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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to examine whether the Karnataka Watershed Development Agency (KAWAD) project funded by Department for International Development (DFID), England was implemented in a participatory manner with respect to farmers paying the requisite contribution for soil and water conservation treatment in their land.  The main finding is that there has been collusive behaviour of farmers with others actors; and in the case of two villages the NGO staff were involved in undertaking various compromises thereby undermining the planning and implementation of the soil and water conservation treatment. The paper shows as why collusion was the optimal strategy for the farmers and documents the extent of corruption with respect to the payment of the farmer’s contribution. 
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1. Introduction 

India’s semi-arid regions are trapped in a low level equilibrium since agro-ecological conditions and socio-economic condition for agriculture production are poor (Barnett and Swallow, 2006, Fan and Hazell, 1999). Farm households tend to maximise short term benefits rather than attempt to increase the productivity of the resource base (Bardhan and Udry, 1999) and farmers are reluctant to invest in SWC measures because of low profitability, divergence between private and social benefits and lack of labour and financial resources (Shah, A, 1998). This has lead to governmental/non-governmental agencies to embark on a subsidy-driven approach towards dry land development interventions and to motivate farm households to participate in watershed programs, interventions have tended to invest in community organisation and local institution building and studies have indicated that community participation increases watershed project effectiveness (Kerr, et.al, 2002, Reddy, et.al, 2004). The 1990s was an eventful period for decentralized development, including attempts at watershed development in the rural areas of the country. In 1993, a constitutional amendment was passed in India granting constitutional status to the three-tiered locally elected bodies (Panchayats) and various functions were devolved to these local governments. This was also a period of increased donor involvement, of which Department for International Development (DFID)-funded projects, like Western India Rainfed Farming Project and the Eastern India Rainfed Farming Project are important examples.

The emphasis on the participatory approach gained prominence in the 1970’s when the concept of participation was coupled to the poverty alleviation and basic needs approach based on the notion of ‘empowerment’ of local communities in development (Freire, 1972, Cohen and Uphoff, 1980; Cornwall, 2002). This became more influential among Non Governmental Agencies and methodologies such as the Participatory Rural Appraisal emerged (Chambers, 1983). The 1990’s witnessed various initiatives by governmental and multilateral agencies leading to mainstreaming of this approach. In the first decade of the 21st century, there has been a critical attempt in analyzing the limitations (and potential) of the participatory project (Mohan and Stokke, 2000, Cooke and Kothari, 2001, Cleaver, 2001, Mansuri and Rao, 2004, Parfitt, 2004). However a specific arena wherein there has been inadequate attention as how village communities in themselves can be accomplices or prime agents of triggering corrupt processes and colluding with other actors. The paper makes a contribution in this arena. 

While decentralization provides welfare gains and lower levels of corruption if services are financed with user fees (Bardhan and Mookherjee, 2000); there could be a  decentralization of corruption also (Crook and Manor, 1998; Schleifer and Vishy, 1993) with corruption more likely to be initiated by actors in civil society (Harris-White and White, 1996). An influential contribution (Cooke and Kothari, 2001) has argued that well intended participatory practices are ‘tyrannical’ in nature. In the real world, development interventions often are not implemented the way they are intended and subversion by 

local actors often occurs (Lund, 1998, Long and van der Ploeg, 1989, Long, 2001) and decentralized development has often tended to decentralize corruption. While most empirical work on corruption is based on subjective assessments, there have been some studies which provide quantitative estimations (Di Tella and Schargrodsky, 2003; Renikka and Svensson, 2004, Olken, 2006; also see Wade, 1982, 1985 for certain estimates in the Indian context). Studies have established that newly created participatory spaces not only fail to ‘mitigate the opportunism of local leaders’ (Platteau, 2004: 225), but often enable local power groups to collude beyond the control of higher level institutions (Bardhan, 2002:192-194, Leonard and Leonard, 2004:62; Johnson, et.al, 2005). Corruption and misuse of project funds can occur not just at intermediate levels of government, but also within communities themselves. The paper intends to contribute further evidence in this arena in the backdrop of some contributions that have examined issues relating to corruption in the context of decentralized governance in Karnataka  (Pattenden, 2011, Manor, 2004, Inbanathan and Gopalappa, 2002) while earlier there have been important contributions on middlemen or fixers (Reddy and Hargopal, 1985, Jeffrey and Lerche, 2000. Krishna, 2002 with evidence from other regions in the country). 
In our case study, we examine the KAWAD project which was based on the premise of a process dense approach wherein various Community Based Organisations would be crafted by the Project implementers - the Partner NGOs (PNGOs). This approach was based on the premise that the NGO staff, the street level bureaucrats’ (Lipsky, 1980) would ensure that the right processes are initiated and the programme is implemented as envisaged in the KAWAD guidelines.  Since the onus of ensuring such bottom up efforts lay on the ‘street level bureaucrats’, their performance was crucial to ensure the right processes. A useful framework to examine their behaviour is the theory of selective behaviour (Breton and Wintrobe, 1982). The theory examines the relationship between the superiors and subordinates. In KAWAD, the superior-subordinate relationship was between the KAWAD secretariat located at Bangalore and the Implementation Agency -MYRADA and the Partner NGOs (PNGOs) implementing the programme at the village level.

The expectation of the bureaucrat from the sponsor in the KAWAD Project could be either 

(a) Sponsor seeking ‘efficient’ behaviour (participatory processes as envisaged in the guidelines) - the bureaucrat may respond with either efficient or inefficient behaviour (top-down modes of functioning).

(b)  Sponsor seeking inefficient behaviour (top-down mode), the bureaucrat can be co-operative and collaborative in continuing the top-down mode of operation or he can be uncooperative by being initiating participatory processes.

In our context the sponsor is the KAWAD secretariat in Bangalore. We proceed with the proposition that the Sponsor would seek efficient behaviour and the NGO staff operating under the KAWAD project would behave efficiently (ensure the appropriate processes are put in place) due to the strong institutional design of the project and their social organisational skills. 

2. THE CASE STUDY AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
We have selected Karnataka state for our enquiry, since it has a high proportion of dry land, 88 per cent which is second highest state in the country (Shah, M et al 1998, p. 121). Dry Lands of the country hold increased importance as the objective of self-sufficiency in food production cannot be achieved only from irrigated agriculture; this is significantly dependant on the fortunes of dry-land agriculture (Shah, M et al 1998: 109). Chitradurga district from Karnataka state was selected for the following reasons. This is a semi-arid and backward district and falls under the Krishna River basin with two major rivers Vedavathi and Tunghabhadra draining the district. The KAWAD project was implemented in the district under the leadership of MYRADA, an experienced NGO that has demonstrated its capabilities in initiating participatory approaches in the past in Southern India. In all, 20 villages were covered by the KAWAD project in Molkalmuru taluk.  All these villages come under the purview of Chinnahagari Watershed. Primary data were collected from five villages.  In one of the villages, MYRADA, one of the largest NGOs in the state with considerable experience in watershed development interventions, was implementing the project. In two villages each, GUARD (Group for Urban and Rural Development) and RSC (Resource Support Centre) were the agencies implementing the project. These two NGOs were relatively inexperienced in watershed development interventions. This provides the opportunity to examine whether the experience of MYRADA has been able to effectively check collusive behaviour of the nature hypothesized in this study. The profile of the study villages indicates that the area surveyed is a predominantly dry land area, with irrigated area ranging from 3 per cent to 33 per cent of cultivated land. Bommalinganahalli village has the highest proportion of irrigated area   The average farm size ranges from 3.4 acres to 20.6 acres with an average land holding of 10.1 acres among the sample farmers. A significant proportion of the households (46 per cent) belong to the Scheduled Tribes category, with most of them belonging to the Nayaka community.

KAWAD Guidelines

To plan the Soil and Water Conservation (SWC) treatment, the MWSDC members along with the NGO staff and farmers – undertook a transect walk from the upper reach to the lower reaches of the microwatershed. During the transect walk, a decision on the SWC treatment to be undertaken is made. This plan is finalised in consultation with the farmer requesting for a particular SWC treatment, given the technical feasibility of the treatment. The farmer is also informed of the contribution norm for the specific treatment requested and that she is supposed to pay, and the contribution amount that is to be paid upfront by cash. The share of own contribution varies from 10-50 percent of total cost, depending on the nature of the SWC treatment to be undertaken. The farmer has an option of getting a loan from the SHG to pay the contribution. 

The culmination of such individual treatment plans gets translated into an integrated action plan at the MWSDC level, which is submitted to the NGO overseeing the scheme in that village. The NGO sends this action plan to the KAWAD Secretariat in Bangalore through the Implementing Agency, MYRADA, whose office is in the taluk headquarters (administrative unit below the district level) of Molkalmur in Chitradurga district. Once the MWSDC action plan is sanctioned and authorised by the KAWAD secretariat, the NGO informs the farmer that the treatment plan is approved and he/she can go ahead and execute the SWC treatment. NGO officials, particularly the Engineer, are supposed to provide technical guidance in executing the treatment. Finally, the NGO team is supposed to assess the quality of the SWC treatment and then pay the farmer the sanctioned amount (project amount as per the norm) for the SWC treatment, by issuing a cheque in the farmer’s name. The project aimed to be transparent and accountable by ensuring that the list of beneficiaries, financial assistance provided, and beneficiary contribution received by the farmers were displayed in a public place in the village. Another significant attempt to ensure devolution of power was the transfer of funds to the MWSDC account and one of the MWSDC Representatives was supposed to be a signatory of the cheque. This indicates the importance assigned to processes in the design of the project (KAWAD, 2002). 

The basic information of the farm households was collected during the walk undertaken by the author from the upper to the lower reach of the microwatershed. This information was used to stratify the households and select the sample households. Two levels of stratification were followed. At the first level, the reach of the farmer (upper or lower reach) was identified based on the location of the plot in the micro watershed.  The demarcation of the watershed into upper and lower reach was done during the walk with the help of cadastral maps and in discussion with key informants and officials.  At the second level, farm households were classified into small, medium and large based on landholding size. The stratification across location and landholding size was undertaken to study the differential processes and outcomes. From the list of farm households, on whose land the soil and water conservation treatment were undertaken, 25 per cent were selected from each stratum, using the lottery method. A total of 175 households were interviewed from the above six strata using a pre-tested structured schedule. This was substantiated by interviews with key informants such as Microwatershed Development Committee (MWSDC) members, contractors, and NGO staff. In addition, secondary data was collected at the taluk (administrative unit below the district level), hobli (administrative unit below the taluk level) and village level.  We examine the role played by the farmer, actors at the village level and NGO staff.
3. Findings

SWC treatment

In the study villages, 64 per cent of the land had been treated, mostly in the upper medium (85 per cent), upper large (79 per cent) and lower small (86 per cent) strata. Village-wise coverage was also satisfactory, with only Marlahalli lagging behind. Information pertaining to the SWC treatment was obtained from the farmers.  The responses from the farmers were cross checked during a walk undertaken by the author, along with farmers who were willing to show to him the SWC treatment undertaken in their land. Although the coverage was high, we found considerable evidence that the quality of SWC treatment was below acceptable norms in many cases. In boulder checks, for instance, in several cases, after the payment was received, the structure was broken down and the same stones were taken to construct another structure downstream. As one of the farmers commented, 

“The contractors break the stones from one structure and use it for another one. The Engineer gives the contract to the same person. If the fence eats up the crop, what can we do? We are in a minority, we cannot protest. They constructed the boulder check in our land without our permission.”

Similarly, in Tumkurahalli, a key informant revealed that inside the boulder checks kada kallu (local boulders) was used, while on the outside contractors used good material –machine boulders. Rubble-filled check normally required 2 to 3 cement bags, but they were constructed with only 1 bag. Further, the contractors after completing a structure broke it and took the stones to another plot. In many cases the actual height of the farm bunds constructed were one feet or lesser, which was below the normal height of 2-2½ feet. We also received complaints that the amounts of tank silt applied deposited in the farmer’s plots were substantially below the amount stated in the records. At the same time, in several cases small ravine reclamation structures were constructed in inappropriate places where technically the water flow was too less warranting the necessity of such structures. 
Further, the farmers in Tumkurahalli had successfully lobbied with the NGO that they should also be paid the Standard Schedule of Rates (SSR) as was being done in the neigbhouring village of Devarahatti (MYRADA micro watershed village) where such rates had already been paid. The SSR are the prescribed rates for various SWC treatments fixed by the Government of Karnataka, which are generally higher than the local costs and defacto, the payment of such rates means that the recipient receives more money than the actual cost incurred.
Feedback from Farmers
The findings of this study therefore indicate that KAWAD did not succeed in achieving its targets. Our observations on the manner in which SWC treatment was undertaken reveals how malpractices had reduced the quality of such treatment, One of the supposed advantages of community participation is it provides a feedback mechanism through which the non-elite beneficiaries may report such corruption back to the neutral authorities at the top of the implementation hierarchy. This feedback mechanism should in theory act as a check on corruption, and ensure more efficient implementation of the programme. When we sought the opinion of the farmers on the performance of the officers and the quality and adequacy of the SWC treatment, the picture that we got was quite different from what we observed: 
1. About 76 per cent of the villagers were satisfied with the Field Officer, and only two farmers complained that the Officer did not undertake the SWC treatment as per the requirement. 
2. Only a minority of farmers (14 per cent) were dissatisfied with the MSWDC members.
3. About 72 per cent of the farmers felt that the farm bunds were of good quality, and only 10 per cent reported that the bunds disintegrated subsequently and 2 per cent complained that they were of poor quality. 

4. While a majority of the farmers (67 per cent) felt that the quality of the tank silt applied in their plots was of good quality, 33 per cent of them felt that the work was of poor quality.
5. About 80 per cent of the farmers expressed the view that the removal of boulders work was of good quality, while 40 per cent of the farmers in the upper small and upper medium reaches expressed the view that the work was inadequate as all the boulders in the plots could not be removed during this treatment work.
6. About 60 per cent of the farmers in the lower reach universally expressed the view that the quality of the rubble filled checks was satisfactory. 
7. Finally, we found that only 45 per cent of the farmers stated that the treatment was inadequate in nature. 
The contrast to farmers reports about the quality of SWC treatment and the actual treatment undertaken is startling and comprises a paradox. It is an interesting question as to why the feedback mechanism did not function effectively to provide information on the compromises in the SWC treatment. Answer to this question is crucial in the design of participatory development projects.

Corruption in SWC Treatment

After the SWC plans were approved, the farmers were given the go ahead to undertake the planned treatment.  A letter from the Executive Director of KAWAD dated 4th May, 2001, addressed to the Project Directors, stated the following:

“innovative approach of the implementation of project guidelines through MWSDCs is bound to give scope for misuse of funds” (emphasis mine).
In a letter, dated 5th November, 2001 the Executive Director of KAWAD wrote to the Project Directors/Coordinators of the Implementing agencies and NGOs: 
“Raising the cash receipts without the actual collection of cash from the hope that the farmers would give cash in the future dates…. this is serious irregularity, for the reason that no cash receipts are expected to be issued without collection of cash” (KAWAD, 2002, p.34).
Despite, the early warning signals, our study documents that malpractices occurred. Under the KAWAD mode it was initially envisaged that the work would be carried out with local labourers, so that it would benefit people who are dependent on wage labour. However, this guideline was later relaxed, on the grounds that local labourers were not readily available. There is indication that in many cases contractors were employed and, in some cases, machinery was used, violating the KAWAD Guidelines. Although the use of machinery for some activities was occasionally justified, particularly in activities relating to boulder removal and land levelling, it also enabled contractors to overstate the quantum of work done and inflate stated costs above actual level. 

Realising an opportunity to appropriate funds some MSWDC members became contractors. While the KAWAD guidelines permitted treatment to be done by the farmer, it was these contractors who generally did the work. In Tumkurlahalli, it was decided in a MSWDC meeting that farmers should get the treatment done by the contractors. In some cases the contractors paid the own contribution to be made by the farmers (or paid him Rs.2000-3,000) to book the treatment contract. The contractors also used to bribe the engineer Rs.2000 to ensure that they would be allotted the responsibility of undertaking the treatment. This pertains to the GUARD NGO villages of Tumkurahalli and Marlahalli. Once the contract for the treatment was booked, the contractors compromised on the quality of the SWC treatment. The prevalence of such practices was well recognized by even the KAWAD officials. 
In order to verify whether the contribution was in proportion to the work undertaken on the farm plot, data on contributions from the farmers was compared with figures available from the work registers maintained by the MWSDC. The data on the farmer’s contribution was collected from the work register maintained by the Book writer of the MWSDC at the village. The amount stated to have been paid was noted from the work register and compared to what the farmer stated to us during the household interview. Further the farmers where also asked to show the receipts they received for the payments made. The difference in terms of the farmer’s statement vis-à-vis the work register data was calculated to arrive at an estimate of ‘adjustment’. 

Table 1:  Quantum of ‘adjustment’ across the strata and villages

	Strata
	Average amount ‘adjusted’ for the particular strata (Rs.)
	Village
	Average ‘adjustment’ (Rs.)

	Upper small
	2,176
	Tumkurlahalli
	3,374

	Upper medium
	5,030
	Marlahalli
	11,127

	Upper large
	2,810
	Devarahatti
	1,529

	Lower small
	1,968
	Rayapura
	1,246

	Lower medium
	3,124
	Bommalinganahalli
	1,693

	Lower large
	5,851
	
	

	Total
	3,310
	
	


On an average an adjustment of Rs.2,012 were made per transaction. It was found that such adjustments were made in all villages. They were highest in Marlahalli (Rs.11,127), followed by Tumkurlahalli (Rs.3,374). The high levels of ‘adjustment’ in Marlahalli was due to the proactive role by the women MWSDC representative, who colluded with the GUARD NGO staff, in profiting from various malpractices. 
Collusion in Corruption
The question then arises as to why the beneficiaries sacrificed the potential long term gains from land improvement that would follow, if the SWC treatment was undertaken efficiently. Under normal circumstances, they should have provided (or at least attempted to provide) a feedback of the poor quality of SWC treatment being undertaken. Instead, we found that glowing statements were being made about the nature of SWC treatment to hide the inadequacies in treatment. 

The reason for this apparently puzzling behaviour was that part of the ‘adjustments’ was paid by the contractors to the farmers to ‘buy’ their silence. While it was not possible for us to obtain estimates of their share, we have anecdotal evidence from the farmers. In Tumkurahalli, for instance, the contractors used to give Rs.2, 000-3,000 to the farmer to book the contract. However, this raises the question why the farmers should sacrifice the perpetual income flow resulting from land improvement in favour of the one time bribe. 

The rationality of this choice made by farmers is explained below.

The farmer can gain from the KAWAD project through a lifetime increase in productivity and augmentation of the livestock. Let this be represented by ∆Y, when 

∆Y =  ∆Yt+1/(1+r) + ∆Y t+2 /(1+r)2 +  ∆Y t+3/(1+r)3 + …

[1]

given a discount rate of r. If the SWC treatment is undertaken compromising quality and quantum of treatment by the contractor, then the additional income (∆Y) gets reduced by a fraction α (1>α>0), so that his income becomes:

 α∆Y.






[2] 

The parameter α may be interpreted as the degree of efficiency with which the treatment is undertaken. 

If a feedback mechanism is introduced whereby the farmer can threaten to report poor SWC treatment to the NGO, then the contractor would tend to improve his work. Therefore, the additional income to the farmer without collusion will be:

β∆Y = (α + θ) ∆Y = α∆Y + θ∆Y, if β = α + θ (θ>0 and α + θ≤1). 
[3]

In this case θ represents the impact of reporting corruption – it is the improvement in SWC treatment that the contractor will undertake fearing that the farmer will report his inefficiency to the NGO staff. 

The other option before the farmer is to compromise by accepting the poor quality of the treatment and get a share of the excess profits made by the contractor (in the form of an upfront bribe paid by the contractor to the farmer, = B). In this case, his additional gains will be:

α∆Y + B.






[4] 

The optimal strategy of the farmer depends upon the respective pay-offs from colluding and reporting, that is on the value of:

(α∆Y + B) – (α∆Y + θ∆Y) 



or, 
B – θ∆Y






[5]

If B – θ∆Y> 0, income from colluding is greater than income from reporting corruption, and the farmer will collude with the contractor. On the other hand, if B – θ∆Y < 0, income from colluding is lesser than income from reporting corruption, so that the farmer will report inefficiencies.

Now, given the poor rainfall and crop production scenario before the KAWAD project was initiated, farmers were pessimistic about the possibilities and incremental gains that would accrue to them from SWC interventions. This implied that perceived ∆Y was low. Further, farmers felt that the incremental gains from reporting (represented by θ) was low because the NGO staff were perceived to be corrupt and were receiving pay-offs from the contractor so that no corrective action would be taken. The corruption of the local NGO staff was particularly apparent in Marlahalli and Tumkurlahalli. In this situation, a bribe of Rs.2,000-3,000 would easily ensure that B – θ∆Y> 0 holds, so that collusion appeared more attractive to the risk averse farmers. A majority of the farmers (74 %) choose to collude with ‘new’ contractor/MWSDC Representative or members/NGO staff and this was a win-win strategy for both the farmers and the above project level actors. A very high proportion of such collusion occurred in the GUARD village of Tumkurlahalli (87 % of farmers) were the collusion was among the farmer-new contractor-and NGO staff, in the MYRADA village of Devarahatti 84% of farmers were involved in the collusive behaviour with the collusion occurring with the farmer-new contractor who was a Representative of the MWSDC.

Table 2:  Contribution payment behaviour by farmers across villages (%)


	Village
	Tumkurlahalli
	Devarahatti
	Bommalinganahali
	Marlahalli
	Rayapura
	All

	Got  cheated
	  5
	  8
	35
	  3
	39
	18 

	Norm Followers
	  8
	  8
	  9
	  7
	  8
	  8 

	Colluders
	87
	84
	56
	 90
	53
	74 


 There is some evidence on the extent to which the strategy of colluding appeared attractive to farmers. The same farmers who appeared satisfied with the quality of treatment paradoxically claimed that the SWC treatment was inadequate and demanded more treatments carried out in their plots. Such a perception of the farmers was not based on the quality of SWC treatment on their land. Rather, they were motivated by the prospect of maximising the gains that could be garnered from further SWC treatment by 
colluding with others. The village-wise evidence shows that such perception was present among more than 80 per cent of the farmers in Devarahatti, Rayapura and Bommalinganahalli villages, despite relatively better NGO staff effort to ensure the quality of the SWC treatment. In Tumkurlahalli village, since the NGO office was located in the village itself, the farmers were able to lobby and put more pressure on the NGO staff.  
It may also be seen that if farmers themselves undertake the SWC treatment, compromising on the quality and quantum of work, they will tend to have a higher profit (which may be represented by an increase in B). The best option is for the farmer to undertake the SWC treatment and appropriate the entire surplus himself. We observed that this proportion was highest in the case of tank silt application treatment (79 per cent), followed by boulder removal (73 per cent), rubble filled checks (63 per cent) and land levelling (53 per cent). However, this trend was limited by the inability of some farmers to pay the initial contribution, or by their ability to enter in a bargain with NGO staff to have a collusive contract.

It is interesting to note that in the case of land levelling, where the farmers benefit perceptibly and immediately from the treatment (∆Y is high), we have B – θ∆Y < 0. In this case, the rational choice will be to choose to be honest and ensure that treatment is undertaken efficiently. This is actually what we observed for land levelling activities, where most of the farmers generally undertook the work themselves. Among 8 % of farmers, there was honest behaviour (Amount stated in the work register being the same as the farmer’s response to us). Significantly, there have been cases wherein the farmers were cheated also (farmers paid more money than it was due from them as per the KAWAD contribution norm) and in most cases, the extra money collected was pocketed by the Book writer of the MWSDC. The survey revealed that 18 % of farmers were cheated, with a high proportion of such cases in Rayapura (39%) and Bommalinganahalli (35%). In these two GUARD villages, while no ‘new contractors’ emerged and the NGO staff were honest in their efforts in implementing the project, they  were not aware of such malpractices as there was no reporting/complaints of such malpractices by the farmers. The farmers themselves were not aware that they had been cheated.

Role of the Street Level Bureaucrats

To recall the earlier discussion, we had hypothesised that under the KAWAD mode, the sponsor (KAWAD secretariat in Bangalore) would seek ‘efficient’ behaviour (participatory modes of functioning and ensure that the Guidelines (KAWAD 2002) are implemented in the manner envisaged) and the bureaucrat would respond by being ‘efficient’. We apriori expect that behaviour would be ‘efficient’ due to the (a) strong emphasis by the project to build up the local organisations with sufficient emphasis and financial support to craft various CBOs and strengthen them through various capacity building initiatives. (b) Better social organisational skills of the NGO staff to engage with community to ensure that the appropriate processes are put in place.  The evidence from our study villages indicates that, there was ‘efficient’ behaviour largely in the initial stages of the intervention (in initiating numerous SHGs in the village) but the later processes regarding planning of the intervention, compliance of the contribution norms and quality of the Soil and water conservation treatments. The evidence on the perception of the Field officer (lowest level bureaucrat) shows that only 17 per cent of the farmers felt that the Field Officer did a good job, while the majority opinion (58%) was that their engagement was more functional in nature, as they got the SWC work done through him. A significant proportion of the farmers (23%) had no contact with the Field Officer.  This was high in Marlahalli (35%) and Devarahatti (32%) due to the omnipotent role played by the lady fixer and the MWSDC representative (‘new’ contractor) with the Field officer being party to the collusive behaviour in Marlahalli, while in Devarahatti the field officer was not involved. 

The analysis based on data on the contributions reveals that in the case of the NGO, GUARD, both the Field officers (for Tumkurlahalli and Marlahalli villages) Engineer, Agriculture and the Project officer were corrupt and were engaged in collusive behaviour and profited from ‘adjustments’. In the case of the Implementation Agency (MYRADA) village of Devarahatti, while the Field officer was not corrupt, he could not prevent the wealth seeking behaviour of the first representative who emerged as the ‘new’ contractor. The positive work done by the earlier Field officer in initiating SHGs, despite huge resistance from the villagers is recognised by the respondents as a worthy contribution. In this village, area groups were initiated which played a positive facilitating role as a part of the build-up process leading to the formation of the MWSDC. The RSC staff were more committed and attempted to initiate participatory process of planning, particularly in Bommalinganahalli village.  However, in quite a few cases, no consent treatments took place in Rayapura village with respect to farm bund treatment as there was pressure to spend the approved money, within a given time period. While both the field officers were not corrupt, they could not prevent the corrupt behaviour of the book writer of the MWSDC.

The evidence, therefore, suggests that the behaviour of the lowest level street bureaucrat (Field officer) and other staff was inefficient in the case of the GUARD NGO staff, against our a priori hypothesis. In the case of the MYRADA and RSC staff, we characterise the staff as being selectively efficient as they were able to put in place certain appropriate processes.  The reason for ‘adjustments’ taking place is due to the poor rainfall scenario, the farmer wanted to maximise his short term gains and the decentralised modes of implementation provided him an opportunity to collude with staff. Since the salary of the NGO staff was low, the GUARD staff became ready partners or they themselves engineered such collusive activities. The corrupt practices of the NGO staff ranged from the lowest level bureaucrat at the ‘street’ level, the Field Officer-Engineer-Agriculture Officer upto to the head of the PNGO in the taluk, the Project officer. This proved to be a win-win strategy for both the farmer and the NGO staff as both of them could make money, while the participatory principle of the KAWAD project and the overall efficacy was far lower than envisaged. In contrast the NGO staff of RSC and MYRADA choose not to be corrupt because of their work ethos which fostered implementation of projects in an honest manner, such behaviour however could not prevent other village level actors in engaging in malpractices.

4. Concluding Remarks
The KAWAD mode of intervention was based on a model of SWC treatment wherein the farmer was given the right of treating their plot. Such an approach was based on an implicit assumption that the farmer would ensure that the quality of the SWC treatment for their own good. However, in an agro-system characterized by poor rainfall/crop failures, the traditional pessimism of the farmer created high discount rates. In this situation, the short-terms gains from undertaking the treatment and compromising on the SWC treatment work or colluding with the contractors appeared to be more attractive to the heavily discounted long term gains from efficient treatment. This led to a high incidence of ‘adjustments’, with large scale collusion between the farmers and the newly emerging contractors. The collusive nature of corruption and malpractices with the involvement of the beneficiaries meant that the feedback mechanism was getting subverted nullifying embedded systems and assumptions of participatory development projects to check corruption.

Ironically, the Executive Director of KAWAD had predicted the possibility of malpractices occurring during early stages of the intervention. However, no effective monitoring mechanisms were put in place to detect such forms of collusive corruption
. The evidence shows that these functionaries themselves became party to the corrupt activities. The monitoring by the implementing agency, MYRADA, was not very effective, as there were no penalties on NGOs in whose micro watersheds the quality of the work was found to be poor. Further there was no effort to address the crucial issue of the malpractices relating to the violation of the contribution norm. The Mid-Term Evaluation Report of KAWAD (KAWAD, 2003) surprisingly did not report the irregularities that were being committed. This is a serious lacuna, especially in the context of KAWAD Secretariat being transparent and open to constructive criticism to such observations could have proved to ensure mid-course corrections of the project. Timely inputs provided by the Evaluators could have probably ensured mid-course corrective action based on the concept of ‘embracing error’ and ‘learning by doing’ (Korten, 1980).
The evidence from this paper raises questions regarding the methodology that researchers should adopt in examining and evaluating participatory development projects. While a detailed discussion on this is beyond the scope of this paper, our study shows that relying on farmer’s perception may not provide an accurate picture as there may be an inherent tendency to misreport reality to outsiders. There is a need to triangulate farmer’s perception with field observations made by neutral (third party) agencies and garner data from a variety of key informants who are associated with the programme (or are knowledgeable about the project without being part of it) to unearth the real processes that have occurred.
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