11.
A Comparative ASSESSment of Anti-Poverty Programmes in U.P

As discussed in chapter 4, a comparison of different anti-poverty programmes is fraught with methodological problems. Different programmes have different, and often multiple, objectives which are difficult to compare. The vantage points with which such comparisons can be attempted are also different. The poor themselves may have expectations from public programmes which are not compatible or feasible within a public policy perspective. On the other hand, they may situate these programmes within their multiplex different needs and requirements which public policy makers and even analysts may find difficult to incorporate because they habitually deal with a more limited number of goals.

This chapter attempts to bring together these two different strands. In the first part, we have attempted a comparison of the programmes, between themselves and across villages. This section relies heavily on how the poor and the beneficiaries view the programmes. It draws heavily on case studies and group discussions. The second part discusses the strength and weakness of the programmes and compares them from a public policy perspective. This draws heavily from the analysis in the fieldwork chapters.

11.1
Inter-village differences in Anti-Poverty Programmes

The analysis presented in the preceding chapters establishes that there are considerable variations in the implementation of anti-poverty programmes and in the assessed impact of these programmes on (beneficiary) poor households.

In order to study these differences, an attempt has been made to assess the implementation performance of these programmes in the study villages along certain dimensions. 

The dimensions that have been used to study implementation are (i). extent to which beneficiaries are assessed to be BPL and selection reflects need/relative deprivation; (ii). extent to which processing, sanction and disbursement are facilitated and require less time and effort from the beneficiary;  (iii). Extent to which leakage occurs from the sanctioned account;  (iv). whether schemes have been selected in accordance with village level priorities and pro-poor content;  (v) whether schemes have been selected and support provided to maximise gains for poor households; (vi). whether Programmes have been implemented to the extent feasible.

Field observations, interviews and group discussion have been used to categorise responses on a 3-point scale. It should be mentioned that not all dimensions are relevant for each of the programmes. For example, responses to (iv) relate only to JGSY, whereas responses to (v) relate only to self-employment programmes. 

Further, it should also be mentioned that responses obtained here are not only on account of PRI functioning (examined in chapter 12) but also other agents/functionaries (such as development functionaries, bank functionaries, middle-men etc.) able to influence the poverty alleviation process.

The scores for different dimensions have been aggregated and the aggregate performance has again been categorised into “good’, ‘satisfactory’ and ‘poor’.

The village-wise responses are presented in Table 11.1 and summarised in Figure 11.1.
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It would be noted that the villages are rated as ‘good’ as per these process indicators in only a small number of villages with hardly any difference across programmes. The number of villages varies a little for ‘satisfactory’ rating, with 6 villages categorised as satisfactory in the case of the Indira Awaas Yojana, and five villages each falling in this category in the case of the SGSY, Land distribution and pension based programmes. The largest number of villages – ranging from 55 percent in the case of IAY to 70 percent in the case of JGSY are in the ‘poor’ category. Thus, although exceptions do exist, the programmes have generally functioned below par in most of the study villages.

We have further analysed the assessed impact of the programmes on beneficiary poor households, based on field observations, focus group discussions and interviews. The assessed impact has been grouped into five categories: 1. negative; 2. low; 3. moderate; 4. fairly high; 5. significant.

Figure 11.2, which summarises the assessed impact shows the differences across the programmes.
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SGSY is the only programme which is assessed to have an overall negative impact in four of the study villages. This is on account of the impact of the increased debt on poor households. But the programme is assessed to have a ‘fairly high’ impact in four study villages and a ‘significant’ impact on beneficiary households in three study villages.

JGSY is assessed to have had a low impact in as many as 15 (75 %) of the study villages with a moderate impact in two villages and a fairly high impact in three other villages.

The assessed impact of IAY is far more positive, with a ‘fairly high’ impact in 70 percent of the study villages and a significant impact in 10 percent villages.

The impact of land distribution programmes is considered to be even better, with an overall ‘fairly high’ impact in 55 percent study villages and a ‘significant’ impact in 25 percent study villages.

However, the impact of pension schemes has been assessed most favourably with a significant impact on beneficiary poor households in all the study villages.

	Table 11.1: Village-wise Assessment of Implementation and Impact of Poverty Alleviation Programmes  

	
	Performance on the Basis of Process Indicators
	Performance on the Basis of Assessed Impact

	Village
	
	
	IAY
	Land
	Pensions
	All
	JGSY
	SGSY
	IAY
	Land
	Pensions

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Allahabad-A
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Low
	Neg.
	Moderate
	Moderate
	Sig.

	Allahabad-B
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Low
	Moderate
	Moderate
	Sig.
	Sig.

	Jaunpur-A
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Poor
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Moderate
	Low
	Moderate
	fairly High
	Sig.

	Jaunpur-B
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Low
	Neg.
	fairly High
	fairly High
	Sig.

	Deoria-A
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Low
	Neg.
	fairly High
	fairly High
	Sig.

	Deoria-B
	Poor
	Poor
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Poor
	Poor
	Low
	Low
	fairly High
	fairly High
	Sig.

	Unnao-A
	Good
	Satisfactory
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	fairly High
	fairly High
	fairly High
	Sig.
	Sig.

	Unnao-B
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Low
	Neg.
	fairly High
	Sig.
	Sig.

	Fatehpur-A
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Low
	Low
	fairly High
	fairly High
	Sig.

	Fatehpur-B
	Poor
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Poor
	Poor
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Moderate
	Sig.

	Meerut-A
	Poor
	Poor
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Low
	Moderate
	fairly High
	fairly High
	Sig.

	Meerut-B
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Poor
	Poor
	Satisfactory
	Low
	Sig.
	fairly High
	fairly High
	Sig.

	Aligarh-A
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Low
	Moderate
	fairly High
	fairly High
	Sig.

	Aligarh-B
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Moderate
	Moderate
	fairly High
	Moderate
	Sig.

	Bareilly-A
	Poor
	Poor
	Satisfactory
	Poor
	Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Low
	Low
	fairly High
	Moderate
	Sig.

	Barelly-B
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Low
	Sig.
	fairly High
	fairly High
	Sig.

	Pithoragarh-A
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	fairly High
	Sig.
	Sig.
	Sig.
	Sig.

	Pithoragarh-B
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	fairly High
	fairly High
	Sig.
	fairly High
	Sig.

	Hamirpur-A
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Low
	fairly High
	fairly High
	fairly High
	Sig.

	Hamirpur-B
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor
	Satisfactory
	Poor
	Low
	fairly High
	fairly High
	Sig.
	Sig.


It is obvious that, on the basis of various criteria, the programmes have not done well in a number of villages in terms of their implementation. But in terms of relative impact, some of the programmes are seen by the poor households in the study villages to have had a significantly positive impact. Pension schemes, followed by Land distribution and the housing schemes are seen as the ones having had the most significant impact. On the other hand, the two major planks of the anti-poverty strategy, viz. wage employment programmes and credit-cum-subsidy asset programmes are seen to have a relatively lower impact in most of the study villages.

11.2
COMPARATIVE EVALUATION OF ANTI-POVERTY PROGRAMMES IN UP - A synoptic overview

The programme-wise analysis presented in the earlier chapters and the comparative village-wise assessment of the programmes carried out in the preceding section allow us to reach certain overall comparative evaluation of the anti-poverty programmes. These are briefly discussed below.

1. All the programmes studied here suffer from similar distortions due to the malfunctioning of institutions - local bodies as well as the developmental machinery. This, we have seen also has resulted in the loss of sizeable proportions of public subsidy in one form or another, which are roughly comparable. All programmes also impose significant transactions cost on the beneficiaries which, however, vary somewhat between programmes. Since the 'malfunctioning of institutions and ‘leakage’ is similar between programmes, we focus here on their other comparative characteristics.

2. It is clear from the field study that employment generation programmes have provided very little in U.P in terms of employment and wage security. A very small percentage of casual labourers have benefited under the programmes. In the poor areas of the State, man days of employment created per beneficiary is no higher than the other areas, and wages received are lower. Further, no major labour market impacts can be expected on the whole from the small amount of employment created.

3. The programmes have relatively been more successful in the creation of infrastructure, particularly village roads and link roads, although the leakages here have constrained the growth of infrastructure to the extent possible. The improvement in infrastructure would, no doubt, also impact on the development potential of the region and the social consumption of the poor households, but the impact on poverty is difficult to quantify.

4. The asset creation programmes have been an important component of the anti-poverty strategy since 1978-79. The conclusions of this study, however, corroborate the conclusions of several other studies. First, returns per household from the investments are low except where market opportunities are significant, where investments have been used to upscale to size of the existing enterprise; and there are pre-existing skills which can be used. Second, the poor household’s needs and strategies and the existing incentive structure of the loans do not encourage entrepreneurial growth. Third, in any case, poor households are excessively vulnerable to the risks of business. Fourth, all the above problems are compounded by the corruption and the high transaction costs for the households.

5. The one major conclusion where the results of the present study are different from a number of other studies is the question of default. This phenomenon is not pervasive. A majority of loans have been returned. But in the process, and because of the factors enumerated earlier, households have often lost assets or compounded their liability. All this suggests that asset creation strategies had a more limited role for the poor than was initially envisaged in these programmes and subsidies have played a small role, if any, in ameliorating risks and raising returns.

6. It is a moot point whether and to what extent the SHG strategy envisaged by SGSY will work better in UP In principle, SHGs provide a route to groups to pool savings and other resources, internalise scale economies to some extent, and access the formal banking and business sector. Group cohesion can strengthen problem solving and further reinforce social capital. But SHGs have to be nurtured through a protracted stage-by-stage process. And the constraints on business success and expansion discussed earlier will also apply to them. The  field study was able to observe SHGs only in their infancy. The quick fostering of SHG expansion (the ‘Big Bang’ approach) does not seem to be conducive to their long term growth and seems to be more geared towards a capture of financial subsidies still being offered.

7. Social assistance is the third prong the existing anti-poverty strategy. Even with its existing share of problems, it has contributed to the well-being and self-esteem of some extremely vulnerable sections of rural society. But the pensions are small, a number of eligible beneficiaries are not covered, the deductions are quite significant in relation to the small amounts. 

8. The provision of housing grant to the shelterless under IAY is now financially one of the largest programmes. The modality of the scheme has significantly improved over time and its benefit are widely perceived. Yet, the scheme is the single largest grant-based scheme for individuals (with subsidies almost three times as large as in the case of the SGSY). Many of the beneficiaries of the IAY are, strictly speaking, neither shelterless, nor among the poorest.

9. Land distribution is, strictly speaking, neither an asset creation programme, nor, in the sense that it has been practised, is it an asset-redistribution programme. It has affected the largest number of beneficiaries in the study villages. Although there are limits to its continuance in the present form, it impacts on the economic livelihood status and the social status of the beneficiary household and despite problems, is viewed quite positively by the poor.

10. On the positive side, both housing assistance and land distribution suffer less from a 'agency' problem. Once grants/land have been received, beneficiaries have been willing to add their own resources to make the optimum use of the State assistance.

11. Within the existing shelf of anti-poverty programmes, the government needs to follow a more cautious approach towards the expansion of SGSY (because of its process orientation) and the free housing programme (because the subsidy transfers here tend to overwhelm other programmes, and because of the possibility of capture of benefits by the relatively less poor). In view of the shortage of village lands for distribution and the fierce competition for such lands, the expansion of the land reform programme in its present form is becoming progressively more difficult and its future shape need to be carefully considered.. There is, however, a rationale for the expansion of two programmes – the employment based programmes and the Social Assistance programme (interpreted here, broadly, as pensions to various groups needing this). In the former case, the direct and indirect benefits are quite high. In the case of the latter, the three major groups covered by the pension schemes in the State are among the most vulnerable.

These issues are taken up again in the concluding chapter.

12.

Role of Panchayat Raj Institutions

After the JRY was introduced in 1989, PRIs had been given powers to draw and disburse funds, to select schemes and beneficiaries in gram sabha meetings, and to oversee the implementation of these schemes. But with the passage of the 73rd Amendment, the panchayats are now constitutionally mandated to draw up plans for development and anti-poverty programmes have been brought under their purview. In UP, the amendments to the PR Act have provided reservations not only to women and SCs but also to members of the OBCs. The first elections under the amended Act were held in 1995, while the second was held in June 2000, just before the start of the fieldwork for this study.

Since the 73rd Amendment envisages a shift of the planning and implementation of anti-poverty programmes from the bureaucracy to a local democratic institution, in which the local community, including the poor can have greater say, the impact of this change have to be watched with great interest. Moreover, this study has been able to observe the first five years of the PRIs after the 73rd Amendment as well as the transition to the second elected period. As such, our conclusions should be of some interest to all those concerned with the role of democratic institutions in anti-poverty interventions.

In fact, in the period preceding our study, several important changes took place marking a new phase in the devolution of administration, functions and resources. The panchayats in U.P now have access to financial resources from a number of sources – Centrally Sponsored Schemes and Central Sector schemes such as the JGSY and the Central Sanitation Scheme, the Tenth Finance Commission, funds devolved by the State government under the recommendations of the State Finance Commission and the Employment Assurance Scheme (EAS). Besides, each gram panchayat has now, for the first time, a panchayat functionary attached to it from a new cadre formed by merging village level functionaries of eight different departments. The Panchayats and its Standing Committees have been given powers to oversee the functioning of primary schools, anganwadis, sub-centres, veterinary centres and so on.

What do these changes mean for design and implementation of anti-poverty strategies? Below we document some of our observations on the gram panchayats in the study areas.

12.1 
DEMOCRATIC FUNCTIONING OF THE GRAM PANCHAYATS
The fieldwork took place immediately preceding, and in the aftermath of, the second panchayat elections (after the 73rd Amendment) in U.P in 2000. It could therefore collect evidence on the functioning of the first post Amendment panchayat and closely observe the transition to the second.

The broadening of the base of the formal panchayat leadership which has occurred is the most striking change in post-73rd Amendment Scenario. A high proportion of the elected leadership is from the lower castes and from among women. The lower level of educational attainment of the Pradhans is an important problem, although the proportion of illiterates is lower than the population at large. The problem is also more acute among OBCs and lower castes. There seems to be very little shift between the first and second rounds in the extent of the elected leadership’s attainment.

Table12.1: Social and Educational Profile of Sitting Pradhans
	
	
	
	Educational Attainment

	Caste group
	Sex
	Total
	Illiterate
	Primary
	Middle
	Secondary
	BA or Higher

	Upper Caste
	Male
	4
	
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Female
	2
	
	1
	
	
	1

	OBC
	Male
	4
	1
	
	2
	
	1

	
	Female
	4
	2
	1
	
	1
	

	SC/ST
	Male
	6
	
	1
	3
	2
	

	
	Female
	0
	0
	
	
	
	

	Total
	Male
	14
	1
	2
	6
	3
	2

	Total
	Female
	6
	2
	2
	0
	1
	1


Souce :village Schedule

Table12.2: Social and Educational Profile of Previous Pradhans
	
	
	
	Educational Attainment

	Caste group
	Sex
	Total
	Illiterate
	Primary
	Middle
	Secondary
	BA or Higher

	Upper Caste
	Male
	6
	
	1
	1
	2
	1

	
	Female
	2
	
	1
	
	
	1

	OBC
	Male
	8
	
	2
	3
	2
	1

	
	Female
	2
	1
	1
	
	
	

	SC/ST
	Male
	2
	
	2
	
	
	

	
	Female
	1
	1
	
	
	
	

	Total
	Male
	15
	
	5
	4
	4
	2

	Total
	Female
	5
	2
	2
	
	
	1


Souce :village Schedule


Due the prevailing socio-economic milieu and ingrained patriarchy, there is a strong tendency to set up proxy candidates among the lower castes and women. This leads to a lack of autonomy on the part of elected formal leadership. Unfortunately, this is  also a trend tacitly encouraged by the bureaucracy which feels comfortable in dealing with the established dominant and male leadership.

The democratic process is also vitiated by the electoral practices. In the elections observed by us, candidates spent anything between Rs 5,000 to Rs, 1,00,000 in the elections. Several of them were known to have used muscle power to succeed in the electoral battle and at least in three or four cases, such candidates succeeded in cowing down the opposition.

However, there are countervailing forces and trends which can also be witnessed. there is also a distinct trend among the lower castes, especially the scheduled castes to back a strong and capable leadership, and even among the women, some of those whom we observed emerged as strong and favoured leaders.

The gram sabha meetings are the formal vehicles of people’s participation in the affairs of the panchayat, once elections have taken place. Even though the UP government has, from time to time, emphasised that the gram sabhas meet at least twice every year to transact their business, regular meetings have not taken place in most of our study panchayats. A few meetings are reported to have taken place in six of the study panchayats, including both the study panchayats in the Hills. In Jasrapur (Unnao) where the Pradhan is a lady, a few meetings were held initially but participation was scanty. However, after the murder of the Pradhan’s husband, no Gram Sabha meetings are reported to have occurred. In Jaunpur-A a few meetings have been held to discuss the selection of the kotedar (PDS shop keeper) and to discuss educational problems and scholarships for students. A few members among SCs also participated in these meetings and offered their opinions. In Allahabad-A panchayat, three meetings were initially held but these quickly turned acrimonious. In one of these, a woman member raised the issue of a drain but was ignored. When the issue was pressed by another member (belonging to the boatman caste) he was thrashed. In some other panchayats, an initial general meeting is reported to have taken place but in others formalities have been completed only on paper and signatures have been obtained.

On the whole, the interviews with over one thousand beneficiaries of anti-poverty programmes in the villages revealed that only 11 percent males and 3 percent females from these households had participated in any gram sabha meeting in the last one year Naturally, more than 85 percent of our beneficiaries had no clear idea about these meetings, and what was discusssed there. Nearly 89 percent of those who attended these meetings indicated that they had only heard the proceedings and had not participated actively in the meetings. 

The gram panchayat meetings, which are the next rung democratic body, have also not fared much better. Though meetings have been held in a number of panchayats, the requirement of monthly meetings has not been met anywhere. Several meetings of the gram panchayat are reported to have been held in Jaunpur-A, Allahabad-B, Unnao-A, Allahabad-A, Fatehpur-B and Deoria-B but no meetings are reported to have been held in Deoria-B, Fatehpur-A, Jaunpur-B, Deoria-A and signatures or thumb impressions of the members were obtained for the purposes of record. Wherever meetings have been held, a small number of members, usually the supporters of the Pradhan, have participated actively. In a few cases, where members have dissented strongly with decisions been taken, they have been beaten up. Women members have participated in the GP meetings only in Unnao-A, where the Pradhan is also a woman, and in the two Hill panchayats. A lower caste female member reported that she initially participated in the GP meetings in Allahabad-A but her interest waned when she found that she had no say in the decisions. In all other cases, the thumb impressions of female members have been obtained after the meetings.

Identification of Beneficiaries and Schemes for development

The weakness in the democratic process provides room for the Pradhan and the bureaucracy to manipulate the names of beneficiaries and to select schemes of their choice. In some of the study villages (Fatehpur-A, Unnao-A, Pithoragarh-A and B, Allahabad-A and Allahabad-B) an initial list of beneficiaries was prepared in gram sabha meetings. In all other cases, lists were prepared by the Pradhan and in almost all the study villages, the Pradhan, the village-level government functionaries and other bureaucrats, and various other middlemen were the ultimate arbiters of who the beneficiaries would be. Except in four or five panchayats, names rarely found place on the list of beneficiaries of the IRDP, IAY or land distribution programmes unless the potential beneficiary happened to be exceptionally close to one of them or money had changed hands.

Reportedly, one meeting was held in Allahabad-B to select beneficiaries for IAY and IRDP and a list was made but later modified. A middleman in this village is known to be in touch with Bank and Block officials and gets names included in beneficiary lists on payment of bribe. In Fatehpur -B, a meeting was held to identify beneficiaries, but some persons selected in the open meeting had their names removed because they could not pay any money for inclusion in the final list. Similarly, in Jaunpur-B, a list was prepared for land (patta distribution) by the Pradhan who included the names of those who approached him, but only names of those who were able to pay bribes to the Lekhpal figured in the final list. Almost in all other cases, names of beneficiaries have been finalised by the Pradhan, his henchmen, or the village level functionaries without even going through the formality of discussion in the gram sabha meetings and with a few exceptions (such as in village Unnao-A) beneficiaries had to pay for inclusion in these lists. What is alarming is that the institution of quasi-professional middlemen who keep a close liaison with the PRIs, Banks, and developmental bureaucracy and mediate between them and the potential beneficiaries is found in a number of villages (Allahabad-B, Deoria-B, Unnao-A).

Similarly, schemes to be taken up under the JRY or other programmes are rarely finalised in the gram sabha meetings, and exceptions to this are few and far between. A meeting was reportedly held in Unnao-B to decide the site for the Panchayat building. Similarly, in Fatehpur-B, the issue of what kind of public work should be taken up was discussed in a gram sabha meeting. Generally, however, these decisions are taken by the Pradhan, in informal consultation with his/her supporters.

Transparency in the functioning of the PRIs

Panchayat receipts and expenditure, which are supposed to be boldly displayed by the gram panchayats, on banners/hoardings were shrouded in secrecy. There was hardly any respondent in the study villages, including some gram panchayat members who could accurately report on this. In some panchayats, issues relating to receipts and expenditure on schemes had been briefly raised in the gram panchayat meetings and there were some individuals who were aware of the broad details. In some cases (e.g. in village Unnao-A) the Pradhan claimed that even he was not aware of the details as the records and accounts were fully managed by the Panchayat Secretary.


In the early part of the fieldwork, in the immediate aftermath of the panchayat elections, records of panchayats were not available at the village level for scrutiny by the field staff. However, in the later part, records from the panchayats in Jaunpur and Fatehpur were scrutinised. Where available, these consisted of attendance registers, muster rolls and expenditure details. Records pertaining to minutes of meetings and decisions taken were not maintained. In any case, the emphasis of the state government on transparency in the functioning of the PRIs has not percolated down, either through its own apparatus, or through the elected bodies. In one case (Fatehpur-A), the Pradhan invited the field staff to scrutinise the economic register late at night, when he could be assured that other villagers would not be privy to them. In any case, the Pradhan of this village has a record of silencing any opposition to him through force, if necessary, and the secrecy seemed to be added caution.

Implementation of Anti-Poverty Programmes

Once the name of the beneficiary has been finalised (without payment of bribe in a minority of cases, as reported earlier), papers have to be processed and the loan/grant/pension is released through the bank in the case of SGSY/IAY or the post office. The final release is almost always subject to a hefty deduction by the various intermediaries – the Pradhan/Bank officials/Block functionaries/professional middlemen. The general modus operandi is for the middleman or the Pradhan or the village functionary to accompany the beneficiary to the bank and take the amount from him as soon as the money is withdrawn. Middlemen will even negotiate the price of following through with the transaction, and the price of even the eventual loan default. In the case of pensions, the postal clerk will deduct an amount (if the pension account is in the post-office). It is true that not all Pradhans are corrupt and some stay away from the entire exercise. But in other cases, Pradhans justify taking a share of the deduction or at least ‘kharcha’ (expenses) to cover their expenses of travelling to and from the Block office. The deductions, we have seen, could range from a paltry Rs 100 in case of pensions to Rs 6000 or more in the case of IAY/IRDP or even land pattas.

In the case of public works executed under JRY or similar schemes, Pradhans have been almost invariably responsible for overseeing their execution. As discussed earlier, the material used is often of poor quality, and labour is either not employed or is underpaid. It is difficult to estimate the leakage on these counts. As reported in the preceding sections, several Pradhans candidly told us that the Block functionaries have to be paid a minimum of 20% of the amount defrayed. This was reported to be the case even of some of the best functioning panchayats in the Hills. In some panchayats, for example in one of the Hamirpur study village, almost 40 percent of the funds were said to be paid to the Block officials. 

Others Pradhans told us that they have to cover their own expenses and the expenses that they have to incur on visits by Block and other officials from the JRY funds. The circumstances in which the Pradhans work, and the reactions of the community towards them vary but it is clear that only a few of them have stayed away from making large amounts from the JRY.

However, the corruption and ineptitude of the panchayats should not be over-emphasised. In the two Hill panchayats, the Pradhans provided effective leadership over  a strongly democratic village body, but faced constraints from the development bureaucracy. In Unnao-A, the woman Pradhan was able to inspire confidence among a large section of the village community and push forward a development agenda. 

Ranking of the Village Panchayats

Going by the assessments made above, it is clear that the gram panchayats have done poorly on a number of counts. But it would of course not be fair to prejudge the issue and conclude that all panchayats have fared poorly. In fact, our study shows a range of experiences and dynamics, although it also highlights some of the general constraints.

In order to examine this issue more closely, the study evolved some criteria for ranking the panchayats. Points were given to panchayats along three dimensions – democratic functioning, efficiency and transparency and the total marks obtained by each panchayat was used to rank each of the panchayats. The criteria used are summarised below:

Table 12.3  Ranking of Panchayats

	Dimension
	Scale

	Participation
	

	1. Regularity of Gram Panchayat Meetings
	Regular -03 Irregular 02 Not held 01

	2. Participation in Gram Panchayat Meetings
	All sections 05 Some sections 03 On Paper/Nil 01

	3. Regularity of Gram Sabha Meetings
	Regular -05 Irregular 03 Not held 01

	4. Participation in Gram Sabha Meetings
	All sections 05 Some sections 03 On Paper/Nil 01

	
	

	Transparency
	

	1. Selection of Beneficiaries
	Open Meeting - 05 Open Meeting but tampered - 03 Outside Meeting - 01

	2. Selection of Schemes
	Open Meeting - 05 Open Meeting but tampered - 03 Outside Meeting - 01

	3. Publicity of Funds and Expenditure
	Well advertised -05 Selectively known -03 Not known to anyone -01

	
	

	Implementation
	

	1. Level of Activity
	Active 03 Less Active 02 Inactive 01

	2. Supervision of Works
	Collective Involvement 03 Pradhan or Relative 02 Contractor 01

	3. Quality of Works
	Good - 05 Medium 03 Poor/Vpoor 01

	4. Corruption
	Honest 05 Relatively honest 03 V Corrupt 01 

	Grades for panchayats: V Good 40-49 Good 30-39 Unsatisfactory 21-29 V Unsatisfactory 11-20


Not surprisingly, most of the study panchayats (75 percent) rank in the ‘Unsatisfactory’ (12) or ‘Very Unsatisfactory’ (3) category. But two achieve a ‘Good’ rank while three achieve a ‘Very Good’ rank. Of the five well functioning panchayats, two were in the Hill region, and one each were in the Western, Central and Eastern regions. Notably, two of the best functioning panchayats in the sample were headed by women Pradhans. These two successful women Pradhans had significantly different profiles, yet they performed reasonably well as leaders of their respective panchayats.

Table 12.4  Ranking of Panchayats
	Village
	District
	Region
	P1
	P2
	P3
	P4
	T1
	T2
	T3
	I1
	I2
	I3
	I4
	Total
	Rank

	Vijanaki Nagalia
	Aligarh
	Western
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1
	1
	13
	V.Poor

	Pendra
	Aligarh
	Western
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	12
	V.Poor

	Mame pur
	Meerut
	Western
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	2
	2
	3
	1
	17
	V.Poor

	Chandanheri
	Meerut
	Western
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	5
	3
	2
	3
	3
	33
	Good

	Majhgawan
	Bareilly
	Western
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	5
	3
	2
	1
	1
	18
	V.Poor

	Bakania
	Bareilly
	Western
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	1
	2
	1
	1
	14
	V.Poor

	Jasrapur
	Unnao
	Central
	2
	5
	3
	5
	5
	5
	5
	3
	3
	3
	5
	44
	V. Good

	Kudikapur
	Unnao
	Central
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	2
	2
	1
	15
	V.Poor

	Bahera Sadat
	Fatehpur
	Central
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	3
	1
	15
	V.Poor

	Kalana
	Fatehpur
	Central
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	3
	23
	Poor

	Kiswahi
	Hamirpur
	Bundelkhand
	2
	3
	3
	3
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1
	1
	20
	V.Poor

	Tikaria
	Hamirpur
	Bundelkhand
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	1
	2
	2
	1
	1
	24
	Poor

	Aicholi
	Pithoragarh
	Hills
	3
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	3
	3
	3
	5
	47
	V.Good

	Kimkhola
	Pithoragarh
	Hills
	3
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	3
	3
	3
	3
	45
	V.Good

	Beekar
	Allahabad
	Eastern
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1
	13
	V.Poor

	Kesaria
	Allahabad
	Eastern
	2
	5
	3
	5
	3
	3
	1
	1
	2
	1
	3
	29
	Poor

	Chakaipur
	Jaunpur
	Eastern
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	2
	1
	1
	14
	V.Poor

	Bansbari
	Jaunpur
	Eastern
	2
	5
	3
	5
	5
	5
	1
	3
	3
	3
	5
	40
	Good

	Radhia Deoria
	Deoria
	Eastern
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1
	13
	V.Poor

	Biramapatti
	Deoria
	Eastern
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	3
	1
	1
	14
	V.Poor


Management of Funds: PRIs versus the Bureaucracy

Since panchayat funds were widely believed to have been mismanaged, we considered it important to find out whether people considered it better that these funds were managed by the Block officials, as was previously the case. In fact, most respondents were in favour of devolution of funds to the panchayats but supported joint management (by the pradhan and Block Development Committee member (BDC); by the Pradhan and the panchayat members etc.). In all, 90 percent of the respondents favoured devolution of funds to the panchayats and only 7 percent favoured their retention by the Block.

As we shall see below, despite a disappointing beginning, the poor households do see devolution as being, on the whole, favourable to the implementation of an anti-poverty strategy and support it.

The Developmental Bureaucracy in the New Dispensation

It is quite clear that despite the limited devolution that has occurred, the Block functionaries continue to have the upper hand. While names of individual beneficiaries can be suggested by the panchayat/Pradhan, these are still finalised by the Block functionaries who are not obliged to state reasons for their refusal. In fact, at all stages, inclusion in these lists is subject to the discretion of the officials – whether elected or not. 

In the case of employment programmes, while these can be chosen at the village level, the appraisal of the works and the expenditure is carried out by the Block functionaries and these must meet their ‘satisfaction’. All in all there is hardly any diminution in their powers in the post-73rd Amendment scenario. 

Even the lowest village functionaries (the Gram Panchayat Officer, the Village Development Officer and the Lekhpal) are not accountable to the elected functionaries and are not responsible for the implementation of programmes, except in very limited (though important) roles. The recent reforms have introduced an important change by merging the village level cadres of eight departments into a village level panchayat functionary. But these functionaries are still accountable to their line departments and are not regularly available in the panchayats. The study teams , which were resident in the study villages for several days continuously found it difficult to contact the functionaries. Those who had been posted from the other departments had not acquired the competence to maintain records and in one case, the  panchayat secretary paid another employee to maintain the village records for him.

12.2
What has devolution meant for Anti-poverty Programmes?
From our preliminary observations in the field, it appears that devolution has brought increased contestation and debate over the use of funds for local development into the forefront at the local level. Expectations of what these resources are expected to do are high, often unrealistically. Reputations of Pradhans are now made or marred on the basis of their performance in office.

At the same time, for those who seek elections to become Pradhan, there is more at stake now than previously was, not least because the financial resources at the disposal of the gram panchayat have steadily increased. The Pradhan’s goals vary and not all are in the business of self-enrichment (although in our sample, 75 percent of the Pradhans who had completed a full term had acquired significant new assets in the form of houses, tractors or motor cycles). By and large, their view of the village community is quite functional – they rely on local participation only to the extent necessary, and not surprisingly, the weaker Pradhans are less autocratic and rely more on community support than those who are powerful. There is some evidence from these field studies that the quality of local leadership has improved and that some among the new leadership are more committed to a larger good. but on the other hand, there is also a negative side, an our observations on the recent elections showed that money power (along with muscle power) had also become a very important instrument for garnering votes.

But even among Pradhans fairly committed to a ‘clean’ and democratic functioning, Both the extent of ‘public good’ which they can achieve and their autonomy are severally circumscribed, on the one hand, by the objectives and functions of the development bureaucracy which seeks to reduce local democratic institutions into subservient appendages and the Pradhan into the local linchpin of a corrupt and inefficient delivery system, and on the other, by the nature of local society and its dynamics.

Among the poor beneficiaries, the increased role of the panchayats in the anti-poverty programmes is well recognised (63 percent of the beneficiaries recognised this to be the case) and what is surprising is that despite the poor functioning of many of the panchayats, 68.5 percent of the beneficiaries still favoured greater devolution and a larger role in the programmes and 59.6 percent saw the impact of the panchayats on rural development as being ‘good’.

Thus, despite the negative images of the devolution that one collects through field observations, which are strongly reinforced by discussions with the development bureaucracy, the poor do not favour a roll back of devolution; in fact the predominant view that emerges from all aspects of the field study is that they advocate, greater devolution, more democratic control  and greater accountability

13.
Wealth Ranking and Identification of the Poor

Wealth ranking is a participatory method by which the villagers themselves rank households in terms of the levels of economic well-being. The purpose of carrying out wealth ranking exercises among poor communities in the study villages was to identify the criteria which poor people use themselves to rank households into groups and to see whether these criteria and the resultant grouping matches with (1) the criteria used in the BPL surveys; (2) the households identified as poor and listed as “Below Poverty Line” households in the economic register. 

13.1 
WEALTH-RANKING OF SAMPLE HOUSEHOLDS 

The study involved the random selection of 30 households in each gram panchayat which were then ranged into five categories ranging from very poor to very rich by a group of poor residents after discussing the specifics of each case.

The wealth ranking exercises in the study villages showed that the poor are able to rank rural households into groups on the basis of easily observable characteristics such as land owned; other means of earnings; numbers of economically active persons, number of dependants and so on. A detailed list of such characteristics (region-wise) has been prepared for the study.

One of the problems observed in the wealth-ranking exercises was that there is a tendency to exclude households on the social/geographical village periphery, which has to be brought to their attention. For instance, one of the villages in Allahabad had a group belonging to a semi-nomadic caste subsisting on charity. In the initial wealth ranking exercise, this group was ignored. Another problem with the criteria developed by the poor/community  is that these as well as the rankings may be area specific and that these may not be easily comparable across regions. In other words, while the community may be able to rank households in the village, this may not be a useful way of allocating resources across regions/villages. Our observations, based on the  wealth ranking exercises, suggests that there may be some truth in this observation. Taking the two extreme regions – Hills and Bundelkhand, the percentage of poor in the Hills is seen to be relatively high whereas the percentage of poor in Bundelkhand is relatively low (see Table 13.1 below.). However, these results may also be due to a small sample bias. For example, one of the villages selected in Pithoragarh district was very poor and remote. This may also have biased the results.

Table 13.1: Region-wise Distribution of Households by Well–Being Ranked in Wealth Ranking
	Region
	Number and percentage of persons categorised as:

	
	V.Poor
	Poor
	Average
	Rich
	V.Rich
	Total

	Western 
	No.
	29
	34
	57
	46
	14
	180

	
	%
	16.1
	18.9
	31.7
	25.6
	7.8
	

	Central
	No.
	24
	34
	39
	17
	6
	120

	
	%
	20.0
	28.3
	32.5
	14.2
	5.0
	

	Bundelkhand
	No.
	4
	19
	22
	13
	2
	60

	
	%
	6.7
	31.7
	36.7
	21.7
	3.3
	

	Hills
	No.
	12
	9
	24
	14
	1
	60

	
	%
	20.0
	15.0
	40.0
	23.3
	1.7
	

	Eastern
	No.
	36
	50
	53
	35
	6
	180

	
	%
	20.0
	27.8
	29.5
	19.4
	3.3
	

	Total
	No.
	105
	146
	195
	125
	29
	600

	
	%
	17.5
	24.3
	32.5
	20.8
	4.8
	


13.2
Comparison of the Poor in Wealth Ranking and those Identified in the BPL Lists

The study has compared the wealth ranking done by the households to the BPL list prepared by the government. 

Table 13.2 shows the total number of BPL cards and APL cards issued in the study villages (region-wise). In some villages/ regions, the number of BPL households is very high. For instance, in the Hills, 58.9 percent of the households were listed as BPL. Further, the total number of BPL+APL cards issued is larger in many of the villages than the number of households identified by us. This has been achieved by artificially bifurcating the present number of households. Overall, the total number of cards issued is in excess of the estimated number of households by about 32.4 percent. 

Table 13.2: Region-wise table showing the position of APL and BPL cards
	Region
	No. of hholds
	No. of BPL cards issued
	No of APL cards issued
	Total No. of  APL&BPL cards
	% of Excess cards

	Western
	1894
	281
	14.8
	2031
	2312
	22.1

	Central
	1367
	571
	41.8
	1589
	2160
	58.0

	Bundelkhand
	737
	120
	16.3
	927
	1047
	42.1

	Hills
	236
	139
	58.9
	115
	254
	7.6

	Eastern
	1836
	717
	39.1
	1547
	2264
	23.3

	Grand Total
	6070
	1828
	30.1
	6209
	8037
	32.4


Source: Fieldwork

Table 13.3 reports the BPL status of the wealth ranked households in the study villages Only 37.5 percent of the households ranked by poor households as poor/very poor were listed as BPL households and had received BPL cards. The correlation was highest in the Hill districts where 81 percent of those ranked as poor were also in the BPL list. Thus 62.5 percent households considered to be poor/very poor had not been included as BPL households in the sample villages.

On the other hand, 21.5 percent households ranked as 'average" and 11 percent ranked as 'rich/very rich' by the poor households themselves were in the BPL list.

Thus, in contrast to the rather precise ranking made by households themselves, the actual BPL lists that we have been able to verify in comparison to the wealth ranked categories suggest a very high proportion of type 1 (exclusion of poor) and type 2 (inclusion of non-poor) errors. As indicated earlier, 62.5 percent of poor households were not in the BPL list. Further, of the total number of wealth ranked households in the BPL list, 35.5 percent were not ranked as poor.

Table 13.3: Region-wise Distribution of Wealth-Ranked and BPL Households

	Region
	No of persons ranked as poor, average & rich and BPL cards issued to them

	
	Ranked as Poor/V.poor
	BPLcards issued
	%
	Ranked as Avg.
	BPL cards issued
	%
	Ranked as Rich/V.Rich
	BPLcards issued
	%

	Western
	63
	15
	23.8
	57
	4
	7.0
	60
	2
	3.3

	Central
	58
	27
	46.6
	39
	9
	23.1
	23
	2
	8.7

	Bundelkhand
	23
	8
	34.8
	22
	-
	-
	15
	-
	-

	Hills
	21
	17
	81.0
	24
	11
	45.8
	15
	1
	6.7

	Eastern
	86
	27
	31.4
	53
	18
	34.0
	41
	6
	14.6

	Total
	251
	94
	37.5
	195
	42
	21.5
	154
	11
	7.1


13.3 
DISTRIBUTION OF BENEFITS IN THE APPS ACCORDING TO THE WEALTH RANKING CATEGORIES

In Table 13.4, we have compared the distribution of benefits in the anti-poverty programmes to the presence of households in the BPL list. It is noticeable that more than two-third of poor identified by government have not obtained the benefit of coverage under any of the programmes.

Table 13.4: Region wise table showing benefits received by the households in the BPL list.

	Region
	No of  hholds in BPL list
	No. of households benefited
	No. of households having got benefits under

	
	
	No.
	%
	NSAP
	JRY/

JGSY
	IRDP/

SGSY
	IAY
	PATTA
	Total No. of benefits
	Avg. benefit per hholds

	Western
	290
	88
	30.3
	23
	6
	39
	31
	23
	122
	1.4

	%
	100
	-
	-
	18.9
	4.9
	32.0
	25.4
	18.9
	
	

	Central
	571
	184
	32.2
	16
	53
	67
	38
	104
	278
	1.5

	%
	100
	-
	-
	5.8
	19.1
	24.1
	13.7
	37.4
	
	-

	Bundelkhand 
	146
	30
	20.6
	3
	7
	2
	4
	23
	39
	1.3

	%
	100
	-
	-
	7.7
	18.0
	5.1
	10.3
	59.0
	
	-

	Hills
	138
	68
	49.3
	17
	24
	37
	35
	19
	132
	1.9

	%
	100
	-
	-
	12.9
	18.2
	28.0
	26.5
	14.4
	
	-

	Eastern
	681
	176
	25.8
	35
	13
	70
	35
	66
	219
	1.2

	%
	100
	-
	-
	16.0
	5.9
	32.0
	16.0
	30.1
	
	-

	Total
	1826
	546
	29.9
	94
	103
	215
	143
	235
	790
	1.5

	%
	100
	-
	-
	11.9
	13.0
	27.2
	18.1
	29.8
	
	-


We have further compared the households ranked by the villagers to the actual distribution of benefits under the anti-poverty programmes (Table 13.5). This gives an idea of the incidence of benefits across classes and the extent of coverage of the poor in the programmes. First, it is seen that only 53 percent of the beneficiaries were ranked as poor or very poor. On the other hand, of the 251 households classified as poor/very poor, only 98 (39 percent) had received direct benefits under any of the anti-poverty programmes taken up for study here.

Table 13.5: Region-wise Distribution of Beneficiaries in the Wealth Ranking and Benefits received  by them in various programmes

	Region
	Very poor
	Poor
	Average
	Rich
	Very Rich
	No. of beneficiaries
	Selected hhold in w.ranking

	Western
	No.
	10
	8
	11
	5
	1
	35
	180

	
	%
	28.6
	22.9
	31.4
	14.3
	2.9
	100
	

	Central
	No.
	9
	8
	13
	5
	1
	36
	120

	
	%
	25.0
	22.2
	36.1
	13.9
	2.8
	100
	

	Bundelkhand
	No.
	1
	10
	5
	1
	-
	17
	60

	
	%
	5.9
	58.8
	29.4
	5.9
	-
	100
	

	Hills
	No.
	10
	6
	12
	1
	-
	29
	60

	
	%
	34.5
	20.7
	41.4
	3.5
	-
	100
	

	Eastern
	No.
	12
	14
	14
	9
	1
	50
	180

	
	%
	24.0
	28.0
	28.0
	18.0
	2.0
	100
	

	Total
	No
	42
	46
	55
	21
	3
	167
	600

	
	%
	25.2
	27.5
	32.9
	12.6
	1.8
	100
	


CONCLUSION
The conclusions reached in the earlier sections on the identification of beneficiary households and the limited reach of the anti-poverty programmes is apparently corroborated by the wealth ranking exercises. 

Taking the wealth ranking exercises as basis, a significant proportion of the poor have not been identified correctly, and even among those identified, a large proportion are not covered under any of the programmes studied here. 

On the other hand, a fairly large proportion of households perceived as non-poor by the poor in the community are identified as ‘poor’ in the government records and have the benefits accruing from the programmes.

14.
conclusion AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

This study had been formulated when two major changes had occurred in the environment of anti-poverty interventions. At the policy level, there had been a rationalisation and amalgamation of the major interventions, along with some change in their orientation. 

At the level of policy, there is now a greater appreciation of the fact that a three-pronged strategy based on (a) wage employment; (b) asset creation; (c) social assistance, can address the differentiated needs of the poor. It is further realised that the creation of public assets and social infrastructure and addressing the issue of basic amenities also plays a role in alleviating poverty.

At the planning and implementation level, there was an envisaged shift from the bureaucracy to local democratic institutions. These include several types of institutions but the thrust towards democratically elected bodies is expected to be the linchpin of greater participatory development.

Both these changes were expected to improve the effectiveness of anti-poverty programmes. 

Our preliminary observations show that the desired changes may not have occurred in U.P to the extent envisaged. Local democratic institutions are still prone to capture by the village elite and are generally too weak to influence the individualistic styles of functioning of the elected officials. The bureaucracy still maintains the upper hand in expenditure disbursements. Moreover, it retains supervisory and regulatory functions over the village panchayats. Both these functions are used to bring elected officials in line. 

Moreover, while the PRIs have been given greater roles, and rules have been framed to ensure transparency in their functioning and to facilitate the new representatives from the weaker sections in performing their roles, the bureaucracy has not shown any interest in encouraging the nascent institutions in gaining strength. On example of this is the lack of gender sensitivity shown by the bureaucracy in their manner of dealing with the women representatives and the "Pradhan Patis”.

The above conclusions imply that significant changes are still needed in shaping the nascent devolutionary process. The following areas suggest themselves on the basis of the fieldwork in this study:

a. The electoral process in the panchayat elections should be reformed to avoid excessive expenditures and other mal-practices. The state should amend the panchayat Act to ensure that in case of no-confidence against the Pradhan he/she is replaced by a member of the same community and gender. There should be a provision for declaration of assets by the electoral contenders.

b. The rules of business of the gram panchayat and gram sabha meetings and the hamlet-wise quorum should be laid down. Norms of identification of beneficiaries, scheme selection, supervision of projects, display of accounts etc. should be strictly adhered to.

c. There is still ample scope for training and sensitising both the elected leadership and the bureaucracy. Capacity building of the entire elected team should be a major focus of policy.

d.  One of the important areas which needs to be considered is the nature of administrative and financial supervision which the panchayats require – both from above and from below. Bureaucratic control over these institutions clearly has significant negative value and should be replaced by independent watch dog bodies .

e. The panchayat functionary should be under the administrative control of the Panchayat. As with the JGSY a small component of the other funds should be set aside to meet administrative expenditures with the approval of the gram sabha.

On the other hand, despite all the limitations however, we have seen that there are areas where the panchayats as institutions have worked admirably well and where the development machinery has also been facilitative. In these areas, the gains for the poor (often under other adverse economic circumstances) are the highest. Why have some of these institutions worked well. A full answer is outside the scope of this study. But four important factors can be singled out: the character of the community; the level of literacy, the nature of the leadership and the quality of government. Some of these are amenable to broader dimensions of policy (promotion of education, land reform, gender and social equity and so on) and should also be addressed.

Poverty alleviation efforts in in UP also suffer from weak civil society action. No other significant form of social mobilisation was witnessed in any of the 20 villages studied. Factors behind the low level of development of people’s movements/CBOs etc. in UP are worth studying. The state government would be well advised to bring out a white paper encouraging local participatory movements which can put pressure, and accelerate the pace of local development.

 
The following specific components (programmes) of the anti-poverty strategy also need consideration. 

The identification of poor households forms  the corner stone of the direct anti-poverty strategies. In principle the identification of the BPL households has been carried out using a negative asset based criteria, combined with a household income criteria. The beneficiaries for specific programmes are then supposed to be identified by the rural community in the open gram sabha meetings. 

In repeated participatory exercises, it has been found that poor communities are easily able to come up with fairly objective and simple criteria for the ranking of households into groups. It is worthwhile seeing whether such indicator based criteria can then be used to identify poor (BPL) households by a body of surveyors working with the community.

The failure of gram sabha meetings to come up with list of beneficiaries is, of course, a failure of local democracy itself, but consideration needs to be given both on how the gram sabha can prioritise such names and on how, Once this is done, these lists are not manipulated by the village or Block functionaries (which ultimately erodes the confidence of the community in these meetings).

The employment strategies, which should be the cornerstone of a strategy of providing employment and wage security are least effective. Because of the small number of employment days generated in poor areas, the strategy is also unable to make a sizeable impact on the labour market. There is an urgent need to expand the programme in poor areas and address some of its design weaknesses, which have led to distortions and weaknesses. 

The following issues can be taken up for consideration:

a) Both the major employment programmes have now been brought under the PRIs at various levels. The District Planning Committees and the other bodies have been so constituted as to give a voice to elected representatives at all levels, including MLAs and MPs. It is, therefore, now both feasible and necessary  to merge all employment programmes including the funds available to MLAs and MPs.

b) In order to maximise the impact on employment, labour markets and poverty, the funds available to employment programmes should be enhanced and should be linked to an employment guarantee. A minimum employment feature was initially incorporated in the EAS without a guarantee, but was later abandoned. There should be greater progressiveness in the allocation of these funds. The fieldwork for this study shows that developed areas and villages have reached a saturation point in developing new infrastructure. The local labour market in these areas is also very tight and wages are higher than the legal minimum. This enhances the possibility of leakages from the programme in these areas, while at the same time, depriving poor areas of employment and much needed infrastructure.

c) Five Year Plans should be drawn up from the village level upwards for the development of rural infrastructure. The plans should include both the creation of new infrastructure as well as the maintenance of existing infrastructure. Existing experience has shown that a large number of works at the village level passed off as new are actually renovation and repair of existing infrastructure, which is often essential. The labour intensity and pro-poor content of each project should be specifically considered and specified. The DRDAs should develop, provide the expertise to make such plans on a participatory basis. These five year plans should form the basis of annual work plans to be voted upon by the gram sabhas and other bodies. 

d) The erratic flow of funds to the panchayats is a major problem. As discussed in the earlier chapters, panchayats can now take recourse to various types of funds for public works. Some of these are specific purpose grants, but some are not tied to a specific purpose. But the flow of funds is erratic so that Pradhans are not able to plan the activity. This leads to an inoptimal use of resources.

In the case of some of the programmes for asset creation, (now the SGSY), lack of popular initiative has grounded any real progress in the growth of self-help groups. But more recently, the development administration has stepped in to promote the growth of these institutions in a big way. It needs to be emphasised that a target oriented approach will be prejudicial to the growth of the SHG movement. It may be worthwhile to adopt a mission mode to develop social and marketing infrastructure and to examine all other necessary steps which can facilitate the growth of micro-enterprises in UP. 

The SGSY design also needs a review. In particular, the issue of whether public subsidies are best utilised as individual subsidy needs to carefully considered, both in the light of past experience which show that individual subsidies are prone to capture by the various intermediaries, and the experience of other programmes which show that other SHG based programmes have worked well without individual subsidies.

We have argued earlier that the although the grant based housing scheme has worked well, the increasing expenditure on the scheme, without any specific goal, such as the provision of housing only to the shelterless, or those living in very poor housing conditions, is likely to lead to major distortions in the utilisation of public subsidies in poverty eradication. This is because the individual subsidies in the case of housing are much larger than those available for any other type of anti-poverty programme. The extent of misutilisation of these subsidies (by including the less poor or the non-poor in the beneficiary lists) is at least as large as in other programmes. There is, therefore, a need to identify the small category of very poor households who live in very poor housing conditions and critically require assistance for shelter, for grants. In all other cases, a unified credit-cum-subsidy approach should be followed.

Finally, with respect to land reform programmes, it is evident that the poor value even the small, low fertility holdings acquired through the programme. The state still has a lot of cultivable fallow and absentee landownership. Steps taken to accelerate the transfer of land to cultivating small holders and the poor will undoubtedly impact on poverty and agricultural development. Moreover, steps should be taken on a priority basis to concurrently provide allottees with a package consisting of credit, complementary inputs and land improvement.

However, the issue of land reform is linked to providing greater access to land to the direct producers through tenancy reform and other measures. Steps should be taken by the State to envigorate the sluggish land market and provide long term concessional credit to poor households to purchase land.

The ‘professionalisation’ of anti-poverty programmes, observed in a smaller way earlier by this researcher (see Lieten and Srivastava 1999), is now a major trend with career middle-men brokering deals between the potential beneficiaries and the banks or bureaucracy. This has occurred because of the high transaction costs imposed by the State on the community and specific programme-wise agenda needs to be drawn up to make the programmes accessible to the community.

Finally, the enormous leakages, sometimes up to half or more of the public expenditure, run like a thread through all the anti-poverty programmes. This implies that governance issues have to be put centre-stage in the State. While poor people are put in jail for defaulting on small loans, sometimes used for an essential life saving purpose, officials and functionaries are rarely, if ever, brought to book, for defalcating on significantly larger quantum of public money meant for poverty alleviation. This is a sad commentary on the public ethos and one that needs to be radically addressed.
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		Table: Village-wise Assessment of Implementation and Impact of Poverty Alleviation Programmes

				Performance on the Basis of Process Indicators												Performance on the Basis of Assessed Impact

		Village		JGSY		SGSY		IAY		Land		Pensions		All		JGSY		SGSY		IAY		Land		Pensions

		Allahabad-A		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Neg.		Moderate		Moderate		Sig.

		Allahabad-B		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Low		Moderate		Moderate		Sig.		Sig.

		Jaunpur-A		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Poor		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Moderate		Low		Moderate		fairly High		Sig.

		Jaunpur-B		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Neg.		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Deoria-A		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Neg.		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Deoria-B		Poor		Poor		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Poor		Poor		Low		Low		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Unnao-A		Good		Satisfactory		Good		Good		Good		Good		fairly High		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.		Sig.

		Unnao-B		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Neg.		fairly High		Sig.		Sig.

		Fatehpur-A		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Low		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Fatehpur-B		Poor		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Poor		Poor		Low		Low		Low		Moderate		Sig.

		Meerut-A		Poor		Poor		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Low		Moderate		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Meerut-B		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Poor		Poor		Satisfactory		Low		Sig.		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Aligarh-A		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Moderate		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Aligarh-B		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Moderate		Moderate		fairly High		Moderate		Sig.

		Bareilly-A		Poor		Poor		Satisfactory		Poor		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Low		Low		fairly High		Moderate		Sig.

		Barelly-B		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Sig.		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Pithoragarh-A		Good		Good		Good		Good		Good		Good		fairly High		Sig.		Sig.		Sig.		Sig.

		Pithoragarh-B		Good		Good		Good		Good		Good		Good		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.		fairly High		Sig.

		Hamirpur-A		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		fairly High		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Hamirpur-B		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Satisfactory		Poor		Low		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.		Sig.
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		2. Extent to which processing, sanction and disbursement are facilitated and require less time and effort from the beneficiary		Inordinatedelay and running around (1); Some delay and running around (2); Relatively fast amd expeditious (3)		a.		SGSY		2		1		3		2		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		1		1		3		3		1		1

						b.		IAY		3		1		2		2		1		1		2		3		1		1		2		2		1		1		1		2		1		3		2		1		1

						c.		Land		4		1		2		1		1		1		1		3		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		3		3		1		1

						d.		Pensions		5		1		2		2		1		1		1		3		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		3		3		1		1

		3. Extent to which leakage occurs from the sanctioned account		Very significant (1) Moderate (2) Low (3)		a.		JGSY		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		3		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

						b.		SGSY		2		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		2		2		1		1

						c.		IAY		3		1		1		1		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		1		1		3		2		1		1

						d.		Land		4		1		1		1		1		1		2		2		1		2		2		2		1		1		1		1		1		3		3		1		1

						e.		Pensions		5		1		1		1		1		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		1		1		1		2		1		3		3		1		2

		4. Whether schemes have been selected in acordance with village level priorities and pro-poor content		Not at all (1) Partly (2) Significantly (3)		a.		JGSY		1		1		2		3		1		1		1		3		1		1		1		2		3		1		1		2		1		3		3		1		1

		5. Whether schemes have been selected and support provided to maximise gains for poor households		Not at all (1) Partly (2) Significantly (3)		a.		SGSY		2		1		1		1		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		6. Whether Programmes have been implemented to the extent feasible		Hardly or Not at all (1) Partly (2) Significantly (3)		a.		JGSY		1		2		3		2		1		1		1		3		2		1		1		1		3		1		1		2		1		3		3		2		2

						b.		SGSY		2		1		2		2		1		1		1		3		1		1		2		1		3		2		2		2		1		3		3		2		2

						c.		IAY		3		2		2		1		1		1		2		3		2		2		2		2		2		1		1		2		2		3		3		2		2

						d.		Land		4		1		1		3		1		1		2		3		2		2		2		2		1		2		2		1		2		3		3		2		2

		Impact:																																																				Negative		Low		Moderate		Fairly High		Significant				Total

		6. Whether there is appreciable postive impact on poor households		Negative (1) Low (2) Moderate (3) Fairly High (4) Significant (5)		a.		JGSY		1		2		2		3		2		2		2		4		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		2		4		4		2		2		JGSY		0		15		2		3		0		20		48

						b.		SGSY		2		1		3		2		1		1		2		4		1		2		2		3		5		3		3		2		5		5		4		4		4		SGSY		4		5		4		4		3		20		61

						c.		IAY		3		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		2		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		4		IAY		0		1		3		14		2		20		77

						d.		Land		4		3		5		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		3		4		4		4		3		3		4		5		4		4		5		Land		0		0		4		11		5		20		81

						e.		Pensions		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		Pensions		0		0		0		0		20		20		100

																																																								Poor		Satisfactory		Good

		Total: Process Indicators				a.		JGSY				5		8		7		4		4		4		12		5		4		4		5		9		4		4		6		4		10		10		5		6				JGSY		14		3		3						120

						b.		SGSY				5		10		8		5		5		5		10		5		6		8		6		8		6		7		7		6		12		12		7		7				SGSY		13		5		2						145

						c.		IAY				6		7		6		4		5		7		11		6		5		7		8		7		5		4		7		6		12		10		6		5				IAY		11		6		3						134

						d.		Land				4		7		8		5		4		7		11		5		6		7		7		5		5		5		4		5		12		12		6		5				Land		12		5		3						130

						e.		Pensions				3		5		6		3		3		4		8		3		4		3		6		4		3		3		6		3		9		9		4		5				Pensions		12		5		3						94

						f		All				23		37		35		21		21		27		52		24		25		29		32		33		23		23		30		24		55		53		28		28				All		12		5		3						623

												Min		Max		Poor		Satisfactory		Good

				Range for Indicators		a.		JGSY				4		12		<=6		7 -- 9		>=10

						b.		SGSY				5		15		<=7		8 -- 11		>=12

						c.		IAY				4		12		<=6		7 -- 9		>=10

						d.		Land				4		12		<=6		7 -- 9		>=10

						e.		Pensions				3		9		<=4		5 -- 6		>=7

								Total				20		60		<=29		30 -- 48		>=49
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		Table: Village-wise Assessment of Implementation and Impact of Poverty Alleviation Programmes

				Performance on the Basis of Process Indicators												Performance on the Basis of Assessed Impact

		Village		JGSY		SGSY		IAY		Land		Pensions		All		JGSY		SGSY		IAY		Land		Pensions

		Allahabad-A		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Neg.		Moderate		Moderate		Sig.

		Allahabad-B		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Low		Moderate		Moderate		Sig.		Sig.

		Jaunpur-A		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Poor		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Moderate		Low		Moderate		fairly High		Sig.

		Jaunpur-B		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Neg.		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Deoria-A		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Neg.		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Deoria-B		Poor		Poor		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Poor		Poor		Low		Low		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Unnao-A		Good		Satisfactory		Good		Good		Good		Good		fairly High		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.		Sig.

		Unnao-B		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Neg.		fairly High		Sig.		Sig.

		Fatehpur-A		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Low		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Fatehpur-B		Poor		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Poor		Poor		Low		Low		Low		Moderate		Sig.

		Meerut-A		Poor		Poor		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Low		Moderate		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Meerut-B		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Poor		Poor		Satisfactory		Low		Sig.		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Aligarh-A		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Moderate		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Aligarh-B		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Moderate		Moderate		fairly High		Moderate		Sig.

		Bareilly-A		Poor		Poor		Satisfactory		Poor		Satisfactory		Satisfactory		Low		Low		fairly High		Moderate		Sig.

		Barelly-B		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		Sig.		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Pithoragarh-A		Good		Good		Good		Good		Good		Good		fairly High		Sig.		Sig.		Sig.		Sig.

		Pithoragarh-B		Good		Good		Good		Good		Good		Good		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.		fairly High		Sig.

		Hamirpur-A		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Low		fairly High		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.

		Hamirpur-B		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Satisfactory		Poor		Low		fairly High		fairly High		Sig.		Sig.





		






