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Summary

Comparing results for 60 villages in Rajasthan, India, it is seen that having a high level of social capital does not always help to achieve high development performance.  Stocks of social capital need to be drawn upon actively, and capable agency is necessary in addition to high social capital.  Locally relevant scales of development performance and social capital are devised for making this comparison.  Variables corresponding to other bodies of explanation, including extent of commercialization, relative stratification, and relative need are also examined, but a combination of high social capital and capable agency is found to associate most closely with high development performance.
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1.  INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

Current concern with social capital theory threatens to undermine some key assumptions of development planning.  Newer and better programmatic supports are required for the tasks of poverty reduction, it has mostly been assumed, and academics and practitioners have spent their energies developing more sophisticated programs and projects.  The social capital view poses a fundamental challenge to this type of development enterprise.  

Communities with higher levels of social capital will perform better, it is claimed, than communities that have lower levels of this asset.  Any program or project may be selected for comparing performance across communities: high social capital communities will be found outperforming low social capital communities.  Performance in development does not depend so much upon program choice in this view; it depends more on the level of social capital; so instead of devoting their resources exclusively to refining program options, development agencies should consider “investing” in social capital (Grootaert and Narayan 1999).

This paper undertakes a critical re-examination of the social capital view.  Performance is compared for four different sets of development activities across 60 villages in the state of Rajasthan, India.  Program options were defined differently for each of these four programs.  Some, such as integrated watershed development, were implemented in a highly participatory way, while others – including poverty reduction under the Integrated Rural Development Program (IRDP) – involved routine and standardized government implementation.  

It is found, however, that some villages perform relatively well in all four programs, by and large, and others perform relatively poorly.  Very few villages exist that do relatively well in some activities and relatively poorly in others.  

It is not the nature of programs that matters so much for success in development, these data reveal.  There is some feature of villages that enables a particular set to succeed no matter what development activity is taken up.  


Do differences in social capital help to account for these differences?  What must be observed to compare levels of social capital across societal units?  Are there any other explanations that matter instead of or in addition to social capital?  How best can development performance be improved in practice?


60 Rajasthan villages, located in the districts of Ajmer, Bhilwara, Rajsamand, Udaipur and Dungarpur, were studied through field work conducted over eight months during 1998 and 1999.  Getting into and out of villages and locating and meeting people was not difficult as I have lived and worked in these areas for twelve years from 1981 to 1993.  

A combination of case-study and statistical methods was employed for studying trends in these villages (Ragin 1987).  Sixteen villages were investigated as case studies, and all 60 villages were studied through quantitative analysis of survey data.  Friends who are villagers in Rajasthan helped form a team of 16 field investigators, equally men and women.  These investigators helped interview 1,898 villagers, selected by random sampling from residents of these 60 villages (average population: 1,254).  Focus group interviews were also conducted in each village, and additional information was gathered from government departments’ annual reports and by interviewing 105 city-based professionals, including government officials, party politicians, doctors, lawyers and bankers, who have regular contact with villagers in these areas.  


Section 2 of this paper examines what economic development means for villagers in this region.  An index of development performance is constructed, and village scores on this index serve as the basis for comparing alternative explanations of collective action and development, which are explored in Section 3.  A locally relevant measure of social capital is presented in this section, and variables corresponding to other bodies of explanation are also operationalized here.  Case-study as well as regression analysis are employed in Section 4 to examine the correspondence between development performance and these alternative explanations.  Conclusions and recommendations for action are offered in Section 5.

2. COMPARING DEVELOPMENT PERFORMANCE

Agriculture is the principal occupation of over 90 percent of villagers in Rajasthan.
  Even though nearly all households depend upon the land, however, it provides neither a bountiful nor an assured existence.  Average productivity has risen only marginally if at all over the past forty years, huge swings in yield occur from year to year, and there is severe drought at least twice every decade, when crops fail and drinking water is hard to find.  No major improvements have been recorded in terms of stabilizing or enhancing crop yields in all these years,
 which is a problem not just in Rajasthan but also in half of all Indian states,
 in other parts of South Asia, and in a broad swathe of countries cutting across northern and central Africa.
  

Livelihood stability is, not surprisingly, a principal development requirement of people in this region.  Activities that enable them to raise crop yields sustainably and to improve the availability of fodder and drinking water at all times are highly regarded by villagers (Agrawal 1999).  More than 90 percent of those interviewed ranked soil and water conservation and pasture development activities as one of three foremost development needs of their village, in addition to safe drinking water and education and health facilities.


Improving the productivity of common lands is important for these concerns.  Almost half the land in every village is not privately owned.
  A large proportion of villagers’ biomass and energy requirements, up to two-thirds for poorer villagers, are provided by such village common lands (Jodha 1990).  However, with village population increasing by 25 percent every decade, and with cattle population growing even faster, most common lands have been severely overgrazed to the point where many tracts stand devoid of any foliage (Brara 1992).  Conserving and developing these common lands is critical for the livelihoods of most villagers, and so is conserving soil and moisture on privately owned lands where crops are grown.  

A program of integrated watershed development was launched in 1991 that assists villagers in achieving these aims.  Prior to the launch of this government program, few villages had done much to develop common lands.  Neither was technology well known that could enable villagers to improve the productivity of these resources reliably and cheaply; nor were most villagers in a position to work free of cost for the entire number of days that are needed to implement these schemes.  External support in the form of appropriate technology and supplementary resources was required, and the state government provided these means starting in 1991.

Villages eligible for program benefits share roughly similar starting conditions: less than one-third of their arable area is irrigated by any source, and nearly half of all households are classified as poor, earning incomes lower than what is required for purchasing basic nutritional requirements.  Among villages that joined with the program in its first phase (1991-1994), 60 Rajasthan villages were selected for study.  Villages participating in watershed development within the five selected districts of Rajasthan were ranked High, Middle and Low in terms of recorded achievements within the watershed development program, and I randomly selected an equal number of villages from each of these three categories.  Both the smaller sample of 16 and the larger sample of 60 villages were selected in this manner.


The residents of each participating village elected a five-member Users Committee with responsibility for planning and implementing all program activities on common lands, including soil and water conservation, plantation (of trees, shrubs and fodder grasses), protection and management.  To participate in the program, villagers also had to commit themselves, individually and collectively, to providing voluntary labor amounting to a ten-percent share of program costs.  Ninety percent of these costs were provided in the form of government subsidies.
  Krishna (1997) provides further details related to program implementation.


Fodder production has increased ten-fold in some of these villages, crop yields have trebled and they fluctuate much less from year to year, and the water level in village wells has risen substantially.  In other villages, however, these changes are far less impressive (CTAE 1999).  

Performance with respect to common land development was compared using the following indicators:

1. Quantum of work: measured in terms of the percentage of village common land that was developed under the program. 

2. Protection and Survival: measured in terms of seven-year survival rates for trees and shrubs planted during program implementation.  Approximately  100,000 trees were planted on average in each village, and survival rates vary from a low of 12 percent (in Kunda village) to a high of 64 percent (Sangawas village). 

3. Productivity: seen in terms of the quantity of fodder and fuelwood harvested from common lands in the previous year, measured as headloads harvested per capita.  18 headloads of fodder grass and dry sticks were collected by every resident of Sunderchha, for example, and 14 headloads by every resident of Nauwa, but residents of Ghodach harvested only three headloads each, and residents of Balesariya, Palri and some other villages harvested almost nothing.

4. Diversification: considered in terms of the number of activities, other than common land development, that were undertaken by the Users Committee of each village.

Information for coding the first item, related to quantum of work, was obtained from the records of the Watershed Development Department.  Information for coding the other three items, related to protection and survival, productivity, and diversification was collected through site inspections and focus group interviews.


A village’s score on any of these four variables is closely correlated with its score on each of the other three measures.
  An Index of Common Land Development (CLDI) was constructed by taking a simple sum of scores over these four items.
  Mean village score on this Index is 1.68 (out of four points), and standard deviation is 0.81.  


Poverty reduction is a second important development objective for villagers.  On average, 44.5 percent of households are poor in the 69 villages of Rajasthan and Madhya Pradesh that were surveyed for this study.
  This figure is as high as 87 percent in Dooka village of Dungarpur district.  In 29 of the 69 villages, the majority of households are poor, i.e., they have incomes too low to acquire minimum nutritional requirements.  

No direct measures are available of the numbers of people who escape poverty each year.  I rely, instead, upon numbers assisted under the official programs – Integrated Rural Development Program (IRDP) and two others
 – which provide assets and training to poor villagers.  With their asset base increased in this manner, the poor should be able to earn larger amounts, it is expected.  Not all persons assisted under these programs have achieved substantial or sustainable income increases, and assistance has in many cases failed to bring about any significant improvement.  Incorrect identification of beneficiaries, insufficient extension and follow-up, inappropriate selection of activities, and misappropriation of funds by officials are mentioned as reasons for these failures.
  Such failed grants amount, according to different analysts, to between fifteen and sixty percent of the total.


Be that as it may, and regardless of whether it is a success or a failure overall, IRDP represents quite often the only chance that the poor have for overcoming the limitations of their situation.  Their credit-worthiness is low, and they have hardly anything to mortgage to banks and other lenders.  Employment in factories and services accounts for a tiny number of villagers, and drastic redistribution of land is unlikely to occur any time soon.
  The sum of Rs.16,000 ($400) that is provided in grants and cheap loans – and which IRDP beneficiaries use to procure cows, buffaloes, machines, and stock-in-trade – cannot usually be acquired by them in any other manner.  IRDP has failed in many cases, no doubt; until something better comes their way, however, it represents often the only chance the poor have for enhancing their asset base.  

The variable POVASSIST measures for each village the number of program grants per hundred villagers averaged over the last five years.  Among villages that have the highest scores on this variable are Sema (5.8), Sangawas (5.7) and Nauwa (4.9).  Mean score for all 60 villages is 2.75, and standard deviation is 1.17.


Employment generation is the third major economic concern of villagers.  Continuing poverty is abated to some extent through the wages provided by public construction projects.  45 percent of all villagers – i.e., 857 of 1,898 persons interviewed – asserted that wages earned in this manner are necessary for their families to subsist from year to year.  


Employment-creation programs have grown rapidly in the rural areas over the past twenty years.  Between 1989 and 1997, 720 million man-days of employment were generated by a single state program, the Jawahar Rozgaar Yojana (Jawahar Employment Scheme, or JRY), which amounts to six days of employment for every worker in the rural labor force (GOR 1999).  Additional employment opportunities are provided by other state programs – the Drought Prone Areas and the Desert Development Programs, the Employment Assurance Scheme, the Million Wells Scheme, and others – which are intended, just as JRY is intended, as much for constructing community assets as for providing wages to those who might otherwise starve to extinction.  


The idea is to spread employment out thinly so that all villagers have at least some chance of making the necessary income supplements, so JRY projects are mostly of small size and short duration.  Between 1994 and 1998, more than 20,000 village projects were taken up in Rajasthan, each of which provided wage income to between 50 and 60 households for an average period of five weeks in a year (GOR 1999).


The variable EMPPROV measures man-days of employment on such projects per capita of village population and averaged over the previous three years to smooth year-to-year fluctuations.  Mean village score is 2.39, implying that employment opportunities were provided by the state to every villager for an average of nearly two-and-a-half days each year.
  


A fourth criterion of development performance mentioned by villagers relates to the quality of health, education and water supply services.  Infant mortality in rural India is upward of 150 per 1,000 live births, and millions of villagers are stricken every year with tuberculosis, polio, malaria and dysentry, diseases that have nearly disappeared from the industrialized world.
  The quality of health services they receive is a major concern of most villagers and also the quality of education and water supply.  


A focus group of villagers was consulted to rank the quality of health, education and water supply services in their village compared to neighboring villages.  A five-point scale was used for each of these comparisons.  The variable QUALSERV combines the scores for all three services, health, education and water supply.  The highest range of scores, 11-13 points, is achieved by two of the 16 case-study villages, Sema and Nauwa.  The lowest range of scores, 5-8 points, is achieved by three case study villages, Kundai, Palri and Sare.

Health services in rural areas are provided almost exclusively by the Health Department of the state government; school education is provided by its Education Department; and water supply by its Public Health Engineering Department.  To obtain better service quality, villagers undertake collective action to protest against poor service delivery or they combine their voluntary efforts to improve service quality locally, at the village level.  Superior collective action should also find reflection in village scores on the other three performance variables.  Villages that are able to mount pressure collectively on politicians and government officials are able to obtain larger numbers of anti-poverty grants, and higher employment quotas are also allocated to such villages.  Villages that combine together effectively to protect and manage investments on common lands derive larger harvests of fodder and fuelwood. 

Analysis
It is striking to find that the same group of case-study villages – Nauwa, Sangawas, Khempur and Sema – are consistently among the top ten performers for each of the four scales of development performance.  Conversely, Sare, Hajiwas, Balesariya and Kundai occupy the bottom third in each of the four sets of rankings.


Among the larger group of 60 villages also, there are some that perform uniformly highly in all four activities considered above, and others that perform uniformly poorly.  Village scores for the four separate development programs are highly correlated with each other, as seen below in Table 1. 

-- Table 1 about here-- 

Correlations among the four development variables are high and statistically significant.  Further, these variables load commonly on a single factor, which accounts for 76 percent of their combined variance. 

-- Table 2 about here --


Regardless of program choice, some villages perform well and other villages perform poorly.  Results of correlation as well as factor analysis indicate that some underlying village-level propensity exists which is associated with high performance by some villages and low performance by others.  

It would be tempting to equate this village-level propensity with social capital.  However, in order to be useful conceptually and in practice, social capital must be observed and measured independent of the phenomenon one is trying to explain.  Alternative explanations must also be considered and evaluated alongside the social capital hypothesis.  Three sets of alternative explanations are presented in Section 3, and independent variables corresponding to each of these views are operationalized for measurement and analysis. 


To facilitate statistical comparison, the four separate development indicators are combined, since they are so closely associated, into a single Index of Development Performance, which is constructed by aggregating the scores received on each of the four separate scales.
  Mean village score on this index is 48 points, and standard deviation is 20.6.
  

3.  EXPLAINING RESULTS: THREE ALTERNATIVE VIEWS

(a) The institutionalist view
According to one school of thought, villages located within this relatively small area – of roughly 150 kilometers north-to-south and the same distance east-to-west – and sharing a similar policy framework and market structure should not differ by very much in terms of development results.  Since the right institutions produce the right results – and the wrong institutions produce the wrong results – the same mix of right and wrong institutions should produce the same mix of right and wrong results (Brehm and Rahn 1997; Levi 1996; North 1981).  Significant inter-village differences should not exist – and if they do, then it is only because institutions make an unequal impact, for instance, if incentives are distorted because some villages are remotely located or otherwise disconnected from institutional effects.  

The institutionalist view is tested in Section 4 by considering six separate independent variables.  The variable, DISTMKT, measures the distance in kilometers to the market town that villagers visit most frequently.  All else being the same, villages located further away from market towns and government offices should be faced with comparatively lower incentives for superior development performance.  The variable INFRASTR is also considered which combines scores for level of facility related to transportation, communications, electrification, and water supply.  Incentives for superior performance should be lower in villages that are comparatively poorly served with infrastructure facilities.  In addition, literacy is measured to test the hypothesis of Dreze and Sen (1995) which expects economic development to be closely related to educational achievement in communities.  LITERACY is calculated as the sample percentage of persons in each village who have five or more years of formal education.  

Two other structuralist view are also tested.  First, the hypothesis by Wade (1994) proposing relative need as a cause of collective action is tested by considering two variables.  DRYLAND measures the percentage of village land that is not irrigated by any source other than seasonal rainfall.  The higher the proportion of dry land in any village, it can be conceived, the greater the need for villagers to seek livelihood stability, poverty assistance, and employment generation.  Similarly, the higher the percentage of below-poverty households in a village, i.e., the greater the value of PERCPOOR, the more the need to reach for help to programs of the state.  

Finally, stratification and caste are considered because these are regarded by some analysts to affect the potential for collective action in Indian villages (e.g., Dumont 1970).  The variable N_CASTES is a measure of the number of different caste groups that reside in any village.  This variable provides one measure of the extent of homogeneity within the population of a village.  The variable CASTE_DOM measures the proportion of village households that belong to the most numerous caste group, corresponding to the hypothesis of Srinivas (1987) that villages where the dominant group is larger will act collectively more often and more effectively than others.  Both of these variables have been generated from information obtained during the field survey.

While variables such as N_CASTES, CASTE_DOM and PERCPOOR reflect the effect of structures internal to the village; some other variables – DISTMKT, INFRASTR, and also possibly, LITERACY – are useful for assessing the extent to which the effects of institutions external to the village are muted or distorted, giving rise to different incentives in different villages.  Variables reflecting these structural views are juxtaposed against other variables that correspond to bottom-up views of influence and performance.  Social capital is looked at first among these variables.

(b) The social capital view
Social capital has been defined by Putnam as “features of social organization such as networks, norms and social trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit”  (1995: 67).  Putnam ranks social capital in Italian regions according to a measure of density of membership in formal organizations.  It must be noted, however, that this is a proxy measure of social capital:  it is not directly concerned with norms or with trust but it looks, instead, at certain manifestations that accompany social capital in this setting.  It is not obvious that social capital will be manifest in other cultures in a similar fashion.  


Institutions do not have “an ontological status apart from the human activity that produces them” (Berger and Luckmann 1966:57).  Varying forms of human activity develop to deal with different needs and compulsions of life in different ecological and cultural settings.  Networks, roles, rules, procedures, precedents, norms, values, attitudes and beliefs are different among people who have different patterns of life.  Measures of social capital that are relevant for one set of cultures can be irrelevant for others.


Density of formal organizations is a particularly inappropriate indicator for Rajasthan villages.  Hardly any formal organizations have been set up voluntarily by villagers in Rajasthan, and nearly every formal organization in these villages is companion to a state agency and executor of its program.  Joint Forest Committees are looked after by the Forest Ministry.  The Women’s Development Ministry is responsible for Mahila Mandals (women’s groups).  The Sports and Education Ministry officials sets up new Yuva Mandals (youth groups) every year.  Officials are judged by the numbers of groups they can set up every year.  Governments and donor agencies prescribe targets.  Villagers are press-ganged to join.  There are benefits to be availed.  People sign up to get the benefits; the target is achieved; then everyone goes home.
  


Formal organizations in this context do not, therefore, provide any reliable indication of voluntarism and cooperation among villagers.  However, several informal networks exist and many villagers attend these networks regularly.  

A locally relevant scale for measuring social capital in Rajasthan was devised by Krishna and Uphoff (1999) that relies upon assessing participation in informal networks.  We started by considering the types of activities with which people of this area are commonly engaged.  Not all activities observed in this area are valid for investigating dimensions of cooperation and coordination.  Social capital exists “in the relations among persons” (Coleman 1988: S100-101), and only those activities are valid for comparing social capital that inhabitants of this area regard appropriate to carry out collectively rather than individually.  


Six survey questions, corresponding to six such activities, were used for measuring social capital in this context.  Responses to these six questions were found to be very highly correlated with one another, and factor analysis supported the proposition that these were manifestations of a single underlying factor.  We aggregated these six constituent items into an index of social capital.
  Some modifications were made to this scale based on reviewers’ comments, and a modified form of this scale is used for the present investigation, which has the following six components:

1. Membership In Labor-Sharing Groups: Are you a member of a labor group in the village, i.e., do you work often with the same group very often, sharing the work that is done either on your own fields, on some public work, or for some private employer?  Responses were coded as 0 for “no” and 1 for “yes.”  These responses were aggregated for all individuals interviewed in each surveyed village, thereby measuring the proportion of villagers who do participate in such networks.  1,522 of the total number of 1,898 respondents interviewed in Rajasthan (more than 80 percent) gave a "yes” response to this question, though this proportion varied from a high of 98.5 percent (in village Sadariya) to a low of 73 percent (village Sinhara).

2. Dealing with Crop Disease:  If a crop disease were to affect the entire standing crop of this village, then who do you think would come forward to deal with this situation?  Responses ranged from “Every one would deal with the problem individually,” scored 1, to “The entire village would act together,” scored 5.  Individuals’ responses were averaged for each surveyed village.  The highest average response score came from village Balesariya (3.07), while the lowest was from village Sema (1.11).  This item and the next relate to the cognitive maps that people have concerning the breadth of mutual support networks in their village.

3. Dealing with Natural Disasters: At times of severe calamity or distress, villagers often come together to assist each other.  Suppose there was some calamity in this village requiring immediate help from government, e.g., a flood or fire, who in this village do you think would approach government for help?  Responses varied from “No one,” scored 1, to “The entire village collectively,” scored 5.  Averaged villager responses varied from a high of 4.64 (village Chawandiya) to a low of 2.58 (village Sodawas).

4.
Trust:  Suppose a friend of yours in this village faced the following alternatives: which one would he or she prefer?

-- To own and farm 10 bighas of land entirely by themselves
  (scored 1)

-- To own and farm 25 bighas of land jointly with one other person (scored 2)

The fourth item scales the factor of trust in terms of an empirical referent that is valid for these agrarian communities.  The second alternative would give each person access to more land (12.5 bighas, instead of just 10 bighas represented by the first option), but they would have to work and share produce interdependently.  The question was framed so that the respondent was not making an assessment of his or her own level of trust, but rather of how trusting other people in the village were in general.  Average villager responses ranged from a high of 1.76 (village Chautra), showing a high level of mutual trust, to a low of 1.05, showing a virtual absence of inter-personal trust (village Chachiyawas).

5.
Solidarity: Is it possible to conceive of a village leader who puts aside his own welfare and that of his family to concern himself mainly with the welfare of village society?  Responses ranged from “Such a thing is not possible,” scored 1, to “Such a thing happens quite frequently in this village,” scored 3.  Averaged individual responses ranged from a high of 2.26 (village Balesariya, once again) to a low of 1.23 (village Kunda).

6.
Reciprocity:  Suppose some children of the village tend to stray from the correct path, for example, they are disrespectful to elders, they disobey their parents, are mischievous, etc.  Who in this village feels it right to correct other people’s children?   Four alternatives were posed: “No one,” scored 1; “Only close relatives” scored 2; “Relatives and neighbors,” scored 3; and “Anyone from the village,” scored 4.  Averaged individual responses ranged from a high of 3.45 (village Khemaroo) to a low of 1.70 (with village Sema once again occupying the lowest spot).

These six items load highly on a single common factor (Table 3), indicating that villages that have high scores on any one manifestation of social capital also tend to have high scores on the other five manifestations observed here.
  This common factor is highly correlated with each of these six items,
 and the individual items are also are closely correlated to each other.
  

-- Table 3 -- 

Because these are so closely correlated with each other, village scores on the six separate items were aggregated to form the Social Capital Index.
  Mean score on the Social Capital Index is 38.8 points (out of a possible 100 points) and standard deviation is 23.6.  Eight villages have scores of 75 points or more, including three of the sixteen case-study villages: Balesariya, with 88 points, leads this list, and Sunderchha (82 points) and Nauwa (74 points) are next.  Twelve villages have scores of 25 points or lower, including four of the sixteen case-study villages: Kundai (21 points), Sare (20 points), Ghodach (18 points), and Sema (13 points).  

High scores on the Social Capital Index reflect manifestations of cooperation and reciprocity that I observed at first hand in the 16 case study villages.
  Balesariya’s high stock of social capital is displayed in many different ways.  People trust each other a great deal in this village.  No walls separate the houses of this village, and doors are left open all day.  Large numbers get together every Tuesday to sing bhajans(devotional songs).  Every household takes its turn to fill the communal trough for animals to drink.  Morning and evening, turns are taken by rotation.  Water from an irrigation tank is also distributed by rotation.  Trust and collective goodwill are nowhere nearly as visible in Kundai, Sare and Ghodach, where social capital scores are low.  People in Ghodach are suspicious of each other, and they are constantly scheming to put each other down.  People in Kundai speak guardedly.  They are afraid that they might say something which will be misunderstood by a neighbor.  There is an irrigation tank in Ghodach, but all households take water any time they can and there is no organization.

In addition to looking at the institutionalist variables and at the Social Capital Index, one other set of variables is also considered for analyzing development results.  These variables correspond to the agency view of social capital, set forth by Berman (1997, 1997a).

(c) The agency view

What enables the effect of social capital, it is asked, to flow from grassroots-level associations and localized social networks into decision-making at higher levels?  How exactly does social capital existing among members of community organizations affect the performance of regional and national institutions?

Berman considers the example of inter-war Germany.  Civil society organizations, which were “organized primarily along group [and class] lines rather than across them,” not only failed “to contribute to republican virtue, but in fact subverted it.”  This “fragmented but highly organized civil society...proved to be the ideal setting for the rapid rise to power of a skilled totalitarian movement.”  “Without the opportunity to exploit Weimar’s rich associational network...the Nazis would not have been able to capture important sectors of the German electorate so quickly and efficiently” (Berman 1997: 414-422).

Dense social networks are not enough, therefore, to achieve more effective and more accountable government.  “Associationism,” Berman (1997a: 564) concludes, is “a politically neutral multiplier -- neither inherently good nor inherently bad.”  Whether associationism weakens or strengthens institutional performance depends, in her view, on the nature of the mediating links.  In the Western contexts studied by Berman, party organizations are expected to provide such linkages.
   For Italy also, it is claimed, parties play much of the role for which Putnam gives credit to social capital.  Associational activity in the Italian regions has been coordinated mostly by political parties.
  Association density and party strength rise and fall together among different Italian regions, so it becomes possible for the analyst to consider only one of these factors while ignoring the other.  

Analyses undertaken in other parts of the world will have to take account separately of party structures and social capital, for these variables are unlikely to coincide as well in every other place.  Since political parties are relatively weakly organized in rural areas in India (Kohli 1990; Sabharwal 1997; Weiner 1989), other candidate agency types should also be considered to test the agency hypothesis.


Six different agency variables, corresponding to an equal number of agency forms, are considered here.  These agency types are common among villages in this region, and each is regarded by some body of literature as being effective for serving the common objectives of Indian villagers.  The effectiveness, utility and range of functions of each type of agency differ from village to village, however, and I look to these variations for developing scales for comparing agency strength.

Each caste group in a village is organized into an association, though the strength of these associations varies from village to village.  The variable STR_CASTE assesses by averaging survey responses for each village how strong or weak the leaders of these associations are in any particular village.  Survey responses are considered for a set of three questions related to the salience, effectiveness and continuity of caste associations.  Villages where caste associations were relatively more salient – where villagers met more often with their caste leaders, where caste leadership was more effective, and where its effectiveness was expected to continue into the future received higher scores on this scale.
  


The variable STR_PANCH was similarly constructed to scale the strength of village panchayats (Kurien 1999; Mathew 1994).
  The variable STR_PCR similarly reflects the strength of patron-client linkages in each village (Kothari 1988).  Another such variable STR_PARTY gauges the strength of political parties perceived by respondents of any particular village.  Notice that this variable does not relate to the strength of any particular political party.  It is intended, instead, to take stock of the extent of allegiance, loyalty and influence in relation to political parties in general.


The remaining two agency variables, STR_NEW and STR_VC, require a little more explanation.  I found during field work that a number of young leaders have come up in villages, who have benefited from the expansion of education in the last few decades.  Such new leaders are available in almost every village, and they perform a number of tasks on behalf of villagers that require mediation with state and market agencies.  1,308 (or 69 percent) of 1,898 villagers interviewed in Rajasthan said that they seek the assistance of this type of agency (and no other) when they need to procure employment on government construction works; 1,248 said that these such leaders help them get bank loans or subsidies from poverty reduction programs of the government; and 1,253 (66 percent) said they consulted such leaders regularly whenever they needed to procure seed or fertilizer from the market.  To assess the capacity of such new leaders in any village, three survey questions were asked relating to their existence, utility and frequency of contact by villagers.  A fourth question assessed range of effectiveness in terms of numbers of activities performed.  Village scores on the variable STR_NEW were derived by summing individuals’ response scores to these four questions and taking the average of this score for each village.


Another agency form that was found to exist in all these villages is the informal Village Council.
  This body is different from the village panchayat, and it is not recognized by the administration or the courts.  It is chaired by respected elders from all caste groups in the village.  Some of these elders are also leaders of their respective caste associations.  When they sit on the Council, however, they play a different (and more collaborative) role, and they deal with a different range of issues that concern the entire village and not just a particular caste. 

Strength of Village Councils is assessed in terms related to familiarity, frequency, range of activities, and attendance at meetings.  Four survey items were considered for constructing the scale for the variable, STR_VC, which was derived by summing across responses averaged for each village.


Correlation coefficients were calculated between the Social Capital Index and each of these measures of agency strength.  Table 4 reports these results.  Apart from the Village Council, which is significantly though not highly correlated with the Social Capital Index, none of the other agency variables has a correlation coefficient that is either statistically or substantially significant.  The absolute size of each of these coefficients is quite small and – more important – just one of these correlation coefficients is significant at the 0.05 level.

-- Table 4 about here --

Social capital is neither an effect nor a cause of the strength of different types of agency, these data indicate, and (with the partial exception of Str_VC) the two sets of variables can be considered as separate and unrelated independent variables.  While social capital reflects the nature of relations within a community, i.e., it is a collectively possessed resource, agency strength is related to a different set of capacities possessed by particular individuals in villages.  


Social capital and agency strength are both high in some villages.  In most villages, however, there is no correlation between social capital and the strength of any particular agency type.  As a result, these villages are unable to convert their stocks of social capital into flows of benefits, as we shall see in the next section.  

Social capital represents a potential – a propensity for mutually beneficial collective action.  But potential needs to be activated, and agency is important for this purpose.  Local-level resources, however plentiful, need to be marshaled strategically and directed toward incentives available within the broader institutional environments of state and market.  When the intermediate links are weak, as they are when agency is not capable, social capital does not translate readily into good performance.

4.  EXPLAINING DEVELOPMENT PERFORMANCE

Development performance is examined for the full group of 60 villages with the help of regression analysis.  These statistical results are illuminated using case-study data collected for 16 representative villages.

Table 5 gives the results of regression analysis conducted to assess the significance of the separate bodies of explanation.  Model 1 tests all of the institutional and agency variables in association with the dependent variable, the 100-point Index of Development Performance, DEVINDEX.  Not one of the agency variables is individually significant, and none of the variables corresponding to structural theories, privileging stratification, relative need, and commercialization and modernization, respectively, is significant either.  Only literacy matters.  However, the fit of this regression equation is very imperfect.  R2 is only 0.12 (and adjusted R2 is almost zero).  The F-probability of 0.186 indicates that a regression model consisting of these structural and agency variables is not a good predictor of values of DEVINDEX.

-- Table 5 about here -- 


Model 2 drops most of these non-significant structural and agency variables and it adds the Social Capital Index (SCI) to the equation.
  R2 improves, it now has a value of 0.28, and the Social Capital Index has a significant coefficient, in addition to literacy, which remains significant as before.


Model 3 retains all of the variables of Model 2.  Additionally, an interaction term is added that is calculated by multiplying together SCI with STR_NEW, the variable that measures the capability of new leadership in each village.
  Once again, literacy remains significant.  The Social Capital Index loses significance, however, and the interaction term is revealed to be highly significant.  R2 improves further to 0.42, and the F-statistics also improve considerably, indicating that Model 3 fits much better with the data at hand.
  

Social capital and the capacity of new leaders both matter for development performance, and they matter in interaction with each other.  It is the multiplication of these two variables in any village that is critically related to its level of development performance.  The higher the value of social capital, the greater the effect made by differences in agency strength.  Conversely, the greater the agency variable, the more the difference in performance on account of social capital.  With the exception of literacy, none of the other structural variables matter much for development performance.


Social capital and agency interact with one another, and development performance is significantly and substantially influenced by the interaction term.  Villages like Nauwa, where social capital and the capacity of new agents are both above average, are developing rapidly; while villages such as Balesariya, where new leaders are less effective, i.e, where STR_NEW is low, and other such as Ghodach, where new leaders are effective but social capital is low, are falling behind.  Why agency should matter is illustrated by the case studies of 16 villages, of which two are examined in some detail below.

Case I:  Village Balesariya (high social capital, low agency capacity)

Social capital is high in Balesariya.  As mentioned before, people in this village trust each other considerably, they meet each other often, and they cooperate to deal with numerous community issues and common problems.  Why does their highly developed propensity for mutually beneficial collective action not translate into superior results vis-à-vis economic development?


Mangilal, sarpanch (chief) of Balesariya’s village panchayat, is the only one among 1,011 residents of this village who has regular contact with any state or market agency.  He is not well liked by other villagers, who consider that he succeeded to his position by employing foul means.  Though he transacts on their behalf to get projects from the state that assist with livelihood stability, poverty assistance, employment generation, and basic services in their village, the villagers regard him at best as a necessary evil.  “Mangilal does what he will.  We meet him only if we have to, in connection with some work we have [with the government]. There is no one else in this village to whom we can go for such work.”


Though he is the only one that they have, Mangilal is not a very efficient agent of villagers.  He cannot easily cheat villagers – villagers are strongly united, and social sanctions, including ostracism, are imposed swiftly and firmly, with no scope for appeal – and Mangilal serves them to the best of his ability.  But Mangilal’s abilities are not very great.  “People in the village are not very aware of what is happening in the world outside,” says Mangilal,.

First there was only a single government department [the Mahakma Aam, or general administration department, of the pre-Independence Udaipur state], but now [in the present-day structure of government] any one case has to be walked through ten different offices, so a great deal of time has to be spent [pursuing any case]… Development can only happen when one has control over government officials and when they listen to one.  I find it is no good talking to these officials… First [in earlier times] hardly any [state] funds were given to villages; now there is a lot of money available.  But villages take different amounts depending upon their strength.

Strength lies in being able to persuade officials and politicians to allocate schemes and program funds to one’s village.  Mangilal is particularly weak in this respect.  

Mangilal is among those sarpanchas who sit at the back in each meeting [of sarpanchas of the local area].  They [the back-bencher sarpanchas] know very little about schemes and programs, so they don’t dispute whatever officials say.  They are thankful for what is given to them.  They don’t know how to fight for more.

Apart from gaining the entitlements that they cannot be denied – such as some amount of JRY funds that are allocated in proportion to village population – Balesariya’s residents have been unable to dig any too deeply into sources of funding that are allocated at the discretion of officials and politicians.  

Further, even when development projects, such as the watershed development program, have been implemented in this village, their benefits have not been sustained.  Balesariya has among the lowest scores on the Common Land Development index, and it is easy to see why.  The quality of work is very poor, and nearly all of the trees and shrubs planted through the watershed development program have died on account of poor management and protection techniques.  The users committee in Balesariya is among the least knowledgeable, and they have hardly any contact with officials of the government department.  Quality of basic services, health, education, and water supply, is low in this village because, as Mangilal says, “officials don’t listen to us.”


Despite their ample stocks of social capital, residents of Balesariya have been unable to achieve fast economic development.  The approach road to the village is a muddy path, impossible to negotiate during the three monsoon months.  Drinking water is still taken from the community well, and there is no piped water supply anywhere in this village.  

Villagers here make good use of what they have, and they have allocated these resources reasonably effectively and equitably.  Without the support of capable new leaders, however, they have been unable to add significantly to their existing resource base.  They are good at using what they have; but they lack the capacity to achieve more.  Because it has no effective leaders who can help them reach out and attract additional resources from the state (or from the market), Balesariya remains an economic backwater.

Case II: Village Ghodach (low social capital, high agency capacity)

If the capacity of agents matters such a lot for development, as the case of Balesariya reveals, then why does Ghodach perform so poorly?  There are seven new leaders in this village of 2,003 inhabitants, and each of them is capable and effective in his ways.  


These leaders are quite skilled at arbitrating villagers’ relationships with state and market agencies, but they do so more for their own individual benefit and less for villagers’ collective advantage.

The meaning of unity in our village is that if some money came here from up there [from some government department] and if you [a local leader] were to use some of this money [for the purpose it was intended] and eat away [pocket] the rest, then I [other villagers] would have no worries on this account.  That is why development is at a halt [in our village].  Whatever [misdeeds] I am doing are accepted by you, and whatever wrong you do is accepted by me.
    

Development is at a halt, according to another Ghodach resident, because “villagers are not able to agree and form a consensus among themselves.  That everyone gets together behind some work and behind protecting and maintaining [the assets that are created by] this work – such a thing never happens in this village.  Honesty has no value here.”
  Villagers are not united, either for sanctioning individual leaders who cheat and betray them, or even for supporting the interventions these leaders make on their behalf with government officials and party politicians.  


Service quality is poor in this village.  Two school teachers of four had been missing for over a month during the time I spent in this village, and no one in the village had done anything about it.  The local nurse had no stocks of medicine or other supplies left with her.  The approach to the village was over two broken bridges, and tarmac cover had disappeared from what remained of the road.


No rules guide the use of common land in Ghodach, and pastures planted under the watershed development program have been destroyed by willful encroachments.  

Ghodachwalas [residents of Ghodach] are not like people of Losing [another village adjoining Ghodach].  In Losing, everyone cooperated, watershed development went on very well, and we won the all-India prize [for best watershed development]…Work went on at the same time in Ghodach, but there was no [local] cooperation.  The User Committee was ineffective.  It was no fun working here.

Social capital is at a low level in Ghodach village, as these vignettes suggest, and as its low score on the Social Capital Index indicates.  Though they have capable new leaders, the residents of Ghodach are unable to achieve any coordination among themselves.  Individuals are suspicious of each other, and they have little faith in initiatives that are taken by anyone else in the village.
Their low stock of social capital prevents villagers in Ghodach from deriving any sturdy flows of development benefits, despite the presence of capable agency.  In Balesariya, on the other hand, the stock of social capital is high, but capable agency is absent, so benefits are small.  


Where these agents are effective, they can help villagers gain larger benefits, individually and collectively, from government departments and market agencies.

Many different types of schemes and programs are in operation.  If they cannot understand these schemes, then of what use are the leaders?  Ordinary villagers do not have the means to know about what benefits exist.  Leaders perform these functions [for them]… They meet with officials.  They [should] know about schemes and programs.  They place their village’s demands before officials and politicians.

The five high-performing case-study villages – Nauwa, Sangawas, Gothra, Khempur, and Sema – all have high levels of social capital and they also have capable new leaders, reflected in high village scores on the variable STR_NEW.  It is this combination of high social capital and capable agency that is most clearly associated with high development performance.


High social capital is necessary for high development performance (all high performance villages have medium to high social capital), but it is not a sufficient condition (some low performing villages also have medium or high social capital).  Similarly, capacity of new leaders is also necessary for high development performance but it is not sufficient by itself (capacity is high even among some low performing villages).  However, both these factors are together sufficient for high development.  


Development is high in all those villages where social capital is medium or high and where agency strength is also medium to high.  Development is not high in villages where even one of these factors is low. 


Social capital matters in each case, but its effect is refracted; it is magnified or reduced, depending upon how capable agency is in any particular village.  Having a high level of social capital enables communities to take up multiple tasks involving mutually beneficial collective action.  But merely because citizens can act collectively with greater facility does not mean that their actions will always have the intended impacts.

In terms of development, especially, where the state or the market is the target of collective action by communities – i.e., where the result is not entirely or even mainly within citizens’ control – it is hardly certain that collective action will not end up being a wasted effort.  To succeed in achieving their goals, citizens must also at a minimum be well informed about the processes of decision-making in state and market organizations, and they must be able to gain access easily to the offices and forums where these decisions are made and implemented. 


Agency matters because information about government programs and market opportunities is not widespread among villagers and also because few channels are available that enable villagers to connect effectively with market and state institutions.  Communications between villager and state and villager and market are weak.  Capable agents help villagers overcome these obstacles to effective collective action.  Social capital is made more productive when such agents are available in the village.

5.  HOW CAN DEVELOPMENT PERFORMANCE BE IMPROVED?

Communities vary in terms of their capacity to participate in development initiatives, the foregoing analysis demonstrates, and results from even the best-designed programs are likely to differ depending upon the relative capacity of participating villages.  Instead of focusing their energies exclusively on developing newer and better programs and implementing these from the top down, as they have done for so many years, development agencies ought to consider as well the capacities that emerge from the bottom-up and which enable villagers to succeed in multiple development enterprises.  

Recall that a single root propensity enables villagers to perform well in multiple development enterprises.  Villagers that do well by way of poverty assistance, for instance, also tend to do well in regard to livelihood sustainability, employment provision, and population control.  Stimulating the growth of factors associated with this root propensity will be valuable, therefore, for assisting multiple aims of national economic development. 


Analysis reveals that social capital, capability of new agents, and literacy are significantly and consistently associated with high development performance.  Enhancing the levels of these three factors is likely, therefore, to stimulate faster-paced development.  


Literacy is already on the rise.  Especially since the last two decades, villagers are increasingly sending their children to school, and development in the future is likely to benefit from the investments in education that are being made by current generations.

What can be said about enhancing social capital and agency strength?  Social capital may or may not be easy to build up over the short term.  The evidence in this regard is mixed and so far inconclusive.  Putnam et al. propose that social capital is accumulated only very slowly: “History determines and historical turning points…have extremely long-lived consequences” (1993: 179).  Analyses undertaken in other parts of the world indicate that social capital may not be a historically fixed endowment and that it might be possible to build up stocks of social capital even within relatively short spans of time (e.g., Hall 1997, and Schneider et al. 1997).

The issue is far from closed, however, and resolving it with any reasonable conviction will require undertaking careful analysis of comparative data collected systematically over a long period of time.  This kind of analysis has not been undertaken so far.  The concept of social capital has gained popularity only very recently, and social scientists have employed mainly cross-sectional data to make their cases for and against the worth of the idea.  


Though it is not clear whether the stock of social capital can be enhanced significantly in the short term, the productivity of this asset can be increased by investing in measures that help to raise agency capacity.  The flow of benefits can be increased by investing in programs that involve leadership training, increased awareness of constitutional rights and government programs, and easier access to offices of the state.  Villages that presently engage at low levels with state programs and market operations can be assisted to enhance their capacity to participate.  Social capital can be made more productive – and development performance improved – through measures that seek to enhance agency capacity.

TABLES

Table 1. Four Development Indicators: Pearson Correlation Coefficients

(n=60; significance levels are in brackets)

	
	CLD
	POVASSIST
	EMPPROV
	QUALSERV

	CLD
	1.00

(0.0)
	0.632

(0.0001)
	0.678

(0.0001)
	0.662

(0.0001)

	POVASSIST
	
	1.00

(0.0)
	0.524

(0.0001)
	0.484

(0.0001)

	EMPPROV
	
	
	1.00

(0.0001)
	0.457

(0.0001)

	QUALSERV
	
	
	
	1.0

(0.0)


Table 2:  Development Performance: Factor Pattern

	CLD (Livelihood Stabilization) 
	0.820

	POVASSIST (Poverty Assistance
	0.691

	EMPPROV (Employment Provision)
	0.843

	QUALSERV (Quality of Basic Services)
	0.712


Table 3.  Social Capital: Factor Pattern

	Membership in labor-sharing groups
	0.64131

	Dealing with crop disease
	0.68887

	Dealing with natural disasters
	0.74042

	Trust (sharing land)
	0.74162

	Solidarity
	0.84012

	Reciprocity
	0.84192


Table 4.  Correlation Between Social Capital and Agency Strength

	Agency Variable
	Correlation Coefficent with Social Capital Index
	Significance Level

	Str_PCR
	-0.24
	0.12

	Str_PARTY
	0.06
	0.63

	Str_PANCH
	-0.06
	0.65

	Str_NEW
	0.19
	0.13

	Str_VC
	0.45
	0.05

	Str_CASTE
	-0.05
	0.68


Table 5. OLS Regressions on Development Performance:

DEVINDEX is the Dependent Variable

	
	MODEL 1
	MODEL 2
	MODEL 3

	Intercept
	22.4

(15.7)
	-60.2**

(24.70
	-47.2*

(22.9)

	INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
	
	

	(A) Societal Variables
	
	

	DRYLAND
	0.09

(0.19)
	
	

	PERCPOOR
	0.79

(3.48)
	0.61

(3.21)
	0.52

(3.24)

	DISTMKT
	0.21

(0.39)
	0.30

(0.36)
	0.27

(0.37)

	INFRASTR
	-0.24

(1.77)
	
	

	NCASTES
	0.15

(0.97)
	
	

	CASTEDOM
	
	-0.001

(0.05)
	0.002

(0.04)

	Literacy
	1.14*

(0.44)
	0.65*

(0.37)
	0.52*

(0.24)

	(B) Agency Variables
	
	

	Str_PCR
	-0.14

(0.68)
	
	

	Str_PANCH
	1.45

(3.89)
	
	

	Str_PARTY
	0.97

(5.39)
	
	

	Str_CASTE
	0.25

(4.41)
	
	

	Str_VC
	-0.78

(4.82)
	-0.89

(4.9)
	-0.69

(4.77)

	Str_NEW
	0.87

(2.68)
	1.12

(2.7)
	0.61

(2.64)

	(C) Social Capital 

(SCI)
	
	1.10*

(0.34)
	0.35

(0.36)

	(D) Interaction
	
	

	(SCI*Str_NEW)
	
	
	0.08***

(0.009)

	N
	60
	60
	60

	R2
	0.12
	0.28
	0.43

	Adj-R2
	0.04
	0.21
	0.37

	F-ratio
	1.56
	3.39
	6.27

	F-probability
	0.186
	0.01
	0.0001

	Note: Standard errors are reported in parentheses.  *p<=.05 **p<=.01 ***p<=.001 
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NOTES

� 1,450 of 1,898 respondents contacted in 60 Rajasthan villages reported cultivation as their primary source of income, and another 294 reported agricultural labor. 


� Maize yields in Udaipur district rose to a high of 1,528 kilograms per hectare in the year 1967-68 but they fell to 458 kilograms in 1968-69, less than a third of what they were a year ago.  Twenty years later, in 1987-88, yields were a mere 211 kilograms per hectare (GOR 1991).  


� 2,563 of India’s development “blocks” – the entire country is divided into just over 5,000 such units of development administration – are covered under drought-prone areas and watershed development programs that are intended to “drought-proof” the economies of these areas (GOI 1998). 


� See, e.g., Pretty (1995) and Chambers, Saxena and Shah (1990).


� Ownership of these tracts vests with a government department (usually the Land Revenue or the Forest Department) or with the village panchayat (a unit of local government), but there are usually no barriers to entry and villagers access these lands freely to graze their cattle and to collect firewood.


�  The government’s program expanded at the rate of almost a half-million hectares per year, which was huge and often hard to handle, but this was still too slow to cover an area of more than 20 million hectares in this state where these kinds of treatments are necessary and beneficial.  Subsidies were later cut to 80 and then 70 percent of program cost, reflecting a growing apprehension that the government effort would be more sustainable over the long term if it was accompanied by increasing public contributions.  On this point, see Kerr et al. (1999). 


� A single common factor is found that is closely associated with all of these four measures of performance in livelihood stabilization activities.  Factor loading is as follows: Quantum of Work (0.720), Survival (0.806), Productivity (0.837), Diversification (0.850).  Communality is 2.76, implying that the underlying factor accounts for about 70 percent of the combined variance of the four individual items.


� An alternative index weights the individual items by their factor scores and it is highly correlated (correlation coefficient = 0.94) with this Index.


� The District Rural Development Agencies (DRDAs) maintain an updated list of poor households in each village.  The poverty cutoff is defined as annual income below Rs. 11,000 ($260), which is calculated as the income with which a person can just about afford to eat the minimum requirement of 2,400 calories per day. 


� Training of Rural Youth for Self-Employment (TRYSEM) and Development of Women and Children in Rural Areas (DWACRA).


� Dreze (1990), Swaminathan (1990), and Yugandhar and Raju (1992) make the general case;  Ahuja and Bhargava (1989) make a similar case for Rajasthan.


� Not surprisingly, the most favorable assessment is that of a government agency.  On the basis of its sample survey, the Rajasthan Government’s Department of Rural Development estimates that more than two-thirds of all beneficiaries were able to cross the poverty line permanently, i.e., without any major risk of slipping back into poverty.   


� Land reform is held out by some urban intellectuals as essential for poverty removal (though urban-based assets, such as stock holdings and real estate, are not usually made explicit within this calculus of egalitarian re-distribution).  In the context of India, however, where average landholdings are usually less than 1 hectare and where the largest holdings are usually no more than 25-30 hectares, i.e., where the middle peasantry is dominant, economically and politically and large landlords are very few in number (Varshney 1995), further land reform is unlikely to be viable politically.


� Average employment provision would be even higher, as much as 10 days per person annually, if considered only for poor adult villagers.  Comparative analysis of village performance is unaffected, however, since village rankings do not change regardless of which of these averages one takes into account.


� Of the total of 30 million blind persons in the world, six million are in rural India (GOR 1999).


� Each of these scores is standardized to have a range from zero to one, so that each has an equal weight in the index.  The four-point aggregate is transformed to have a range from zero to hundred, which makes it easier to interpret regression results, reported later in this chapter.  An alternative index was constructed by weighting the individual items with their factor scores.  The two indices are highly correlated with one another (0.97), indicating that this index is robust against alternative weighting schemes, and there is no special merit in preferring one index over the other.


�  The Index of Development Performance (DEVINDEX) is also significantly correlated with other measures of development.  For instance, FP_CAP measures the number of family planning “practitioners” in the village per unit of population.  The correlation coefficient between these two variables is 0.44, which is significant at the 0.01 level.  Practitioners include those couples where either the male or the female has gone in for sterilization, or where some other birth-control implant or support is regularly used.  Health Department records were available for only 48 villages, so this relationship could not be tested for all 60 villages in Rajasthan.


� Government-sponsored organizations in other parts of the Third World have also been attended mostly by richer and better connected residents and mostly also with the limited objective of deriving economic benefits cheaply.  Savings and credit associations have been widely promoted by government and donor agencies in Tanzania, but not all villagers have enjoyed equal access to organizations that have been perceived chiefly as sources of cheap money.  “Government officials and employees of the project agency got first claim to these resources, along with some relatively better-off villagers… [Most] villagers perceived these schemes as not for ordinary farmers.  They came to these projects mostly with a cynical attitude, hoping to gain access to subsidized credit or to some other cheaply available resources.” (Zoetelief 1999.)


� With further refinements made on account of differences in culture and lifestyle, this scale has proved valid and useful in the contexts of rural Panama, and it is being used in South Africa, Uganda, and some other developing country contexts.  Suggestions for further refinement and a methodology for field application are presented in Krishna and Shrader (2000).


� Two of the six items we considered within our 1999 Index were criticized by reviewers on the grounds that they were closely related to the dependent variable we had considered for that analysis, related to common land development. (Personal communications from Chris Grootaert, Jane Mansbridge, and Deepa Narayan).  We defended this measure in Krishna and Uphoff (1999) by showing how village rankings did not change even when these particular items were dropped or replaced by other items.  The opportunity provided by a succeeding investigation was useful, however, for testing and developing a further refinement of the 1999 measure.  Four of the six items are common from the previous index, and items related to labor-sharing groups and solidarity are new. 


� A bigha is a local unit for measuring land.  One bigha is roughly equal to one-fourth of a hectare.


� A scree plot has a distinct elbow, i.e., it flattens out between factors one and two.  The conclusion about a single common factor is reinforced also by observing that root mean square off-diagonal residuals are equal to 0.104, which is well within the acceptable limit of 0.126, indicated by Harman’s criterion for a sample size of 64.  Kaiser’s Measure of Sampling Adequacy: Overall MSA = 0.828.


� Individual correlation coefficients are all significant at the 0.0001 level with a value of 0.65 or higher; Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient = 0.91.  The single common factor accounts for 3.68, or about 61 percent of the combined variance of the six individual items


� Correlation coefficients are all 0.85 or higher, and significant at the 0.01 level.


� Each item is given an equal weight within the Index, which is obtained by summing across the scores after first dividing each variable by its range, so that each item has a maximum range of one.   A further transformation results in an index that has a range from zero to hundred.  This latter transformation is useful at a later stage for interpreting regression results.  As before, alternative weighting of the individual elements in the Index did not have any effect on comparative village rankings.


� Social capital is not directly observable; people carry it inside their heads.  What one can observe and measure are some manifestations of social capital, expressed in the form of one’s own behavior and one’s expectations about how others will behave in particular situations requiring collective action.  Since different cultures permit and promote different expressions of social capital, these observable aspects of social capital will vary contextually.


� Where parties are weak, it is argued, the capacity of civic associations “to make effective demands and sanction government action may remain limited... certain issues do not even reach the public’s attention… Even with a free press, information about policy and policy consequences is costly and confusing” (Levi 1996: 49).  By providing members with relevant information about state activities, and by acting as an organized conduit to governmental decision making, political parties have traditionally performed this task of “multiplier” or agency.


� “Sports clubs, choral societies, cooperatives and cultural associations have been organized by and for two major political parties, the Communists and the Christian Democrats,” claim Foley and Edwards (1996: 42) for the Emilia-Romagna region.  Tarrow (1996) enlarges this claim to include other regions as well.


� Each scale presented below is used for comparing a particular type of agency across villages.  Since they rely upon different items, however, scores on one scale cannot be compared with scores on another.  Political party strength cannot be compared with, say, the strength of caste associations in any village; their units of measurement are too different.  But villages are compared to see if strength of political parties is related as a variable to economic development.  Villages are also compared in respect of five other modes of agency – caste associations, panchayats, new leaders, village councils, and patron-client links.


� Notice that this variable is qualitatively different from the two other caste-related variables considered previously for the institutionalist view.  N_CASTES (measuring the number of different caste groups) and CASTEDOM (percentage of villagers belonging to the dominant caste group) represent some structural features of village society.  On the other hand, the agency variable STR_CASTE does not relate to any particular caste group, dominant or otherwise, but it measures the salience and capacity of caste leadership in general.  In statistical tests, too, STR_CASTE was found to be not correlated with N_CASTES and only weakly correlated with the other structural variable, CASTEDOM.


� A panchayat is a unit of local government in India that is elected usually by residents of from one to five villages, depending on population size.  According to some observers, panchayats are hardly effective units of governance, and they function, instead, merely as “implementing agencies of a centralized state” (Mayaram 1999).


� The term, Village Council, is mine.  Villagers themselves refer to these bodies as Gaon-ki-Panchayat, or villagers’ panchayat as opposed to the other one that is Sarkari, or the government’s, panchayat.  Persons who sit on these bodies are spoken of as purana netas (old leaders).


� Alternative formulations of Model 2 were considered using different combinations of societal and agency variables along with the Social Capital Index.  However, the results did not change in terms of which variables achieved significance.  SCI and Literacy were consistently significant, and none of the other variables was significant.


� Interactions of SCI and each of the other five agency variables were also separately tested in regression analysis, but these variables did not achieve significance, indicating that it is a particular type of agency which mobilizes the stock of social capital for development purposes in these villages.  Case-study analysis, which we will examine shortly, helps to illuminate these results.


� Though some independent variables are correlated with each other, for instance, STR_CASTE is correlated with CASTEDOM, and literacy with PERCPOOR, pairwise correlation among the independent variables is not greater than 0.5 in any case.  The value of the Condition Index is 24.68 for model 1, indicating moderate multicollinearity, and less than 15 for Models 2 and 3, indicating low collinearity.  White’s general test does not reveal the presence of any significant heteroskedasticity.


� Although only villages with high proportions of dry (unirrigated) lands and relatively large percentage of poor households were included in the sample for this study, the non-significance of the two variables, DRYLAND and PERCPOOR, indicate that these results may be generalizable as well to other villages.


� Interview with Chaturbhuj Gujar, 75 years old and one of the patriarchs of Balesariya village, July 25, 1998. 


� Interview with Mangilal Sharma, Sarpanch, Balesariya Gram Panchayat, July 28, 1998.


� Interview with Bhanwarlal Garg, Pradhan (chief), Panchayat Samiti, Bhilwara, March 21, 1999.  A panchayat samiti is composed of a group of village panchayats.  Funds from most state programs are allocated to village panchayats through the medium of panchayat samitis.


� Interview with Jagdish Joshi, 40 years of age, and a young leader of Ghodach village, June 16, 1998.


� Interview with Sarup Singh, previously Sarpanch of Ghodach village panchayat, June 18, 1998.


� Interview with J. P. Shrimali, Assistant Engineer of the Watershed Development Department, under whose charge watershed development activities were implemented in Losing and Ghodach villages.  Interviewed in Losing village, July 17, 1998.


� Interview with Vandana Meena, Zila Pramukh (head of the district-level panchayat organization), Udaipur, March 10, 1999.
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