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ABSTRACT 

Strategies to reform rural service provision in India have focused on improving people‘s capacity to 

demand better services from government agencies. However, efforts to reform the public-sector agencies 

that provide essential rural services have been limited. Moreover, major knowledge gaps exist on how 

incentive problems and governance challenges vary across the agencies that provide the services and how 

they can be addressed. This paper aims to contribute to this knowledge gap. The empirical analysis is 

based on a survey of 206 field-level staff members of five government departments that provide rural 

services: Agriculture, Animal Husbandry, Food and Civil Supplies, Women and Child Development, and 

Rural Development and Panchayati Raj (local government). The paper also draws on a survey of 966 

rural households that receive services from these departments. The analysis indicates that there are 

significant differences across departments regarding the incentives and constraints faced by their frontline 

service providers. Lack of staff was found to be a major constraint for agricultural and veterinary services, 

whereas frontline staff in charge of food distribution and civil works experienced political interference as 

a particularly serious constraint. Contrary to widely held assumptions, availability of funding and 

administrative procedures was not considered by frontline staff as a major constraint. The findings from 

the household survey indicate that access and satisfaction with services differ significantly according to 

caste and gender, even though these effects are not uniform across services. The paper compares the 

findings of the study with the recommendations of the country‘s Second Administrative Reform 

Commission and concludes that some constraints, such as political interference, require more attention to 

make service delivery responsive to the needs of the poor. 

Keywords:  India, public-sector management reform, rural service provision 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

Ensuring food security and accelerating agricultural growth are predominant policy concerns in India. 

Agriculture still employs more than half of the country‘s population. The agricultural growth rate is not 

expected to reach the 4 percent average that was targeted by the 11th Five-Year Plan, even though 

agricultural growth accelerated compared to earlier periods (GoI 2010). The widespread concerns about 

agrarian distress and farmers‘ suicides are indicative of the challenges faced by the agricultural sector. 

There is also increasing concern about persistently high levels of undernutrition in India. According to the 

2005/06 National Family and Health Survey, high levels of child undernutrition remain a serious 

problem. Although chronic undernutrition has become slightly less widespread, the level of acute 

undernutrition even increased as compared to the survey conducted in 1998/99 (International Institute for 

Population Sciences 2007, 14). 

These problems persist in spite of considerable efforts by the central government and the state 

governments to promote food security and agricultural development. Investments in agriculture increased 

considerably during the past decade. Between 1999/2000 and 2008/09, gross capital formation in 

agriculture and allied sectors by the public sector increased from 8,670 to 24,200 Rs crore (at 1999/2000 

prices; see GoI 2010, 63). Large-scale schemes such as the Food Security Mission and the Rashtriya 

Krishi Vikas Yojana Scheme have been introduced to boost agricultural growth. India‘s Integrated Child 

Development Services Scheme (ICDS), which aims to address the child malnutrition problem, is the 

largest such program in the world. In 2008/09, India‘s budget expenditure for the social sector equaled 8.3 

percent of its gross domestic product (GDP). The social sector includes education, health, rural 

development, rural employment generation schemes, welfare transfers to the third tier of local 

government, and food subsidies. In absolute terms, the provision for the social sector amounted to 11 Rs 

per capita per day, and this marked a slight increase over the decade from 1999 to 2009 (Rajaraman 2010, 

1). There are also efforts going on to establish a right-to-food legislation, which also underlines the high 

priority given by the government to this issue. 

There is now a lively debate on the question of why problems of undernutrition and agrarian 

distress persist in spite of these far-reaching government efforts. In this debate, questions of governance 

have come to occupy a central place. According to an evaluation of the Planning Commission in 2005, 

less than 60 percent of the foodgrains issued by the central pool reached the intended ―Below Poverty 

Line‖ families due to identification errors, nontransparent operation, and unethical practices (GoI 2005). 

Problems of mismanagement and leakage are also frequently reported for the ICDS scheme.
1
 

The New Institutional Economics literature provides important insights on why implementing 

services and programs on a large scale in rural areas is an inherently difficult task. As Pritchett and 

Woolcock (2004) have shown, there are no simple administrative solutions to the problem of managing 

programs and services that are characterized by two attributes: being transaction- intensive and requiring 

discretion on the part of the service providers. These two attributes are particularly relevant for 

agricultural and rural development programs (Feder, Birner, and Anderson 2011; Birner and von Braun 

2009). Services such as agricultural extension and nutrition education are transaction-intensive in both 

time and space: They require day-to-day actions being carried out throughout a country that spans an 

entire subcontinent. They have to be implemented even in the most remote areas. These features make it 

difficult to supervise the provision of services and implementation of programs. Second, such services 

and programs require some degree of discretion. For example, agricultural advice has to be tailored to the 

needs of different farmers in different regions, and childcare services have to address malnutrition, health 

problems, and knowledge gaps that may vary across children and families. As a consequence, it is 

difficult to fully standardize such programs and services, which makes their supervision even more 

difficult. If programs and services entail not only the provision of knowledge, but also involve the 

                                                      
1Newspapers also report on this problem: http://www.expressindia.com/latest-news/child-nutrition-project-hit-by-

corruption/433063/; https://egovindia.wordpress.com/2007/01/24/rampant-corruption-in-icds-scheme-in-up-it-is-all-over-india-

not-just-in-up/ (both accessed January 3, 2011). 

http://www.expressindia.com/latest-news/child-nutrition-project-hit-by-corruption/433063/
http://www.expressindia.com/latest-news/child-nutrition-project-hit-by-corruption/433063/
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distribution of physical goods such as subsidized inputs or food, the scope for corruption is further 

increased. 

In view of these difficulties, a variety of reform proposals have been made and partly 

implemented. They include transfer of authority for service provision and program implementation to 

local governments at the district, block, and Gram Panchayat (GP) levels; the outsourcing of activities to 

nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and the private sector; and the involvement of community-based 

organizations such as farmers‘ groups in agriculture, mothers‘ groups for childcare services, and vigilance 

groups for the Public Distribution System (PDS). Some reform proposals go beyond such strategies. One 

far-reaching suggestion is to replace the PDS with a system of vouchers or smart cards, or with a direct 

cash transfer to beneficiaries (Basu 2010). Current efforts by the government to establish a unified 

identification system have increased the feasibility of such approaches, which are widely used in other 

countries, especially in Latin America (for a review, see Das, Quy-Toan, and Özler 2005). 

In essence, these reform proposals aim to reduce the role of the public administration. One 

important, though implicit, assumption behind these reform proposals is that it is impossible to reform the 

public administration in India. Hence, all reform efforts aim at reducing the role of the administration, at 

circumventing it, or at placing pressure on it from the outside, as in case of the Right to Information Act. 

Although these reform proposals have great promise and potential, one needs to acknowledge that 

an effective public administration remains essential to promote food security and agricultural 

development. Whereas the government departments in charge of food and agriculture may not be needed 

to distribute subsidies, they have to play an essential role in providing services for which market failures 

continue to exist. In the field of nutrition, providing nutrition education remains essential, and similarly, 

agricultural and livestock development depends on effective agricultural research and extension services. 

Market failures are widespread in these areas, due to factors such as the nonexcludability of many 

agricultural technologies, the public good and merit good nature of the knowledge needed to improve 

nutrition and agricultural production, and externalities in form of positive effects on the society from 

increased food security (for a discussion of the market failures in agricultural extension, see Birner and 

Anderson 2007). Even in industrialized countries such as the United States, the public sector has retained 

a substantial role in providing nutrition services and agricultural research and extension. The food price 

crisis of 2008 has shown that some form of public foodgrain procurement also remains essential to ensure 

food security in times of such crises. Even if services such as nutrition, education, agricultural extension, 

and buffer stock management are outsourced to NGOs and private service providers, an effective public 

administration is required to manage the procurement for such outsourcing arrangements and to ensure 

quality control. Moreover, the experience of cash transfer programs has shown that their success depends 

on an effective public administration because governance challenges are also inherent in such programs 

(Levy 2006). 

These considerations indicate that the need to reform the public administration remains an 

essential task for achieving food security and agricultural development, even if future programs in these 

areas take rather different forms than they have today. Strategies to reduce the role of the administration 

and to place pressure on it from the outside will make these reform processes easier, but they are no 

replacement for reforms that have to happen within the public administration. Surprisingly, this issue has 

received rather limited attention in the current debate on food security and agricultural development. 

Current efforts of administrative reform, in particular the activities of the Second Administrative Reforms 

Commission (the second commission after Independence to take a comprehensive look at the entire range 

of administrative issues), have received little attention by those concerned with food security and 

agriculture. Likewise, sound empirical studies of the public administration, which exist for health and 

education (for example, Kremer et al. 2005), are largely absent for the branches of the public 

administration system in charge of nutrition, food, and agriculture. 

The study presented in this paper aims to address these knowledge gaps by presenting an 

empirical study conducted in Karnataka on the role of the public administration in five departments that 

are important for food security and agricultural development: (1) the Department of Agriculture, (2) the 

Department of Animal Husbandry, (3) the Department of Food and Civil Supplies (which is in charge of 
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the PDS), (4) the Department of Women and Child Development (which is in charge of the ICDS), and 

(5) the Department of Rural Development and Panchayati Raj (DRDPR). The study is based on a survey 

of 206 field-level staff members in these five departments.
2
 To capture the perspective of the service 

users, the study also uses data from a survey of 966 households in rural Karnataka. 

The paper is structured as follows: The next section presents a conceptual framework for 

analyzing the performance of the public administration in service provision and program implementation. 

Section 3 outlines the research design and data collection. Section 4 presents the empirical findings. 

Section 5 discusses the results and derives policy implications; this section also compares the findings 

from the five departments with the general recommendations put forward by the Second Administrative 

Reform Commission. Section 6 concludes. 

  

                                                      
2 The study was conducted as part of a research project on local governance and rural service provision, which was jointly 

implemented by the Institute of Social and Economic Change (ISEC) in Bangalore, the Tata Institute of Social Sciences (TISS) in 

Mumbai, and the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) in Washington, with financial support from the German 

Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development and the World Bank. 
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2.  CONCEPTIAL FRAMEWORK TO EXPLAIN THE PERFORMANCE OF THE 
PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 

This section presents a conceptual framework that can be used to identify the factors that influence the 

performance of the public administration in charge of agriculture and food security. This framework has 

been developed by Birner and Wittmer (2009) and is based on the literature on organizational assessment 

(for example, Lusthaus et al. 2002). Figure 2.1 illustrates this framework. The framework can be applied 

to all ministries, departments, and agencies—hereafter referred to as MDAs—that are in charge of 

agriculture and food security. 

Figure 2.1—Conceptual framework 

 
Source:  Adapted from Birner and Wittmer 2009.  

1. Mission and Functions (Box F) and Laws and Policies (Box L): The starting point for assessing 

the performance of MDAs is to identify the mission and the functions that they are expected to 

fulfill (Box F in Figure 2.1) according to the policies, laws, and program documents (Box L) that 

specify their role. 

2. Relation with the political system (Box S): The performance of the public administration is 

inherently linked to the political system in which it is embedded. This interaction can have a 

positive dimension, as political oversight is a major avenue to make the administration 

accountable to the citizens. However, this relation can have a negative dimension as well, since 

politicians may exercise undue influence on the public administration for personal or political 

gain. 

3. Characteristics of MDAs: The framework distinguishes four major characteristics of MDAs that 

influence their performance: (a) the institutional setup of the MDAs (Box I); (b) their capacity in 

human, physical, and financial resources (Box C); (c) the way in which they are managed (Box 

M); and (d) the methods and technologies they use to perform their tasks (Box O). 
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Institutional setup (Box I): The institutional setup of the MDAs, which can also be referred to as 

governance structures, includes the following aspects: 

 Types of MDAs: The government can set up different types of MDAs, such as 

departments (for example, departments of agriculture, irrigation, animal husbandry) or 

public-sector corporations (for example, Food Corporation of India). Departments and 

agencies can have different degrees of autonomy from the ministry to which they belong. 

They may also be independent of any ministry. 

 Decentralization: MDAs can be associated with different levels of government. For 

India, these include the federal, state, division, district, block, and Gram Panchayat (GP) 

levels. 

Capacity (Box C): The mission and the functions of MDAs influence the capacity that they require in 

human resources, physical infrastructure, and financial resources. 

 Human resources: This includes the numbers, qualifications, and skills of the staff in 

different units and at different levels of environmental MDAs. 

 Physical infrastructure: This includes the buildings, vehicles, communication 

infrastructure, and equipment that MDAs have at their disposal. 

 Financial resources: This includes the amount of financial resources available for 

salaries, maintenance of infrastructure, investment, and operations. The predictability and 

reliability of resource flows also matters. MDAs may be able to generate their own 

revenues.  

Management (Box M): One may consider the institutional setup and capacity to be the ―hardware‖ of 

MDAs, and the way in which the resources are managed to be the ―software.‖ Important aspects of 

managing MDAs in the field of food security and agriculture include the following:  

 Leadership role that the managers of the MDAs play at different levels 

 Management of human resources, including the strategies that are applied to create 

incentives and use rewards and sanctions, as well as the strategies to maintain and 

increase the level of skills and qualifications of the staff members 

 Financial management in transparency, timeliness, accountability, and auditing 

 Planning processes used at different levels, involvement of stakeholders in planning 

 Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems, and use of information from M&E for 

management purposes 

4. Relations with nongovernmental and community-based organizations and the private sector 

(Box R): The functioning and performance of MDAs are influenced by the ways they interact 

with other types of organizations. As with the political system, these interactions can enhance 

administrative performance, for example, if community-based organizations are able to hold 

the administration accountable. However, the interactions can have a negative influence as 

well, for example, if private or nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) try to influence 

public administration in their favor through lobbying or bribery. 

5. Organizational motivation and functioning (Box O): The different characteristics of the 

MDAs and their interaction with other organizations influence what can be called the 

organizational motivation (cf. Lusthaus et al. 2002) and the actual functioning of the MDAs. 

This can be seen as an intermediate outcome, which influences the ultimate performance of 

MDAs. It is often assumed that the performance of MDAs can be increased by restructuring 

them, training their staff, and putting new technologies and processes in place. However, to 

find out whether these reforms are effective, one needs to ask: Do these reforms indeed 

increase the incentives, motivation, and mission orientation of the staff? How do the new 
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processes actually work in practice? The effect of changes in the institutional design, 

capacity, management, and methods of MDAs depends on the way in which the staff 

members react to these changes. Therefore, it is important to analyze the organizational 

motivation and functioning of MDAs, paying attention to the following aspects: 

 Mission orientation and professional ethics of the staff members 

 Incentives that staff members have to fulfill their tasks 

 Organizational culture within MDAs 

 Actual functioning of processes, such as planning and budgeting in practice, and the 

prevalence of informal processes that may support or undermine formal processes 

6. Organizational performance (Box P): The ultimate goal of administrative reform is 

improving the organizational performance of MDAs. Important dimensions of organizational 

performance include the following: 

 Effectiveness of MDAs in fulfilling their functions 

 Efficiency of MDAs, which is influenced, among other factors, by the extent to which 

corruption can be controlled 

 Inclusiveness of MDAs with regard to their clients 

 Sustainability of the operations of MDAs 

 Adaptability of MDAs to new tasks and challenges 

7. Achievement of ultimate goals (Box U): The performance of the MDAs influences the extent 

to which they achieve their policy objectives and program goals, such as reducing 

malnutrition and promoting more rapid agricultural development. These outcomes are 

influenced by factors that may lie outside the control of these MDAs. For example, 

agricultural growth rates depend on global markets that national MDAs cannot influence 

directly. 



 

7 

3.  METHODOLOGY 

The empirical research for this study was conducted in Karnataka as part of a larger project on rural 

service provision. This paper draws on two data sources: (1) a survey of staff members in five 

departments involved in agriculture and food security conducted in 2008/09 and (2) a survey of 

households, as users of the services, conducted in 2006. The two surveys were carried out by the Institute 

for Social and Economic Change (ISEC) in collaboration with the International Food Policy Research 

Institute (IFPRI) and the Tata Institute of Social Sciences (TISS). In the following, the 2006 survey is 

referred to as ―ISEC-IFPRI Survey 2006‖, and the 2008 survey as ―ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008‖. As 

major departments providing agricultural services, the Department of Agriculture and the Department of 

Animal Husbandry were selected. Two departments that deal with food security were chosen: the 

Department of Food and Civil Supplies, which is in charge of the Public Distribution System (PDS), and 

the Department of Women and Child Development, which is responsible for the Integrated Child 

Development Services (ICDS) program, which addresses the problem of child undernutrition. The 

Department of Rural Development and Panchayati Raj (DRDPR) was included because it is in charge of 

rural infrastructure, including drinking water. Drinking water was included for the purpose of comparison, 

because this service is fully decentralized to the Gram Panchayat (GP) level (the lowest level in India‘s 

three-tier system of local government), which is not the case for the other four sectors.
3
 Information on 

the mission and functions and on the institutional setup of these departments (Boxes F and I of the 

conceptual framework; see Figure 2.1) was derived from legal documents (especially the Karnataka 

Panchayati Raj Act [Act No. 14 of 1993]), government websites, and other documents. Table 3.1 displays 

the number of interviewees for each department. In the following, the field-level staff members will also 

be referred to as frontline service providers because they directly interact with the clients. 

Table 3.1—Number of public officials interviewed 

Department Service 
Field-level staff 
Type of position 

Number 
interviewed 

Agriculture Agricultural extension services Agricultural extension 
workers 

41 

Animal Husbandry Livestock services (veterinary 
services, artificial insemination) 

Veterinary assistants  40 

Food and Civil Supplies PDS Food inspectors  34 

DRDPR Drinking water and sanitation, rural 
roads, and other infrastructure 

Junior engineers  41 

Women and Child Development Anganwadi (childcare) centers Anganwadi workers  50 

Total   206 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008. 

  

                                                      
3 The study also included a survey of 155 senior staff members of the five departments—assistant directors of agriculture, 

assistant directors of animal husbandry, block food and civil supplies officers (Shristhedars), child development project officers, 

and assistant executive engineers. Moreover, 155 representatives of community-based organizations associated with each 

department were interviewed. These included farmers‘ cooperatives, dairy cooperatives, vigilance groups for the PDS, women 

self-help groups, and water and sanitation committees. For reasons of scope, the data from the survey of senior officials and of 

community-based organizations are not presented here. 
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The blocks (administrative units) where the surveys were conducted were selected to match the 

2006 household survey.
4
 The goal was to interview the department staff members responsible for the 

locations in which the surveyed households were located. The 2006 survey covered 966 households in 80 

GPs located in 12 districts, which were randomly selected using a stratified random sampling approach. 

The stratification criterion for the GPs was the development level of the block, as identified by the 

Comprehensive Composite Development Index developed by Karnataka‘s High Power Committee for the 

Redressal of Regional Imbalances in 2000 (GoK 2005). 

All questionnaires were applied in face-to-face interviews. Household interviews were held at the 

home of the respondents, and interviews with departmental staff were held at the offices of the 

respondents. Interviews with the Anganwadi workers were conducted in the Anganwadi centers. 

Handheld computers were used for the interviews with the field-level staff members, whereas household 

interviews were conducted using paper questionnaires. The respondents were assured at the beginning and 

during the interview that their answers were treated anonymously. 

The interview schedules for the departmental staff and the user associations were prepared on the 

basis of the conceptual framework above to collect information on the major factors that influence the 

performance of service provision. As far as possible, the interviewers ensured that no other persons were 

present when the respondents were asked to assess their work environment so as to encourage the 

respondents to express their views. The questionnaires for departmental staff included two types of 

questions. The first part of the questionnaire asked facts such as year of entry to the service and 

participation in training activities. Most of the data related to capacity and management (see Boxes C and 

M in Figure 2.1) were collected in this way. In the second part of the questionnaire, respondents were 

asked for their assessment of different activities and conditions of their work environment. For these 

questions, respondents were read a statement and asked to indicate to what extent they agreed with the 

respective statement using a four-point scale: strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree. Some 

questions related to capacity and management, and most of the questions related to organizational 

motivation and functioning (Box O in Figure 2.1) were captured in this way. This paper presents 

descriptive statistics derived from the survey. For reasons of space, some of the tables presented below 

aggregate the four categories into two (one category for strongly agree and agree, and one category for 

disagree and strongly disagree). The tables presented in this paper also include the results of a statistical 

test on whether differences in the answers are statistically significant between departments. 

The methodological approach used here can be considered a direct elicitation method, which asks 

the respondents directly to provide information on specific questions rather than deriving them from other 

indicators. The advantage of the direct elicitation method is that it captures directly the views and 

perceptions of the field-level service providers themselves, thus giving them a voice that is hardly ever 

heard. As indicated above, there are hardly any studies in fields relevant for food security and agriculture 

that are based on systematic surveys among field-level service providers. A limitation of this approach is 

that departmental staff members may have incentives to portray some aspects of the functioning of their 

work environments in an either more positive or more negative way than they actually perceive them. 

However, one can assume that these incentives equally apply to staff members across the different 

departments and to various aspects of the work environment, so that one can still draw relevant inferences 

on the differences observed between departments and on the differences between various aspects of the 

work environment. 

The household survey covered a variety of aspects related to local governance and rural service 

provision. This paper uses a module from the household survey that was designed to collect information 

on the households‘ access to rural services and their satisfaction with the services provided by the five 

departments. In order to assess the degree of service satisfaction, the household survey used a method 

                                                      
4 The 2006 survey was conducted as part of a study on decentralization and rural service provision. In addition to the 

household survey, 272 Gram Panchayat members were interviewed. Data were also collected at the Gram Panchayat level 

(covering 80 Gram Panchayats), and at the village level (covering the 225 villages in which the sampled households were 

located). This paper only uses data collected from the household survey. 
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developed by the Public Affairs Center in Bangalore that is widely used for Citizen Report Cards (Paul 

2002). Respondents were first asked questions regarding their access to and use of services. Then they 

were asked to express their satisfaction with the service, or different aspects of the service, on a three-

point scale (very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, not at all satisfied). 

Interpreting the results, one has to keep in mind that the sample is not statistically representative 

for Karnataka. However, the use of a stratified random sampling technique, the reasonably large 

household sample, and the coverage of 12 districts located all over the state suggest that the findings 

should provide insights that are relevant for the state as a whole. For the service providers, the number of 

interviewees in each department is comparatively small. Still, considering that surveys among public 

officials are rarely done at all, the study has a pilot character that may hopefully encourage further 

research of this type. 
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4.  RESULTS 

This section presents the results of the study. It first describes the institutional setup of the ministries, 

departments, and agencies (MDAs) in the five sectors along the lines of the conceptual framework; it then 

presents data on their major characteristics, their organizational motivation and functioning, and their 

performance as assessed by the interviewed households. 

Mission and Functions of the Five Departments Included in the Study 

Table 4.1 outlines the missions and functions of the five departments referred to in this study. The details 

here pertain to the ministries/department at the central government level. According to the constitution, 

the mission and functions of the respective state government departments have to be in line with the 

corresponding ministries at the central government level. 

Table 4.1—Mission and functions of ministries and departments 

Ministry/Department Mission and Functions 

1. Agriculture One of the three departments under the reorganized Ministry of Agriculture (the other two 
departments being the Department of Animal Husbandry and Dairying and the Department 
of Agricultural Research and Education), the primary mission and functions of the 
Department of Agriculture and Cooperation are to formulate and implement national 
policies and programs aimed at achieving rapid agricultural growth and development 
through optimum use of India’s land, water, soil, and plant resources. In this regard, the 
central government department complements the efforts made by the state governments to 
promote agricultural production and productivity. It also intervenes in matters connected 
with agricultural trade, price policy, credits to farmers, and so on. Some of its important 
functions are 

 endeavoring/facilitating adequate and timely supply of inputs and services such as 
agricultural credit, fertilizers, pesticides, seeds, and implements to farmers; 

 administering Crop Insurance Schemes to provide relief to farmers in the event of 
crop failure; 

 laying down minimum support prices for certain key agricultural commodities to 
ensure food security in India and remunerative prices for farmers; 

 assisting states in the management of drought and undertaking scarcity relief 
measures; 

 assisting the state governments in improving agricultural extension services by 
adopting new institutional arrangements through the involvement of 
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), farmers’ organizations, and agricultural 
universities; 

 working toward promoting measures for production of quality seeds and 
distribution of improved plant varieties; and 

 developing suitable strategies for rainfed farming through people’s participation in 
holistic and integrated development of watersheds and the promotion of a farming 
system approach aimed at augmenting the income and nutritional levels of 
farming communities. 

2. Animal Husbandry The primary mission and functions of the Department of Animal Husbandry and Dairying is to  

 ensure genetic improvement of livestock by scientific intervention to bring about 
increase in productivity of livestock in the existing farming system and conservation 
of native breeds; 

 promote livestock disease prevention and control; 

 increase awareness among rural masses regarding improved animal husbandry 
practices; and 

 provide gainful self-employment to the weaker sections of society in the livestock 
sector. 



 

11 

Table 4.1—Continued 

Ministry/Department Mission and Functions 

3. Food and Civil 
Supplies 

One of the three departments under the Ministry of Food (the other two being the 
Department of Sugar and Edible Oils and the Department of Consumer Affairs), the 
Department of Food and Civil Supplies has the primary responsibility of managing the food 
economy of the country. Its primary functions are to— 

 ensure remunerative rates for farmers and availability of foodgrains to 
consumers at reasonable prices through the Public Distribution System (PDS); 

 ensure  implementation of the scheme of minimum support price to the 
producers of wheat, paddy, and coarse grains, and to distribute foodgrains 
from the central pool; and 

 to ensure food security through activities such as procuring foodgrains, 
building up and maintaining foodstock, and overseeing their quality, storage, 
improvement, and delivery to the distributing agencies.  

4. Women and Child 
Development 

First set up as a department under the Ministry of Human Resource Development in 1985, 
and subsequently upgraded as an independent ministry in 2006, the Women and Child 
Development Ministry’s primary responsibility is to provide for the development of women 
and children. As part of this it—  

 formulates plans, policies, and programs, enacts/amends legislations, guides 
and coordinates the efforts of both governmental organizations and NGOs 
working in the field of women and child development; and 

 implements programs for women and children, such as the Integrated Child 
Development Services (ICDS) and the Swayamsidha (women self-help group 
programs), which play a supplementary and complementary role to other 
general developmental programs in the sectors of health, education, rural 
development, and so on. 

5. Rural Development 
and Panchayati Raj 
(DRDPR) 

Under the central government, the mandate for DRDPR are under two separate 
ministries—the Ministry of Panchayati Raj and the Ministry of Rural Development. The 
Ministry of Panchayati Raj, which came into existence in 2004, has its mandate embedded 
in Part IX of the constitution, which outlines the devolution to be made to the local 
government/Panchayat institutions by state legislatures. Its functions are—  

 to take care of all matters relating to advocacy for and implementation of the 
provisions of the constitutional amendment; 

 to ensure that the state governments hold timely elections, set up state 
finance commissions and implement their recommendations, constitute the 
district planning committees and empower them to ensure grassroots-level 
planning;  

 to ensure that funds, functions and functionaries are devolved by the state 
governments to the Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRIs); 

 to ensure regular meetings and social audit through Gram Sabhas are 
conducted; and 

 to ensure that capacity building of elected representatives and officials of the 
local government institutions is regularly conducted. 

The Ministry of Rural Development is a separate ministry under the central government, 
constituted in 1999 by renaming the erstwhile Ministry of Rural Areas and Employment. Its 
primary mission is to effect change in rural areas through the implementation of a wide 
spectrum of programs addressing the needs of the rural poor. Its main objective is to 
address rural poverty and ensure improved quality of life for the rural population, especially 
the poor. The ministry has three departments—the Department of Rural Development, 
Department of Land Resources, and Department of Drinking Water Supply. 

Both these ministries are under one cabinet-rank minister designated the Minister of Rural 
Development and Panchayati Raj. At the state level, both Panchayati Raj and Rural 
Development mandates are generally under one department called the Department of 
Panchayati Raj and Rural Development (DRDPR). 

Source:  Authors compilation from information in the respective government department websites. 
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Institutional Setup 

Types of Institutions 

Sector-specific line departments are the main types of administrative organizations responsible for four of 

the five services considered in this study. The exception is drinking water supply, which falls under a 

department with a broader mandate, the DRDPR. There are also a number of other administrative 

institutions in the sectors considered here, such as the Food Corporation of Karnataka, which is involved 

in the PDS or the Agricultural Technology Management Agencies (ATMAs), which have been set up at 

the district level as part of an agricultural extension reform initiative. Agricultural research is conducted 

by state agricultural universities and agricultural research centers, which are autonomous from the line 

departments. For reasons of scope, they are not analyzed here. 

Level of Decentralization 

Karnataka has devolved the functions for all five departments to the Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRIs) at 

district (Zilla Panchayat [ZP]), block (Taluk Panchayat [TP]), and Gram Panchayat (GP) levels. Table 4.2 

describes what functions have been assigned to what level for each of the five services. As can be seen 

from the table, the actual degree of decentralization differs considerably across the five services. Only 

drinking water supply is fully devolved to the lowest tier of local government, the GP. 

The table indicates a functional specialization regarding the activities devolved to the different 

Panchayat tiers, both by functional area and by the tier of local government. The activities of the ZP are 

directed primarily at facilitating or undertaking the macro-level functions necessary for strategic planning 

and policy formulation (for example, financing, monitoring, evaluation, and maintaining information 

systems necessary for program implementation). The primary mandate of the TPs is (human and social) 

capital development. This includes the training of Panchayat functionaries and information dissemination. 

Being the middle tier, the TPs also have coordination and monitoring roles. For example, TPs coordinate 

the interaction of the GPs with the ZPs and with other line departments at the block level. They act as the 

conduit of information flows from the lowest to the highest tier and monitor the GPs. 

Finally, being the lowest tier of local governments, GPs mainly pursue activities pertaining to 

program implementation, plan and prioritize activities through gram sabhas, monitor service delivery, and 

implement activities that can prevent conflict. The GPs have also been assigned a financial
5
 and staffing

6
 

role for strengthening them both administratively and financially. For instance, powers are now given to 

the GPs for outsourcing services of technical staff members besides making it mandatory for officials to 

attend the GP meetings. In addition, the minimum statutory development grant per GP has also been fixed 

at Rs 5 lakh. 

  

                                                      
5These activities relate to mobilizing and securing funds to execute development work and services in the community, 

including financial management and tax collection. 
6 Activities aimed at hiring and deployment of staff members to support the Panchayat activities, such as repair and 

maintenance of drinking water pipes, and for tax collection, such as house tax and water tax.  
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Table 4.2—Devolution of functions to different tiers of local government across the five services  

 Functions 
Devolved 

GP TP ZP 

Agriculture 

Agriculture 
and 
agricultural 
extension 

Promoting and developing 
agriculture and 
horticulture through 
awareness building, 
extension inputs, and 
support services; 
developing wastelands 
and maintenance of 
grazing lands; assisting 
the TP in preparing the 
crop yield estimations and 
assessing the credit 
needs of various groups of 
farmers and crops. 

Acting as a link between 
ZPs and GPs for 
transfer of knowledge 
and skills to promote 
and develop agriculture; 
coordinating activities of 
field-level extension and 
ensuring linkages 
between farmers and 
extension staff; 
maintaining agricultural 
seed farms, horticultural 
nurseries; arranging 
storage and distribution 
of insecticides/ 
pesticides; assisting the 
ZP in preparing the 
credit plan and 
monitoring the credit 
delivery system; training 
of farmers. 

Preparing the 
comprehensive crop 
plan; developing and 
maintaining the 
cropping database and 
land use; preparing the 
consolidated plan for 
input requirement; 
acquiring and 
distributing inputs; 
managing agricultural 
and horticultural 
extension and training 
centers; maintaining 
agricultural and 
horticultural farms; 
preparing credit plan 
for farmers and its 
availability; training of 
farmers. 
 

Land 
improvement, 
consolidation, 
and soil 
conservation 

Tasks sanctioned by the 
ZP and assigned by the 
TP (no direct allotment of 
activities to GPs). 

Assisting the ZP and 
the government in the 
implementation of land 
improvement and soil 
conservation programs. 

Planning and 
implementing 
programs entrusted by 
the government; 
coordinating with 
district administration 
in implementing the 
district plan for soil and 
water conservation 
projects. 

Minor 
irrigation (MI), 
water 
management, 
and 
watershed 
development 

Assisting the ZP and TP in 
formulating MI projects 
and ratifying them in the 
Gram Sabha; executing 
MI projects assigned by 
the ZP or TP; participating 
in the planning and 
implementing phase of 
watershed projects; 
selecting beneficiaries for 
individual works under 
watershed programs; 
constituting community-
based water (Neeru) 
user’s associations/ 
Panchayats for water 
management; assisting in 
constituting 
user/beneficiary 
committees in the 
watershed for participation 
in the execution of 
watershed projects. 

Assisting the 
government and ZPs in 
the construction and 
maintenance of MI 
works; coordinating 
various agencies and 
departments 
implementing 
watershed projects; 
preparing  watershed 
projects in inter-GP 
watersheds. 
 

Forming MI projects; 
executing projects 
outside the TP and GP 
plan; assigning 
projects to the TP and 
GP; developing 
groundwater 
resources; promoting 
the watershed 
development approach 
in all areas for natural 
resource management 
and environmental 
development; 
sanctioning projects to 
the TP and GP. 
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Table 4.2—Continued 

 
Functions 
Devolved 

GP TP ZP 

Animal 
husbandry 

Animal 
husbandry, 
dairying, and 
poultry 

Promoting dairy farming 
and poultry; assisting in 
organizing milk 
producers’ cooperative 
societies; selecting 
beneficiaries under 
various programs. 

Maintaining and 
supervising the 
functioning of veterinary 
and animal husbandry 
services in the TP; 
providing extension 
services for livestock 
development among 
farmers. 

Assessing the need for 
and establishment and 
maintenance of taluk 
and village veterinary 
hospitals and mobile 
veterinary 
dispensaries; 
propagating fodder 
production and 
establishing fodder 
banks in drought 
areas; assisting in the 
development of diary 
cooperatives and 
infrastructure for 
poultry farming.  

Fisheries 

Developing fisheries in 
villages; identifying 
beneficiaries under 
various programs and 
organization of fishermen 
to form cooperatives; 
supporting the TP in 
giving assistance to the 
cooperatives and 
beneficiaries. 

Promoting fisheries 
development; assisting 
cooperatives and 
beneficiaries; developing 
marketing by establishing 
tie-up arrangements 
between fishermen and 
processing units; 
implementing welfare 
measures. 

Promoting and 
developing both inland 
and marine fisheries; 
implementing 
fishermen’s welfare 
programs; developing 
marketing 
infrastructure. 

PDS 
No functions are directly assigned to the Panchayats regarding the PDS. Panchayat members 
are mandated to monitor the working of the PDS outlets (fair price shops) located within their 
jurisdiction. 

Women and 
child 
development 

 

Supporting the 
socioeconomic 
development of women 
through self-help group 
formation; providing 
integrated services like 
literacy, health, 
immunization, and family 
welfare to women groups; 
supporting services 
relating to the 
implementation of ICDS 
projects in their 
jurisdiction; promoting 
public health and family 
welfare programs; 
distributing medicines, 
equipment, and family 
planning materials to 
centers. 

Identifying income-
generating activities for 
women; supporting the 
convergence of services 
for women and child 
welfare in coordination 
with other departments 
at the GP level; 
mobilizing and 
organizing women 
through NGOs for 
implementation of 
programs. 

Promoting programs 
relating to the 
development of 
women and children; 
preparing the district 
annual plan through 
the consolidation of 
GP and TP plans; 
identifying NGOs and 
promoting their 
participation in 
implementation of 
related programs. 
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Table 4.2—Continued 

 
Functions 
Devolved 

GP TP ZP 

 

Public health 
and family 
welfare 
functions that 
have a 
bearing on 
women and 
child 
development 

Assisting in propagating 
maternal care and 
childcare, family 
planning, and 
immunization programs; 
supporting the formation 
of village health 
committees; maintaining 
village sanitation; 
mobilizing the public for 
health camps; assisting 
in the maintenance and 
supervision of 
Anganwadies; and so on. 

Promoting public 
health and family 
welfare programs; 
distributing medicines, 
equipment, and family 
planning materials to 
public health centers. 
 

Managing hospitals and 
dispensaries, other than 
those under the 
management of the 
government or any 
other local authority; 
coordinating the 
construction and 
maintenance of public 
health centers; 
supervising the working 
of public health centers; 
planning rural sanitation 
programs; implementing 
family planning and 
maternal care and 
childcare programs. 

Drinking 
water 

 

Constructing, repairing, 
and maintaining drinking 
water wells, tanks, and 
ponds. 

Establishing, repairing, 
and maintaining rural 
water supply schemes. 

Promoting drinking 
water and rural 
sanitation programs. 

Source:  Compiled from Karnataka State Gazetteer 2003 (GoK 2003) and Karnataka Panchayat Raj Act (Act No. 14) of 1993 

(GoK 1993). 

Interaction of Service Providers with Panchayat Council Members 

In a decentralized system, the interaction of service providers with the elected members of the local 

government councils at the village, block, and district levels can play an important role in making services 

demand-driven and creating accountability. The degree to which field-level staff members interact with 

representatives of each tier of local government varies. As Table 4.3 shows, more than three-quarters of 

the field staff members in the five departments interact with GP council members. Most of these 

interactions are either frequent or based on needs (Table 4.4Error! Reference source not found.). 

Interactions with council members at the block level are important for food inspectors and junior 

engineers. Only the latter also have substantial contact with district council members, possibly because of 

the larger role of the district panchayat for the infrastructure projects that junior engineers have to 

implement. 
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Table 4.3—Interaction of field staff with Panchayat council members (percent of respondents 

indicating interaction) 

  A B C D E  

  Agricultural 
extension worker 

Veterinary 
assistant 

Food 
inspector 

Junior 
engineer 

Anganwadi 
worker 

Total 

 (n = 37) (n = 36)  (n = 32) (n = 35) (n = 45) (n = 185) 

Gram 
Panchayat 

Yes 81.1 83.3 78.1 88.6 75.6 81.1 
Pearson chi2 (4) No significant differences 2.48 

Block 
Panchayat 

Yes 21.6 19.4 62.5 74.3 17.8 37.3 
Pearson chi2 (4) C***, 

D*** 
C***, D*** A***, B***, 

E*** 
A***, B***, 

E*** 
C***, D*** 45.3 *** 

District 
Panchayat 

Yes 2.7 2.8 6.3 45.7 8.9 13.0 
Pearson chi2 (4) D*** D*** D*** A***, B***, 

C***, E*** 
D*** 41.9 *** 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008. 

Note:  ***, **, * denote statistical significance of differences between the departments indicated by the letters at the 1 percent, 

5 percent, and 10 percent level, respectively. The Pearson chi2 test statistic is computed with 12 degrees of freedom for 

―Total.‖ Values may not sum up to 100 due to rounding or ―do not know‖ responses. The number of observations refers 

to field assistants that talked to or visited any institution in the year preceding the survey. 

Table 4.4—Frequency of interaction with Gram Panchayat members (percentage of respondents) 

 A B C D E  

 Agricultural 
extension worker 

Veterinary 
assistant 

Food 
inspector 

Junior 
engineer 

Anganwadi 
worker 

Total 

(n = 30) (n = 30)  (n = 25) (n = 31) (n = 34) (n=150) 

Sometimes 13.3 50.0 20.0 3.2 17.6 20.7 

Frequently 73.3 40.0 36.0 83.9 32.4 53.3 

When need arises 13.3 10.0 44.0 12.9 50.0 26.0 

Pearson chi2 (12) B**, C***,  
E*** 

A**, C***, D***, 
E*** 

A***, B***, 
D***, E*** 

B***, C***, 
E*** 

A***, B***, 
C***, D*** 

58.8*** 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008. 

Notes:  ***, **, * denote statistical significance of differences between the departments indicated by the letters at the 1 percent, 

5 percent, and 10 percent level, respectively. The Pearson chi2 test statistic is computed with 12 degrees of freedom for 

―Total.‖ Values may not sum up to 100 due to rounding or ―do not know‖ responses. The number of observations refers 

to field assistants that talked to or visited any institution in the year preceding the survey. 

Capacity 

The following sections present the findings from the survey on various aspects of the capacity of the 

interviewed field-level staff members. 

Social Background and Age Profile of the Service Providers 

Table 4.5 displays a profile of the frontline service providers in the sample, focusing on gender, caste, and 

region of origin and residence. According to the theory of representative bureaucracy (Krislov and 

Rosenbloom 1981), one may expect that the frontline service providers are more responsive to the needs 

of the clients if their social background is representative of the population they serve, even though the 

empirical evidence on this hypothesis is mixed (Horowitz 2009). The composition of the departmental 

staff can also be considered a matter of equal opportunities in the public service. As the table shows, all 

agricultural extension workers and food inspectors in the sample were male. Among the 41 junior 
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engineers, there was one woman; among 40 veterinary assistants, there were 4 women. Expectedly, all of 

the Anganwadi workers were female because this position is only given to women. 

Table 4.5—Profile of frontline staff providing rural services (percent of respondents) 

 

Agricultural 
extension 

worker  
(n = 41) 

Veterinary 
assistant  
(n = 40) 

Food 
inspector 
(n = 34) 

Junior 
engineer  
(n = 41) 

Anganwadi 
worker  
(n = 50) 

Total 
(n = 206) 

Gender 

Male  100.0 90.0 100.0 97.6 0.0 73.8 

Female 0.0 10.0 0.0 2.4 100.0 26.2 
Caste 

SC 7.3 10.0 17.6 19.5 14.0 13.6 
ST 9.8 2.7 2.9 2.4 2.0 3.9 
OBC 70.7 75.0 64.7 65.9 78.0 71.4 
General 12.2 7.5 11.8 12.2 6.0 9.7 

No response 0.0 5.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 1.5 

Birthplace 
Rural 75.6 85.0 73.5 75.6 96.0 82.0 
Urban 24.4 15.0 26.5 24.4 4.0 18.0 

Residence in block in which duty is performed 

Resident 87.8 77.5 58.8 65.9 96.0 78.6 

Nonresident 12.2 22.5 41.2 34.1 4.0 21.4 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008.  

Note:  SC = scheduled caste; ST = scheduled tribe; OBC = other backward class.  

According to the interviews held, the other departments did not have any specific policies to 

encourage female representation among their staff, which may explain the low prevalence of women in 

these departments. As for caste, a reservation policy exists in the public service. The percentage of SC 

and ST members ranged from 13 percent to 22 percent (Table 4.5), suggesting that this reservation policy 

is implemented across all departments. 

About a quarter of the junior engineers, agricultural extension workers, and food inspectors have 

urban backgrounds. The percentage is lower for veterinary assistants and negligible for Anganwadi 

workers. One-third of the junior engineers do not reside in the block in which they perform their duty. 

This percentage is lower for the staff of the other departments and is negligible for the Anganwadi 

workers, who typically reside in the GP for which they are responsible. 

If recruitment policies do not change over time, one would expect a balanced age profile among 

the service staff, which would have the advantage of combining the field experience of the senior staff 

with the more recent education and possibly the innovative spirit of the junior staff. However, due to a 

policy in several departments of not hiring field staff for a long period of time, the age profile in those 

departments is rather skewed toward higher age-groups. As Figure 4.1 shows, more than 70 percent of the 

agricultural extension workers serving the surveyed blocks are over 50 years of age; just 2 percent are 

under 40 years old. The food inspectors have a similar age distribution. The other departments have an 

age distribution that is more balanced regarding different age-groups. 

  



 

18 

Figure 4.1—Age distribution of field staff 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008. 

Education and Training 

Education and training are major determinants of the capacity of frontline professionals to deliver quality 

services. Large shares of the interviewed agricultural extension workers and food inspectors have high 

school or bachelor‘s degrees (Table 4.6). However, only 17 percent of the surveyed agricultural extension 

workers with bachelor‘s degrees had degrees in agriculture or biology, the disciplines relevant for their 

professional tasks. The remainder held degrees in areas such as arts, which indicates a potential capacity 

constraint. The majority of the veterinary assistants held bachelor‘s or master‘s degrees in veterinary 

science or animal nutrition. Most junior engineers had diplomas or had completed vocational training. 

Those with bachelor‘s degrees tended to have specialized in civil engineering. Most Anganwadi workers 

held high school degrees, but some of them had middle school and some had pre-degrees (the term used 

for schooling years 11 and 12). 

Table 4.6—Education levels of field staff (percent of respondents) 

 Agricultural 
extension worker 

Veterinary 
assistant 

Food inspector Junior 
engineer 

Anganwadi 
worker 

(n = 41) (n = 40)  (n = 34) (n = 41) (n = 50) 

Middle school 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 

High school 43.9 7.5 11.8 0.0 72.0 

Diploma 0.0 2.5 0.0 78.0 0.0 

Pre-degree 26.8 22.5 11.8 0.0 20.0 

Bachelor’s 29.3 50.0 67.6 19.5 0.0 

Master’s 0.0 17.5 8.8 2.4 0.0 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008. 

The interviewees had rarely received pre-service training. All agricultural extension workers and 

95 percent of the veterinary assistants and Anganwadi workers received training after joining the 

respective departments. About one-quarter of the junior engineers and food inspectors never received any 

training on the job. The factors associated with receiving training are not obvious. An analysis of the data 

showed that frontline staff members with a degree in a subject relevant to their departments were no more 

or less likely to receive training than staff members without a relevant educational background. 

Frequently, months or even years passed between the time a person joined a department and received 

training. The survey also asked for a self-assessment of the respondents regarding the adequacy of the 

training they received (Table 4.7). 
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Table 4.7—Self-assessment of adequacy of training (percent of respondents) 

  A B C D E  

Statement 
read to 
respondent 

Level of 
agreement 

Agricultural 
extension 

worker 

Veterinary 
assistant 

Food 
inspector 

Junior 
engineer 

Anganwad
i worker 

Total 

You have 
received 
adequate 
training to 
meet current 
duties/ 
responsibilities
. 

Strongly agree 24.4 25.0 29.4 10 42.9 27 

Agree 65.9 42.5 44.1 47.5 42.9 48.5 

Disagree 9.8 30 20.6 27.5 12.2 19.6 

Strongly disagree 0 2.5 5.9 15 2 4.9 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 40 49 204 

Pearson chi2 (12) B*, D*** A*, D*   A***, B*, 
E*** 

D*** 31.0**
* 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008. 

Note:  ***, **, * denote statistical significance of differences between the departments indicated by the letters at the 1 percent, 

5 percent, and 10 percent level, respectively. The Pearson chi2 test statistic is computed with 12 degrees of freedom for 

―Total.‖ Values may not sum up to 100 due to rounding or ―do not know‖ responses. The number of observations refers 

to field assistants that talked to or visited any institution in the year preceding the survey. 

As shown in Table 4.7, there are remarkable differences in the extent to which frontline staff in 

the different departments assess the adequacy of their training. Although 90 percent of the agricultural 

extension workers felt that their training was adequate, a quarter of the food inspectors and more than 40 

percent of the junior engineers felt that this was not the case. The higher satisfaction of the agricultural 

extension workers could be due to either higher quality of training or lower expectations for this type of 

staff member regarding training. 

Availability of Transport 

For staff members employed in rural areas, access to transport means can be seen as a precondition for 

good performance (except for the Anganwadi workers, who are based in the GP they serve). The reported 

number of villages, including hamlets to be covered by the field staff, differed across the other four 

departments. Agricultural extension workers covered on average 26 villages/hamlets, junior engineers 

covered 35, veterinary assistants covered 42, and food inspectors covered 105. Table 4.8 indicates that 

access to vehicles also varies across departments. About half of the veterinary assistants and food 

inspectors and about one-third of the agricultural extension workers and junior engineers had access to a 

motorbike or other vehicle for their work. The share of respondents who did not consider the distances 

they had to cover as manageable was highest among junior engineers and the agricultural extension 

workers. 
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Table 4.8—Availability of transport and inputs for field staff (percent of respondents) 

  A B C D E  

Statement read 
to respondent 

Level of 
agreement 

Agricultural 
extension 

worker 

Veterinary 
assistant 

Food 
inspector 

Junior 
engineer 

Anganwadi 
worker 

Total 

Do you have 
access to a 
motorbike or 
vehicle for work?  

Yes 31.7 50.0 35.3 53.7 n.a. 42.9 

No 68.3 50.0 64.7 46.3 n.a. 57.1 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41  156 

Pearson chi2 
(3) 

B*, D** A*  A**  5.7 

The distances (to 
your operational 
area) from where 
you stay are 
manageable. 

Strongly agree 7.3 7.5 2.9 17.1 34.0 15.0 

Agree 51.2 70.0 58.8 53.7 54.0 57.3 

Disagree 24.4 12.5 17.6 22.0 8.0 16.5 

Strongly 
disagree 

17.1 10.0 20.6 7.3 4.0 11.2 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson chi2 
(12) 

E*** E** E***  A***, B**. 
C*** 

31.9*** 

Inputs for your 
work come 
regularly.  

Strongly agree 5.0 2.5 2.9 14.6 8.0 6.8 

Agree 67.5 62.5 85.3 75.6 68.0 71.2 

Disagree 25.0 27.5 5.9 9.8 16.0 17.0 

Strongly 
disagree 

2.5 7.5 5.9 - 8.0 4.9 

Number of 
observations 

40 40 34 41 50 205 

Pearson chi2 
(12) 

 C*, D** B* B**   19.4* 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008. 

Note:  ***, **, * denote statistical significance of differences between the departments indicated by the letters at the 1 percent, 

5 percent, and 10 percent level, respectively. The Pearson chi2 test statistic is computed with 12 degrees of freedom for 

―Total.‖ Values may not sum up to 100 due to rounding or ―do not know‖ responses. The number of observations refers 

to field assistants that talked to or visited any institution in the year preceding the survey. 

The timely availability of inputs for the respective work of the field staff can also be considered 

an aspect of their capacity to deliver services. More than a quarter of the agricultural extension agents and 

one-third of the veterinary assistants mentioned problems in this regard, although this problem appeared 

to be less prevalent among the other service providers. 

Management 

Human resource management is one of the major instruments that public-sector organizations can use to 

improve performance. In interpreting Table 4.9 and Table 4.10, one has to take into account that one 

cannot exactly compare the Anganwadi workers with the staff in the other departments since they are not 

regular staff members. They are rather considered volunteers who receive a moderate remuneration (see 

below). 

One approach that can be used for human resource management is the setting of specific targets 

for field staff members. As shown in Table 4.9, the use of this approach was reported by 70 percent of the 

veterinary assistants, by less than half of the staff of the other departments, and by less than a quarter of 

the junior engineers (the question was not included in the questionnaire for Anganwadi workers). Typical 

targets for agricultural extension officers included the number of demonstrations held or acreage brought 
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under high-yielding varieties. Veterinary assistants mostly had targets in the number of artificial 

inseminations or vaccinations to be carried out. For food inspectors, the number of ration shops inspected 

was the most frequent target. Junior engineers had targets such as the construction of a certain length of 

roads. 

Table 4.9—Staff perceptions regarding recruitment, promotion, and performance assessment 

(percent of respondents who agree or strongly agree with respective statements)  

  A B C D E  

Statement 
read to the 
respondent 

  Agricultural 
extension 

worker 

Veterinary 
assistant 

Food 
inspector 

Junior 
engineer 

Anganwadi 
worker 

Total  

The staff 
members in 
the department 
(respondent’s 
department) 
are hired 
purely on the 
basis of merit. 

Yes 92.7 85.0 85.3 78.0 96.0 87.9 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson 
chi2 (16) 

B**, E*** A**   E*** A***, D*** 31.9** 

You have 
specific targets 
for your work. 

Yes 46.3 70.0 55.9 24.4 n.a. 48.7 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41   156 

Pearson 
chi2 (3) 

B**, D** A**, D*** D*** A**, B***, 
C*** 

  17.8*** 

It is hard to 
please your 
supervisor. 

Yes 34.1 12.5 23.5 22.0 26.0 23.8 
Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson 
chi2 (16) 

B**, C*, E** A** A*   A** 22.4 

There is an 
annual process 
of assessing 
your 
performance in 
your current 
position. 

Yes 78.0 77.5 91.2 92.7 66.0 80.1 
Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson 
chi2 (8) 

D* D* E** A*, B*, E*** C**, D*** 17.3** 

Performance 
appraisals in 
the department 
(respondent’s 
department) 
are carried out 
in a fair way. 

Yes 75.6 71.8 82.4 80.5 79.6 77.9 

Number of 
observations 

41 39 34 41 49 204 

Pearson 
chi2 (16) 

E** E* E* E* A**, B*, C*, 
D* 

24.1* 

The staff 
members in 
the department 
(respondent’s 
department) 
are promoted 
purely on the 
basis of merit. 

Yes 9.8 20.0 14.7 19.5 65.3 27.8 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 49 205 

Pearson 
chi2 (16) 

B**, D*, E*** A**, E*** E*** A*, E*** A***, B***, 
C***, D*** 

77.5*** 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008. 

Note:  ***, **, * denote statistical significance of differences between the departments indicated by the letters at the 1 percent, 

5 percent, and 10 percent level, respectively. The Pearson chi2 test statistic is computed with 12 degrees of freedom for 

―Total.‖ Values may not sum up to 100 due to rounding or ―do not know‖ responses. The number of observations refers 

to field assistants that talked to or visited any institution in the year preceding the survey. 
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The question of whether it is hard to please one‘s supervisor was included as an indicator of the 

perceived pressure from supervision. This pressure varied from 13 percent among the veterinary assistants 

to 34 percent among the agricultural extension agents. 

Annual performance assessments are another human resource management tool. More than 90 

percent of junior engineers and food inspectors and more than 75 percent of the agricultural extension 

agents and the veterinary assistants reported the use of this instrument. For the anganwadi workers, the 

figure was below 70 percent. The majority of the respondents considered the assessment fair. However, 

apart from the Anganwadi workers, the overwhelming majority of the respondents across the departments 

do not believe that promotions depend purely on the basis of merit. 

The salary structure is another important human resource management instrument that can create 

incentives in the public service (Table 4.10). The self-reported salary received in the month before the 

survey (carried out in 2008) varied on average between Rs 12,000 and Rs 14,100 between the four 

technical departments. The Anganwadi workers, who are—as indicated above—volunteers rather than 

public service staff, received an average remuneration of Rs 1,500. Except for the Anganwadi workers, 

the majority agreed that their salary and other benefits allowed them to maintain a decent standard of 

living. 

A considerable share of the respondents felt that their salaries were not comparable to those of 

staff members in other departments. Veterinary assistants were most discontented in this respect, even 

though they reported the highest average salary. Less than half of the junior engineers and food inspectors 

felt that the salary structure in their departments reflected differences in workload in an adequate way, a 

figure that was somewhat higher for the staff of the other departments. 

Organizational Motivation and Functioning 

This section presents evidence on organizational motivation and functioning, which has been identified as 

an intermediate outcome in the conceptual framework (Box O in Figure 2.1). 

Staff Motivation and Satisfaction 

Possibilities of promotion, salary, and recognition of work may be considered three important factors that 

can create incentives and motivation for staff within the public service. As shown in Table 4.10, the role 

of salary as a motivating factor varied between departments. Expectedly, the percentage of respondents 

who feel motivated by their salary was lowest for the Anganwadi workers. Around 60 percent of the food 

inspectors and junior engineers felt motivated to work better because of their salary, whereas the rate was 

more than 70 percent for the agricultural extension workers and veterinary assistants. 

Considering the low prevalence of merit-based promotion indicated above, it is not surprising that 

promotion played a limited role as a motivating factor. The majority of the respondents were not content 

with the opportunities of promotion in their departments. Even though one may assume a tendency to 

assess these opportunities more negatively than they are in practice, the findings nevertheless indicate that 

merit-based promotion is not widely used as an instrument to create incentives in the departments under 

consideration. Further interviews confirmed that there are hardly any promotion opportunities for the 

agricultural extension workers, who expressed the most discontent with their promotion possibilities. 

Where promotion opportunities exist, they seem, according to the interviewees, to depend mostly on the 

length of time in the department. 

Recognition of work by supervisors can be another incentive for staff. Almost all respondents 

across the different departments felt that their work was recognized. However, this statement needs to be 

interpreted with some caution, as there is a possibility that the respondents did not equate recognition with 

appreciation, but rather with their work being noticed and monitored by their supervisors. 

The use of performance awards as a strategy to motivate staff seems to differ across departments. 

None of the junior engineers in the sample reported to have received an award, whereas approximately 15 

percent of the agricultural extension workers and the Anganwadi workers reported that they had received 

an award. 
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Table 4.10—Satisfaction of staff with salary issues (percent of respondents who agree or strongly 

agree with respective statements) 

  A B C D E  

Statement read 
to the 
respondent 

Level of 
agreement 

Agricultural 
extension 

worker 

Veterinary 
assistant 

Food 
inspector 

Junior 
engineer 

Anganwadi 
worker 

Total 

Your salary 
and other 
benefits allow 
you to maintain 
a decent 
standard of 
living. 

Agree or 
strongly agree 

75.6 75.0 85.3 70.7 22.0 63.1 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson chi2 
(12) 

C*, E*** C*, E*** A*, B*, 
E*** 

E*** A***, B***, 
C***, D*** 

57.2*** 

The staff of this 
department is 
paid equally to 
staff in other 
departments. 

Agree or 
strongly agree 

34.1 12.5 50.0 48.8 14.0 30.6 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson chi2 
(16) 

B***, C***, 
E*** 

A***, C***, 
D***, E** 

A***, 
B***, E*** 

B***, E*** A***, B**, 
C***, D*** 

69.7*** 

The pay scales 
in this 
department 
reflect 
differences in 
workload. 

Agree or 
strongly agree 

48.8 67.5 41.2 41.5 59.2 52.2 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 49 205 

Pearson chi2 
(16) 

E** C**, E* B**   A**, B* 25.5* 

The staff 
members of 
this 
department 
always receive 
their salaries 
on time. 

Agree or 
strongly agree 

82.9 67.5 94.1 80.5 50 73.3 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson chi2 
(16) 

E*** C**, E* D*, E*** E*** A***, B*, 
C***, D*** 

41.3*** 

You have to 
incur own out-
of-pocket 
expenses to 
provide 
services. 

Yes 85.4 77.5 91.2 73.2 - 81.4 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41   156 

Pearson chi2 
(3) 

    D** C**   4.8 

Self-reported 
salary received 
in month 
before survey 
(Rs). 

Amount Rs 13,500  Rs 14,135 Rs 
12,325 

Rs 
13,000 

Rs 1,485   

Number of 
observations 

41 40 33 41 50   

Kruskal-Wallis 
chi2 (4) 

E*** C**, E*** B**, E*** E*** A***, B***, 
C***, D*** 

114.1*** 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008. 

Note:  ***, **, * denote statistical significance of differences between the departments indicated by the letters at the 1 percent, 

5 percent, and 10 percent level, respectively. The Pearson chi2 test statistic is computed with 12 degrees of freedom for 

―Total.‖ Values may not sum up to 100 due to rounding or ―do not know‖ responses. The number of observations refers 

to field assistants that talked to or visited any institution in the year preceding the survey. 

As Table 4.11 shows, the respondents displayed a rather high level of overall satisfaction with 

their jobs. This may, however, be due to a tendency to give a socially expected answer to this question. 

According to a related question (not included in the table), few respondents had thoughts about leaving 

their job. Except for Anganwadi workers and food inspectors, most respondents also considered their 

workload adequate. Except for the Anganwadi workers, job security was also rated highly by most 

respondents. 
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Table 4.11—Indicators of motivation and job satisfaction (percent of respondents who agree or 

strongly agree with respective statements 

  A B C D E  

Statement read 
to the 
respondent 

Level of 
agreement 

Agricultural 
extension 

worker 

Veterinary 
assistant 

Food 
inspector 

Junior 
engineer 

Anganwadi 
worker 

Total 

Your salary 
encourages you 
to work better. 

Agree or 
strongly agree 

73.2 72.5 61.8 61.0 56.0 64.6 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson chi2 
(12) 

B* A*, E***     B*** 17.8 

There are good 
opportunities for 
promotion in the 
department 
(respondent’s 
department). 

Agree or 
strongly agree 

22.0 22.5 35.3 26.8 31.1 27.4 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 45 201 

Pearson chi2 
(16) 

E** E** E**   A**, B**, 
C** 

26.7** 

Your work is 
recognized by 
your supervisor. 

Yes 85.4 92.5 88.2 97.6 100.0 93.2 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson chi2 
(8) 

D**, E*** E** E** A** A***, B**, 
C** 

15.7** 

Have you ever 
received an 
award for good 
performance? 

Yes 14.6 2.5 5.9 0.0 14.0 7.8 
Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson chi2 
(4) 

B*, D** A*, E**   A**, E** B**, D** 10.6** 

Your workload is 
adequate. 

Agree or 
strongly agree 

73.3 82.5 64.7 78.0 36.0 65.5 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson chi2 
(16) 

E*** E*** E* E*** A***, B***, 
C*, D*** 

40.0*** 

The staff 
members in the 
department 
(respondent’s 
department) 
have to be 
worried about 
losing their jobs. 

Agree or 
strongly agree 

26.8 17.5 23.5 19.5 56.0 30.1 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson chi2 
(16) 

B**, E** A**, E*** E** E*** A**, B***, 
C**, D*** 

35.0*** 

You are satisfied 
with your job. 

Agree or 
strongly agree 

97.6 87.5 91.2 87.8 92.0 91.3 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson chi2 
(12) 

No significant differences 5.2 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008. 

Note:  ***, **, * denote statistical significance of differences between the departments indicated by the letters at the 1 percent, 

5 percent, and 10 percent level, respectively. The Pearson chi2 test statistic is computed with 12 degrees of freedom for 

―Total.‖ Values may not sum up to 100 due to rounding or ―do not know‖ responses. The number of observations refers 

to field assistants that talked to or visited any institution in the year preceding the survey. 
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Perceived Constraints 

Table 4.12 displays the answers to the question: ―Which constraints do you face in fulfilling your duties 

and responsibilities?‖ The interviewees were presented with a list of constraints to which they could add 

additional categories. For the constraints identified, the respondents were then asked to assess their 

severity. The table distinguishes between capacity constraints (referring to Box C in the framework 

displayed in Figure 2.1) and constraints related to the management of the administrative organizations 

(referring to Box M). The majority of the agricultural extension workers, veterinary assistants, and food 

inspectors considered lack of staff to be a constraint. A more detailed assessment of the staffing pattern 

was within the scope of this study. However, the survey team noted a large number of vacancies, 

especially among agricultural extension workers, due to a policy of not hiring this category of staff for 

many years. As indicated above, this policy also explains the age profile displayed in Figure 4.1. Lack of 

operational funds was not perceived to be a major constraint, except for the junior engineers, of whom 27 

percent felt that lack of funding was a constraint. 

Table 4.12—Capacity and management constraints identified by frontline staff (percentage of 

respondents identifying the constraint) 

  A B C D E   

  Agricultural 
extension 

worker 

Veterinary 
assistant 

Food 
inspector 

Junior 
engineer 

Anganwadi 
worker 

Total 

 (n = 41) (n = 40)  (n = 34) (n = 41) (n = 50) (n = 206) 

Capacity constraints 

Lack of  
staff  

Yes 87.8 75.0 64.7 39.0 4.0 51.5 
Pearson chi2 (4) C**, D***, 

E*** 
D***, E*** A**, D**, 

E*** 
A***, B***, 
C**, E*** 

A***, B***, 
C***, D*** 

80.6*** 

Lack of  
funds 

Yes 7.3 17.5 11.8 26.8 12.0 15.0 
Pearson chi2 (4) D**     A**, E* D* 7.2 

Management constraints 

Political  
interference 

Yes 51.2 40.0 70.6 51.2 6.0 41.3 
Pearson chi2 (4) C*, E*** C***, E*** A*, B***, 

D*, E*** 
C*, E*** A***, B***, 

C***, D*** 
41.1*** 

Procedural/ 
administrative 
complexities 

Yes 7.3 7.5 2.9 7.3 2.0 5.3 
Pearson chi2 (4) No significant differences 2.5 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008. 

Note:  ***, **, * denote statistical significance of differences between the departments indicated by the letters at the 1 percent, 

5 percent, and 10 percent level, respectively. The Pearson chi2 test statistic is computed with 12 degrees of freedom for 

―Total.‖ Values may not sum up to 100 due to rounding or ―do not know‖ responses. The number of observations refers 

to field assistants that talked to or visited any institution in the year preceding the survey. 

With the exception of the Anganwadi workers, a considerable share of the respondents considered 

political interference a constraint. The percentage of respondents affected by this constraint was highest 

among the food inspectors (71 percent), followed by the junior engineers and the agricultural extension 

workers (51 percent in each category). Two-thirds of the junior engineers who considered political 

interference a constraint perceived political interference to be strong. Otherwise, this constraint was 

mainly perceived to be moderately strong (Table 4.13). 

Informal discussions held with public officials point to a strong influence of the Members of the 

Legislative Assembly (MLAs) on public officials, which is mainly due to their power to transfer 

administrative staff: As one interviewed block-level respondent put it: ―Anyway, we have to perform 

under the instructions from the local MLA, who has powers to transfer us.‖ 
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Table 4.13—Ranking of severity of constraints (percentage of respondents) 

  A B C D E  

  Agricultural 
extension 

worker  

Veterinary 
assistant  

Food 
inspector 

Junior 
engineer  

Anganwadi 
worker  

Total 

Political 
interference 

Weak 0.0 0.0 4.2 4.8 0.0 2.4 

Moderate 66.7 62.5 45.8 38.1 33.3 51.8 

Strong 33.3 37.5 50.0 57.1 66.7 45.9 

Number of 
observations 

21 16 24 21 3 85 

Pearson chi2 (8) No significant differences 6.1 

Lack of staff Moderate 11.1 23.3 45.5 37.5 100.0 27.4 

Strong 88.9 76.7 54.5 62.5 0.0 72.6 

Number of 
observations 

36 30 22 16 2 106 

Pearson chi2 (4) C***, D**, 
E*** 

C*, E** A***, B* A**, E* A***, B**, 
D* 

14.8 
*** 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008. 

Note:  ***, **, * denote statistical significance of differences between the departments indicated by the letters at the 1 percent, 

5 percent, and 10 percent level, respectively. The Pearson chi2 test statistic is computed with 12 degrees of freedom for 

―Total.‖ Values may not sum up to 100 due to rounding or ―do not know‖ responses. The number of observations refers 

to field assistants that talked to or visited any institution in the year preceding the survey. 

In spite of a general perception that the Indian bureaucracy is characterized by cumbersome 

administrative procedures, the majority of field staff in the five departments did not consider complex 

administrative procedures to be a constraint in fulfilling their responsibilities and duties (Table 4.12). The 

table does not include constraints that were selected by few respondents only. These include unclear lines 

of departmental responsibilities and unresponsive or unsupportive department staff. About one-quarter of 

the agricultural extension workers and the veterinary assistants considered lack of interest by the farmers 

in their activities a constraint. It is also worth noting that, except for the food inspectors, more than 20 

percent of the field staff members across the different departments felt that they were often not in 

agreement with the policies and programs they were asked to implement (Table 4.14). 

Table 4.14—Agreement with policies and programs to be implemented (percent of respondents) 

  A B C D E   

Statement read 
to respondent 

Level of 
agreement 

Agricultural 
extension 

worker 

Veterinary 
assistant 

Food 
inspector 

Junior 
engineer 

Anganwadi 
worker 

Total 

(n = 41) (n = 40)  (n = 34) (n = 41) (n = 50) (n = 206) 

I often disagree 
with the policies 
or programs that 
we are asked to 
implement. 

Strongly agree 2.4 7.5 0.0 2.4 12.0 5.4 

Agree 17.1 15.0 5.9 19.5 20.0 16.0 

Disagree 78.1 70.0 67.7 68.3 50.0 66.0 

Strongly disagree 2.4 7.5 23.5 9.8 18.0 12.1 

Number of 
observations 

41 40 34 41 50 206 

Pearson chi2 
(16) 

C** C* A**, B*, 
E** 

 C** 27.8** 

Source:  ISEC-TISS-IFPRI Survey 2008. 

Note:  ***, **, * denote statistical significance of differences between the departments indicated by the letters at the 1 percent, 

5 percent, and 10 percent level, respectively. The Pearson chi2 test statistic is computed with 12 degrees of freedom for 

―Total.‖ Values may not sum up to 100 due to rounding or ―do not know‖ responses. The number of observations refers 

to field assistants that talked to or visited any institution in the year preceding the survey. 
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Household’s Access to Services Satisfaction with Service Provision 

This section provides an overview of household access and satisfaction with the services provided by the 

five departments under consideration. 

Household’s Access to Services 

The household survey indicated that 28 percent of the households cultivating land had access to at least 

one visit by an agricultural extension worker in the year preceding the survey. For female-headed 

households, the respective figure was 18 percent. As compared to an all-India survey published in 2005, 

this is above the average level of less than 6 percent (National Sample Survey Organisation 2005). Still, 

to promote agricultural development, a higher level of access might be preferable. It is likely that the 

limited access is due to the staff shortages identified by the service providers, as discussed above. 

Access to livestock services was above 70 percent for both male-headed and female-headed 

households (Table 4.15). Additional information collected during the study suggests that this high access 

is because livestock services are not only provided by the respective government department (which also 

faces staff shortages), but also by the dairy cooperatives. 

Table 4.15—Access of households to extension and livestock services, by gender of household head 

Type of household Number of 
households 
in sample 

Household visited by agricultural extension 
worker/veterinary service provider at least 

once in year preceding the survey (percent) 

All households with land cultivation 676 28.3 

Male-headed household with land cultivation 638 28.8 

Female-headed household with land cultivation 38 18.4 

All households with livestock 597 72.2 

Male-headed household with livestock 564 71.8 

Female-headed household with livestock 33 78.8 

Source:  ISEC-IFPRI Survey 2006. 

The two major services included in the study that focus on nutrition and food were the 

Anganwadi centers and the PDS. In both cases, access was rather high across different caste groups, even 

though there was some variation across castes. The average walking time to an Anganwadi center varied 

from 0.5 minutes for members of general castes to 8.5 minutes for members of OBC castes. The average 

distance to a ration shop was around one kilometer for members of all castes (0.8 kilometers for SC and 

ST, 1.1 kilometers for other castes). 

The main services for which the junior engineers are responsible include drinking water, drainage 

facilities, and rural roads. As indicated above, drinking water and drainage are also the services for which 

the GP councils play a major role. The access to these facilities was also found to be high. On the 

average, the distance to drinking water facilities was 0.3 kilometers in the dry season, and the average 

waiting time in the dry season was 0.02 hours. Access to roads between villages was generally high as 

well, but satisfaction rates were rather low, too. The major problems cited for dissatisfaction were poor 

quality roads, especially muddy roads. 

Household’s Satisfaction with Service Provision 

Table 4.16 reports the findings regarding citizens‘ satisfaction with the five services studied here. 
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Table 4.16—Satisfaction with rural services 

Service  Fully 
satisfied 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

Not 
satisfied 

Can’t say 

Drinking water supply 43.2 46.3 10.0 0.5 

Drainage facilities 7.6 41.9 49.7 0.8 

Roads 13.9 62.3 23.2 0.6 

Public bus 54.9 24.2 20.9 0.0 

PDS 56.0 32.7 8.3 3.0 

Preschool childcare facility (Anganwadi) 82.0 8.4 8.7 0.9 

Agricultural extension service 10.6 10.9 14.7 63.9 

Veterinary service 28.8 28.6 35.9 6.7 

Source:  ISEC-IFPRI Survey 2006. 

Satisfaction rates with the PDS systems were considerably higher than with agricultural 

extension. Those who expressed dissatisfaction were concerned about not having a ration shop closer to 

their residence and about irregular supply. 

The satisfaction rates with the Anganwadi centers were even higher. Approximately more than 

three-quarters of the respondents were very satisfied with this service. Similarly to the PDS, those who 

were not very satisfied with Anganwadi centers stated the lack of an Anganwadi facility or building in 

their village as the primary problem. An irregular food supply was also reported as a problem. However, 

satisfaction rates with drinking water were mixed. Although the percentage of households who were not 

satisfied at all with the service was low, the percentage of households who were very satisfied ranged 

from 27 percent among the ST members to 60 percent among general castes. Satisfaction rates with 

drainage facilities were the lowest of all services considered. The major problems cited related to the 

quantity and quality of drainage available. Some also cited the lack of regular cleaning. 

To identify the characteristics of the citizens that are associated with different satisfaction ratings 

for key services, a set of ordered logit models were estimated. To get an indication of equity and 

inclusiveness in service provision, the analysis focused on caste and gender. The results are reported in 

Table 4.17. 

Satisfaction with extension and veterinary services differed considerably across castes. For both 

services, respondents belonging to SCs and OBCs were less satisfied with the service than respondents 

from STs, general, and other castes. Although a further analysis of these caste-specific differences is 

beyond the scope of this study, the comparatively high percentages of households that are ―not at all‖ 

satisfied with these services indicated that there is room for improving service quality. 

A statistical analysis would be required to establish causal links between the characteristics and 

management of the public administration reported above and service delivery outcomes. Such an analysis 

is a task for future research, because it will have to control for a variety of factors that influence service 

delivery outcomes besides the factors considered here. These include, for example, the performance of the 

elected council members, the role of community-based organizations involved in service delivery, and the 

financial resources allocated to the delivery of the respective services, which may differ across districts, 

blocks, and GPs. 
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Table 4.17—Factors associated with household’s satisfaction level with different services 

 z-statistic in ordered logit model 

Service sector Agricultural 
extension 

Veterinary 
services 

Drinking 
water 

service 

Drinking 
water—

protected 
public source 

Drinking 
water 
quality 

Explanatory variable 

Sex of household head (0 = male; 1 
= female) 1.94 * 0.44  -0.63  -1.40  -0.70  

Household belongs to SC caste -0.92  -0.97  1.33  1.32  0.42  

Household belongs to ST caste 1.75 * 0.83  -1.93  -1.50  -0.46  

Household belongs to general caste -0.15  0.36  1.05  0.89  0.98  

Household belongs to other caste 0.30  2.90 *** 1.81 * 1.35  1.42  

District fixed effects yes  yes  yes  yes  yes  

Number of observations 305  584  949  945  949  

McFadden’s R2 0.148  0.159  0.058  0.073  0.049  

 z-statistic in ordered logit model  

Service sector Drainage 
service 

Road PDS 
service 

PDS regular 
availability of staple 

foodgrain  Explanatory variable 

Sex of household head (0 = male; 1 
= female) -0.21  0.39  2.05 ** 1.25    

Household belongs to SC caste 1.04  2.63 *** 0.44  0.80    

Household belongs to ST caste -0.49  0.64  -0.20  0.41    

Household belongs to general caste 0.94  0.80  -0.80  -2.37 **   

Household belongs to other caste -0.02  3.09 *** -0.09  -0.63    

District fixed effects yes  yes  yes  yes    

Number of observations 946  948  925  902    

McFadden’s R2 0.173  0.097  0.054  0.079    

Source:  ISEC-IFPRI Survey 2006. 

Note:  Significance at the 10, 50, and 1 percent error level is indicated by *, ** and ***, respectively. For each service sector, 

the degree of household satisfaction significantly differs across blocks. The respective chi-square statistics from 

Kruskal-Wallis tests are available on request. The ordered logit model for Anganwadi services is not reported due to 

questionable standard errors.  



 

30 

5.  DISCUSSION AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

Main Challenges of the Public Administration 

The conceptual framework identified three characteristics of the public administration that are important 

for their performance: institutional setup, capacity, and management. The study suggests that the public 

administration mainly suffers from problems in the fields of capacity and management. Most of the 

reform efforts of the past decades have focused on reforming the institutional setup of service provision, 

mainly through decentralization. This has, in fact, led to a transfer of authority to the three tiers of local 

government for the implementation of programs, though not for the management of staff. Although a 

more far-reaching analysis would be required to study the interactions between elected council members 

and departmental staff in more detail, the study suggests that there is frequent interaction between both 

groups, especially at the grassroots (that is, the Gram Panchayat [GP]) level. 

Staff capacity clearly differs across departments, but it seems to be most limited for the 

agricultural extension service. In this service, vacancies are high, there is hardly any young staff, and 

education levels do not match the service requirements. It appears reasonable to assume that these 

problems contribute to the comparatively low coverage and the low satisfaction levels with agricultural 

extension. The share of young staff members among the food inspectors is also low, but at least their 

qualification levels are higher than those of the agricultural extension agents. Still, it is worth noting that 

more than a quarter of the food inspectors, and more than a third of the junior engineers, do not feel that 

they have received adequate training to fulfill their service requirements. Training activities appear to be 

insufficient or insufficiently targeted to address these shortcomings. 

A second major challenge can be seen in the management of public-sector staff. Political 

interference has long been identified as a problem in India‘s public administration, and this study 

confirms that this challenge also affects the staff in charge of agricultural and food security programs in 

the fulfillment of their duties. Seventy percent of the food inspectors, half of the agricultural extension 

agents and junior engineers, and 40 percent of the veterinary assistants feel that this problem affects the 

fulfillment of their professional duties. The Anganwadi workers were the only group that did not feel 

affected by the problem. In contrast, lack of funds and complex administrative procedures were not seen 

as a major problem in any of the departments under consideration. 

The analysis also showed that, with the exception of childcare services, there are rather low levels 

of female staff among the frontline service providers in charge of food security, drinking water, and 

agricultural programs. Unlike the Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRIs), which have reservation rules for 

female staff, the study did not identify any specific equal opportunity policies in the public service. Staff 

composition was more inclusive for caste composition, reflecting the reservation rules that have been 

implemented in the public administration since Independence. However, these rules have apparently not 

translated into an equal provision of services to all caste groups, as indicated by the observed differences 

in satisfaction levels across caste groups. 

The following sections will discuss potential strategies to meet these challenges. Special attention 

is paid to the question of what extent the recommendations of the Second Administrative Reform 

Commission, especially its Tenth Report on Refurbishing of Personnel Administration (GoI 2008) are 

suitable to address the problems identified in this study. 

Addressing Capacity Constraints 

Staff Numbers 

This study suggests that for the case of agricultural extension services, staff shortage is a major problem, 

resulting in a comparatively low access to this service, even though access rates in Karnataka are higher 

than the national average. At the national level, the Eleventh Plan (Planning Commission, GoI 2008, 7) 

also points to the capacity constraint in the extension system: ―With hindsight, it appears that the policy 
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of restraining new hiring may have been excessive, as is evident from the age composition and high 

vacancies among extension staff.‖ Although addressing the staff shortage problem alone may not be 

sufficient to solve the problems in the agricultural sector, other reform strategies have little prospect to 

succeed if this problem remains unaddressed. 

There are obviously different ways of increasing the number of agricultural extension agents, and 

simply hiring more staff members under the civil service system may not be the most effective option. 

Hiring staff members on a contract basis for specific programs is another option, which is currently being 

pursued by several state governments. Apart from adopting the extension reform approach to create 

Agricultural Technology Management Agencies (ATMAs), states have hired local multipurpose 

extension workers, called para-extension workers, on a temporary basis for limited periods, mainly for 

externally funded projects that also involve the formation of farmers‘ groups (Sulaiman 2003). This 

option clearly provides more flexibility in adjusting staff strength and skills to changing needs over time. 

Other options include the contracting of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that work in the 

agricultural sector, contracting private-sector companies that can provide extension services, and 

establishing public–private partnerships. One should, however, take into account that these strategies have 

their own challenges (Feder et al. 2011). Moreover, there are also interesting options for using 

community-based extension strategies (Feder, Birner, and Anderson 2011). The dairy cooperatives show 

that such collective-action organizations can also successfully employ service providers. 

Before engaging in any such strategy to increase the numbers of agricultural extension staff, a 

thorough analysis should be conducted of the human resources in numbers, qualifications, and skill sets 

that are required to achieve the outcomes expected for this sector. This suggestion is in line with the 

recommendations made by the Second Administrative Reform Commission, which points out that 

governance structures in India are traditionally characterized by a focus on rule-based approaches; 

process regulations; and the use of inputs like resources, staff, and facilities. As the report observes, 

compliance with rules is not sufficient for achieving outcomes, and civil servants are rarely held 

accountable for the outcomes of their work (GoI 2008). Calling for a ―zero-based assessment,‖ the report 

identifies the need to establish objectives against which accomplishments could be identified and 

measured. The report also places emphasis on measuring performance, subscribing to the principle of 

―What gets measured gets done‖ (GoI 2008, 229). The report also emphasizes that there is a need to move 

away from a ―one-set-of-measures-fits-all‖ principle for assessing performance. In line with the logic to 

move away from this approach, the report leaves it to individual departments and agencies in the 

government to assess their requirements and develop their own performance management systems 

accordingly. For agricultural services, human resources planning would need to be based on a long-term 

perspective that takes into account the following: (1) the future challenges of agricultural development 

(such as adapting to climate change and meeting trade requirements); (2) the availability of modern 

information and communication technologies; and (3) a vision for the role that the public sector, the 

private sector, and the third sector will play in the future of agricultural extension. The answers may well 

depend on the specific conditions and priorities of each Indian state. 

Staff Qualification 

The analysis indicates that staff qualification is also a constraint. Partly, this constraint can be addressed 

by changing the entry requirements, but in-service training also needs particular attention. A thorough 

review of the training opportunities for field-level staff members would be essential to address this 

problem. The Second Administrative Reforms Commission pays particular attention to this issue. In its 

Tenth Report, it refers to the need for providing ―domain expertise‖ (GoI 2008, 176) and acknowledges 

that this has been a recurring theme of reforming administration in India. In fact, the issue had already 

been raised by the First Administrative Reforms Commission in 1968. The Second Administrative 

Reforms Commission emphasizes that officers should be considered for assignments on the basis of 

domains assigned to them, and that this would require midcareer learning opportunities relevant to the 

domain before and after promotion to Joint Secretary/Senior Administrative Grade (SAG) level. The 
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Second Administrative Reforms Commission observed, ―Many of the recommendations involving basic 

changes have not been acted upon and therefore, the framework, systems and methods of functioning of 

the civil services [in India] . . . remains [sic] largely unchanged‖ (GoI 2008, 23). 

Creating Stronger Incentives for Field-Level Staff 

Addressing staff shortages and improving the qualification of field-level staff will only lead to better 

service outcomes if staff members have strong incentives for good performance. Surprisingly, the reports 

of the Second Administrative Reforms Commission are relatively silent on the question. As indicated 

above, the Tenth Report emphasizes the need for service-specific measurement of performance (GoI 

2008, 220–221). Although this is important, such measurements have to be linked to incentives to be 

effective. The Tenth Report recognizes that there are a number of factors that create dissatisfaction among 

public administrators, such as poor working conditions, unfair personnel policies, interference in 

objective functioning, and others. However, the only concrete suggestion that is made regarding 

performance-based incentives pertains to SAG-level officials. It is suggested they (1) make their 

placement for deputation (that is, placement for special positions) more transparent and objective, and (b) 

use foreign assignments as a motivational tool (GoI 2008, 221). Obviously, these suggestions do not 

apply to field-level staff providing rural services. In another context, the report mentions the need to 

recognize the work of staff members, for example, by saying ―thank you‖ (GoI 2008, 236). In line with 

this suggestion, the findings from the study suggest that the majority of field-level staff members already 

feel that their work is being recognized by their supervisors. However, there was no indication that this 

strategy creates strong incentives. 

The findings from this study suggest that stronger incentives could be created by adjusting the 

pay scales better to differences in workload, by improving the possibilities of promotions for field-level 

staff, and by increasing the consideration of merit in promotions. Unlike other developing countries, India 

has paid attention to constantly adjusting public-service staff salary levels over time. Therefore, the 

overall level of salaries does not seem to be the major constraint, except for the Anganwadi workers. 

According to the survey, not all staff members receive their salary on time, a problem that needs to be 

addressed as it also creates disincentives. Moreover, more differentiated pay scales linked with more 

differentiated promotion opportunities for field-level staff based on merit might be useful. Since the 

length of tenure has traditionally been the major determinant of promotions for field-level staff, a gradual 

approach to moving toward a more merit-based system might be required. 

Such an approach involves the challenge of adequately assessing the merit of field-level staff. So 

far, the main instrument is the confidential Performance Appraisal Report. The Second Administrative 

Reforms Commission also recognizes the need for implementing a ―performance management system‖ in 

government, which would be a continuous activity, unlike the Performance Appraisal Report, which has 

been an event that takes place once per year. The ARC leaves it to ―every organization in government . . . 

to develop its own performance management system based on its unique requirements‖ (GoI 2008, 230). 

Although this provision has the potential to develop sector-specific performance criteria, there is also the 

danger that not all departments will equally implement such a system. 

Even though the majority of the interviewed staff in the study feel that the Performance Appraisal 

Reports are carried out in a fair way, their confidential character reduces the degree of transparency, 

which can be used to exercise political pressure on service staff, as further discussed below. Moreover, 

there is no mechanism by which the feedback of the service users is considered in these reports and in 

decisions about promotion. Devising systems to integrate such feedback, for example, using Citizen 

Report Cards, is a challenging task, since an independent organization would be needed to collect this 

feedback, and there is the danger of pressure on such an organization to change results in exchange for a 

bribe. This is an area where innovative e-governance or m-governance (for example, conducting surveys 

among service users using mobile phones) tools might be explored. Due to challenges of supervising field 

staff in rural areas, integrating feedback from the service users themselves will be essential to create 

strong incentives for the field-level service staff involved in food security and agricultural programs. 
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Addressing the Problem of Political Interference 

The problem of political interference in the public administration has long been acknowledged. Since the 

topic is sensitive, the survey did not ask the service providers to specify the types of political pressure 

they experience. However, the problems are well documented in the literature (Wade 1982; Keefer and 

Khemani 2004; Lal 2006). Likewise, the Administrative Reforms Commission‘s Tenth
 
Report on 

Refurbishing of Personnel Administration acknowledges, ―Political neutrality‘ which was the hallmark of 

the civil service in the pre-Independence era as well as in the period right after Independence, was 

gradually eroded‖ (GoI 2008, 274). 

Two types of pressure can be distinguished: First, politicians may put pressure on the public 

administration to extract public funding to finance electoral campaigns. Second, politicians may influence 

the public administration to channel services and benefits to their own supporters/constituencies. 

Politicians can use several instruments to exercise pressure on the staff in the public administration. An 

important instrument is the threat of transfer, before the completion of a particular term of assignment or 

to some remote location or to an unimportant position, as a ―punishment for noncompliance‖ with the 

interests of the political authority. High staff turnover may be seen as an indication of this problem. This 

instrument is especially relevant for senior-level staff. A second instrument consists of influencing the 

ratings staff receive in the confidential annual reports used for performance assessment. There is the 

problem that political actors may put pressure on those in the bureaucracy responsible for writing the 

reports to give a negative assessment. There is now a growing acknowledgment of the need for measures 

to insulate the bureaucracy from this problem (Prasad 2006). This instrument affects the frontline service 

providers, who are less likely to be subject to transfer, in particular. Obviously, another instrument of 

ensuring the compliance of public administration staff with political interference is to give them a share of 

the resources that are misappropriated. Public administration officials may also misappropriate funds for 

other reasons than political interference, such as personal gain. The current study was not designed to 

assess this problem, since it would obviously require a different methodology than a survey among the 

public officials themselves. 

The Second Administrative Reforms Commission‘s 2007 report on Ethics in Governance clearly 

recognizes the problems of corruption by stating, ―All procedures, laws and regulations that breed 

corruption and come in the way of efficient delivery system will have to be eliminated. The perverse 

system of incentives in public life, which makes corruption a high return low risk activity, need to be 

addressed‖ (GoI 2007a, iii). However, the report is not specific on the question of how to reduce political 

pressure on the members of the public administration. It recommends ―simplification and streamlining of 

procedures‖ for rewards and incentives (GoI 2007a, 141). The Tenth Report clearly acknowledges the 

problem of high staff turnover. It makes a reference to organizational theory and points out that ―the 

higher the rate of personnel turnover, the lower the organizational efficiency.‖ This report highlights the 

problem of frequent transfers and quotes Robert Wade, who pointed out that ―any serious discussion of 

how India‘s development administration can be made to work better must put personnel transfers near to 

top of the agenda for reforms‖ (GoI 2008, 182). The commission observes that frequent transfers and 

posting lead to lack of accountability and corruption within public administration in India, even though 

one could also argue that the line of causation is the other way around. Looking at the tenures of Indian 

Administrative Service officers during 1978 to 2006, the commission notes that the number of officers 

spending less than a year in their postings ranged from 48 to 60 percent of their total strength. As 

mentioned earlier, the commission, as a solution, recommends that domains of expertise should be 

assigned to officers of the All India and Central Civil Services on completion of 13 years of service 

(roughly around the time they become eligible for leadership positions in the rank of joint secretary and 

above postings). The commission also suggests that the Civil Services Board/Establishment Board, both 

in the states and in the union government, should be given the responsibility to fix tenures for all positions 

(GoI 2008, Chapter. 8). 
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Although useful, these recommendations on how to reduce political interference mainly refer to 

the central level and to senior staff. The commission does not have far-reaching recommendations that 

could be applied to field staff at the state level. The report (GoI 2008, 311–312) proposes rules that should 

be in place for punishments such as dismissal, removal, or other penalties. These types of punishments 

should be associated with an inquiry. For a dismissal or removal, an officer three levels above the 

concerned officer has to be involved. For other punishments, the officer involved has to be two levels 

above the concerned officer. This suggestion may have limited effectiveness since all levels of officers 

may be subject to the same political interference. It might be useful to consider the creation of 

independent bodies, such as committees that include members outside the concerned department, who 

need to be consulted in unscheduled transfers of staff. Moreover, better systems of performance 

measurement, as discussed above, will also be helpful to address the problem of political interference. 

Another strategy to reduce political interference is a reduction in discretionary funds that are 

controlled by the politicians at the central and state levels, rather than by decentralized bodies. The 

Second Administrative Reforms Commission points out that assigning discretionary funds to Members of 

Legislative Assembly (MLAs) and Members of Parliament (MPs) is against the spirit of decentralized 

governance and, as such, suggests that the MLA and MP local area development funds scheme should be 

abolished (GoI 2007b, 164–165). The Government of Bihar has become the first state in India that has 

implemented this recommendation by abolishing the MLA local area development scheme (Agrawal and 

Agrawal 2010). 

Promoting Equity and Inclusiveness in Service Provision 

Gender Equity 

India is a model country in promoting gender equity through reservation in local councils. The parliament 

also recognized the need for reserving seats for women at the parliamentary level (Rai and Sharma 2000). 

With the Eighth Five-Year Plan (1992–97), India introduced gender budgeting to promote gender equity 

in service delivery and program implementation (GoI 1992). This study for Karnataka could not identify 

any parallel efforts to promote gender equity within the public administration. Except for the Anganwadi 

workers, the percentage of female field staff in the surveyed departments was rather low, if not zero. The 

survey could not identify any policies in this respect either, which indicates that even if such policies 

exist, they are not known at the level of field staff and their supervisors. The low percentage of female 

staff is a matter of concern from the perspective of equal opportunities. Moreover, a higher percentage of 

female staff may also improve gender equity in service provision. The empirical literature on this topic is 

somewhat mixed (Horowitz 2009), but for the field of agricultural extension it is well established that 

female extension agents are better able to reach female farmers (World Bank and IFPRI 2010; World 

Bank, FAO, and IFAD 2009). It also appears reasonable to assume that female rural citizens will feel 

more comfortable approaching female junior engineers and female food inspectors and that, in turn, 

female staff members in these departments may have a better understanding of women-specific needs. 

Since Karnataka has a large number of colleges with a substantial turnout of female graduates with the 

respective qualifications, it should be feasible to increase the share of female staff when hiring new staff 

in these departments. At the same time, there is a need to create a women-friendly work environment for 

female frontline staff, for instance, by providing them with transportation and accommodation facilities, 

especially in remote areas. 

A review of all reports of the Second Administrative Reforms Commission shows that the 

commission is surprisingly blind to this concern. Particularly, the Administrative Reforms Commission 

Second Report, which talks about ―unlocking human capital‖ to strengthen the country‘s public-service 

delivery system, completely overlooks the role that women would play as frontline service providers and 

in higher tiers of the public administration (GoI 2006). The report recognizes up front that many of the 

government‘s flagship rural development programs like the National Rural Employment Guarantee 

scheme (now renamed as the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee scheme), the 
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school midday meal scheme, the Integrated Child Development Services (ICDS), the total sanitation 

programs, the National Rural Health Mission, and the like are ―bound by the common objective of 

delivering entitlements on a universal scale‖ (GoI 2006, 3). However, while talking about the 

administrative and institutional design for the successful implementation of these programs, the 

Administrative Reforms Commission Second Report does not suggest any strategy for mainstreaming 

gender in the implementation process. 

Caste 

Unlike for the case of gender, there is a reservation policy for caste in the public service, and the survey 

suggests that this policy is implemented among the field-level staff since the share of staff in the 

respective categories resembles their share in the population. Likewise, there is a caste-based reservation 

policy among the elected bodies of government. Moreover, many of the programs implemented in rural 

areas have special provisions for disadvantaged castes. However, the household survey suggests that all 

these measures are not sufficient to promote gender equity in rural service provision. The survey also 

shows that patterns of disadvantage are not straightforward, since they differ across services. For most 

services, members of scheduled castes (SCs) generally had lower satisfaction rates than other castes. 

However, members of scheduled tribes (STs) had higher satisfaction levels for some services and lower 

rates for others. There is certainly a need to do more research on this topic, using not only subjective 

satisfaction data, but also other data on service quality and quantity that can be measured independently 

of subjective perceptions. 



 

36 

6.  CONCLUDING REMARKS 

As argued in the introduction, an effective public administration is required to effectively implement—or 

supervise the implementation of—publicly funded programs in the fields of agriculture and food security. 

This holds true even if responsibilities for service provision and program implementation are shifted to of 

the elected Panchayati Raj councils, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and community-based 

organizations, and the private sector. An effective public sector remains, in any case, necessary to fulfill 

the functions of coordination, facilitation, regulation, and oversight. Yet, in spite of a lively debate on the 

governance issues related to food security and poverty reduction, little attention has been paid to the need 

of reforming the public administration in these sectors. The findings of this study indicate that simply 

providing more funding for food security and agricultural programs will not be sufficient to address 

India‘s agricultural and food security challenges. Emphasis should be placed on the need to (1) remove 

capacity constraints among field-level service providers in some departments, (2) create stronger 

incentives for field-level staff of all departments concerned, (3) address the problem of political 

interference in service provision, and (4) achieve more gender and caste equity in service provision. The 

reports of the Second Administrative Reform Commission provide important insights on how to tackle 

some of these challenges, but they are relatively silent on important aspects that have been identified as 

key constraints by the frontline staff members themselves, such as the problem of political interference. 

Hence, it is high time that researchers, policymakers, stakeholders, and activists concerned in India pay 

more attention to addressing the concerns of field-level staff in charge of food security and agricultural 

development programs. 
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