
S
T
U
D
I
E
S

No. 14-03

Gender Balance in Villages of

Gujarat

Aalok Ranjan Chaurasia

‘Shyam’ Institute



This page is intentionally left blank



Gender Balance
in Villages of

Gujarat

Aalok Ranjan Chaurasia

December 2014





Introduction

Gender balance denotes equal opportunities for women and men including participation
in the social and economic production system. The centrality of gender balance in
achieving sustainable development has been increasingly recognised these days (United
Nations, 2014)). It is argued that dominant patterns of development and growth are
unsustainable in economic, social and environmental terms (International Labour
Organization, 2012) and they have coincided with rising inequalities in wealth, income
ad capabilities (United Nations, 2013; United Nations Development Programme, 2013).
Gender balance in the social and economic production system has been advocated to
address issues of sustainability of existing development processes, environmental
protection and to ensure continued growth.

An important yet neglected dimension of the gender balance in the social and economic
production system is the gender balance in rural society and economy. Women are not
equal partners in the development processes in the rural areas in most of the countries
and, often, social and economic disparities between women and men are the most acute
in the rural areas (Dekens and Voora, 2014). 

Promoting gender balance in the social and economic production system requires gender-
based analysis of the society and the economy. Such analysis facilitates appreciation and
recognition of the nature of relationships between women and men in the society and the
economy as regards their participation in the productive processes. Such an analysis also
helps in understanding their different social realities, life expectations and economic
circumstances in the context of planning and programming for sustainable development.
In the absence of gender-based analysis, potentially different effects of sustainable
development policies and programmes on women and men may be masked or obscured
which may limit the participation of women in the production system. On the other hand,
integrating gender-based analysis within the sustainable development planning and
programming processes ensures that sustainable development policies and programmes
are inclusive and consistent for informed policy-making and good governance and
contributes to reducing inequality and eradicating poverty. 

The above considerations constitute the basis for the present paper. It attempts to analyse
gender balance in the grass roots level social and economic production system in Gujarat
in the context of continued growth and sustainable development. The paper is expected
to facilitate gender sensitisation of sustainable development challenges and concerns at the
village level. This sensitisation is expected to lead to gender positive sustainable
development planning and programming at the grass roots level. A gender positive 
sustainable development planning and programming is the first step to address women’s
related development issues in a more effective and environmentally friendly manner. At
the same time, such an analysis will provide the necessary empirical evidence for
promoting the participation of rural women in the social and economic production system
at the grass roots level.

1



Data

The analysis is based on the primary census abstract of the 2011 population census
provides female and male count in the village for the total population, population 0-6
years of age, literate population and working population. The working population is
classified into main workers and marginal workers while marginal workers are further
classified into marginal workers who worked for 3-6 months during the year prior to the
census and marginal workers who worked for less than 3 months. In all categories,
workers have been grouped as cultivators, agricultural labourers, household industry
workers and other workers. Primary census abstract is the only source of data about the
gender composition of population at the village level.

According to the 2011 population census, there were 18225 villages of varying population
size in Gujarat. There was no inhabitant in 382 villages at the time of the census whereas
in 118 villages, total number of households was less than 10. As such, these 500 villages
have been excluded and the present analysis is restricted to 17725 villages which had at
least 10 households at the time of the census. Village Dhari in district Mahesana was the
largest village at the 2011 population census with a population of 30352. In addition,
there were 165 villages which had a population of at least 10000 whereas 952 villages had
a population ranging from 5000 to 9999. On the other hand, there were 21 villages where
population enumerated was less than 10 whereas in 221 villages, the population
enumerated at the 2011 population census  ranged between 10 to 99.

Measures of Gender Balance

Gender balance can be defined in terms of 1) ratio of males to females; 2) ratio of females
to males; 3) proportion of males; and 4) proportion of females. The four measures are
complementary in the sense that the knowledge of any one of the four permits estimation
of the remaining three. Female to male or male to female ratios, popularly known as the
sex ratio are the most commonly used. Sex ratio is however not bounded from the above
and may be infinite. When the size of the population is small, the sex ratio, as a measure
of gender balance may be unrealistically high or low.

The proportionate share of females or proportionate share of males, on the other hand,
are bounded from the below and from the above and, therefore, are more appropriate to
measure the gender balance. In the present analysis, we use the proportionate share of
females (PF) as the measure of gender balance. When PF=0.5, the number of females are
the same as the number of males and hence sex ratio - number of females to number of
males or number of males to number of females is 1. When PF=0, the sex ratio measured
in terms of the ratio of females to males in the population is 0 but the sex ratio measured
in terms of the ratio of males to females becomes indeterminate. Similarly, when PF=1,
the sex ratio measured in terms of the ratio of females to males becomes indeterminate.
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Gender Balance in Villages of Gujarat

We have calculated the proportion share of females in the population for each of the
17725 villages of Gujarat as well as in 30 sub-groups of the population for which female
and male count are available through the 2011 population census. It is, however, observed
that all the 30 population sub-groups were not present in all the 17725 villages of the state
at the time of population census (Table 1). In one village of the state, there was no
population aged 0-6 years. Similarly, in 30 per cent villages of the state, there was no
Scheduled Castes population while in 38 per cent of the villages, there was no Scheduled
Tribes population and in a substantial proportion of villages, there was no worker engaged
in household level industrial activity.

Wide variation in the proportionate share of females (PF) across villages is reflected
through the kernel density plot (Figure 1) and summary measures of inter-village
distribution (Table 2). Village Girinar Hills of sub-district Junagadh in district Junagadh
of the state had the lowest proportion of females in the state. In addition, there were 51
villages where females constituted 10-40 per cent of the village population. On the other
hand, in village Merwada of sub-district Palanpur in district Banas Kantha, females
constituted more than 64 per cent of the village population which is the highest in the
state. In addition to Merwada, there are three villages where females constituted more
than 60 per cent of the village population. However, the simple un-weighted average of
the proportionate share of females in 17725 villages of the state is estimated to be 0.488
which means a sex ratio of 953 females for every 1000 males. Figure 1 suggests that in
most of the villages of the state, the proportionate share of females in the population
varied in the narrow range of 0.40-0.60. There are however a small proportion of villages
where the gender imbalance, either in favour of females or against females - is quite
substantial. The inter-quartile range also suggests that in most of the villages, the
proportionate share of females is very close to the state average.

Inter-village variation in the proportionate share of females in different population sub-
groups is revealing as reflected through kernel density plots presented in Figure 2 and
summary measures of presented in table 2. For example, there was one village where
more than 90 per cent of the literates were females whereas in 7 villages, no literate was
female. In 34 villages of the state, there was no female worker but in 4 villages, more than
60 per cent of the workers were females. In 145 villages, there was no female main
worker but in 3 villages, all main workers were females at the 2011 population census.
In fact, in 27 of the 30 population subgroups for which the gender composition of the
population is available through the 2011 population census, the proportionate share of
females varies from 0 to 1. This means that there was at least one village in the state where
there was no female population (PF=0) in these population sub-groups. Similarly, there
was at least one village where there was no male population (PF=1) in these population
sub-groups. In these villages, the gender imbalance in respective population sub-groups
is at its extreme.
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The shape of the kernel density plot suggests how villages are distributed in terms of the
proportionate share of females in the population and in different sub-groups of the
population. In case of total population, population aged 0-6 years, population aged 7 years
and above, Scheduled Castes, Scheduled Tribes and literates, the inter-village distribution
of the proportionate share of females is very close to a normal curve. However, in case
of workers and in different categories of workers, the shape of the inter-village
distribution of the proportionate share of females is different. In case of total workers, the
inter-village distribution is negatively skewed which implies that in majority of the
villages, the proportionate share of females in the workforce is higher than the state
average. In case of agricultural labourers, household industry workers and other workers
also, the inter-village distribution is negatively skewed. However, in case of cultivators,
the inter-village distribution is positively skewed which implies that in majority of the
villages, the proportionate share of females in cultivators is less than the state average.

The inter-village distribution of the proportionate share of females is also different in case
of main workers as compared to marginal workers. In case of marginal workers, the inter-
village distribution is positively skewed in all categories whereas in case of marginal
workers, the inter-village distribution is negatively skewed in all categories. Positive
skewness means that in majority of villages, the proportionate share of females is smaller
than the mean value. A negative skewness implies that in majority of villages, the
proportionate share of females is larger than the mean value.

It is logical to assume that the proportionate share of females in different population sub-
groups within the same village may be correlated. Accounting for this correlation is
necessary to analyse pattern of gender balance. We have applied the factor analysis
procedure to combine different population sub-groups into major population domains on
the basis of the variation in proportionate share of females in different population sub-
groups across villages. The analysis however was restricted to only those population sub-
groups which were present in at least 95 per cent villages at the time of 2011 population
census. Moreover, other workers category, either main or marginal, was also not included
in the analysis as this category is a residual category. Initial application of the factor
analysis procedure revealed a low value of the K-M-O measure of sampling adequacy.
Therefore, different population sub–groups were removed from the analysis selectively
until K-M-O measure of more than 0.6 was achieved. This final set, comprising of the
following population sub-groups was retained for further analysis:

1. Population aged 0-6 years
2. Population aged 7 years and above
3. Literate population
4. Workers
5. Main workers
6. Main cultivators
7. Main agricultural labourers
8. Marginal workers who worked for 3-6 months in the year.
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Application of the factor analysis procedure suggests that 7 of the 8 population sub-groups
listed above can be grouped in 3 population domains in the context of the proportionate
share of females in the population sub-group. The proportionate share of females in the
population aged 0-6 years has not been found to be associated with any of the three
population domains identified through the application of the factor analysis method and
so it was excluded from further analysis. The three population domains accounted for
almost 76 per cent of the total variation in the proportionate share of females in different
population sub-groups across the villages of the state. The K-M-O measure was 0.606
while the Batrlett’s test for sphericity was found to be statistically significant which
confirmed that the factor analysis model was appropriate for the present application.
Results of the factor analysis suggested that variation in the proportionate share of females
in the 8 population sub-groups across the villages of the state can be described in terms of
the proportionate share of females in three population domains (Table 3).

The first population domain has high loadings in three population sub-groups - main
workers, main cultivators and main agricultural labourers - and accounts for almost one
third of the total variation. This means that the proportionate share of females in main
workers is strongly correlated with the proportionate share of females in main cultivators
and proportionate share of females in main agricultural workers. This population domain
may be termed as the main workers domain.

The second population domain has high loadings in two population sub-groups - workers
and marginal workers - and accounts for almost 22 per cent of the total variance. This
domain suggests that the proportionate share of females in total workers is strongly
correlated with the proportionate share of females in marginal workers but not with the
proportionate share of females in main workers. This domain may be termed as marginal
workers domain.

Finally, the third population domain has high loadings in two population sub-groups -
population aged 7 years and above and literate population - and accounts for more than
21 per cent of the total variation. This domain suggests that inter-village variation in the
proportionate share of females in literate population is highly correlated with the
proportionate share of females in the population aged 7 years and above. This population
domain may be termed as the domain of the literate population.

Using the factor scores generated through factor, we grouped villages using a two-step
clustering algorithm. This exercise suggested that 16531 (93.3 per cent) villages of the
state can be grouped into three clusters. The first cluster comprises of 5724 (32.3 per
cent) villages while the second cluster comprises of 4633 (26.1 per cent) villages. Finally,
the third cluster comprises of 6174 (34.8 per cent) villages. In addition, 1194 (6.7 per
cent) villages could not be classified in any cluster as the factor score could not be
calculated for at least one of the three population domains. The Silhouette measure of
cohesion and separation was found to be more than 0.5 which suggested that the cluster
quality was good and clusters were clearly distinguished. Discriminant analysis suggested
that clustering exercise correctly classified 95.7 per cent of the originally grouped villages.
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The correct classification rate was 94 per cent in cluster one; almost 93 per cent in cluster
two and more than 99 per cent in cluster 3.

Table 4 presents summary measures of inter-village distribution in the proportionate share
of females in different population groups in the three clusters. The centroid (median value
of the proportionate share of females) of the three clusters is very close in the total
population but both range and inter-quartile range are the widest in cluster 1 but the
narrowest in cluster 2 suggesting that within cluster variability is more in cluster 1 than
in cluster 3 and cluster 2. A similar scenario may be observed in other population sub-
groups also. The proportionate share of females, however, is more marked in the working
population. For example, the proportionate share of females in the working population
is almost 44 per cent in cluster 1 but only around 18 per cent in cluster 2 reflecting very
high degree of gender imbalance in cluster 2. Among the main workers, the gender
imbalance appears to be the highest in cluster 3 closely followed by cluster 2 but relatively
much lower in cluster 1. In cluster 3, the proportionate share of females in main workers
is, on average, only 11 per cent whereas it is almost 36 per cent in cluster 1.

Finally, table 5 shows how villages in different districts are distributed across clusters as
compared to the distribution of villages across clusters in the state as a whole. The
proportion of villages in a cluster in a district has been compared to the proportion of
villages in that cluster for the state as a whole and districts which have significantly higher
proportion have been identified. This exercise suggests that concentration of villages
belonging to cluster 1 is statistically significantly higher than the state average in 8 districts
- Rajkot, Bhavnagar, Dahod, The Dangs, Navsari, Valsad, Surat and Tapi. Five of the eight
districts are located in the southern part of the state and they constitute the geographical
continuity. Similarly, concentration of villages belonging to cluster 2 is statistically
significantly higher in 7 districts - Kachch, Mahesana, Gandhinagar, Ahmedabad, Anand,
Kheda and Bharuch. Five of these seven districts are located in central Gujarat and they
again constitute a geographical continuity. On the other hand, concentration of villages
belonging to cluster 3 is more than the state average in five districts - Banaskantha,
Sabarkantha, Panch Mahals, Dahod, and Vadodara. All the five districts are geographically
contiguous and four of the five districts are located in the northern and eastern part of the
state. This leaves 7 districts - Patan, Surendranagar, Jamnagar, Porbandar, Junagadh,
Amreli and Narmada - where the distribution of villages across the three clusters is nearly
the same as the state average. Four of these seven districts constitute geographical
continuity and are located in the Saurashtra region of the state. There is thus clear regional
pattern as far as the gender balance of the population is concerned. The pattern of gender
balance in majority of the villages located in the southern part of the state is different than
the pattern of gender balance in majority of the villages located in the northern and
eastern part of the state and villages located in the central part. Finally, the pattern of
gender balance across villages in the Saurashtra region is very much similar to state
average. District Dahod is the only district where concentration of villages is higher than
the state average in two clusters - cluster 1 and cluster 3. As a result, less than 3 per cent
of the villages of this district belong to cluster 2. 
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Conclusions

The present analysis is probably and so obviously the first to analyse gender balance at the
grass roots level. The analysis reveals that the variation in gender balance across villages
of the state can be conceptualised in terms of variation in the proportionate share of
females in main workers, proportionate share of females in marginal workers and
proportionate share of females in the literate population. The analysis also suggests that
there is a clear regional pattern in the concentration of villages belonging to different
clusters. There is a heavy concentration of villages belonging to cluster one in the southern
part of the state. The proportionate share of females in the main work force is
comparatively very high. The proportionate share of females in marginal workforce is also
high in villages belonging to this cluster. On the other hand, villages belonging to cluster
two are largely concentrated in the central part of the state. The proportionate share of
females in the main workforce is very low in villages of this cluster whereas the
proportionate share of females in the marginal workforce is the lowest among the three
clusters. Finally, villages belonging to cluster three are largely concentrated in the
northern and eastern part of the state. In villages of this cluster, the proportionate share
of females in the main workforce is the lowest but the proportionate share of females in
the marginal workforce is the highest among the three clusters. In addition, villages
belonging to the three clusters are almost evenly distributed in the Saurashtra region of
the state. 

The analysis suggests that factors that influence participation of women in the social and
economic production system at the grass roots level are different in different parts of the
state. In most of the villages located in the northern and eastern parts of the state, women
have very limited opportunities of work for at least six months in a year so that the gender
balance among main workers is highly unfavourable to females whereas gender balance
among marginal workers is highly favourable to females. The policy option for these
villages is obviously to create opportunities for full participation of women in the social
and economic production system so as that women can migrate from marginal work to
main work. By contrast, in most of the villages located in the central part of the state,
there appears very limited work opportunities for women as gender balance is
unfavourable to females among both main and marginal workers. Creating opportunities
for the participation of women in the social and economic system appears to be a major
challenge. In most of the villages located in the southern part of the state, creating
conditions for women to migrate from marginal to main work appears to be an
appropriate strategy to thrive for promoting participation of women in the social and
economic production system. There is obviously the need to gender main-streaming the
village level development planning and programming process to address gender related
development issues at the grass roots level.
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Table 1
Number of villages where different population sub-groups were present at the time of

2011 population census

Population sub-group Villages for which
gender indicator

could be calculated

Proportion
females

Sex ratio
(F/M)

Number Proportion
(Per cent)

Population 17725 100.0 0.487 0.949
Population 0-6 years 17724 100.0 0.477 0.912
Population 7 years and above 17725 100.0 0.489 0.957

Scheduled Castes 12406 70.0 0.485 0.942
Scheduled Tribes 10980 61.9 0.496 0.984
Literates 17718 100.0 0.418 0.718
Workers 17725 100.0 0.347 0.531

Main cultivators 17559 99.1 0.223 0.287
Main agricultural labourers 17522 98.9 0.474 0.901
Household industry workers 11410 64.4 0.375 0.600
Other main workers 17529 98.9 0.298 0.425

Main workers 17721 100.0 0.230 0.299
Main cultivators 17525 98.9 0.143 0.167
Main agricultural labourers 17323 97.7 0.335 0.504
Household industry workers 10289 58.0 0.240 0.316
Other main workers 17454 98.5 0.218 0.279

Marginal workers 17725 100.0 0.721 2.584
Cultivators 17559 99.1 0.764 3.237
Agricultural labourers 17522 98.9 0.731 2.717
Household industry workers 11410 64.4 0.677 2.096
Other workers 17529 98.9 0.648 1.841

Marginal (3-6) workers 16984 95.8 0.729 2.690
Cultivators 14055 79.3 0.776 3.464
Agricultural labourers 15759 88.9 0.738 2.817
Household industry workers 6167 34.8 0.682 2.145
Other workers 14804 83.5 0.659 1.933

Marginal (0-3) workers 12295 69.4 0.649 1.849
Cultivators 6811 38.4 0.684 2.165
Agricultural labourers 9791 55.2 0.668 2.012
Household industry workers 2265 12.8 0.643 1.801
Other workers 7702 43.5 0.551 1.227

Source: Author’s calculations
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Table 2
Summary measures of inter-village variation in the proportion of females in different population groups

Population Proportion of females Females/Males N
Lowest Mean Median Highest SD IQR Lowest Mean Median Highest

Total 0.036 0.488 0.488 0.646 0.019 0.018 0.037 0.953 0.953 1.825 17725
0-6 years 0.000 0.477 0.478 1.000 0.050 0.050 0.000 0.912 0.916 na 17724
7 years and above 0.036 0.490 0.490 0.649 0.020 0.019 0.037 0.961 0.961 1.849 17725
Scheduled Castes 0.000 0.481 0.486 1.000 0.091 0.048 0.000 0.927 0.946 na 12406
Scheduled Tribes 0.000 0.483 0.493 1.000 0.121 0.036 0.000 0.934 0.972 na 10980
Literates 0.000 0.412 0.416 0.909 0.043 0.053 0.000 0.701 0.712 9.989 17718
Workers 0.000 0.338 0.366 0.652 0.142 0.231 0.000 0.511 0.577 1.874 17725

Cultivators 0.000 0.174 0.103 1.000 0.167 0.260 0.000 0.211 0.115 na 17559
Agricultural labourers 0.000 0.443 0.456 1.000 0.207 0.267 0.000 0.795 0.838 na 17522
Household industry workers 0.000 0.314 0.250 1.000 0.324 0.500 0.000 0.458 0.333 na 11410
Other workers 0.000 0.294 0.226 1.000 0.228 0.288 0.000 0.416 0.292 na 17529

Main workers 0.000 0.212 0.190 1.000 0.141 0.231 0.000 0.269 0.235 na 17721
Cultivators 0.000 0.114 0.053 1.000 0.137 0.141 0.000 0.129 0.056 na 17525
Agricultural labourers 0.000 0.306 0.290 1.000 0.207 0.312 0.000 0.441 0.408 na 17323
Household industry workers 0.000 0.202 0.047 1.000 0.287 0.333 0.000 0.253 0.049 na 10289
Other workers 0.000 0.225 0.159 1.000 0.203 0.213 0.000 0.290 0.189 na 17454
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Population Proportion of females Females/Males N
Lowest Mean Median Highest SD IQR Lowest Mean Median Highest

Marginal workers 0.000 0.650 0.707 1.000 0.252 0.339 0.000 1.857 2.413 na 17725
Cultivators 0.000 0.569 0.628 1.000 0.342 0.568 0.000 1.320 1.688 na 17559
Agricultural labourers 0.000 0.662 0.727 1.000 0.270 0.358 0.000 1.959 2.663 na 17522
Household industry workers 0.000 0.589 0.667 1.000 0.396 0.800 0.000 1.433 2.003 na 11410
Other workers 0.000 0.520 0.500 1.000 0.326 0.552 0.000 1.083 1.000 na 17529

Marginal workers (3-6 months) 0.000 0.651 0.713 1.000 0.260 0.348 0.000 1.865 2.484 na 16984
Cultivators 0.000 0.571 0.635 1.000 0.349 0.604 0.000 1.331 1.740 na 14055
Agricultural labourers 0.000 0.662 0.732 1.000 0.278 0.375 0.000 1.959 2.731 na 15759
Household industry workers 0.000 0.590 0.667 1.000 0.401 0.833 0.000 1.439 2.003 na 6167
Other workers 0.000 0.521 0.500 1.000 0.333 0.568 0.000 1.088 1.000 na 14804

Marginal workers (0-3 months) 0.000 0.583 0.625 1.000 0.314 0.433 0.000 1.398 1.667 na 12295
Cultivators 0.000 0.568 0.636 1.000 0.382 0.791 0.000 1.315 1.747 na 6811
Agricultural labourers 0.000 0.634 0.667 1.000 0.324 0.463 0.000 1.732 2.003 na 9791
Household industry workers 0.000 0.589 0.750 1.000 0.435 1.000 0.000 1.433 3.000 na 2265
Other workers 0.000 0.483 0.500 1.000 0.393 0.909 0.000 0.934 1.000 na 7702

Source: Author’s calculations
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Table 3
Results of the factor analysis

Variable Loadings

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

PF (population aged 7 years and above 0.846

PF (Literates) 0.870

PF (Workers) 0.773

PF (Main workers) 0.921

PF (Main cultivators) 0.774

PF (Main agricultural labourers) 0.800

PF (marginal workers 3-6 months) 0.915

Remarks: Only those loadings are shown which are more than 0.700

Variance explained 32.93 21.83 21.23

K-M-O measure 0.606

Bartlett’s test of sphericity

Approximate P2 36466.96

df 21

p .000

Source: Author’s calculations

12



Table 4
Gender balance in different clusters

Indicator Minimum Q1 Median Q2 Maximum N No
population

Cluster 1

1 Total population 0.0970 0.4814 0.4909 0.5009 0.6087 5724 0

2 Population 0-6 years 0.0000 0.4551 0.4801 0.5052 0.8000 5724 0

3 Population 7 years and above 0.0834 0.4825 0.4927 0.5028 0.6197 5724 0
4 Scheduled Castes 0.0000 0.4603 0.4873 0.5130 1.0000 3765 1959
5 Scheduled Tribes 0.0000 0.4806 0.4973 0.5088 1.0000 3806 1918
6 Literates 0.0523 0.3843 0.4154 0.4444 0.9091 5724 0
7 Workers 0.0243 0.3715 0.4384 0.4866 0.6061 5724 0
8 Cultivators 0.0000 0.1074 0.2748 0.4097 1.0000 5724 0

9 Agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.4532 0.5185 0.6289 1.0000 5724 0
10 Household industry workers 0.0000 0.0000 0.3333 0.5556 1.0000 5724 0
11 Other workers 0.0000 0.1694 0.2857 0.4603 1.0000 3565 2159
12 Main workers 0.0023 0.2934 0.3562 0.4258 0.9009 5670 54
13 Main cultivators 0.0000 0.0769 0.2157 0.3511 1.0000 5724 0
14 Main agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.3966 0.4756 0.5693 1.0000 4870 854
15 Main household industry workers 0.0000 0.0000 0.2000 0.5000 1.0000 5352 372
16 Main other workers 0.0000 0.1336 0.2308 0.3889 1.0000 2181 3543
17 Marginal workers 0.0000 0.5556 0.6957 0.8139 1.0000 5039 685
18 Marginal cultivators 0.0000 0.4000 0.6667 0.8768 1.0000 5724 0
19 Marginal agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.5714 0.7247 0.8571 1.0000 4779 945
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Indicator Minimum Q1 Median Q2 Maximum N No
population

20 Marginal household industry workers 0.0000 0.3333 0.6667 1.0000 1.0000 5294 430
21 Marginal other workers 0.0000 0.3333 0.5385 0.8000 1.0000 1987 3737
22 Marginal (3-6) workers 0.0000 0.5556 0.7045 0.8269 1.0000 4975 749
23 Marginal (3-6) cultivators 0.0000 0.4000 0.6667 0.8950 1.0000 4098 1626
24 Marginal (3-6) agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.5714 0.7351 0.8667 1.0000 2377 3347
25 Marginal (3-6) household industry workers 0.0000 0.3333 0.6667 1.0000 1.0000 3206 2518
26 Marginal (3-6) other workers 0.0000 0.3333 0.5333 0.8000 1.0000 743 4981
27 Marginal (0-3) workers 0.0000 0.4444 0.6140 0.8269 1.0000 2507 3217
28 Marginal (0-3) cultivators 0.0000 0.3333 0.6667 1.0000 1.0000 5724 0
29 Marginal (0-3) agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.5000 0.6667 0.9688 1.0000 5724 0
30 Marginal (0-3) household industry workers 0.0000 0.0000 0.6667 1.0000 1.0000 3884 1840
31 Marginal (0-3) other workers 0.0000 0.0000 0.5000 1.0000 1.0000 5684 40

Cluster 2
1 Total population 0.4158 0.4778 0.4850 0.4932 0.5682 4633 0
2 Population 0-6 years 0.2069 0.4494 0.4731 0.4963 0.7091 4633 0
3 Population 7 years and above 0.4188 0.4793 0.4869 0.4952 0.5769 4633 0
4 Scheduled Castes 0.0000 0.4615 0.4843 0.5054 1.0000 3911 722
5 Scheduled Tribes 0.0000 0.4563 0.4867 0.5025 1.0000 2793 1840
6 Literates 0.2105 0.4008 0.4248 0.4462 0.5641 4633 0
7 Workers 0.0000 0.1084 0.1822 0.2460 0.5043 4633 0
8 Cultivators 0.0000 0.0246 0.0522 0.1054 1.0000 4633 0
9 Agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.1465 0.2590 0.3636 1.0000 4633 0
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Indicator Minimum Q1 Median Q2 Maximum N No
population

10 Household industry workers 0.0000 0.0000 0.1176 0.3333 1.0000 4633 0
11 Other workers 0.0000 0.0860 0.1414 0.2414 1.0000 3152 1481
12 Main workers 0.0000 0.0706 0.1313 0.2017 0.5000 4611 22

13 Main cultivators 0.0000 0.0179 0.0395 0.0789 1.0000 4633 0
14 Main agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.0930 0.1957 0.3071 1.0000 3760 873
15 Main household industry workers 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.2143 1.0000 4241 392
16 Main other workers 0.0000 0.0700 0.1172 0.1972 1.0000 1857 2776
17 Marginal workers 0.0000 0.2308 0.4286 0.5784 0.9455 4170 463
18 Marginal cultivators 0.0000 0.0000 0.3636 0.6667 1.0000 4633 0
19 Marginal agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.2358 0.4894 0.6667 1.0000 3662 971
20 Marginal household industry workers 0.0000 0.0000 0.5000 1.0000 1.0000 4201 432
21 Marginal other workers 0.0000 0.0984 0.3077 0.5000 1.0000 1700 2933
22 Marginal (3-6) workers 0.0000 0.2132 0.4103 0.5693 0.8889 4129 504
23 Marginal (3-6) cultivators 0.0000 0.0000 0.3333 0.6667 1.0000 3163 1470
24 Marginal (3-6) agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.2069 0.4615 0.6528 1.0000 1455 3178
25 Marginal (3-6) household industry workers 0.0000 0.0000 0.4641 1.0000 1.0000 2382 2251

26 Marginal (3-6) other workers 0.0000 0.0769 0.3000 0.5000 1.0000 660 3973
27 Marginal (0-3) workers 0.0000 0.2000 0.5000 0.7500 1.0000 2157 2476
28 Marginal (0-3) cultivators 0.0000 0.0000 0.5000 1.0000 1.0000 4633 0
29 Marginal (0-3) agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.2500 0.5714 0.8615 1.0000 4633 0
30 Marginal (0-3) household industry workers 0.0000 0.0000 0.6667 1.0000 1.0000 3353 1280
31 Marginal (0-3) other workers 0.0000 0.0000 0.3235 0.6667 1.0000 4618 15
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Indicator Minimum Q1 Median Q2 Maximum N No
population

Cluster 3
1 Total population 0.4129 0.4802 0.4887 0.4979 0.5706 6174 0
2 Population 0-6 years 0.0909 0.4545 0.4788 0.5029 0.7368 6174 0
3 Population 7 years and above 0.4106 0.4817 0.4904 0.5000 0.5833 6174 0
4 Scheduled Castes 0.0000 0.4606 0.4850 0.5065 1.0000 4295 1879
5 Scheduled Tribes 0.0000 0.4712 0.4932 0.5069 1.0000 3757 2417

6 Literates 0.1724 0.3830 0.4099 0.4329 0.5974 6174 0
7 Workers 0.0130 0.3161 0.4106 0.4795 0.5897 6174 0
8 Cultivators 0.0000 0.0331 0.0862 0.2627 0.8537 6174 0
9 Agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.3846 0.5018 0.6304 1.0000 6174 0
10 Household industry workers 0.0000 0.0000 0.2727 0.5000 1.0000 6174 0
11 Other workers 0.0000 0.1395 0.2651 0.4977 1.0000 3345 2829
12 Main workers 0.0000 0.0599 0.1135 0.1836 0.5121 6075 99
13 Main cultivators 0.0000 0.0135 0.0309 0.0645 0.3684 6174 0
14 Main agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.0870 0.1852 0.3014 1.0000 5470 704
15 Main household industry workers 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.2174 1.0000 5983 191
16 Main other workers 0.0000 0.0769 0.1449 0.2689 1.0000 2616 3558
17 Marginal workers 0.3243 0.7500 0.8301 0.9081 1.0000 5469 705
18 Marginal cultivators 0.0000 0.4444 0.7558 0.9280 1.0000 6174 0

19 Marginal agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.7210 0.8262 0.9167 1.0000 5407 767
20 Marginal household industry workers 0.0000 0.3944 0.7857 1.0000 1.0000 5972 202
21 Marginal other workers 0.0000 0.4286 0.7000 0.9167 1.0000 2429 3745
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Indicator Minimum Q1 Median Q2 Maximum N No
population

22 Marginal (3-6) workers 0.4074 0.7577 0.8386 0.9194 1.0000 5412 762
23 Marginal (3-6) cultivators 0.0000 0.4531 0.7717 0.9412 1.0000 4779 1395
24 Marginal (3-6) agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.7255 0.8350 0.9270 1.0000 2890 3284
25 Marginal (3-6) household industry workers 0.0000 0.3846 0.8235 1.0000 1.0000 4070 2104
26 Marginal (3-6) other workers 0.0000 0.4286 0.7179 0.9297 1.0000 835 5339
27 Marginal (0-3) workers 0.0000 0.5000 0.6885 0.8750 1.0000 2910 3264
28 Marginal (0-3) cultivators 0.0000 0.2857 0.6667 1.0000 1.0000 6174 0
29 Marginal (0-3) agriculture labourers 0.0000 0.5000 0.7417 0.9500 1.0000 6174 0
30 Marginal (0-3) household industry workers 0.0000 0.0000 0.8000 1.0000 1.0000 3905 2269
31 Marginal (0-3) other workers 0.0000 0.0909 0.6000 1.0000 1.0000 6113 61
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Table 5
Distribution of villages in different clusters by districts

District Cluster Proportionate distribution (Per cent) Villages excluded
from analysis

N

1 2 3 Total 1 2 3 Total Number Per cent

Kachchh 145 305 234 684 21.2 44.6 34.2 100.0 175 20.4 859
Banas Kantha 397 231 518 1146 34.6 20.2 45.2 100.0 86 7.0 1232
Patan  141 149 207 497 28.4 30.0 41.7 100.0 20 3.9 517
Mahesana 121 227 216 564 21.5 40.2 38.3 100.0 33 5.5 597
Sabar Kantha 451 253 538 1242 36.3 20.4 43.3 100.0 116 8.5 1358
Gandhinagar 54 127 66 247 21.9 51.4 26.7 100.0 5 2.0 252
Ahmedabad 84 216 193 493 17.0 43.8 39.1 100.0 12 2.4 505
Surendranagar 223 153 249 625 35.7 24.5 39.8 100.0 22 3.4 647
Rajkot 323 264 214 801 40.3 33.0 26.7 100.0 32 3.8 833
Jamnagar 184 208 222 614 30.0 33.9 36.2 100.0 60 8.9 674
Porbandar 45 42 56 143 31.5 29.4 39.2 100.0 21 12.8 164
Junagadh 315 187 320 822 38.3 22.7 38.9 100.0 45 5.2 867
Amreli 201 140 251 592 34.0 23.6 42.4 100.0 21 3.4 613
Bhavnagar 300 229 209 738 40.7 31.0 28.3 100.0 43 5.5 781
Anand  32 172 140 344 9.3 50.0 40.7 100.0 3 0.9 347
Kheda 108 274 220 602 17.9 45.5 36.5 100.0 12 2.0 614
Panch Mahals 319 149 612 1080 29.5 13.8 56.7 100.0 115 9.6 1195
Dahod  317 19 334 670 47.3 2.8 49.9 100.0 20 2.9 690
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District Cluster Proportionate distribution (Per cent) Villages excluded
from analysis

N

1 2 3 Total 1 2 3 Total Number Per cent

Vadodara 346 452 620 1418 24.4 31.9 43.7 100.0 108 7.1 1526
Narmada 194 98 213 505 38.4 19.4 42.2 100.0 50 9.0 555
Bharuch 164 304 140 608 27.0 50.0 23.0 100.0 38 5.9 646
The Dangs 182 1 70 253 71.9 0.4 27.7 100.0 55 17.9 308
Navsari  202 124 37 363 55.6 34.2 10.2 100.0 9 2.4 372
Valsad 211 110 92 413 51.1 26.6 22.3 100.0 20 4.6 433
Surat 343 178 117 638 53.8 27.9 18.3 100.0 51 7.4 689
Tapi 322 21 86 429 75.1 4.9 20.0 100.0 22 4.9 451
Gujarat 5724 4633 6174 16531 34.6 28.0 37.3 100.0 1194 6.7 17725

Source: Author’s calculations
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Figure 1
Inter-village distribution of the proportion of females (PF) in the rural population
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Population 0-6 years Population 7 years and above Scheduled Castes Scheduled Tribes Literates

Workers

Figure 2
Kernel density plot of inter-village distribution of PF in different population sub-groups

Cultivators Agricultural workers Household industry workers Other workers
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Figure 2
Kernel density plot of inter-village distribution of PF in different population sub-groups

Main workers Main cultivators Main agricultural workers Main household industry workers Main other workers

Marginal workers Marginal cultivators Marginal agricultural labourers Marginal household industry workers Marginal other workers
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Figure 2
Kernel density plot of inter-village distribution of PF in different population sub-groups

Marginal workers (3-6)
Marginal cultivators (3-6) Marginal agricultural labourers (3-6) Marginal household industry workers (3-6) Marginal other workers (3-6)

Marginal workers (0-3)
Marginal cultivators (0-3) Marginal agricultural labourers (0-3) Marginal household industry workers (0-3) Marginal other workers (0-3)
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