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2) 	 When the discharge at the distributary head falls below 70% of design, an 

occurrence observed in some distributaries of the Lower Chenab Canal (LCC) 

for as much as one-third of the annually available operational days, supplies to 

tail outlets simply collapse. 

3} 	 As the Lower Gugera Branch delivers insufficient surface water supplies to the 

tail of the system, an inter-distributary rotation is operated for much of the year 

at Bhagat Head. Yet, significant inconsistencies in the equitable implementation 

of scheduled rotational operations were observed in the Pir Mahal Distributary. 

For several months in 1990, this distributary operated about 40% of the time 

period below 70% of full supply level, contrasting with nearby Khikhi and 

Dabanwala distributaries which operated nearly continuously at 90% or more of 

full supply level (Figure-5). Heavy silt accumulation, embankment erosion, 

unauthorized or informal withdrawals of canal water upstream, and variability in 

distributary flows upstream were identified as causes of severe tail-end 

deprivation. 

4) 	 Laxity in canal operations has promoted anarchy in the field. There are many 

instances of breaching of canal bunds, installing of unauthorized outlets, 

pumping and siphoning of canal water, and tampering with outlets and other 

canal structures. These acts in turn exacerbate the maintenance problems. Both 

under normal supply and shortage conditions, generally the upstream water 

users receive more water than their due share, while those in the tail reaches of 

the canal command receive less5
. 

Surprisingly, there are also instances where the tail-end watercourses in some canals have been 
reported as receiving more water than their due share. This unusual inequitable situation 
observed in Puran and Nari distributaries in the Punjab is attributed to an overall over-supply of 
water to 	the canals (Gleason et ai, 1993). A similar anomaly was seen in an IIMI study .in the 
Lower Swat Canal in the North West Frontier Province, where its downstream Sheik Yousaf 
Minor 	was drawing more excess water relative to the design discharge than its upstream 
Distributary No.3, and downstream watercourses receiving a greater allowance than 
watercourses upstream in the Minor. and the same reason was identified for explaining the 
unusual reversed inequity (Bandaragoda et ai, 1993). 
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2.2.1 Empowering Water Users : A Basic Issue 

The following excerpt from a recent article by John S. Ambler (1993) aptly raises the 

issue of empowerment: 

In practice, the implicit meaning of the phrase "farmer participation" frequently 

means "we need farmer participation in the government's program". With this 

unsaid attitude, the government acts as the prime mover, making the key 

decisions about investment priorities, the design of improvements, the system 

of management, and the rules of operation. Water user's associations become 

an appendage of the state, rather than autonomous bodies with real decision­

making powers. The concept of farmer management (or alternatively, 

"government participation in peoples' programs") requires a reorientation of the 

irrigation bureaucracy from a position of implementing agency to one of service 

agency. This would be one step towards conditioning ourselves to think about 

placing meaningful authority in the farmers' hands. 

The validity of this view rests on a number of observable facts and related 

interpretations. One dominant feature of irrigation management in South Asian countries 

is the exercise of power and authority in day-to-day management affairs. Therefore, 

a basic issue in social organization for irrigation management is whether, and to what 

extent, the power and authority can be shared among the relevant partners. 

Ambler's views quoted above represent a common concern among many from outside 

the irrigation bureaucracies, and the concern has been increasingly emphasized in 

recent times. However, not much has been articulated on this issue by those within the 

bureaucracies who, in fact, possess the power and authority, which they are being 

encouraged to share with their "beneficiaries". A forum of this nature provides a good 

opportunity to clarify the insiders' view. 
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The downside of this issue is an apparent lack of both interest and its articulation at the 


grass root level. Do water users really want to get organized, or be empowered? 


This question has to be answered with empirically tested results. That the people in 


one place have wanted users organization, or even benefited from it, is no reason for 


one to assume that the people in another place would do the same. Even if the 


common realization among those who are interested in their welfare is that any group 


of people would need it, there is a need to engage in some social engineering field 


work to ensure that people in fact are convinced that they want to be organized. 


Individuals will readily agree to join a group only when they see the personal gain in 


doing so. 


In summary, the sharing of power and authority is a basic requirement for shifting to 


participatory management through the involvement of organized users. This 


presupposes the existence of a commonly accepted set of useful functions to be 


performed by the organizations. Without these, there will be only IIpaper organizations". 


The desirability of power transfer may be widely accepted, but the issue needs to be 


further analyzed in terms of mainly three aspects: 


1) Viability (is it really possible?); 


2) Extent (how far is it possible?); and 


3) Mechanisms (the strategies for transferring power). 


2.2.2 What Can the Organized Water Users Do ? 

Past experience in state-sponsored interventions in organizing water users shows that 

their emphasis was for more tangible, target-oriented and engineering-related activities 

by the water users. Once the limited involvement in lining and improving watercourses 

was accomplished, the "WUA" that was formed for this purpose collapsed. In fact, the 

activity itself was a doubtful incentive for the farmers to organize themselves for 

31 



















