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ABSTRACT

Sustainable livelihoods are essential for improving the socioeconomic well-being of rural women and promoting inclusive
agricultural development. Rural farm women play a significant role in farming and household management, yet they often face
challenges related to limited access to resources, education, financial services, and decision-making opportunities. This study
assessed the livelihood status of rural farm women using the Department for International Development (DFID) Sustainable
Livelihood Framework, which evaluates five key livelihood capitals: human, social, natural, physical, and financial capital. A
mixed-methods research design was adopted, and data were collected from 60 purposively selected farm women residing in Kaimri
and Salemgarh villages of Hisar district, Haryana. A structured interview schedule and the DFID Livelihood Index were used to
assess respondents’ livelihood status. The findings revealed that more than half of the respondents (51.67%) had a medium level
of livelihood status, while 28.33% fell into the low category and only 20.00% achieved a high livelihood status. Correlation
analysis showed significant positive relationships between livelihood status and selected socioeconomic variables, particularly
family type, annual family income, and mass media exposure, indicating that these factors positively influence women’s livelihood
capabilities. The study highlights the need for integrated interventions focusing on education, skill development, financial
inclusion, access to productive resources, and information dissemination through mass media. Strengthening these livelihood
capitals can enhance the resilience, economic security, and overall quality of life of rural women. The findings provide useful
insights for policymakers, development agencies, and extension professionals in designing targeted strategies for sustainable
livelihood development in agrarian communities.
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significantly to agricultural labour, yet only a small
proportion own agricultural land, while household
ownership and decision-making remain predominantly
male-dominated World Bank (World Bank, 2020). This

INTRODUCTION

Rural women constitute an essential yet often
marginalized segment of agricultural communities in India.

While their contributions to household economies, food
security, and agricultural production remain substantial,
rural women face systemic barriers to resource access,
skill development, and income generation. The situation
of rural women in India reveals persistent structural
inequalities, as evidenced by demographic data indicating
that out of India’s population, a substantial proportion lives
in rural areas, with women representing nearly half of
the rural population. Most critically, women contribute

fundamental disparity in land ownership directly constrains
women’s ability to establish secure livelihoods and access
productive resources. In Haryana, a significant
agricultural state in northern India, rural women continue
to navigate complex socioeconomic constraints that limit
their livelihood opportunities and overall well-being. Rural
women constitute a catalyst in the growth of agriculture
and related fields, including horticulture, post-harvest
operations, dairy farming, poultry, and value addition (Food
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and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 2023).
Given the current emphasis on women’s participation and
empowerment as pathways to sustainable livelihoods,
systematic assessment of their capital endowments
becomes imperative.

The Sustainable Livelihood Approach (SLA) has
emerged since the 1990s as one of the most influential
frameworks for rural development planning and
implementation (Department for International
Development, 1999). This approach conceptualizes
poverty and well-being through a comprehensive typology
of assets that households and communities strategically
deploy to maintain or enhance their livelihoods under
changing environmental and economic conditions. The
approach recognizes that livelihood security among poor
households requires systematic attention to shocks,
stresses, and trends affecting their asset base. It further
assumes that sustainable livelihoods depend on
strengthening multiple forms of capital, including human,
social, natural, physical, and financial assets (DFID, 1999;
Ian Scoones, 1998). The present investigation addresses
a critical research gap by systematically assessing the
multidimensional livelihood status of rural farm women
using the DFID framework, which decomposes livelihood
into these five core capital dimensions (DFID, 1999).
Understanding these interconnected capital dimensions
among rural women enables policymakers and
development practitioners to design targeted interventions
that address specific constraints rather than assuming
uniform approaches across diverse contexts.

Literature Review
Conceptual Foundations of Sustainable Livelihoods
The Sustainable Livelihood Framework represents
an analytical tool grounded in agro-ecosystem analysis
and participatory rural development traditions. This
framework establishes comprehensive analysis of
livelihoods within a poverty reduction and rural
development paradigm designed to ensure sustainable
outcomes (Chambers and Conway, 1992; Scoones, 1998).
The framework’s defining characteristic lies in its
attempt to establish analysis of livelihoods within a
comprehensive framework for poverty reduction and rural
development in a sustainable manner, treating livelihood
not as an outcome but as an ongoing process requiring
sustained engagement with multiple asset categories. The
fundamental premise underlying the sustainable livelihood
approach suggests that livelihood comprises the
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capabilities, assets (including both material and social
resources), and activities used by a household for means
of living (Chambers and Conway, 1992).

Ahousehold’s livelihood achieves sustainability when
it can cope with and recover from stresses and shocks
while maintaining or enhancing its capabilities and
productive assets (DFID, 1999).

The DFID framework specifically identifies five
core types of capitals upon which livelihoods are built
(DFID, 1999). These capital dimensions are
interconnected, where improvements or declines in one
form of capital influence the others. The Indian
government has implemented numerous rural
development and poverty alleviation programmes;
however, the multidimensional nature of livelihood
constraints requires framework-based analysis capable
of examining multiple capital dimensions simultaneously
(Ellis, 2000; Scoones, 1998). Sustainability, as an essential
feature of the DFID livelihood framework, implies that
poverty reduction should be durable rather than
temporary (DFID, 1999).

Gender Dimensions in Livelihood Analysis

The gender dimensions of livelihoods warrant
particular attention because differential access to
productive resources, assets, and decision-making
authority significantly influences livelihood outcomes
(Agarwal, 1994; FAOQ, 2023).

Rural women in many developing countries, including
Bangladesh, continue to experience lower socioeconomic
status than men despite their substantial contributions to
household welfare. Women’s participation in household
decision-making also remains comparatively limited
(Kabeer, 1999; Rahman, 2010). Consequently,
interventions such as microfinance and women’s
empowerment programmes have been promoted to
improve women’s socioeconomic status. Evidence
suggests that secure land rights and recognition of women
as farmers substantially enhance their empowerment and
livelihood security (Agarwal, 1994).

Research examining agricultural development
programmes for women further demonstrates that well-
designed interventions improve women’s access to human,
natural, physical, financial, and social capital simultaneously
(Meinzen-Dick et al., 2019; FAO, 2023). Such integrated
approaches effectively strengthen multiple livelihood
assets and promote long-term livelihood sustainability.
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Socioeconomic Characteristics and Livelihood Status

The socioeconomic characteristics of rural
women—including education, family structure, household
income, occupation, and access to information —
substantially influence their livelihood outcomes (Ellis,
2000; Scoones, 1998).

Research consistently demonstrates that women’s
livelihood status is positively associated with education,
income, occupation, age, and family characteristics
(Agarwal, 1994; FAO, 2023). Studies conducted across
developing countries further reveal that education, access
to extension services, media exposure, and household
resources positively contribute to livelihood diversification
and capital accumulation (Ellis, 2000; World Bank, 2020).
Understanding these socioeconomic determinants is
therefore essential for designing context-specific
interventions aimed at strengthening sustainable
livelihoods among rural women.

METHODOLOGY

Research Design and Study Sites

This investigation employed a mixed-methods
research design combining quantitative survey
methodology with qualitative assessment procedures. The
study was conducted in Hisar District, Haryana State,
selected purposively due to its representative agricultural
character and accessibility during pandemic-related
constraints. Within the district, two villages—Kaimri and
Salemghar—were randomly selected from blocks I and
Il respectively, comprising the primary study sites. Hisar
District in Haryana represents an appropriate context
for examining rural women’s livelihoods, as the region
demonstrates the characteristic challenges of agricultural
transformation in northern India, where traditional farming
systems coexist with increasing market integration and
shifting economic opportunities.

Sampling Strategy and Sample Characteristics

The initial assessment phase involved 60 respondents
selected through stratified random sampling, with 30 from
each village. This sampling strategy ensured
representation of diverse socioeconomic profiles across
both study sites. Subsequently, 15 respondents
demonstrating low livelihood status and expressing
willingness to participate were purposively selected for
participation in intervention programs. This two-stage
sampling approach enabled the study to simultaneously
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assess baseline livelihood status across a representative
sample while identifying specific respondents for
subsequent intervention testing. The purposive selection
of intervention participants based on low livelihood status
ensured that benefit-cost calculations would reflect
impacts among the most disadvantaged population
segments.

Assessment Instruments

Data collection employed a well-structured, pre-
tested interview schedule administered through personal
interaction with respondents. The DFID Index served
as the primary assessment instrument, measuring
livelihood status across five capital dimensions according
to the Sustainable Livelihood Framework (Department
for International Development [DFID], 1999; Scoones,
1998). The DFID Index operationalization involved
systematic procedures for assessing all asset categories,
including Physical Capital Index (PCI), Human Capital
Index (HCI), Natural Capital Index (NCI), Financial
Capital Index (FCI), and Social Capital Index (SCI)
(DFID, 1999).

Independent variables included personal
characteristics (age, marital status, family type, individual
income, family income, and mass media exposure) and
socioeconomic status assessed using the Udai Pareek
Socio-economic Status Scale (Pareek and Trivedi, 2021).

The Udai Pareek Socio-economic Status Scale is a
widely used instrument for measuring the socioeconomic
status of rural households. The revised scale comprises
nine dimensions, namely caste, occupation, house type,
landholding, education, social participation, farm power,
material possessions, and family membership, thereby
providing a comprehensive assessment of rural
socioeconomic conditions (Pareek and Trivedi, 2021).
This instrument enables researchers to examine livelihood
capital variations within the broader context of
socioeconomic stratification, facilitating a better
understanding of disparities in resource access and
livelihood opportunities among rural communities.

Statistical Analysis

Statistical analysis incorporated descriptive statistics
(frequency distributions, percentages, weighted mean
scores), correlation analysis to establish relationships
between variables, and paired t-tests to evaluate
knowledge gains from intervention programs. Correlation
coefficients were calculated using Pearson’s correlation
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method to quantify the strength and direction of linear
relationships between independent socioeconomic
variables and each dimension of livelihood capital.
Weighted mean scores were computed for each capital
dimension by combining component-level scores
according to predetermined weighting schemes
established through the DFID framework methodology.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Socioeconomic Profile of Respondents

The respondent population demonstrated
predominantly middle-aged composition, with 50.0% aged
40-55 years, 36.6% in the young category (25-40 years),
and 13.3% in the older category (55+ years). Universally,
all respondents were married, reflecting the study’s focus
on established household units where both individual and
household-level livelihood strategies operate
simultaneously. Nuclear family arrangements
characterized 71.6% of households, while 28.3%
maintained joint family structures. The predominance of
nuclear families reflects broader patterns of family
fragmentation in rural India as younger household
members migrate to urban areas, leaving smaller
residential units to manage agricultural and household

operations (Fig. 1).

Monthly household income patterns showed that
46.6% earned up to Rs 2000, representing subsistence-
level economic activity. Annual family income data
revealed that 36.6% of respondents operated within the
Rs 1-2.5 lakh annual income bracket, categorizing them
as lower-income agricultural households. Notably, 60.0%
of respondents possessed landholdings between 1-5
acres, consistent with marginal farmer classification
according to Indian agricultural policy definitions.
Regarding livestock assets, 43.3% maintained 3-4
milching animals, indicating dairy integration within
farming systems. These dairy animals represent crucial
financial assets, providing regular income through milk
sales while serving as repositories of wealth convertible
to cash in economic emergencies.

Human Capital Assessment

Human capital encompasses health facilities,
education levels, training exposure, and awareness about
developmental interventions essential for pursuing
different livelihood options, Health facility analysis
revealed that in Kaimri village, vast majority of
respondents (43.33%) visited hospitals once quarterly,
followed by 36.7% visiting monthly and 20.0% visiting
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Socio-economic Profile of Rural Farm Women Respondents (N=60)
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semi-annually. Respondents (73.3%) from Salemghar
demonstrated slightly different patterns. The distribution
of hospital visitation frequencies reflects both disease
burden patterns and economic constraints limiting
healthcare access, as cost represents a primary barrier
to more frequent medical consultations among low-
income rural populations (Fig. 2).

Education of family heads demonstrated
considerable variation, with 33.3% of respondents
classified as illiterate, indicating limited formal educational
exposure. Training exposure across the sample remained
minimal, with weighted mean scores indicating negligible
exposure to formal skill development programs prior to
intervention. Awareness regarding developmental
interventions—including income-generating activities,
livestock development schemes, horticulture programs,
and agriculture department initiatives—varied
considerably, with more than half the respondents
demonstrating awareness of income-generating activities
but minimal familiarity with specialized technical programs.

The distribution of respondents according to human
capital index revealed that respondents from Kaimri
village (70.0%) demonstrated high human capital index,

followed by medium (20.0%) and low (10.0%) categories.
Conversely, respondents from Salemghar showed lower
human capital levels, with 43.3% classified as low, 40.0%
medium, and only 16.7% high. These inter-village
differences likely reflect differential educational
infrastructure development, access to healthcare facilities,
and perhaps outmigration patterns whereby younger
educated household members leave villages with limited
livelihood opportunities. Overall weighted mean score of
human capital for both villages was 2.1, suggesting
moderate but constrained human capital development
across the sample.

Physical Capital Analysis

Physical capital encompasses basic infrastructure
facilities including means of transport, house type, source
of energy, household materials, source of lighting, and
farm implements. From Kaimri village, all respondents
possessed motorcycles or bicycles as transport modes,
representing essential infrastructure for agricultural
marketing and service access. House type analysis
indicated that majority of respondents occupied pucca
(permanent) structures, typically constructed from cement
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Fig.2: Human Capital Assessment of Respondents (N=60)

Internat. J. Appl. Home Sci. |July & Aug., 2026| 13 (7&8)|

371)



RENU, KIRAN SINGH AND KOMAL

and brick, representing substantial fixed capital
investment. Source of energy for cooking revealed that
cent percent of respondents utilized electricity alongside
traditional cooking methods. Household material
possession showed cent percent usage of basic items
(chulha/fan/cot, television/mobile, chairs), followed by
56.6% using grinders, indicating selective adoption of
labor-saving technologies targeted at women’s household
work (Fig. 3).

Physical capital index distribution revealed that
respondents from both villages exhibited predominantly
low physical capital indices: 70.0% in Kaimri and 66.7%
in Salemghar, with only 16.7% and 6.7% respectively
achieving high physical capital status. Overall, 68.3% of
the combined sample demonstrated low physical capital
index, 20.0% medium, and only 11.7% high. This
concentration in the low category reflects the capital-
intensive requirements of agricultural production—
particularly mechanization investments—which constrain
physical asset accumulation among resource-poor
smallholder farmers. The overall weighted mean score
of physical capital obtained for Kaimri and Salemghar
was 3.8 and 3.5 respectively, aggregating to 3.7 across

the combined sample.

Natural Capital Assessment

Natural capital was operationalized to encompass
land resources, source of irrigation, farming systems,
vegetation, and livestock composition. Land resource
analysis indicated that majority of respondents possessed
1-5 acre landholdings, classified as marginal holdings under
Indian agricultural policy. Source of irrigation analysis
indicated that 93.3% of Kaimri village respondents and
90% of Salemghar respondents utilized bore wells as
irrigation sources, reflecting reliance on groundwater
extraction. Cropping system assessment revealed that
majority practiced monoculture systems (93.3% in Kaimri,
90% in Salemghar), while integrated farming systems
incorporating multiple enterprise types remained limited.
Vegetation coverage indicated limited on-farm tree
cultivation, with majority possessing neither grass nor
fodder crops specifically cultivated for livestock feeding
(Fig. 4).

Livestock composition data revealed that 76.7% of
Kaimri and 56.7% of Salemghar respondents maintained
3-4 milching animals, providing year-round dairy income.
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However, the overall natural capital index distribution
indicated that 51.7% of respondents maintained medium
natural capital, 26.7% low, and 21.6% high. The overall
weighted mean score for natural capital was 2.1 across
both villages, suggesting moderate but relatively uniform
natural resource access. Notably, natural capital
demonstrated minimal correlation with independent
socioeconomic variables, suggesting that natural resource
availability operates somewhat independently of family
income or educational status.

Financial Capital Assessment

Financial capital comprises income, expenditure,
credit/loans, and savings accessed by farming families.
Annual income analysis indicated that 60.0% of
respondents achieved high annual income (>Rs 120,000),
reflecting Salemghar’s slightly better income
circumstances. Annual expenditure patterns showed that
cent percent of respondents reported high annual
expenditure (>Rs 70,000), indicating complete income
utilization for subsistence and household needs. Loan/
credit analysis demonstrated that majority maintained
outstanding debts ranging from Rs 200,001-350,000,
reflecting substantial credit dependence for agricultural
operations (Fig. 5).
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Repayment capacity analysis indicated that all
respondents regularly repaid loans and interest obligations,
demonstrating commitment to debt servicing despite tight
household budgets. Savings analysis revealed that 73.3%
of respondents maintained medium-level savings (11-25%
of net income), with 18.3% achieving high savings (25-
50%), and remaining percentages in low categories. The
overall financial capital index distribution indicated
41.67% with low financial capital, 43.33% medium, and
15.0% high. Significantly, family type exhibited negative
correlation with financial capital, suggesting that nuclear
families experienced different financial dynamics than
joint family arrangements, possibly due to divided labor
resources and independent household management
systems.

Social Capital Analysis

Social capital encompasses organizational
participation, social status, occupational status,
participation in social activities, and information access.
Organization participation analysis revealed that 61.67%
of respondents demonstrated occasional participation,
while 38.33% maintained regular participation in social
organizations including gram panchayats, cooperatives,
and self-help groups. Social status assessment indicated
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that 58.3% of respondents achieved elected member
status in gram panchayat (village council), reflecting
baseline social positioning within village governance
structures. Occupational status distribution showed that
farming as primary occupation dominated (46.67%),
followed by farming with allied activities (31.67%) and
wage earning (21.67%) (Fig. 6).

Participation in social activities demonstrated that
majority of respondents actively participated in village
activities, with specific engagement including assistance
in acquiring subsidies/government facilities (38.0%) and
participation in conflict resolution activities (28.3%).
Information access analysis demonstrated that
respondents accessed information from diverse sources
including government extension services, farmer
networks, and increasingly from mobile phone-based
platforms.

The social capital index distribution revealed that
45.0% of respondents maintained medium social capital,
30.0% high, and 25.0% low. In Kaimri village, 40.0%
demonstrated high social capital, followed by 33.3%
medium and 26.7% low. Conversely, in Salemghar, 60.0%
maintained medium social capital, 23.3% low, and only
20.0% high. The overall weighted mean score of social
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capital was 4.6 across both villages, representing the
highest capital dimension among all five capitals assessed.
Notably, social capital demonstrated the strongest
correlations with income variables and mass media
exposure, with mass media exposure showing exceptional
correlation (r=0.73%).

Livelihood Status Distribution

The aggregate sample demonstrated diverse
livelihood status distribution, with pronounced variation
between and within study villages. In Kaimri village,
46.7% of respondents exhibited medium livelihood status,
30.0% demonstrated low status, and 23.3% achieved high
status. In Salemghar village, the pattern differed notably
with 56.6% medium status, 26.7% low status, and 16.7%
high status. Pooled data revealed that 51.67% of the total
sample maintained medium livelihood status, 28.33%
exhibited low status, and 20.00% demonstrated high
status. This distribution indicates that approximately half
the respondents possessed moderate livelihood security
while substantial proportions remained vulnerable to
economic shocks or income disruptions. The larger
proportion of respondents in the medium category reflects
the constrained circumstances characteristic of
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higher human capital endowments. Family type exhibited
positive correlations with human capital (r = 0.47*) and
physical capital (r=0.63*), while demonstrating negative
correlation with financial capital (r=-0.32%*). This pattern
suggests that nuclear family arrangements may facilitate
human capital investment and physical asset accumulation
but may constrain financial capital development through
divided household resources (Fig. 8).

Monthly income of respondents showed the
strongest and most consistent correlations: human capital
(r=0.63%*), physical capital (r=0.69%), and social capital
(r = 0.67*). These strong correlations suggest that
immediate income availability significantly constrains
capacity to invest in human development, acquire physical
assets, and participate in social networks. Annual family
income demonstrated similarly strong correlations: human
capital (r=0.60%), physical capital (r = 0.76*), financial
capital (r = 0.72%), and social capital (r = 0.42%). The
particularly strong correlation between family income and
physical capital (r=0.76*) reflects the capital-intensive
requirements of agricultural infrastructure acquisition.

Mass media exposure demonstrated exceptional
correlation with social capital (r=0.73*) , while showing
moderate correlations with physical capital (r = 0.34*)
and human capital (r= 0.30%*). This pattern indicates that

media access functions as a critical gateway to social
participation, information acquisition, and network
expansion. Notably, natural capital demonstrated minimal
correlations with any independent variable, with all
correlations near zero. This finding suggests that natural
resource access operates relatively independently of
socioeconomic differentiation, reflecting government
policies regarding agricultural land distribution and
irrigation infrastructure development that extend across
diverse socioeconomic categories.

Multidimensional Nature of Livelihood Constraints

The findings establish that rural women’s livelihood
status reflects multidimensional capital constraints rather
than singular limitations. The prevalence of medium-level
livelihood status among over half the sample indicates
substantial untapped potential for enhancement through
targeted capital development initiatives. The concentration
of respondents in medium livelihood categories reflects
a pattern characteristic of resource-poor but not
impoverished agricultural communities, where basic
subsistence needs are met through existing asset
combinations but substantial room exists for livelihood
improvement through capital enhancement. This middle-
ground positioning suggests that respondents have already
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achieved baseline stability but remain vulnerable to
economic shocks or income disruptions that could rapidly
degrade livelihood status.

The multidimensional capital assessment
demonstrates that no single capital dimension
independently determines overall livelihood status. Rather,
livelihood sustainability emerges from integrated capital
combinations where weaknesses in one dimension may
constrain the productive utilization of strengths in others.
For example, respondents with high human capital but
limited physical capital may lack the tools and
infrastructure necessary to apply their knowledge
productively. Similarly, those with natural capital (Iand)
but constrained human capital (education, skills,
awareness) may underutilize productive resources due
to information and capability gaps.

Income as a Foundational Capital Determinant

The strong correlations between income variables
and multiple capital dimensions underscore the
importance of income generation opportunities as
foundational elements of livelihood improvement. Monthly
and annual income demonstrated the strongest and most
consistent correlations across human, physical, financial,
and social capital dimensions. This pattern reflects the
reality that cash income constrains household capacity
to invest in education, purchase capital goods, expand
social networks, and maintain financial reserves. In the
context of subsistence-oriented smallholder agriculture
where the majority of respondents earned less than Rs
2000 monthly, income availability directly constrains all
forms of livelihood capital enhancement.

The income-capital relationship suggests that
development strategies must prioritize income-generating
activities as entry points for comprehensive livelihood
improvement. Without assured income flows, households
struggle to make complementary investments in
education, asset acquisition, and social participation that
collectively constitute sustainable livelihoods. This insight
aligns with literature demonstrating that livelihood training
benefits rural women by providing capabilities to support
income-generating ventures necessary for meeting
household basic needs.

Differential Capital Dynamics and Intervention
Implications

The differential correlation patterns across capital
types—particularly the variable relationships with natural
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capital versus social capital—suggest that interventions
require differentiated strategies accounting for specific
capital constraints. The minimal natural capital
correlations suggest that land access policies, irrigation
infrastructure development, and natural resource
management operate according to logic distinct from
household socioeconomic differentiation, potentially
reflecting government policies ensuring broad-based land
distribution and irrigation infrastructure investment.
Consequently, natural capital enhancement strategies may
require sector-specific technical interventions focused on
improved natural resource management rather than
socioeconomic targeting approaches.

Conversely, the strong social capital correlations
with income and media exposure suggest that social capital
development strategies must address information access
barriers and economic constraints limiting participation
in collective organizations. Mass media exposure, showing
exceptional correlation with social capital (r = 0.73%),
indicates that information availability functions as a critical
enabler of social network expansion and collective action
participation. The finding suggests that development
interventions combining media campaigns with income-
generating opportunities may produce synergistic social
capital benefits exceeding isolated intervention effects.

Age, Family Structure, and Human Capital
Development

The negative correlation between age and human
capital (r =-0.23%) aligns with research suggesting that
younger respondents possess greater education levels
and adaptive capacity for skill acquisition. This age-capital
relationship reflects broader patterns of educational
expansion in rural India, whereby younger cohorts have
greater school enrollment than older generations. The
pattern also likely reflects age-related constraints on
newer skill adoption among older respondents who
developed livelihood strategies under different
technological and market conditions. These findings
suggest that livelihood improvement interventions should
segment approaches by age, with younger respondents
potentially suitable for more technologically demanding
skill development while older respondents may require
more foundational literacy and confidence-building
components.

Family type emerged as a significant variable with
complex relationships across capital dimensions. The
positive correlation with human and physical capital but

@77



RENU, KIRAN SINGH AND KOMAL

negative with financial capital suggests that nuclear
families invest more aggressively in human development
and asset acquisition but experience constrained financial
accumulation, possibly due to independent household
financial management and divided labor resources. Joint
family arrangements may conversely facilitate financial
accumulation through consolidated resource management
but constrain individual human capital investment. These
differentiated family-type dynamics suggest that
interventions must account for household structural
variations and adapt delivery mechanisms accordingly.

Media Exposure as a Livelihood Catalyst

Mass media exposure emerged as particularly
consequential for social capital development, showing the
strongest capital correlations (r=0.73*). This relationship
reflects the critical role of information access in enabling
social participation, awareness of collective action
opportunities, and network integration. The mobile phone
prevalence noted in the socioeconomic profile (53.3% in
Kaimri, 43.3% in Salemghar) represents a potentially
powerful infrastructure for extending media reach and
information access. Development initiatives leveraging
mobile-based information platforms may achieve cost-
effective social capital enhancement through overcoming
geographic barriers to group participation and collective
decision-making.

Policy Implications for Integrated Livelihood
Enhancement

The comprehensive capital assessment
demonstrates that sustainable livelihood enhancement
requires integrated interventions addressing multiple
capital dimensions simultaneously rather than isolated
sectoral approaches. Income-generating interventions
must be complemented by human capital development
(education, skill training), physical capital support (tools,
infrastructure), natural capital management (land use,
irrigation), and social capital strengthening (collective
organizations, information access). Such integration
acknowledges that livelihood sustainability emerges from
complementary capital development rather than single-
sector emphasis.

Conclusion

This comprehensive assessment of livelihood capitals
among rural farm women in Haryana employing the
DFID framework reveals multidimensional capital
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constraints requiring differentiated intervention strategies.
The finding that 51.67% of respondents maintained
medium livelihood status, while 28.33% experienced low
status, establishes the necessity for targeted livelihood
enhancement initiatives. The differential correlations
across capital dimensions demonstrate that income
variables function as foundational constraints affecting
multiple livelihood dimensions, while information access
and social participation enable capital development
dynamics. The study provides empirical foundation for
policies emphasizing integrated livelihood enhancement
addressing simultaneous capital development rather than
isolated interventions. Future policy initiatives should
prioritize facilitating women’s access to income-generating
activities, complemented by skill development support,
natural resource management improvements, and
information access expansion, recognizing that sustainable
livelihood development emerges from coordinated
enhancements across interconnected capital dimensions.
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