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Abstract
India, which accounts for around 25 per cent of the world's milk output, heavily relies on rural women to run dairy farms, yet there are a number of obstacles that limit their involvement. The present study was undertaken in Hisar district of Haryana to assess the challenges faced by rural women engaged in dairy farming. A total of 120 respondents were selected from four villages across Hisar-I and Hisar-II blocks. A structured interview schedule was used to gather the data and descriptive statistics were used for analysis. The study revealed that the majority of middle-aged, married, marginal landholder rural women who work in dairy farming in both blocks reside in pucca homes with medium-sized children. The main source of income is dairy farming, which is occasionally augmented by small-scale self-employment or service work. Hisar-II has tighter integration with formal marketing channels and marginally higher milk production levels, whereas Hisar-I is more reliant on direct milk sales to local consumers. Hisar-II has a more robust veterinary infrastructure than Hisar-I. Results regarding challenges revealed that financial issues were the most significant challenge faced by dairy farm rural women, reported by 83.33 per cent of respondents in Hisar-I block and 90.00 per cent in Hisar-II block, highlighting their continued economic vulnerability. In both blocks, more than three-fourths of respondents experienced time constraints as a result of their dual duties, which is indicative of gendered workload demands. Further highlighting structural and sociocultural limitations were feed scarcity (58.33% in Hisar-I block and 48.33% in Hisar-II block) and limited decision-making authority (41.67% in Hisar-I block and 43.33% in Hisar-II block). The findings suggest the need for gender-responsive financial access, strengthened extension outreach and localized institutional support to enhance sustainable dairy livelihoods.
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INTRODUCTION:
	India is the world's largest milk producer, accounting for a record 25 per cent of global milk production in 2025. The dairy industry is essential to the economic growth and security of rural livelihoods. Dairy farming, the primary component of livestock agriculture, has a long history in the country and is widely recognized as a reliable and low-risk source of income for rural households. The economic importance of the dairy and animal husbandry industries is demonstrated by the fact that they account for around 4.2 per cent of India's GDP (Gross Domestic Product), (Singh, 2021). 	
	Haryana, also known as the "home of milk," contributes nearly 5 per cent of India's total milk production. As an additional source of income, dairy farming has grown in popularity among farm families in the state. However, the sector remains largely traditional and is predominantly operated by small and marginal farmers managing small production units (Khatkar, 2007). Despite India's impressive milk production rise, issues with infrastructure development, institutional support and quality improvement still exist (Saurav et al., 2024). 
	Millions of households, especially small and marginal farmers, rely on dairy farming for jobs and food security, making it a lifeline in rural areas. By ensuring steady income and economic resilience, the industry is also seen as an important component of accomplishing Sustainable Development Goal 1 ( No poverty). Globally, milk production is projected to grow steadily due to improvements in yield per animal (FAO, 2025) and India is expected to maintain strong growth through increased productivity and expansion of cooperative supply chains.
	Despite its potential, dairy farming faces obstacles such as- by a lack of funding, poor access to veterinary and extension services, inadequate infrastructure and gaps in policy implementation. Gaining an understanding of these issues is crucial to increasing sustainability and productivity. Thus, the current study was conducted in the Hisar district of Haryana in order to evaluate the challenges that rural women in dairy farming confront and to produce data for strengthening the industry at the local level.

OBJECTIVE: 
· To analyse the socio-personal and economic characteristics of rural women engaged in dairy farming.
· To examine institutional exposure and veterinary health infrastructure accessibility among dairy farm rural women.
· To assess the challenges faced by rural women engaged in dairy farming.
METHODOLOGY: 
	The current study was purposefully carried out in the Hisar district of Haryana state. due to the state's biggest milk producer. Two blocks, Hisar-I and Hisar-II, were chosen at random for the study from among the nine blocks in the Hisar district. The villages of Shikarpur and Balawas were chosen at random from Hisar-I block and Bir and Kajla were chosen at random from Hisar-II block. The study was confined to rural women engaged in dairy farming activities. A total of 120 dairy farm rural women were chosen to participate in the survey; Thirty women were chosen from each of the four villages. The identification of challenges faced by dairy farm rural women was carried out through a systematic process. Initially, a thorough list of possible challenges was put together based on an intensive review of literature. Respondents were asked to discuss the challenges they had in handling dairy activities during the pre survey. Statements considered irrelevant or inappropriate for the local context were removed, while some additional challenges relevant to the study area were included based on their input. After careful scrutiny and validation, a final list of challenges was retained for the study. Every challenge was stated and assessed using a binary response system that offered two choices: Yes (1) denoting the challenge's existence and No (0) denoting its nonexistence. This binary scoring approach allowed for comparative study between the chosen blocks and objective measurement of challenges encountered by the respondents.
Frequency and percentage: Frequency was calculated to find out the number of responses in a particular category. 
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Fig. 1: Sampling procedure of the study
RESULTS AND DISCUSSSION
The findings of the study and their relevant interpretations are presented under the following sub-sections.
Table 1: Distribution of respondents according to their personal and socio-economic characteristics. 
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No.
	Variables
	Hisar-I
(n1 = 60)
f(%)
	Hisar-II
(n2 = 60)
f(%)

	1.
	Age (years)
	
	

	 
	Young  (19-32 yrs)
	20(33.33)
	24(40.00)

	
	Middle (33-46 yrs)
	22(36.67)
	26(43.33)

	
	Old       (47-60 yrs)
	18(30.00)
	10(16.67)

	2.
	Caste
	
	

	
	General
	47(78.33)
	51(85.00)

	
	Backward Class
	10(16.67)
	5(8.33)

	
	Scheduled Caste
	3(5.00)
	4(6.67)

	3.
	Marital status
	
	

	
	Married
	48(80.00)
	50(83.33)

	
	Unmarried
	7(11.67)
	8(13.33)

	
	Widow
	5(8.33)
	2(3.33)

	4.
	Educational status
	
	

	
	Illiterate
	11(18.33)
	9(15.00)

	
	Primary (1-4 std)
	8(13.33)
	23(38.33)

	
	Secondary (5-7 std)
	8(13.33)
	7(11.67)

	
	Higher Secondary (8-10 std)
	17(28.33)
	4(6.67)

	
	Senior Secondary (11-12 std)
	9(15.00)
	8(13.33)

	
	Graduate
	4(6.67)
	8(13.33)

	
	Post-graduate and above
	3(5.00)
	1(1.67)

	5. 
	Type of house
	
	

	
	Semi-pucca
	14(23.33)
	11(18.33)

	
	Pucca
	46(76.67)
	49(81.67)

	6.
	Type of family
	
	

	
	Nuclear
	28(46.67)
	34(56.67)

	
	Joint
	32(53.33)
	26(43.33)

	7. 
	Family size
	
	

	
	Small (Up to 4 members)
	16(26.67)
	21(35.00)

	
	Medium (5-8 members)
	35(58.33)
	30(50.00)

	
	Large (>8 members)
	9(15.00)
	9(15.00)

	8.
	Main Family Occupation
	
	

	
	Dairy farming
	36(60.00)
	32(53.33)

	
	Farming
	13(21.67)
	16(26.67)

	
	Service
	7(11.67)
	6(10.00)

	
	Business
	2(3.33)
	0(0)

	
	Self-employed
	0(0)
	5(8.33)

	
	Labour
	2(3.33)
	1(1.67)

	9. 
	Annual income (Rs.)
	
	

	
	1,50,000-3,00,000
	23(38.33)
	20(33.33)

	
	3,00,001-4,50,000
	31(51.67)
	36(60.00)

	
	4,50,001-6,00,000
	6(10.00)
	4(6.67)

	10. 
	Distribution of dairy farming rural women according to their occupation
	
	

	
	Housewife +Dairy farming
	57(95.00)
	49(81.67)

	
	Housewife +Dairy farming +Self-employed (stitching)
	3(5.00)
	9(15.00)

	
	Housewife +Dairy farming +Service
	0(0)
	2(3.33)

	11.
	Category of rural women (based on land holding)
	
	

	
	Landless
	4(6.67)
	7(11.67)

	
	Marginal (Up to 2.5 acres)
	35(58.33)
	32(53.33)

	
	Small (2.5-5.0 acres)
	10(16.67)
	13(21.67)

	
	Medium (5.0-10.0 acres)
	4(6.67)
	2(3.33)

	
	Large (above 10.0 acres)
	7(11.67)
	6(10.00)


*Figure in parentheses represents percent 


Age : The findings show that the majority of respondents in both blocks were middle-aged (33-46 years), making up 36.67 per cent in Hisar-I and 43.33 per cent in Hisar-II. Young respondents (19-32 years) made up 33.33 per cent in Hisar-I and 40.00 per cent in Hisar-II. A smaller percentage belonged to the older age group (47-60 years), especially in Hisar-II (16.67 percent). This suggests that women in their middle years who are economically active manage the majority of dairy operations in both blocks. These findings are consistent with Rachna et al. (2017), who reported that most dairy farmers belonged to the middle age group with a mean age of about 43 years and that joint families were predominant among rural dairy farmers.
Caste : The majority of respondents, 78.33 per cent in Hisar-I and 85.00 per cent in Hisar-II, fell into the General category. Backward Class women made up 16.67 per cent and 8.33 per cent in Hisar-I and Hisar-II, respectively, while Scheduled Caste representation remained relatively low in both blocks. This implies that women from the General category were more likely to participate in dairy farming in the chosen localities.
Marital Status: A large majority of respondents were married, accounting for 80.00 per cent in Hisar-I and 83.33 per cent in Hisar-II, which aligns with Rathod et al. (2011) who found a similar marital status and landholding pattern among dairy farmers.  The percentage of widower and single responders was rather small. This illustrates how married women contribute significantly to home livelihood activities and are primarily responsible for dairy farming.
Educational Status: The educational profile demonstrates differences between the two blocks. While the largest group (38.33%) in Hisar-II had only had primary school (1-4 standard), the largest proportion (28.33%) in Hisar-I had education up to higher secondary (8-10 standard). In Hisar-I, 18.33 per cent of people were illiterate and in Hisar-II, 15.00 per cent. In both blocks, just a small portion of respondents had completed graduation and post-graduation. The majority of respondents had basic to moderate levels of formal education, according to the findings overall.
Housing and Family Characteristics: Relatively stable housing circumstances were indicated by the majority of respondents (76.67% in Hisar-I and 81.67% in Hisar-II) living in pucca houses. Hisar-I had a higher percentage of joint families (53.33%), whereas Hisar-II had a higher percentage of nuclear families (56.67%). The majority of households in both blocks had five to eight members, indicating a modest level of labour availability and household responsibility. 
Main Family Occupation and Income: The majority of families' primary occupation was dairy farming (60.00% in Hisar-I and 53.33% in Hisar-II), with agriculture coming in second. Only a small percentage of respondents worked in labour, business, or service-related fields. More over half of the respondents in both blocks had an annual income between ₹3,00,001 and ₹4,50,000, suggesting that dairy farming households have intermediate income levels.
Occupational Combination of Rural Women: In addition to dairy farming, the vast majority of women were housewives (95.00% in Hisar-I and 81.67% in Hisar-II). A significantly greater percentage in Hisar-II coupled dairy farming with self-employment pursuits including service (3.33%) and stitching (15.00%). This implies that women in Hisar-II have a slightly higher level of occupational diversity.
Landholding Category: The vast majority of respondents (58.33% in Hisar-I and 53.33% in Hisar-II) were in the marginal landholding category (up to 2.5 acres). Small and medium farmers made up a smaller percentage and those without land made up 6.67 per cent and 11.67 per cent of Hisar-I and Hisar-II, respectively. This suggests that small and marginal landowners in the research area are primarily engaged in dairy farming.
	The results unambiguously show that the majority of middle-aged, married, marginal landholder rural women who work in dairy farming in both blocks reside in pucca homes with medium-sized children. The main source of income is dairy farming, which is occasionally augmented by small-scale self-employment or service work. This corresponds with the observations of Gulkari et al. (2014), who noted that women dairy farmers generally have medium annual incomes, small family sizes and moderate dairy farming experience.
Table 2: Livestock Possession and Dairy Related Characteristics 
	S. No.
	Variables
	Hisar-I
(n1 = 60)
f(%)
	Hisar-II
(n2 = 60)
f(%)

	1. 
	Livestock holding
	
	

	
	Small (1-4 animals)
	41(68.33)
	36(60.00)

	
	Medium (5-8 animals)
	15(25.00)
	21(35.00)

	
	Large (9-12 animals)
	4(6.67)
	3(5.00)

	2. 
	Type of livestock
	
	

	
	Milch buffalo
	83(40.69)
	67(38.07)

	
	Milch cow
	35(17.16)
	30(17.05)

	
	Buffalo calf
	46(22.55)
	44(25.00)

	
	Cow calf
	38(18.63)
	32(18.18)

	
	Ox
	2(0.98)
	3(1.70)

	3.
	Type of animal houses
	
	

	
	Open
	2(3.33)
	3(5.00)

	
	Thatched/ katcha
	17(28.33)
	20(33.33)

	
	Pucca
	41(68.33)
	37(61.67)

	4. 
	Milk production (litres per day)
	
	

	
	1-10 litres
	35(58.33)
	27(45.00)

	
	11-20 litres
	23(38.33)
	30(50.00)

	
	21-30 litres
	2(3.33)
	2(3.33)

	
	>30 litres
	0(0)
	1(1.67)

	5. 
	Milk selling outlets
	
	

	
	Nearby consumers
	52 (86.67)
	14(23.33)

	
	Local confectioners/sweet shops
	8(13.33)
	0

	
	Milkman/middlemen supplying to cities
	0
	27(45.00)

	
	Dairy cooperative society (e.g., Vita)
	0
	19(31.67)

	6. 
	Dairy farming experience (in years) 
	
	

	
	Low (3-15 yrs.)
	24(40.00)
	19(31.67)

	
	Medium (16-28 yrs.)
	20(33.33)
	26(43.33)

	
	High (29- 40 yrs.)
	16(26.67)
	15(25.00)


*Figure in parentheses represents percent 
Livestock Holding : As per the survey data, the majority of respondents- 68.33 per cent in Hisar-I and 60.00 per cent in Hisar-II, had small herds of one to four animals. A significant number of respondents kept medium-sized herds of five to eight animals, especially in Hisar-II (35.00%) as opposed to Hisar-I (25.00%). Few respondents in both blocks had huge herds of nine to twelve animals. With slightly more herd expansion seen in Hisar-II, this implies that dairy farming is mostly conducted on a small scale in the study area.
Type of Livestock: In both blocks, the majority of animals were Milch buffalo (40.69% in Hisar-I and 38.07% in Hisar-II), demonstrating their superiority in the dairy industry. A significant percentage of cow and buffalo calves were also present, indicating sustainable herd management techniques. In both blocks, oxen made up very little of the population, whereas milk cows made up over 17 per cent. The results show that in the chosen areas, dairying based on buffalo is more common than dairying based on cows.
Type of Animal Houses: A significant percentage of respondents (68.33% in Hisar-I and 61.67% in Hisar-II) kept pucca animal barns, suggesting comparatively superior livestock management infrastructure. In both blocks, however, about one-third of the respondents used katcha or thatched sheds. Few systems of open housing were kept up to date. This indicates a moderate level of infrastructure development in dairy houses, however there is still need for improvement. Findings similar to Prasad et al. (2017) who found 78 per cent pucca animal houses and 66 per cent of animals yielding 10-15 liters daily.
Milk Production litres per Day: The amount of milk produced in each block differed. While half of the respondents (50.00%) created 11-20 litres per day in Hisar-II, the majority of respondents (58.33%) produced 1-10 litres per day in Hisar-II. In all blocks, very few respondents said they produced more than 20 litres a day. This suggests that Hisar-II is comparatively more productive than Hisar-I.
Milk Marketing Outlets: The two blocks' approaches to milk marketing differed significantly from one another. The majority of respondents in Hisar-I (86.67%) sold milk directly to consumers in the area, while a smaller percentage supplied local confectioners. On the other hand, milkmen or intermediaries (45.00%) and dairy cooperative societies like Vita (31.67%) were the main ways that respondents in Hisar-II sold milk. In contrast to Hisar-I, which mostly depends on direct local sales, Hisar-II's dairy system is more structured and connected to the market.
Dairy Farming Experience: In terms of experience, the largest percentage of respondents (40.00%) in Hisar-I had low experience (3-15 years), even with the majority (43.33%) in Hisar-II had medium experience (16-28 years). In all blocks, around one-fourth of the respondents had a high level of experience (29-40 years). These results imply that dairy farming is a well-established source of income in the research region, with Hisar-II farmers having comparatively more expertise.
	The findings show that small-scale, buffalo-focused dairy production predominates in both blocks. Hisar-II has tighter integration with formal marketing channels and marginally higher milk production levels, whereas Hisar-I is more reliant on direct milk sales to local consumers. All things considered, the dairy business in both blocks shows a reasonable level of infrastructure development and a significant amount of rural women's farming experience.
Table 3: Institutional Exposure and Vet. Health Infrastructure Accessibility 
	S. No.
	Variables
	Hisar-I
(n1 = 60)
f(%)
	Hisar-II
(n2 = 60)
f(%)

	1.
	Formal training attended
	
	

	
	Yes
	4(6.67)
	0(0)

	2.
	Category of Veterinary services
	
	

	
	Government hospital is available and easily accessible
	19(31.67)
	37(61.67)

	
	Government hospital is available but people prefer private doctors
	11(18.33)
	23(38.33)

	
	No govt. hospital available but private doctors available
	13(21.67)
	0(0)

	
	No government hospital available; people travel to a nearby village for treatment
	17(28.33)
	0(0)


*Figure in parentheses represents percent 

Formal training attended: The findings show that rural women in both blocks participated in authorised dairy training programs at a very low rate. While none of the respondents in Hisar-II reported such exposure, just 6.67 percent of those in Hisar-I having attended training. Due to a lack of institutional support, the majority of responders in both blocks had never received any official training.

Category of Veterinary services: Better accessibility was demonstrated by Hisar-II in terms of veterinary services; 61.67 per cent of respondents said it was easily accessible to get services in government veterinary hospital. However, just 31.67 per cent of people in Hisar-I reported having the same access, while a significant portion relied on local doctors or seeking treatment in nearby villages. This indicates that Hisar-II has a more robust veterinary infrastructure than Hisar-I.

Table 4: Challenges faced by dairy farm rural women in dairy farming activities                                                                                        N=120
	S. No.
	Challenges
	Hisar-I
(n1 = 60)
f(%)
	Hisar-II
(n2 = 60)
f(%)

	1) 
	Financial challenges (e.g., difficulty accessing loans, high cost of inputs)
	50(83.33)
	54(90.00)

	2) 
	Lack of time due to dual responsibilities.
	50(83.33)
	47(78.33)

	3) 
	Poor lighting in animal sheds
	20(33.33)
	29(48.33)

	4) 
	Inadequate space for separate animal housing
	28(46.67)
	24(40.00)

	5) 
	Lack of milking skills
	5(8.33)
	18(30.00)

	6) 
	Lack of nutritious feed and forage scarcity 
	35(58.33)
	29(48.33)

	7) 
	Climate change/unpredictive weather change
	11(18.33)
	11(18.33)

	8) 
	Ineffective implementation of govt. policies and financial aid
	25(41.67)
	24(40.00)

	9) 
	Limited decision-making power
	25(41.67)
	26(43.33)

	10) 
	Limited access to veterinary care and services
	27(45.00)
	22(36.67)

	11) 
	Inadequate training and extension services tailored to women
	16(26.67)
	18(30.00)


*Figure in parentheses represents percent 


	

Fig. 2: Challenges faced by dairy farm rural women

	The data presented in  Table-4 shows a comparative distribution of challenges faced by dairy farm rural women in Hisar-I and Hisar-II blocks. The findings indicate that financial challenges emerged as one of the most significant challenges in both blocks, with 83.33 per  cent of respondents in Hisar-I and 90.00 per cent in Hisar-II reporting difficulty in accessing loans and managing high input costs. Lack of time due to dual household and dairy responsibilities was also highly reported, affecting 83.33 per cent of women in Hisar-I and 78.33 per cent in Hisar-II.  There was a moderate variation among the two blocks in terms of infrastructure restrictions. In Hisar-I, 33.33 per cent of respondents reported inadequate lighting in livestock shelters, while 48.33 per cent in Hisar-II. This suggests that Hisar-II has comparatively more infrastructure restrictions. Similarly, 46.67 per cent of respondents in Hisar-I and 40.00 per cent in Hisar-II cited insufficient space for separate animal housing. 
Regarding skill-related challenges, a noticeable distinction was noted. Just 8.33 per cent of respondents in Hisar-I reported having poor milking abilities, compared to a significantly larger percentage (30.00 per cent) in Hisar-II. Another significant problem that affected 58.33 per cent of women in Hisar-I and 48.33 per cent in Hisar-II was the lack of nutritious feed and forage. Institutional challenges, such as inadequate government policy implementation, were identified by 41.67 per cent of respondents in Hisar-I and 40.00 percent in Hisar-II. In Hisar-I and Hisar-II, 45.00 per cent and 36.67 per cent, respectively, reported having limited access to veterinary care. Similarly, approximately one-third of respondents in both blocks reported insufficient training and extension services meant especially for women. Notable issues were also highlighted in socio-personal elements. In Hisar-I, 41.67 per cent of women claimed to have  limited decision-making ability and in Hisar-II, 43.33 per cent did the same. 
	Overall, the results show that although time and money issues are prevalent in both blocks, there are differences in skill development, infrastructure and institutional support, suggesting that to successfully address these issues, location-specific interventions are required.

CONCLUSION 
	Financial limitations and the burden of dual household and dairy responsibilities emerged as the most significant challenges faced by rural women in both study areas. Variations in resource access and service delivery among the blocks are reflected in variations in infrastructure, skill levels and institutional support. Underlying gender restrictions in the dairy industry are further indicated by the continued lack of decision-making authority. These results highlight the need for gender-responsive approaches, better extension outreach and targeted financial support to improve the sustainability of dairy production in the area.
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Challenges faced by dairy farm rural women 

Hisar-I	(n1 = 60)	
Financial challenges 	Lack of time due to dual responsibilities.	Poor lighting in animal sheds	Inadequate space for separate animal housing	Lack of milking skills	Lack of nutritious feed and forage scarcity 	Climate change/unpredictive weather change	Ineffective implementation of govt. policies and financial aid	Limited decision-making power	Limited access to veterinary care and services	Inadequate training and extension services tailored to women	83.33	83.33	33.33	46.67	8.33	58.33	18.329999999999998	41.67	41.67	45	26.67	Hisar-II	(n2 = 60)	
Financial challenges 	Lack of time due to dual responsibilities.	Poor lighting in animal sheds	Inadequate space for separate animal housing	Lack of milking skills	Lack of nutritious feed and forage scarcity 	Climate change/unpredictive weather change	Ineffective implementation of govt. policies and financial aid	Limited decision-making power	Limited access to veterinary care and services	Inadequate training and extension services tailored to women	90	78.33	48.33	40	30	48.33	18.329999999999998	40	43.33	36.67	30	
Percentage







