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1. Introduction

It is no surprise that the EGS comes in for considerable criticism.  Like all rural public works programmes, it is very vulnerable to corruption.  It is generally relatively easy for the site managers to exaggerate the amount of earthwork actually done, and the numbers of workers appearing on the muster rolls.  Long delays in the payment of wages to workers are common – although they arise in part at least from the existence of internal checks within government agencies on the validity of payment claims.  If the supervision of project preparation is lax, projects may be sited to benefit private landowners, or designed badly such that they do not actually add to the stock of rural assets.  Further, the EGS is more difficult to manage than ordinary rural public works programmes.  Different government agencies not used to working closely together have to design reserves of projects ready for implementation, and then coordinate the actual implementation according to seasonal weather patterns rather than a pre-planned timetable.  A labour force has to be assembled and managed afresh each time.  And, compared to the institutionalised and relatively permanent gangs of contract workers that normally provide the muscle on public works projects, workers may come to EGS projects with a sense of legal rights and entitlements.
  

However, if we accept that a scheme like the EGS is intrinsically fallible, then the important question for policy purposes is whether EGS is better or worse than other rural public works programmes in Maharashtra today.  That is the question I address in this chapter.  ?  I do not deal with the larger question of whether it is worth investing public resources in such schemes that are unlikely to perform very well, but simply note that, in Nasik District, I have seen plenty of evidence of a real need for a scheme like EGS to provide income for marginal rural people during dry seasons and drought.  I also do not compare EGS with all actual or potential alternative rural public works, but with the main contemporary alternative: the Comprehensive Rural Employment Scheme (Sampoorna Gramin Rozgar Yojna or SGRY) scheme.  

The SGRY scheme is a central government rural employment scheme initiated in 2001, and is funded by a combination of central (75%) and state (25%) funds.  A few details on its history are given in Section 2.  Several features of the contrast between the EGS and the SGRY are important for our purposes.  Most importantly, the SGRY is presented as a local scheme—projects are initiated and implemented through the three-tier locally elected bodies—the Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRIs).  Thus, in contrast to the  'centralised', 'bureaucratic', 'hierarchical', and 'homogenous' EGS, the SGRY allegedly embodies all the alleged advantages of contemporary 'localism'—the democratically elected local bodes are expected to be more effective than ‘remote bureaucracies’ in identifying and using public resources to respond to locally specific needs.  In contrast to the messy implementation processes in the EGS involving complicated coordination between different government departments, responsibility for implementation in the SGRY lies with a single implementing body—the PRI.  In Maharashtra, the need for PRIs to liase with multiple government departments has been simplified further as only water conservation projects are allowed under the scheme, thus limiting the number of government departments to four—Minor Irrigation, Forest, Agriculture and Social Forestry.  In addition, unlike the self-selection of employees on EGS projects, PRIs have the discretion to choose who gets employed on such projects—the argument being that they are more likely to be aware of those in real need of such employment.

In practice, the local autonomy embodied in the organisation of the SGRY is of course limited.  The funding comes through government agencies, and is subject to the characteristic limitations of activities funded by an annual budget that has to be spent within the financial year.  Further, government technical agencies are to varying degrees responsible for the design and construction of SGRY works (Section 2).  However, the fact that the EGS and the SGRY are both rural public works programmes being implemented alongside one another provides an excellent opportunity to test, at least in the context of contemporary Maharashtra, the relative performance of two schemes that represent, respectively, (a) the more 'centralised', 'bureaucratic' and 'hierarchical' organisational model and (b) the more fashionable localist, democratic alternative. 

I explored these questions through field research in the district of Nasik, one of the x districts of Mahashtra with a population of x.  (See Map).   Nasik might be termed a 'traditional EGS district', in the sense that per capita EGS funding has been relatively high there since the scheme was instituted in the early 1970s (Chapter X).  I did extensive exploratory research on the EGS in the district during 2002, and then collected the data to compare it with the SGRY during April to June 2003.
 Through field visits and extensive field and office interviews, I looked in detail at the history, trajectory and outcomes of 29 separate rural works projects.  Fifteen of these were SGRY projects, and fourteen were EGS projects (Section 3).  

I reached four general conclusions from my comparisons between EGS and SGRY projects.  The first is that neither scheme is unambiguously superior to the other: each performs better in some respects and is in turn outranked in others.  The second is that, nevertheless, EGS is more effective than SGRY in meeting the needs of the rural poor, particularly in favouring labour vs. machinery in the implementation of projects, in the hiring of local workers who are in need of employment and in meeting more closely minimum wage regulations.  That is correct and can be added here. The third is that despite the features of EGS that seem to favour the poor, there is more variation in performance among EGS than among SGRY projects.  This is partly because, in some cases, the types of political mobilisation of potential workers that are implicit in the ideal model of the EGS were actually realised.  Workers did organise to demand their rights under some EGS projects.  Precisely because EGS projects are larger, depend heavily on external technical expertise, and form part of a uniform state-wide scheme, the potential for labour mobilisation is always present.  (See also chapters XXX).  By contrast, there was no sign of any political organisation of labour under the SGRY scheme.  The SGRY is organised in such a way that it is highly unlikely ever to generate labour mobilisation.  Contrary to the expectations generated by ideologies of 'localism', the workers employed in SGRY projects knew less about the scheme and the conditions under which it should be implemented than did workers in the EGS.  My fourth conclusion therefore is that, to the extent that the organisational framework for rural public works in Maharashtra continues to shift from the EGS to SGRY-type 'localist' programmes, the prospects for the political mobilisation of rural labour around public works will decrease.    

The EGS-SGRY comparison was not the only one that I explored.  It seemed possible that the effectiveness with which projects were implemented might also be significantly affected by location.  Some rural populations of Nasik district enjoy relatively good communications and services, and have the advantage of a productive agricultural economy, including a fast-growing grape industry.  Others live in remote, poorly served regions with an insecure, rain-fed agricultural base.  To capture those differences, I made a simple distinction between projects located in tribal and non-tribal areas.  In Nasik as elsewhere in India, tribals live in relatively more remote rural areas, and, relative to other population groups, tend to be disadvantaged and marginalised on many dimensions.  They enjoy lesser access to government services of all kinds, receive less education, have less political power, and suffer from a low social status.  Accordingly, about half the EGS projects and half the SGRY projects studied were located in the tribal belt of the district (Section 3).  

Independently of the differences between EGS and SGRY projects, project location made some difference to outcomes (Section 5).  In essence, the need for employment on rural public works was greater in the tribal areas.  Potential workers, especially women workers, turned out in larger numbers.  The illegal use of heavy machinery to substitute for labour was less frequent.  The use of private contractors, although formally illegal under both EGS and SGRY rules, is less common in the tribal belt.  And, in the tribal areas, the contractors were more likely to be local people.  Similarly, the politicians and public servants who had most influence on individual projects were more likely, in the tribal areas, to operate at lower and more local levels - in part perhaps because smaller amounts of money were involved.  In sum, the conditions for the effective implementation of rural public works conforming to the spirit of the original EGS - the combination of the technical expertise of government agencies with responsiveness to both local seasonal employment needs and local opportunities for building useful infrastructure - now seem to be greater in the remote and disadvantaged areas of the state than in the economically more advanced areas which were the locus of most political mobilisation around the EGS in the late 1970s and 1980s. 

2. The Comprehensive Rural Employment Scheme (SGRY) 

The creation of the EGS in Maharashtra in the early 1970s stimulated the Government of India to introduce, throughout the country, public works schemes that were similar to EGS in that they were basically intended, albeit with variable emphasis, to create (a) employment for the rural poor on a needs basis and (b) useful rural infrastructure through labour-intensive works.  Let us term these central government initiatives the 'parallel rural works schemes'.  WHY CALL THEM PARALLEL, WHY NOT JUST CENTRAL, ESPECIALLY AS IN CONTRAST TO EGS, THEY ALL INVOLVE SOME LEVEL OF CONTRIBUTORY FUNDING FROM THE STATE.  ARE THERE OTHER SOLELY STATE FUNDED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMMES OTHER THAN THE EGS?? They are called parallel rural works programmes to EGS just because they focused their emphasis on the two most important objectives of EGS i.e., to create (a) employment for the unskilled rural poor and (b) useful rural infrastructure through labour-intensive works. There is no other solely State funded Wage employment Programme other than EGS. Let us term these central government initiatives the 'parallel rural works schemes'.   There are two important general contrasts between them and the EGS.  First, these parallel schemes sometimes have been presented as if they, like the EGS, embody some kind of work guarantee.  One of them was titled the Employment Assurance Scheme (EAS).  Government officers often talk of a work 'guarantee', and of their basic similarity to the EGS.  However, unlike in the EGS, the beneficiaries in the EAS are chosen by bureaucrats from a list of BPL families and people cannot even in principle ask the courts to enforce, in relation to state or central government, their rights to employment or to a compensatory unemployment payment.  Second, while the EGS is uniquely a Maharashtrian programme, fully funded by the state Government of Maharashtra, these 'parallel' schemes are funded principally by the Government of India.  The states are required to implement them, but to bear only a proportion of the cost. 

The main early antecedents of SGRY were: the Food for Work (FFW) programme, begun in the 1970s; the National Rural Employment Programme (NREP), initiated in 1980 as the first large-scale national rural wage employment programme; and the Rural Landless Guarantee Scheme (RLGS), started in 1983.  The latter nominally guaranteed employment to at least one member of all landless labouring rural households for up to 100 days a year on projects for building community assets and rural infrastructure.  In April 1989, NREP and RLGS were amalgamated into the Jawahar Rozgar Yojana (Jawahar
 Employment Scheme - JRY), and even the nominal work guarantee attached to the RLEGP was omitted.  The emphasis was on creating community assets, notably roads and buildings.  Under new arrangements, the district authorities (through the District Rural Development Agencies - DRDAs) applied directly to the Rural Development Ministry in Delhi for JRY funding.  District authorities could in principle by-pass state governments, although the latter were required to fund 20% of JRY expenditures.  In April 1999, the JRY was renamed the Jawahar Gram Samridhi Yojna (Jawahar Village Prosperity Scheme - JGSY).  The Employment Assurance Scheme (EAS), launched in 1993, was targeted on 'backward' blocks located in drought-prone, desert, tribal and hill areas. Like the EGS, the Employment Assurance Scheme was designed to provide employment on demand during lean agricultural seasons to all able-bodied adults in rural areas.  The 'assurance' relates to the stated objective of providing up to 100 days of assured manual employment at statutory minimum wages to each wage employment seeker in rural areas, subject to a maximum of two beneficiaries from each family.  In 2001, the JGSY and EAS were amalgamated into one scheme—the SGRY.

For these ‘parallel rural works schemes’ including the SGRY, the Government of India lays down relatively elaborate instructions about targeting and financial procedures.  For example, under the JRY, preference in recruiting participants was given to members of Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes and to freed bonded labourers, while 30% of the employment opportunities were reserved for women.  As with most public works programmes in poor countries, there is continual debate about the relative merits of paying workers in cash or in foodgrains, and practice is changed periodically, partly to reflect the amount of foodgrains in government stores.  Behind the formal language of official circulars, electoral pressures have encouraged governments to spread these and other rural development programmes more and more thinly: 

“The budget for rural development has not only been expanded many times, it has also been fragmented into larger numbers of tiny parcels.  As villagers have become more assertive in demanding community development and employment-generating schemes for their village, ruling party politicians have stretched the state budget thin in order to reach out to the largest number of village communities.  Forest department officials who used earlier to guard large tracts of state-owned forests are now spending the bulk of their time implementing social forestry schemes on relatively tiny tracts of village forests.  Irrigation department officials spend comparatively little time planning and building large dams or canal projects.  Most of their energy goes into garnering resources from the NREP and JRY programs for implementing isolated minor irrigation projects in individual villages” (Krishna, 2002: 45).

In the Sampoorna Gramin Rozgar Yojna (SGRY) the States are required to meet 25% of the cost, with the Centre paying 75%.
  The aggregate funding is however divided equally among two sub-programmes, labelled in bureaucratic jargon as First Stream and Second Stream.  To some degree, the First Stream represents a continuation of the previous EAS scheme, and the Second Stream is the successor to the JGSY.  The First Stream is implemented at a higher level.  20% of total SGRY funds are allocated to elected District Councils (Zilla Parishads), and 30% to the lower, Block-Level Councils (Panchayat Samitis).  The other 50% of total funding - the Second Stream component - passes through the hands of district level authorities, the District Councils and the District Rural Development Agency, who distribute it among the lowest level elected Village Councils (Gram Panchayats) mainly on a per capita basis.
  The regulations for the management of SGRY are quite extensive.  Some of the more significant are as follows:

· For smaller schemes, costing up to Rs. 100,000, the Village Councils need not seek the approval of any authority other than of the Village General Assembly (Gram Sabha) that they are formally required to convene four times a year.  This provision is significant for the Second Stream projects, which are relatively small.  Seven of the fifteen SGRY projects I examined were below this limit of Rs. 100,000.  

· All work should be executed under the direct guidance of public employees.  The use of contractors or other middlemen is forbidden.

· There are extensive provisions relating to publicity, transparency, supervision, record keeping and auditing.

· Wage payments are to be made partly in cash and partly in kind, at the same rate as the official minimum wage. 

· 30% of employment opportunities should be reserved for women, and women and men should receive equal wages.  In addition, and typical of such schemes in India, (a) there are elaborate - but practically irrelevant - specifications about priorities among different categories of people for access to SGRY employment;
 and (b) a small proportion of total resources are to be directed to individual beneficiaries from disadvantaged social groups, rather than for the creation of collective assets.

· According to Government of India rules, a very wide range of types of work may be undertaken.  However, the state Government of Maharashtra has issued instructions that only water and soil conservation work should be eligible for SGRY funding in the state, and only four Government agencies – Minor Irrigation, Forest, Agriculture and Social Forestry – are to be involved. 

· The Government of India is required to release its funds in two annual tranches, and the state government to make its contributions a short time thereafter.  Unlike in the EGS, there is no attempt to introduce budgetary flexibility to make it possible to schedule work to meet unpredictable employment needs arising from variable weather conditions.  From a budgetary perspective, the SGRY is a standard government programme, in which all funds have to be committed by the end of the financial year. 

One final point needs to be made about the processes used for allocating SGRY funds in Nasik district.  I have indicated above that Second Stream funds are divided up among Village Councils largely on a per capita basis.  There is very little targeting of money to areas of greater need.  By contrast, a very pronounced targeting – of a different kind – is practised annually in the allocation of First Stream funds.  The official SGRY 'Guidelines' make only broad statements about the need to focus activities on poorer or more backward areas.  However, in Nasik district the elected local council members have chosen to focus expenditure on small areas, and not to use need as the main criterion.  The same procedures are followed in the District Councils, which allocate 20% of SGRY funding, and the Block-Level Councils, which allocate 30%.  At both levels, the available funds are divided among all elected council members.  Each member then nominates one single Village Council area, in which all his or her allocation will be spent in the next budgetary year.  THIS IS NOT VERY CLEAR.  DOES THIS MEAN THAT IN EACH LEVEL ONLY ONE VILLAGE COUNCIL IS SELECTED BY ALL THE COUNCILLORS EACH YEAR OR EACH MEMBER SUGGESTS ONE COUNCIL AND THE NUMBER OF COUNCILS THAT BENEFIT EQUAL THE NUMBER OF COUNCILLORS?  IF IT IS THE LATTER, WHAT DOES IT MEAN THAT ALL THE VILLAGE FUNDS ARE DIVIDED EQUALLY AMONG THE COUNCILLORS?  The members of Zilla and Block level Panchayats collectively and mutually (NOT EQUALLY) distribute the SGRY funds under first stream (i.e. 20% and 30% respectively) and each member select one village council form the area (Gana) he is representing for the SGRY works in next two years. Since the members of Zilla Parishad and Block Level Panchayat have their own choice in nominating one village council for relatively big SGRY works there is some scope for miss- targeting. The genuine needful villages may be neglected and the villages of possible vote banks may be preferred.  However, the letter by Rural Development and Water Conservation Department, Maharashtra Government, dated November 4, 2003, by referring GR ( Ref:- san gra ro yo – 2001/pra kra 243/ jal-16, dated  February 8, 2002) says that after implementing the SGRY in the state for last two years, the gov. strictly intend to follow SGRY guidelines. The concerned DRDA office men said that this GR made two major changes in Maharashtra SGRY implementation. One, the choice of the members in nominating villages of his favour for first stream SGRY works is taken back and the members hence forth will select the genuine backward, poor and needful villages only. Second, the restriction to go only for water and soil conservation works is also diluted and it is made that although water and soil conservation works are preferred other works (given in para 6.5.1 in ‘SGRY guidelines’) can be taken.  

 A different Village Council is selected each year.  The political logic behind this decision to concentrate the money sequentially by localities is not clear.  It does however have a clear organisational logic: it simplifies the management of project implementation from the perspective of both government agencies and the private contractors who are frequently, although illegally, employed in their place.  It makes it easier to ensure that all work is completed within a single budget year (see below), and facilitates the use large earth-moving machines, as they do not have to be transported far.  This allocation procedure indirectly reduces the scope for employing local labour in SGRY, both by creating intense but short-lived very local labour demands, and facilitating the substitution of machinery for labour.  As I show in Section 4, this disregard for local employment creation is a marked feature of SGRY projects, and one of the main parameters on which they perform less well than EGS projects.  

3. Methods

The results reported here were shaped by the general understanding of the political and organisational factors affecting the implementation of public works projects that I gained through preliminary research on the EGS in Nasik district in 2002.  I explored some cases in detail then, and examined many more, more rigorously, in 2003, during the later dry season, April to June, which is the peak period for rural public works projects.  At that point much of the district was suffering from drought, so there was a great need for employment, and a great deal to observe - both actual EGS and SGRY projects and some conspicuous failures of the government machinery to provide as much work as was needed. 

My total sample of 29 projects comprised: seven EGS projects in tribal areas; seven EGS projects in non-tribal areas; eight SGRY projects in tribal areas; and seven SGRY projects in non-tribal areas.  A number of other factors affected my choice of sample cases.  I was looking for variation in terms of distance from towns and type of work (i.e. roads, different types of irrigation and soil conservation).  I also sought villages in which both EGS and SGRY works were under simultaneous implementation – and found four.  I sometimes faced difficulties in getting access to lists of current projects from the government offices.  The final sample is partly purposive, with some random elements.
  

I used a standard list of the range of issues (NEED TO ADD LIST OF ISSUES IN APPENDIX) Added in Appendix   on which I needed information for each project.
  Because each project was different, and some had long histories and involved complex political and organisational interactions, I could not use a standard questionnaire.  I obtained the cooperation of many government officers, but also roused the suspicions of some, since I was enquiring into situations where violation of formal procedural rules was the norm, and, on occasion, significant corruption was taking place (see Questions 7, 8, 11 and 24 in Summary Table).   In many cases I had to work more as a detective.   I pieced together my stories from a variety of sources, and depended crucially on extensive local contacts and use of a motorcycle to make it possible to visit project sites and talk to workers and other local people.

After collecting the data, I categorised each project according to a range of parameters, using a five-point score in each case.  Detailed data on the scoring of projects is given in Tables 1 to 24.  In each case, projects in the furthest right-hand column received the lowest score, and those in the furthest left-hand column received the highest score.  But those tables are not easy to interpret at a glance.  I have summarised all the data contained in them in the Summary Table.  For each Table (Question), this involved three steps.  First, I assigned a score of 5 points to each observation in the furthest left hand column, through to a score of 1 point in the furthest right hand column.  Then I calculated, for each question, an average score for (a) the EGS and the SGRY projects separately; and (b) tribal and non-tribal projects separately.  Finally, I expressed the average scores as a ratio of one another: EGS in relation to SGRY, and tribal in relation to non-tribal projects.  The Summary Table is easier to grasp than to explain.  For example, the first row indicates that the average EGS project was appreciably more expensive than the average SGRY project, and that there was little difference, on average, between the cost of projects in tribal and non-tribal areas.  I refer to these data in the text in terms of the number of the Question in the Summary Table.  The numbers also refer to the more detailed tables.

The figures in the Summary Table are not precise.  They signal broad patterns.  For example, it is clear from comparing the two columns that there are many differences on average between EGS and SGRY projects, but that, in most respects, projects in tribal and non-tribal areas are on average very similar.  Given the crudity and frequent subjectivity of the ranking exercise on which these figures are based, one cannot read anything into small quantitative differences.  For example, any score of 0.9 or 1.1 should be assumed to be the same as 1.0, i.e. virtually identical.  Only when we get to figures of 0.7 (and less) or 1.3 (and more) can we be confident that we have identified a significant difference between EGS and SGRY (or tribal and non-tribal) projects.  Before reaching the conclusions set out here, I continually referred back to my detailed case notes to interpret, verify or expand on the patterns that emerged from the simple quantitative comparisons.  I compare EGS and SGRY projects in Section 4, and then projects in tribal areas with those in non-tribal areas in Section 5.  

4. Comparing EGS and SGRY projects

The data in the Summary Table enable us to compare my fourteen EGS projects and fifteen SGRY projects according to a range of criteria.  SGRY projects clearly performed better on only one criterion: shorter delays in the payment of wages - whether in cash or in foodgrains - to workers (Question 10).  There are many stories, relating to EGS and other public works, of workers having to wait for weeks to actually receive payment.  This is clearly a major deficiency for a programme designed to help the needy on a seasonal basis.
  Table 10 shows that the typical EGS worker had to wait for between one and two months to be paid, while in all but one of the SGRY projects, workers were paid within a month.  On actual daily earnings, there was no consistent difference between the two schemes, and considerable variation within them (Table 15).  However, when delayed payments force labour to borrow from moneylenders at high interest rates, the value of the EGS wages is considerably lower if delayed.  The SGRY organisational machinery is thus superior to that of EGS on one dimension that is very important to the workers.
      

At first sight, SGRY projects also seem to perform better on a related issue: the existence of fewer, smaller gaps in project implementation, when workers are temporarily laid off.  Table 9 indicates that gaps were small and rare in the case of SGRY projects, but more common with EGS projects.  It is however not possible to use these facts to make clear judgements about relative organisational performance.  My interviews suggest that one reason lies in contrasting funding arrangements.  SGRY projects are relatively small, and supposed to be completed within one year, and there is considerable organisational pressure to complete work quickly.  The concentration of the larger (First Stream) projects within single villages each year clearly facilitates that goal.  By contrast, EGS projects are not ruled by the annual budgetary cycle.  They are larger and technically more complex than SGRY projects, and therefore intrinsically more likely to fall victim to logistical or organisational delays.  The comparative figures in Table 1 on project costs do not tell the full story on that issue.  Several of the EGS projects in the 'large budget' category are actually very large compared to even the biggest SGRY projects.
  And most of the EGS projects suffering the worst delays are road construction activities, which require a wide variety of raw material in appropriate sequences (stones of different sizes, water), and a great deal of local transport of stone.  Glitches in the management of such projects are common, and may have little to do with specific glitches in the organisational machinery of the EGS.

EGS projects come out on average as markedly superior to SGRY projects in two particular respects.  In a number of ways, the EGS better meets the needs of poor rural people for manual wage work, and especially for work at times when no other employment is available.  I have already given some of the underlying reasons for this: SGRY work is driven by the annual budget cycle rather than employment needs; SGRY funding is spread almost evenly across all areas on a population basis; and Second Stream SGRY funds are concentrated very heavily on individual Village Council areas during the course of a year.  Much of the difference between the two schemes at a project level derives from a contrast signalled by the data in Table 7: the more widespread use of illegal heavy machinery, especially JCB earthmovers, to substitute for labour in SGRY projects.
  One of the associated symptoms of heavier use of illegal machinery in SGRY projects is that, where labourers were employed, they were much less likely than in EGS projects to be local people (Tables 11 and 14).  SGRY workers were more likely to be employed by 'big contractors' (Table 8), and women were much less likely to find work on SGRY projects than on EGS projects (Table 12).  

The EGS has a relatively good record of employing women (Chapter X).  In the cases I am considering here, the EGS was more welcoming to women workers for three reasons.  First, because the EGS is better targeted to the employment needs of poor people, it is easier for women to find work near home.  Second, the larger contractors who employ heavy machinery on SGRY projects tend to rely on a small and relatively skilled male labour force.
  Third, the fact that drinking water is supplied for workers more frequently on EGS than on SGRY projects (Table 16) probably enhances the relative attractions of the EGS to women workers.  For, if water is not supplied institutionally, women typically bear the burden of fetching it.  

As I have mentioned above, the two dominant developmental motives for public rural works programmes in India have been (a) meeting the employment needs of the rural poor, especially needs arising from the seasonality of agriculture and unpredictable rainfall and (b) using otherwise-unemployed labour to create useful rural infrastructure.  The previous paragraphs demonstrate that, with the exception of the greater timeliness in the payment of wages under the SGRY, in Nasik district in 2003, the EGS was more effective at meeting the first set of objectives.  What about the second set?  Which of the two programmes tends to make better use of money to create rural infrastructure?  I cannot answer that question with precision, for that would involve complex estimates of the value of a range of different projects, some of them as yet incomplete.  The best I could do in the circumstances was to address the following questions, in the local Marathi idiom, about each project that I studied to a range of workers and local residents: 'How valuable is this project to the locality?'  'How sustainable is it?'  How far does it meet urgent local needs?'  I then categorised all projects on a five-point scale in terms of their local usefulness.  The results, in Table 5, reveal a marked difference between the two schemes: EGS projects were much more likely to be described as useful.  This finding seems consistent with other observations about the speed with which SGRY projects are prepared and implemented, and the higher level of technical supervision of EGS projects (Table 6).  Recall that, because the local administration has to maintain a 'shelf' (i.e. a reserve) of EGS projects implementable at short notice in case of drought, many are designed, at least in outline, long before they reach the construction stage.  By contrast, SGRY projects are designed once the money becomes available.

If we take the two main sets of objectives of rural public works programmes - meeting the employment needs of the rural poor, and building useful rural infrastructure - the EGS seems superior to the SGRY on every count - except the timeliness of wage payments.
 But there are other, political criteria to take into account.  The authors of this book value the 'mobilisation' aspects of the EGS: the fact that on occasions it becomes the node around which popular organisations can rally poor rural people to press for a range of rights and programmes.  From a rather different perspective, adherents to the ideas of 'democratic localism' that I referred to at the start of this chapter are likely to suggest that we pay serious attention to other potential 'processual values' of the SGRY scheme.  First, relative to the EGS and previous public works schemes in India, SGRY puts decision-making power in the hands of democratically-elected members of each of the three tiers of local government - District, Block and Village.  Second, there are formal provisions for Village General Assemblies to supervise and control the ways in which Village Councils plan and execute Second Stream SGRY projects.  How then do we evaluate these two programs from a political perspective?  

The point about participatory local control through Village General Assemblies can for practical purposes be dismissed.  In Nasik as in most of rural India, genuine Village General Assemblies are rare events.  If held at all, they mostly comprise a small number of people closely associated with the Village Council.  But one cannot so easily dismiss the argument that, even if SGRY funds are badly used or misused, they are helping to strengthen local government (Panchayati Raj).  The most optimistic version of this argument is voters gradually will become more aware of - and vigilant over - the use of SGRY funds, and that this will both ensure better deployment of money and strengthen local democracy.  I cannot assess that argument because it contains too many uncertainties and speculations about the future.  What I can do is explain how local politics around SGRY works at present.  And it is convenient to do that by comparing reality with the expectations one might have as a strong believer in 'democratic localism'.  

The optimistic believer in 'democratic localism' would hope that, relative to the more 'centralised' and 'bureaucratic' EGS, the higher degree of involvement of local councils in planning and executing SGRY projects would result also in a greater alignment of works with genuine local infrastructural needs; and a greater use of local labour (and contracting?) resources.  The first qualification to that optimism is that these 'three localisms' - in decision-making, in project design and in resource use - may sometimes compete with rather than reinforce one another.  Such competition is especially likely when we put into the picture two other aspects of the SGRY system.  First, there is money to be made by those who plan, supervise and manage the work.  Second, as I explained above, there are strong pressures to complete the work quickly - which may both motivate and serve to justify the illegal use of contractors and unnecessary machinery.  I have already sketched out above one of the outcomes of this situation: the frequent use of contractors and machinery in SGRY schemes, at the expense of employment opportunities for the local poor, and, according to the views reported in Table 5, at the cost of spending money on the creation of assets that do not have a high enduring local value.  External contractors and heavy equipment are confined to First Stream SGRY projects.  Second Stream projects, for which a little funding is provided to all Village Councils annually, are too small to attract that kind of attention.  In one of my cases, the Sarpanch and other councillors decided to let the Rs. 114,000 allocated to them for SGRY works revert to government because they did not want to undertake the responsibility of completing the works within the timeframe while complying with government rules and regulations.  I found that in most such cases, the effective 'contractor' was some combination of one or two active members of the Village Council and the Village Administrator (Grama Sevak).
  Few other people are actively involved in supervision.  It was striking that, in the few cases where the Chairs of the Village Council (Sarpanches) were women, they had been largely or entirely excluded from knowledge of, or control over, 'their' SGRY projects.
  

Partly because of the need to meet the reporting obligations set by the Government of India, it is relatively easy for researchers like me to obtain information about SGRY projects and funding.  By comparison, the government agencies responsible for EGS projects do not release information easily.  It would however not be accurate to say that information about SGRY projects is available to 'the public'.  It was certainly not available to workers on SGRY projects.  I found that very few of them even knew about SGRY (Table 17).  Most associated their source of work with the Village Council or the JRY programme that preceded SGRY (Section 2).

I therefore conclude that, on the evidence available to me, it is not possible at present to reach a very optimistic conclusion about the contribution of the SGRY to the development of genuinely democratic local government.  There are elements of relative 'localness' about the decision-making processes.  But these are not very democratic.  They largely involve elected representative making individual decisions, often for particularistic benefits, rather than much open deliberation.  And challenging or exposing malpractices of local powerholders in a democratic fashion, is not possible for the poor who are dependent on them throughout the year.  Further, these local decision-making processes to not translate into the creation of particularly efficient or appropriate local assets, or marked benefits for local poor labourers.

From the arguments presented above it seems clear that SGRY projects do not conform closely to the expectations of 'democratic localists'.  Do EGS projects conform any more closely to the expectations of those who view the Scheme as a mechanism for political mobilisation - either (a) a node around which the rural poor will organise to demand work and the work conditions to which they are formally entitled, and/or (b) a means to support and sustain political mobilisation around other issues?  My evidence suggests an answer similar to that given by some other authors in this volume (Chapters XXX).  Most of the time, actual or potential workers did not mobilise around EGS.  In most projects, the workers had little or no knowledge about rules and rights under EGS (see also Chapter X), and indeed in approximately 40% of cases, they did not know they were working on an EGS project.  In the very worst case, my attempt to explain EGS rights to workers who were waiting for work to begin at an EGS work site where work had been stopped by officials without explanation and a journalist friend’s attempt to highlight the conditions of these workers led to government officials attempt to finish the work with machinery.  When this was resisted by local labour, he warned the villagers that he was not going to restart the work in order to teach them a lesson.  The journalist was accused of reporting in order to exhort money from officials and subsequently resigned. 

But there was another side to the story.  In the tribal areas that I studied, an activist NGO, alerted by my research, had begun in 2001 to publicise information about EGS rights and entitlements.  They had worked in four of the areas from which I selected EGS projects, and had some impact, particularly in the opening of new works.  While in most years, approximately 60% of the shelf of projects are implemented, in the two districts where this NGO worked, the figure went up to 95%.  The impact was discernable.  As one woman put it, “I never previously ate rice in the dry season.  WE used to eat kanyaa (congee—basically liquid with little foodgrain content).  Now EGS employment gives us the luxury of eating rice in the dry season.”  There were also cases of some organisation, resistance and collective bargaining by EGS workers in other projects (Tables 18 and 19).  In one such case, a social activist has convinced villagers to not give or take bribes in the employment projects that are started in the village.  When an incidence of bribe-taking came to light, the villagers, rather than take the confrontational route of formal complaint, decided to use it as a negotiating tool with the officials, to get more work started and to get prompt payment of wages.  

Thus, the EGS does provide a potential platform for the local organisation of rural labour.  Because EGS projects employ local people to a greater extent than do SGRY projects (Table 11), there is a greater latent potential to match local issues with a knowledge of the rights associated with the EGS to generate local mobilisation.  And local people in general tend to be in a better bargaining position to demand their rights under EGS projects than migrant labour.  The most advanced form of political organisation associated with the SGRY found in my sample cases was some collective bargaining over wage rates.  Among the EGS projects, there were four cases where workers took more assertive action, and downed tools because of delayed wage payment or the illegal use of JCB earthmovers.  

These differences between the EGS and the SGRY in the degree of worker mobilisation are not huge.  But they seem to illustrate the potential still latent in the EGS, while it is unlikely that SGRY schemes will ever generate significant worker mobilisation.  Second Stream SGRY projects are too small in size and are implemented over short time spans.  In First Stream projects, local workers attempting collective action are likely to face the wrath and opposition of some combination of powerful local politicians, external contractors, and the regular employees from elsewhere that external contractors bring with their machinery.  I cannot be sure of the indirect consequences of the latent mobilisation capacity of workers under EGS arrangements. However, it seems likely from my evidence that it discourages the government employees and private contractors who manage EGS projects from adopting wholesale the practices that are widespread in SGRY projects: diverting public money intended to employ the rural poor into already-bulging private pockets through substituting machinery and external contract workers for local (especially female) labour.  There was certainly significantly less of this in EGS projects (Tables 7 and 8). This may be because of relatively better checks and balances and the multiplicity of actors involved in EGS implementation.            

5. Comparing projects in tribal and non-tribal areas

The main purpose in comparing projects according to whether they were located in tribal or non-tribal regions was to check that the differences I have explored above between EGS and SGRY projects were not in fact partly the result of broad location factors.  They are not: the differences between EGS and SGRY projects hold regardless of whether they are located in tribal or non-tribal areas.  There are however a few differences between projects in tribal and non-tribal areas that merit some comment.

The most striking is the much more enthusiastic response of tribals to employment opportunities on public works (Table 14). Tribals are very poor people (Table 3), dependent to a high degree on rainfed agriculture, whose main alternative source of livelihood in the dry season or drought is long distance migration for work purposes.  Men are most likely to migrate.  The people who remain and succeed in finding employment on public works are very likely to be women (Table 12).  The work is generally close to their homes (Table 13).  On average, agriculture is more productive in the non-tribal areas, the economy is more diversified, and there are wider non-agricultural work opportunities.  EGS and SGRY projects, paying the minimum wage, are not always greeted with enthusiasm there. 

In the tribal areas, the fragile agricultural base helps produce low population densities and relatively small settlements.  Public works projects tend to be relatively small in financial terms (Table 1), but to generate a relatively large amount of employment (Table 2).  This is partly because there are in the tribal areas relatively few cases of the outright displacement of local workers by contractors using outside labourers and machines (Table 7).  There would be too much resistance.  In one case I examined, tribals were successful in preventing the use of a JCB machine and the use of alternative outside workers, despite not being paid wages for a month by the Muster Clerk.  Where contractors are employed in tribal areas, they tend to be local people (Table 8).  The politics around public works schemes in tribal areas are also relatively local (Table 21, 22 and 23).  I found tribals slightly more knowledgeable than non-tribals about the EGS and SGRY schemes (Table 17).  This runs contrary to the stereotype of the socially excluded tribal population.  It may partly reflect the greater need of the tribal populations for employment on public works.  However, there is a more direct explanation: knowledge was higher in those tribal villages where, as mentioned above, an NGO had been working since 2001 to increase awareness of rights and entitlements under EGS and SGRY (Table20).  The NGO found it more difficult to mobilise the workers in SGRY than EGS projects. This may be partly because the NGO did not acquire so much knowledge about the SGRY or focus its attention there.  But that in turn reflected an assessment that it would be very difficult to mobilise workers against the very local powerholders who are in charge of SGRY.  The relative outsiders who implement EGS projects are not quite such daunting targets.

This contrast between projects in tribal and non-tribal areas does not throw much new direct light on my main comparison between the EGS and SGRY.  It serves rather to illustrate that there are rural populations in Maharashtra that need public works programmes like the EGS, which genuinely are flexible according to weather and season.  Except for a few contextual changes, the conditions - and needs - in the poorer rural areas of Nasik today are probably similar to those existing in much of Western Maharashtra in the early 1970s, when the EGS was established.     

6. Concluding observations

It is hard to disagree in principle with those critics of the EGS who call for the Scheme to be decentralised, localised and democratised.  It makes sense in principle that locally elected councils should have more influence over the design and implementation of EGS projects.  But would that actually improve things in practice?  We have to be sceptical.  

Evidence from elsewhere in the world demonstrates how broad notions of ‘participatory localism’ can be used to justify development projects that are in practice relatively centralised and controlled by well-informed politicians, bureaucrats and contractors rather than ill-informed local community assemblies.  Judith Tendler explains the dynamics behind such outcomes in large Social Funds projects supported by large international aid and development agencies in Latin America.  Much Social Fund expenditure is allocated by asking poor rural communities to decide how they would like to spend a cash grant on collective assets.  Do they want a water supply system or a tool-shed?  A road or a new school building?  A tractor or latrines?  Social Funds are often managed by a special bureaucratic agency, and private firms and NGOs are frequently contracted to prepare, design and implement projects.  Notions of ‘decentralisation’, ‘community’, and shifting from ‘supply-driven’ to ‘demand-driven’ service delivery are central to the way in which their advocates present these projects.  The reality is different.  Many of the real choices are made somewhere up the line: by politicians, by bureaucrats, or by the private companies and NGOs who are formally supposed to divine what real community wants actually are.  There are a number of reasons for this, but two of the most important are (a) that ordinary rural people actually know little about the resources on offer and the ways in which they might be accessed and (b) the money has nevertheless to be spent within a limited time scale.  Combinations of local politicians, bureaucrats and contractors influence the decisions to suit themselves (Tendler, 2000).

SGRY projects in Maharashtra are different from Social Funds projects in Brazil in many material respects.  But a close analysis of their implementation reveals a similar set of factors at work.  Both are justified in terms of the advantages of participatory, democratic and localist approaches over more hierarchical and centralised mechanisms of public service delivery.  In both cases, the realities of political and bureaucratic life largely undermine the apparent advantages of the alternative approach.  My evidence from Nasik district suggests that simply re-shaping the EGS to make it more like the more democratic and decentralised SGRY will not solve any problems.  And it will take us further than ever from a situation in which the rural poor have any realisable rights to employment on public works programmes.  

Annex: Stories from the field

The purpose of this section is to put a little flesh on the bones of the statistical comparisons that form the main basis of this chapter, and to illustrate the political and organisational dynamics of the implementation of EGS and SGRY projects.  I begin with the most shocking of all my stories: an account of how an attempt to intervene to help EGS workers to obtain their rights led to the intimidation and punishment of both the people who intervened and the workers themselves.  I was one of the people involved.  

Story No. 1: Intervention, mobilization and punishment

In May 2003, I was on my motorcycle searching for the site on an EGS project in Nasik Taluka, about 55 kilometres from Nasik town.  The area is prone to drought, but the population of this village are caste Hindus, not the politically more marginalised tribals. This was a drought period.

I had collected information from the Tahsil (sub-district) office.  But rural public works projects are not identified on maps, and indeed government offices in India operate almost entirely without maps.  Sites are often identified in vague terms.  I happened to meet a friend who worked as a local journalist, reporting from that Tahsil for a daily newspaper published in Nasik.  He agreed to come with me to show me the site, purely as a friend.  He would not use any information that we gathered for journalistic purposes.             

The village in question was tiny, and fairly close to the native village of the local Member of the state Legislative Assembly (MLA). We found the work site about seven kilometres from the main road.  There were no workers actually on the site.  Soon after we got off the motorcycle and began to look around, people who had been sitting in scattered groups began to approach us from all sides, and we were soon surrounded by a crowd that I estimated to comprise 225 people.

“Shall we start the work, Saheb?”  A few of the workers asked.

“No no! I am not a Saheb. I am just a researcher and want some information from you,” I quickly responded. 

Nervousness was showing in their faces. However, they eagerly provided me with answers to all my questions, and more.  They were EGS workers, furious because a government officer had kept them waiting for three consecutive days. He had told them to come to the site on Monday and await his order to restart the work. It was now Wednesday, but we were the first outsiders to be seen.  They had been working on the site previously, and did not even know why work had been suspended in the first place.  Both men and women had walked to the site on three consecutive days from the surrounding villages, carrying their tools and water pots.  Water was not provided on the site.  

We thanked them for the information and started to make a move. Some people stopped us and asked us to do something to get the work restarted for them. They said that the behaviour of the officers needed to be exposed. They were ready to fight for this. When asked, they were eager to get the story published in the newspaper. My journalist friend took charge. He gathered the workers and took some photographs.  He managed to get the story, along with a photograph, published in the district newspaper on the very next day. I read this in Nasik, and thought that the officer concerned would rush to the site and restart the work immediately.

After six days I came to know from the journalist that the work had not restarted.  We met, and he told me his story.  On the very day that the story was published, the government officer concerned telephoned him and told that he did not like the news. He said that he faced some problems in getting the work restarted, and appealed to the journalist not to take the story any further. He then came to meet the journalist and, through an assistant, offered him Rs. 10,000.  The journalist refused to take the money, and continued to show an interest in the project. Both the Tahsildar and the Chairman of the Taluka EGS Committee telephoned him and promised him to take action to restart the work.

I kept an eye on the developments, but was involved in researching other cases. After some days, the journalist verified that the work still had not re-started and informed me of this. I asked for separate interviews with the Tahsildar and the Chairman of the Taluka EGS Committee.  The Tahsildar said that the journalist had run the story to extract money. The work had been halted for valid technical reasons - the non-availability of the black soil required for wall foundations. The officer had applied to the Collector (district administrator) for permission to use a tractor to transport the black soil.  Without that he could not start the work. Admitting that the EGS Committee had not met at all that year, the Chairman said that the Committee did not recognise there to be a serious problem because no complaint had been made to them.  I suggested that, since the news was published in the newspaper, no formal complaint should be necessary. The Chairman immediately got on the phone to the Tahsildar, and also asserted that the story had been published with the aim of extorting money.  When I then told him that I had witnessed the whole thing and knew the true story, he admitted that there had been some lapses and assured me he would take action. 

About a month after my first visit, I went back to the village.  Some men who had been sitting by the temple gathered around. They recognised me, but were looking at me strangely.  It took them some time to decide what to say.  One of them challenged me to say how much of money I had earned from the incident.  They believed that I was part of some nexus that was profiting from all this.  But I was able to convince them that they were wrong, and they then told me the rest of the story from their perspective.  

After our first visit had stimulated them to mobilise to fight the case, they decided to take it up in a special Village Council meeting. But a local politician associated with the MLA scolded them for giving information to a reporter. He said he had struggled hard to bring the project to the village, and, by making the government officers nervous, they were going to spoil the whole thing.  Some days later the government officer tried to complete the work using only machinery, and no local labour, as a visible demonstration of his power.  It was not easy, and he finally gave up, but warned the local people that he was not going to restart the work, to teach them lesson.  They really needed the work, and even now wanted me to fight their case.  I explained to them that I could do very little, and could only advise them to write to the Tahsildar and the Chairman of the Taluka EGS Committee.  I had been drawn into supporting an intervention that had been quashed by the local nexus of officials, politicians and contractors who manage public works schemes, and could do little to support those who had suffered as a result. 

My journalist friend was also punished.  A group of Taluka-level politicians and government officers made ten charges against him, verbally, in front of his boss.  One charge was that he had run the EGS story with the intention of extorting money.  The newspaper management instituted a lengthy enquiry process.  The journalist was eventually obliged to resign his job.

Story No. 2: Powerlessness of local labour

It was typical drought-affected village from non-tribal region of the district. When I arrived there on my motorcycle and started enquiring about the EGS project, I was taken to a farmer.  He owned the land on which a percolation tank was being constructed with EGS funds.  He was also the (unofficial) site manager.  He said he had taken the initiative to request this project, and had worked hard to bring it to fruition, using his connections with the political leaders and agency officers. The percolation tank would benefit the remainder of his land. He took me to the work-site, where around 40 people were working.  A JCB earthmover was also at work. When I started asking questions about the machine, he begged me not to take a photograph or to mention the machine in my written record.  I met separately with the workers.  They seemed desperate for employment.  They said that they supported the use of the JCB because it made their work easier.  Some of them warned me that if I wrote down anything about the JCB machine, they would tear up my interview notes.  The Muster Clerk – the official supervisor of the project - was called from another nearby work-site.  He said that the JCB was being used at the workers’ request.

When I next went to the work-site, some of the workers, who were from that village, told me that they had neither requested the JCB nor they could oppose it.  They knew it would deprive them of most of the potential employment, but had been forced to accept it, and were in return expecting good daily wages and prompt payment.   

Story No. 3: Powerlessness of ‘reserved’ female leaders

The village population were mainly caste Maratha and two tribal groups: the Kokana, who were relatively affluent and owned some land, and the poor Mahadev Koli.  The Sarpanch (Chair of the Village Council) was an illiterate Mahadev Koli woman.  She occupied the position only because of the policy of reserving a quota of places for women and members of ‘backward’ groups.  She had little political experience, and was completely dependent on the other members of the Council and on the Gramsevak (Village Officer).  They had completely sidelined her in planning the SGRY work in the village.  They did not even call her in the Village Council planning meeting.  The SGRY work had been given, on contract basis, to a group of Kokana men.  They were so determined to get maximum wages that they did not allow any women or elderly people to share in the work, because they were perceived as slow workers.  The Mahadev Koli, the real landless poor, were entirely excluded. 

The Sarpanch said that she was very angry when she learned of this arrangement, and knew that the Kokana tribal leaders, the Gramsevak and government officers had conspired.  When asked why did not she oppose the move on behalf of her own people, she said she had left just two years left to serve as a Sarpanch.  After that she would be an ordinary village woman.  She is still working in the fields of Maratha and Kokana farmers, and would have to continue to do so.  She could not afford to alienate her employers.

Story No. 4: Too much trouble?

The Sarpanch and other members of Village Panchayat (Council) were not interested in SGRY work and decided to let the Rs 114,000 allocated to them revert to the government.  They did not want to take the responsibility for using the money.  They thought the process of project implementation was too complex.  And they were afraid that, if they could not complete the work within the budget and in specific time period, then they would be penalised, as is provided in the SGRY regulations.

It was the Gramsevak, the unelected Village Officer, who convinced the elected councillors to change their minds.  He argued that the money could be used to employ the poor of the village and to create some useful assets.  In February 2003, a Village Council meeting discussed the issue and decided to use the money to do some soil conservation works.

Story No. 5: Agitation

This was a tribal village where road construction was going on with EGS funding.  The workers were from the ‘pada’ – a distant hamlet – of the same village.  Without any external support, they were able to fight for their rights with some success.  They successfully opposed an attempt to use a JCB earthmover to substitute for manual labour.  After their wages remained unpaid for more than a month, they went on strike.  The Muster Clerk tried to bring in alternative workers from outside, but they successfully resisted that, and eventually received their arrears and completed the work.  Why were they so successful?  A number of them were young and literate, and they were led by two youths educated to 12th standard.  And that fact that they came from the same hamlet helped produce internal solidarity.

Story No. 6: Awareness, empowerment and negotiation

This story is from a tribal village where a social activist from Nasik has been working over the past few years. He is attempting to organise and empower the villagers, and their Village Council. Before starting his work, he got the villagers to agree to some conditions. One of the most important was that nobody from the village would either give or take any kind of bribe.  In last two years in particular, his efforts started to produce results.  The villagers have accepted him wholeheartedly. 

In the routine meeting between the villagers and the social activist, a woman (active member of the Village Assembly) confessed that she had received a bribe from a government officer involved in the implementation of an EGS project. This officer and his assistant had been responsible for several water conservation projects in and around of the village.  The audience were shocked by her statement that, “I got Rs. 1000/- as bribe to neglect malpractices in EGS works and not to take action against those officers”.  She is a not just ordinary woman, but also a member of the Taluka EGS Committee – nominated to according to the ‘reservation’ policy, as a woman.  She went on to explain: “I received such bribes twice before. This time the guidance of the social activist has made me aware that this is doubly wrong.  First, I have accepted a bribe.  Second, I encouraged malpractices in the EGS construction work.  It is the village and the poor to who will suffer.  I admit my mistake and am ready to pay the money back to the officer”.

The villagers and the social activist elicited the details of the incidence and started discussing what to do for the next. The activist decided to meet the officers. They at first denied that they had bribed the women.  But later, under the threat of exposure in the newspapers, they confessed. The woman was eager to return Rs. 1000/- to them. The officers refused to take the money, saying that the offer was routine, and many others had also accepted money. They begged the activist to settle the issue. The activist said that the villagers would have to make the decision. 

The activist and the woman again called a village meeting and asked the villagers to decide on their next move. There were two views. One group argued that a formal complaint should be made and the officers should be punished. The other group was ready to forgive the officers on condition that they would agree not do this again.

The activist was unclear what to do, and went to consult my father, who is also social activist. My father’s advice was not to take harsh action, because a single complaint and punishment would not make much difference to the system.  He advised the activist to negotiate with the officers on two points; one that they should not do it again and second that they should commit that they would do their best to bring more development works to that cluster of villages in future.  The activist, the woman and the villagers finally decided on the negotiation strategy.  They got assurances from the officers that they would be prompt in their work and bring some water conservation programmes to the villages.  In 2004, they completed some of the work on the village tank that had been left incomplete from the previous year.

Story No. 7:Some Fruits from Efforts

In the process of doing this research, I established an association with an NGO working in the Igatpuri-Trimbakeshwar tribal belt.  My interactions with the NGO taught them about EGS, including the regulations, rights involved and the mobilisation potential.  I held few training sessions with about 40 to 50 tribal activists in 2002.  As a result of their efforts, the area received more than three times as many EGS projects in 2003 as in 2002.  When I re-visited the same villages in 2003, I found that some familiar faces were smiling.  People who had obtained work in the dry season were very happy.  One woman said: “I never previously ate rice in the dry season. We use to eat kanyaa (congee - basically liquid with a little of food grain content). Now EGS employment gives us the luxury of eating rice in the dry season.”

	Summary Table: Comparing EGS to SGRY and tribal to non-tribal projects

	
	Meaning of a high score
	Ratio of average scores of:

	Table/question
	
	EGS : SGRY projects
	Tribal : non-tribal projects

	1. What was the cost of projects?
	More expensive
	1.5
	0.9

	2. How many person days of work were generated?
	More work
	1.9
	1.2

	3. How poor were the populations of the villages where the projects were sited?
	Poorer
	1.1
	1.3

	4. How remote were the villages where the projects were sited?
	More remote
	0.9
	1.1

	5. How useful to the local poor people were the assets being constructed?
	More useful
	1.4
	1.0

	6. Who supervised and monitored the work?
	More qualified personnel
	1.6
	1.2

	7. To what extent was machinery used unnecessarily?
	More
	0.6
	0.8

	8. What was the involvement of (unauthorised) contractors?
	Higher
	0.6
	0.8

	9. How frequent were interruptions in the works? 
	More frequent
	2.1
	0.9

	10. What were the longest delays in paying wages?
	Longer
	1.5
	1.0

	11. Who did the work?
	More local people
	1.7
	1.3

	12. What proportion of workers were women?
	More women
	1.5
	1.3

	13. How close was the worksite to the workers’ homes?
	Closer
	1.0
	1.3

	14. What was the response of local people to project employment opportunities?
	Greater
	1.2
	1.9

	15. What were average daily earnings per worker?
	Higher
	0.9
	1.0

	16. What amenities were provided at worksites?
	More
	1.4
	1.2

	17. How far were local people aware of the formal provisions of the program?
	More aware
	1.5
	1.2

	18. To what extent did workers collectively engage with project management?
	Higher extent
	1.5
	0.9

	19. How did (potential) workers press their demands?
	More collectively
	3.2
	1.1

	20. How far did the workers benefit from NGO support?
	More
	1.2
	2.0

	21. At what political-administrative level was the project negotiated? 
	Higher
	0.9
	0.9

	22. Who were the principal political and bureaucratic actors involved in planning and implementing the projects?
	Higher level
	1.1
	0.8

	23. To what extent were politicians involved in project design and implementation?
	More
	1.0
	0.9

	24. What was the level of corruption?
	Higher
	0.8
	0.8

	* - Ratio of average scores of EGS projects to average scores of SGRY projects.

** - Ratio of average scores of projects in tribal areas to average scores of projects in non-tribal areas


Table 1: What was the cost of projects?

	
	More than Rs. 300,000
	Rs. 200,000 – 300,000
	Rs. 100,000 – 200,000
	Rs. 50,000 – 100,000
	Below        Rs. 50,000

	Programs
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	7
	2
	3
	1
	4
	5
	0
	5
	0
	2

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	3
	6
	2
	2
	6
	3
	4
	1
	0
	2


Table 2: How many person days of work were generated?

	
	2000 +
	1000 to 2000
	500 to 1000
	300 to 500
	Less than 300

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	10
	2
	3
	0
	0
	6
	1
	2
	0
	5

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	5
	7
	3
	0
	6
	0
	0
	3
	1
	4


Table 3: How poor were the populations of the villages where the projects were sited? 

	
	More than 80% were poor or very poor 
	60 to 80% were poor or very poor 
	40 to 60% were poor or very poor 
	20 to 40% were poor or very poor 
	Less than 20% were poor or very poor 

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	6
	5
	5
	4
	2
	2
	1
	4
	0
	0

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	8
	3
	6
	3
	0
	4
	1
	4
	0
	0


Table 4: How remote were the villages where the projects were sited?

	
	Very far from Taluka headquarters town and road
	Far from Taluka headquarters town and road
	Moderately far from Taluka headquarters town and road
	Fairly 

close to Taluka headquarters town and road
	Closest to Taluka headquarters town and road 

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	1
	2
	4
	4
	8
	8
	0
	1
	1
	0

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	2
	1
	3
	5
	10
	6
	0
	1
	0
	1


Table 5: How useful to the local poor people were the assets being constructed?

	
	Very useful
	Substantial use
	Some use
	Little use
	Useless

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	3
	2
	7
	4
	4
	2
	0
	4
	0
	3

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	2
	3
	7
	4
	2
	4
	2
	2
	2
	1


Table 6: Who supervised and monitored the work?

	
	Close technical supervision by expert(s) with local support
	Good technical supervision by expert(s) with local Muster Clerk
	Supervision by an informal Muster Clerk with Village Chairman,* (low level) Works Foreman, ** or Village Officer***
	Irregular supervision by a Muster Clerk with Village Chairman,* (low level) Works Foreman, ** or Village Officer***


	Almost no supervision, or work managed by a contractor 

	Programs
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	2
	1
	1
	0
	8
	2
	3
	7
	0
	5

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	1
	2
	1
	0
	7
	3
	6
	4
	0
	5

	*   - Sarpanch 

** - Mukadam
*** - Grama Sevak


Table 7: To what extent was machinery used unnecessarily? 

	
	Major use of unnecessary heavy machinery
	Limited use of unnecessary heavy machinery
	Use of other illegal machines like trolleys or tractors
	Very limited use of unnecessary machinery
	(Near) total dependence on manual labour

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	0
	4
	3
	4
	2
	1
	3
	5
	6
	1

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	0
	4
	4
	3
	1
	2
	7
	1
	3
	4


Table 8: What was the involvement of (unauthorised) contractors?

	
	Big, fulltime outside contractors
	Big, part-time outside contractors
	Small outside contractors
	Local contractors
	No contractors, or the work was managed by the workers themselves

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	0
	5
	1
	3
	4
	0
	3
	6
	6
	1

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	1
	4
	2
	2
	1
	3
	8
	1
	3
	4


Table 9: How frequent were interruptions in the works?

	
	More than four interruptions, or a few long interruptions
	More than two interruptions, including one big interruption
	Small interruptions without genuine reason
	Small interruptions with genuine reason
	No or negligible interruptions

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	2
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0
	2
	3
	6
	12

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	0
	2
	3
	1
	0
	0
	2
	3
	10
	8


Table 10: What were the longest delays in paying wages?* 

	
	More than 3 months
	2 to 3 months
	1 to 2 months
	15 days to 1 month


	7 to 15 days

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	1
	0
	2
	0
	7
	2
	2
	6
	2
	3

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	0
	1
	0
	2
	8
	1
	5
	3
	2
	3

	* - Includes cash and foodgrains

Note that there were no local workers on four SGRY projects.


Table 11: Who did the work?

	
	Entirely manual work done by local poor people
	Local poor people with some valid and legal use of machinery
	Local poor people with a local professional contractor
	Some work by poor people from outside and some part-time contractor(s)
	Large scale contractor; negligible or no manual labour

	Programs
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	6
	1
	3
	2
	1
	1
	4
	7
	0
	4

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	4
	3
	4
	1
	1
	1
	6
	5
	0
	4


Table 12: What proportion of workers were women?

	
	More than 70%
	50 to 70%
	30 to 50%
	Below 30
	None

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	1
	0
	7
	5
	4
	3
	2
	0
	0
	7

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	0
	1
	8
	4
	5
	2
	1
	1
	1
	6


Table 13: How close was the worksite to the workers homes?

	
	Below 3 kms
	4-8 kms
	9-15 kms
	They migrated from outside the Taluka 
	They migrated from outside Nasik District

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	7
	7
	5
	2
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	12
	2
	2
	5
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Note: In the case of 4 SGRY projects from non-tribal belt, no local workers were employed.


Table 14: What was the response of local people to project employment opportunities?

	
	Enthusiastic local response
	Good local response
	Some local response & workers from outside
	Little local response
	Negligible local response

	Programs
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	6
	6
	3
	1
	1
	1
	3
	2
	1
	5

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	11
	1
	2
	2
	0
	2
	1
	4
	1
	5

	In the case of four SGRY projects (from the non-tribal belt) where virtually no local workers were employed, I have estimated likely local responses by asking local poor people.  I concluded there would have been a negligible response in two cases, little response in one case, and a fair response in one case. 


Table 15: What were average daily earnings per worker?* 

	
	Rs. 80 +
	Rs.60 to 80


	Rs. 47 to 60
	Rs. 30 to 47
	Below Rs. 30

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	0
	1
	0
	1
	9
	6
	4
	2
	1
	1

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	0
	1
	1
	0
	10
	5
	3
	3
	1
	1

	Note: In  the case of 4 SGRY projects from non-tribal belt, no local workers were employed.

* - The figure includes the value of payments made in foodgrains


Table 16: What amenities were provided at worksites?

	
	All amenities
	Some major amenities in addition to  water and shelter
	Water and shelter only
	Water only
	No amenities

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	10
	5
	2
	9

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	11
	4
	3
	8


Table 17: How far were local people aware of the formal provisions of the program?

	
	Full knowledge of the program and their rights under it
	Extensive knowledge of the program 
	Knowledge of some program provisions
	Very little knowledge of program provisions
	No knowledge of program provisions

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	0
	5
	4
	5
	11

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1
	5
	4
	7
	9


Table 18: To what extent did workers collectively engage with project management?

	
	They stopped working because of the use of  unauthorised JCBs
	They stopped working because of non-payment of wages
	They put pressure on the managementwith the help of an NGO
	They negotiated directly with the management
	No collective action



	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	1
	0
	3
	0
	0
	1
	3
	5
	7
	9

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	1
	0
	0
	3
	1
	0
	5
	3
	8
	8


Table 19: How did (potential) workers press their demands?

	
	Specific demands from Village General Meeting or poor people through formal channels
	Specific or general demands from poor people, via an NGO, or Village Council
	Specific demands from poor people, via local public servant or political leader
	Specific demands from influential people with a vested interest in the project*
	Project initiated without any specific demand from the locality

	Programs
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	3
	0
	3
	0
	3
	0
	4
	0
	1
	15

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	3
	9
	7

	* - A potential contractor or private landowner likely to benefit from the project


Table 20: How far did the workers benefit from NGO support?

	
	Direct support in protesting against injustice at work
	Direct support in putting demands and controlling-planning the work
	Direct support in bringing the work to needy populations
	Indirect support
	No support 

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	0
	0
	1
	1
	3
	1
	0
	1
	10
	12

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	0
	0
	2
	0
	4
	0
	1
	0
	8
	14


Table 21: At what political-administrative level was the project negotiated? 

	
	Member of the Legislative Assembly & supra-local government officers
	Politicians involved in the District Council, local politicians & supra-local government officers
	Politicians involved in the Block-level Council, local politicians & supra-local government officers
	Village Officer,* Chair or Deputy Chair of the Village Council & Muster Clerks from government agencies
	Very local leaders

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY



	No. of cases
	1
	2
	2
	1
	8
	12
	2
	0
	1
	0

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	1
	2
	0
	3
	12
	8
	1
	1
	1
	0

	* - Grama Sevak


Table 22: Who were the principal political and bureaucratic actors involved in planning and implementing the projects?

	
	Member of the Legislative Assembly, local political leaders + government officer(s)
	Two or more of: politicians in District or Block-Level Council, people with vested interests* + government officer(s)
	Two or more of: government officers, (low level) Muster Clerks + Village Officer**
	Village Council and local leaders
	Village General Assembly

(Gram Sabha) 

	Programs
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	2
	2
	4
	4
	8
	7
	0
	2
	0
	0

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	1
	3
	3
	5
	9
	6
	2
	0
	0
	0

	*  - A potential contractor or private landowner likely to benefit from the project.

** - Grama Sevak 


Table 23: To what extent were politicians involved in project design and implementation?

	
	Very high
	Substantial
	Moderate 
	Very little
	None

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	2
	4
	7
	6
	3
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	2
	4
	6
	7
	4
	1
	3
	0
	0
	2


Table 24: What was the level of corruption?

	
	All work was done with unauthorised machinery and/or outside contractors
	Significant work was done with unauthorised machinery and outside contractors
	Some work was done with unauthorised machinery; other malpractice
	No use of unauthorised machinery, but some other malpractice
	Little malpractice

	Program
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY
	EGS
	SGRY

	No. of cases
	1
	5
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	2
	1
	1

	Location
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal
	Tribal


	Non-tribal

	No. of cases
	1
	5
	3
	4
	7
	1
	3
	3
	1
	1
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� For details of the problematic nature of the EGS compared with normal rural public works programmes, see Chapter X.


� The author is a college lecturer resident in Nasik.


� Jawahar refers to India's first Prime Minister, Jawaharlal Nehru.


� Unsurprisingly, there has been a generic problem of state governments being unwilling to provide even their minority share of the funding for these parallel schemes, and therefore of implementing them without enthusiasm.  The incentives for such behaviour have increased in recent years as the state governments have run up serious fiscal deficits.  However, as far as I can judge, the state Government of Maharashtra has implemented the SGRY scheme relatively vigorously, with only limited delays in actually meeting its funding obligations.  


� The per capita allocation is actually 25% higher for populations from Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes.


� The SGRY regulations state that preference should be given to agricultural wage earners; non-agricultural unskilled wage earners; marginal farmers; women; members of Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes; parents of children previously engaged in child who have been withdrawn from that work through government action; parents of handicapped children; and adult children with handicapped parents.


� 22.5% of first stream resources should be earmarked for individual beneficiaries from Scheduled Caste or Scheduled Tribe families living below the official poverty line.  It is expected that such resources would be used to improve private land.


� The 29 projects were located in 24 different villages.  The tribal villages were located in Trimbakeshwar Taluka (5 villages), Igatpuri Taluka (1 village) and Dindori Taluka (4 villages).  The non-tribal villages were located in Dindori Taluka (3 villages), Sinnar Taluka (6 villages), Nasik Taluka (3 villages), and Niphad Taluka (2 villages). 


  


� The main issues in the field inquiry were – 1) The profile of the village 


2) Its accessibility (Distance from Nasik and Taluka Place, Road, Telephone, T.V., Electricity, PDS Shops, Health Centres, transportation etc.) 


3) Socio-Economic Structures of the village – Caste, Class, Tribe Composition, agriculture, irrigation, industry, employment and poverty conditions etc. 


4) Political structures of the village – About Sarpanch, Village Council and its meetings, frequency, decision making, role of women Sarpanch/members, important local leaders, public works and their connections 


5) Role of NGO/action group and effects of its mobilizing activities 


6) Summary Details of the Project- Nature of the work/ scheme, EGS-SGRY Agency / Department, History of the Project, Days of the work Cost of the project, Gaps, reasons for the gap, Specific Recent History of the work in 2003, 


7) Details of the Labour Force at work- Number, age, sex, class, education, No. of children, family size, duration of work, migrated from, 


8) Bargaining power of the workers, negotiations and their protests at work.


9) Details of the Implementation and Supervisors - Contractors / Muster Clerk /Mukadam/ Supervisor’s Role, how joined, knowledge, profitable?, difficulties, training?, propagation, problems, malpractices, workers response, EGS-SGRY which is better? Involvement of political and administrative actors, returns 


10) Details of Payments to workers- Daily or piece rate? Time, Amount, Agreed-actual, Measurement, Workers knowledge /last paid, Payment delays? Why? food grain coupons, problems, 


11) Use of Machine: What, Why? Legal / Illegal? 


12) Demand Details-Who demanded? How? When? Was it Specific? Was it collective? Role of Panchayat? Participation in decision making, Who took lead, Was it authoritarian / patriarchal? Knowledge of demand procedures, Actual action, response, engagements, History Details, Influences 


13) Amenities provided at work


14) Understanding Awareness of EGS and SGRY-Workers, Villagers, Local politicians, Contractors, Local activists, difference between EGS and SGRY, ways of propagation, training, 


15) Utility of the project to the village poor.





� Awareness of such delays probably helps explain why EGS workers sometimes have imprecise ideas about how much they actually expect to earn.  The timeliness of payment may greatly affect the value to them of their remuneration.


� There are two likely explanations for this difference.  One is that the procedures for checking indents and authorising wage payments are fewer under the SGRY than under the EGS.  The other is that, while the funds for SGRY work are given relatively promptly by both the Government of India and the Government of Maharashtra, the weight of evidence strongly suggests that, in recent years, the Government of Maharashtra has in various ways tried to discourage EGS expenditure, partly by delaying transferring funds to the implementing agencies.   Note however that we do not know the extent to which these delays are actually foreseen by EGS workers.  They may be taking cash advances from the (formally illegal) contractors who manage most projects.  ANOTHER LIKELY EXPLANATION IS THE LOCALISM ONE—THAT ELECTED LOCAL LEADERS FACING LABOUR ON A REGULAR BASIS WILL FIND IT DIFFICULT TO DELAY PAYMENTS, COMPARED TO PERSONNEL OF BUREAUCRATIC DEPARTMENTS.


This comment may be added.


� There were only two SGRY projects in the sample exceeding Rs. 300,000 in value.  One of them was actually a bundle of related projects in the same place, and the other was valued at Rs. 450,000.  Precise budget details are not easy to obtain for EGS projects.  I estimate that the two largest EGS projects most affected by work delays each were in the range of Rs.1, 000,000 to Rs.1, 500,000.


� Similarly, the fact that some of the EGS projects are very large - and therefore that the average EGS project was much larger than the average SGRY project - makes it difficult to draw clear inferences from the information in Table 6 showing that EGS works were more likely than SGRY projects to receive close technical supervision.  Larger projects are more likely to need close technical support.   


� Such use of JCB earthmovers also occasionally happens in EGS projects.  In one EGS project, a percolation tank, a JCB was being used in addition to labour.  The labourers were desperate for work and were willing to accept the use of the JCB in exchange for better daily wages, and more importantly prompt payment.


� In one SGRY project, despite having a woman Sarpanch, the Village Council decided to give work to a group of Kokana men, who declined to accept any women or elderly labourers as this would bring down the wage rates of the group as a whole.  The other tribal group—poor Mahadev Koli were totally excluded from the work.  The Sarpanch (a Mahadev Koli) was helpless because after the expiry of her two years in office, she would have to continue working in the fields of the Maratha’s and the Kokana’s whom she could not afford to alienate.


� Actual wage earnings on the two schemes were about the same (Table 15).


� Krishna (2002: 45-6) explains how the general fragmentation of Indian public rural development programs into many small projects leads the government officials formally responsible for them to depend increasingly on local villagers for actual project preparation and supervision.


� Much the same was true of EGS projects, but Sarpanches have less influence on them than on SGRY projects.
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