tailed) .046 .115 .577 .079  .899 .543 .267 .246 

% Women with 
elementary 
education (15-49  
years), 2017 

P-correlation 
-.066 -.577 -.463 .311 .050 1 -.720* -.511 .460 

Sig. (2-tailed) .866 .104 .209 .415 .899  .029 .160 .213 

% Women with 
secondary 
education (15-49  
years), 2017 

P-correlation 
.502 .042 .860** -.153 .235 -.720* 1 .810** -.932** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 
.169 .915 .003 .695 .543 .029  .008 .000 

% Women with 
tertiary education 
(15-49  years), 
2017 

P-correlation 
.818*** -.228 .839** .369 .415 -.511 .810** 1 -.872** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .007 .556 .005 .329 .267 .160 .008  .002 

% Women illiterate P-correlation -.693** .233 -.862** -.046 -.431 .460 -.932** -.872** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .038 .546 .003 .907 .246 .213 .000 .002   

Source: N-LRSI 2020-21, Lok Sabha Secretariat (as on Dec 2018), NFHS (Round 4 and 5), SRS 2017. 
Note: Pearson Correlation (2-tailed); *** Sig. (0.01), ** Sig. (0.05), * Sig. (0.10).  
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